
 

 

 

 

 

Translanguaging in Algerian University EFL Classrooms: Practices and 

Attitudes 

 

 

 

 

Safia Serai 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The thesis is submitted in partial fulfilment of the requirements for the award of the degree 

of Doctor of Philosophy of the University of Portsmouth. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

February 2022



 
i 

Abstract 

Assumptions about monolingualism in language pedagogy have been challenged in recent 

years. Concurrently, language practices involving more than one language, now commonly 

referred to as translanguaging, have received an increasing amount of attention from different 

scholars around the world, especially in the educational context (Garcia & Li, 2014; Juvonen 

& Källkvist, 2021; Mazak & Carroll, 2017; Rabbidge, 2019). This is still a relatively new area 

of investigation, and research about teachers’ and students’ translanguaging practices and 

attitudes is still in its infancy within the context of English language pedagogy at university 

level.  

This study aimed to identify the translanguaging practices of university EFL teachers and 

students when engaging in classroom talk and the functions achieved through these practices. 

Furthermore, it examined the participants’ attitudes when translanguaging occurred in the 

tertiary EFL classrooms. To achieve these research aims, I conducted an exploratory case study 

at the department of English at Mohamed Lamine Debaghine University, known as Setif 2 

University, in Algeria. Algeria is a postcolonial multilingual context where each language has 

particular significance, linked to history, identity, culture, and power.  

The data was collected qualitatively and quantitatively through classroom observations with 

field notes, interviews with teachers and students, focus group discussions (FGDs), and 

questionnaires with students.  

The findings showed that teachers and students deployed translanguaging practices in the EFL 

classroom talk, and this followed certain patterns. On the one hand, the teachers used their 

languages interlingually and intralingually for explanatory and expressive functions, the 

students deployed their own languages interdiscursively for eliciting information and 

explanation, feedback and correction, and expressive functions. On the other hand, the teachers 

seemed to be unaware of the strategic deployment of their languages, and they referred to these 

practices as random. The teachers stated that, due to the status of English in Algeria, their 

translanguaging practices were embraced with open and limited translanguaging spaces, 

depending on the students’ needs and the content of the module. The students reported their 

wish for an English-only classroom, except for difficult terminologies and discussions of non-

pedagogical values. 
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Therefore, the findings of this study contribute to understanding how translanguaging operates 

in tertiary English language learning and teaching classrooms and thinking critically about the 

potential challenges and benefits of language teachers’ and students’ translanguaging practices 

in multilingual contexts like the Algerian one. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction  

 

“Algeria as a melting pot (…) is very rich at the level of language; we have many languages, 

many dialects…” (Teacher participant) 

1.1. Introduction 

This thesis investigates translanguaging within the English as Foreign Language (EFL) 

classrooms at an Algerian university. Although there is a growing body of research on 

translanguaging in different contexts and from different views, further research is needed to 

better understand this practice in higher education multilingual language contexts. Therefore, 

this study aimed at developing an understanding of translanguaging at the tertiary level through 

examining classroom talk and the different types of interactions when using Languages Other 

Than English (LOTE) alongside English to fulfil different functions within the tertiary EFL 

classrooms. Moreover, it endeavoured to reveal any discrepancy between the EFL teachers’ and 

students’ real and reported translanguaging practices.  

 

This introductory chapter is divided into two parts.  The first section gives a brief overview 

of the study context by presenting the sociolinguistic situation in Algeria, including English as a 

foreign language in this context.  The second section of this part explains the choice of 

translanguaging and how it fits within the Algerian postcolonial multilingual context. The second 

part presents the research aims and questions, the significance of the study, the note on 

terminology, and finally the thesis overview. 

1.2. The study context 

This first part presents the sociolinguistic situation in Algeria that is significant to understand 

this research and the development of the English language in this context. Then, it discusses the 

reason behind adopting translanguaging framework in this research.  

1.2.1. The historical and linguistic diversity in Algeria 

The quote at the beginning of the chapter was declared by one of the teacher interviewees to 

stress that the diverse sociolinguistic situation in Algeria is reflected in the EFL classroom to 

certain degrees. Abdelhamid (2002) states that the complex linguistic situation in Algeria cannot 
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be abridged to the bilingualism phenomenon, but rather it is a plurilingualism phenomenon. This 

phenomenon is the outcome of the different experiences and knowledge the individual develops 

during their communication with others and the long series of invasions Algeria witnessed from 

many countries like the Romans, the Arabs, the Spanish, the Turkish and finally the French. 

Figure 1 below, adapted from El-Mili (1986), illustrates the different invaders and their 

languages in chronological order. These conquests brought to the colonised country various 

cultures, languages, religion, and traditions.  

 

 

Figure 1. The different conquerors to Algeria and their languages. 

 

As a result of this diversity, the Algerian sociolinguistic repertoire includes the national 

languages: Arabic (with its varieties: Modern Standard Arabic (MSA) and dialectal Arabic, the 

latter is known as Derja which is adopted in this study, Darija or Djazayriya), 

Tamazight (Standard Tamazight and its dialects). Moreover, there are the European languages: 

French as the second and post-colonial language, English and Spanish as foreign languages 

(Queffélec et al., 2002). However, the real influence on the Algerian sociocultural history was 

from the Arabs and the French (Benrabah, 2014). The presence of the Spanish language is 

• Tamacheq or TamazightThe Berbers ( indigenous 
people)

• Phonician (Punic)The Phonecians (The Carthage)

• Latin (changed to Berber African Latin)The Romans

• Vandalic or Gothic (no effect on existing 
languages) 

The Vandals 

• Byzantine Greek (no effect on existing 
languages)

The Byzantines

• Arabic (Similar status with Tamazight  during 
that time) 

The  Arabs

• Spanish (not a very significant effect on current 
languages)

The Spanish

• Turkish (not a very significant effect on current 
languages) 

The Ottoman

• French (second language that affected Derja 
which is a combination of Standard Arabic and 
French)

The French 
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noticeable in the Western cities like “Oran”. There are different social, economic and 

geographical reasons behind the influence of the Spanish language on the Oranais dialect 

(Queffélec et al., 2002). Nonetheless, in this chapter, I do not discuss the status of the Spanish 

language because of the sociolinguistic nature of the city where the study was conducted. Thus, 

the focus is on Arabic with its varieties, Tamazight, French and finally English. Each language 

has its unique “socio-cultural position” (Le Roux, 2017, p.113). Therefore, the order I followed 

to discuss these different languages is based on the status of each language in Algeria, which has 

varying importance at the sociolinguistic and political levels (Mostari, 2005). I present MSA 

with Derja (Algerian Arabic) since the former is the official language of the Algerian state, and 

the latter is the most spoken language by Algerians. The reason behind presenting MSA 

before Derja is that the latter is derogated in formal settings, especially education, where it was 

rejected in 2016 to be included in primary schools. Then, I move to Tamazight, which is the 

second official and national language in Algeria. Finally, I tackle French as the second language 

in Algeria and English as the foreign language and the context of this research. Appendix 1 

illustrates the different languages that are explained in this section, their status, functions, and 

domain of use in the Algerian society. 

1.2.1.1. ARABIC: Modern Standard Arabic (MSA) and Derja  

For Algeria, I will speak French, Spanish and English and for that matter, 

and if necessary, Hebrew…Let it be known that Algeria is part of the world 

and must adapt to it and that Arabic is the national and official 

language…To move forward, one must break taboos (Former president 

Abdelaziz Bouteflika, 1999, as cited in Benrabah, 2005, pp.382-383). 

 

Prior to the Ottoman era, Algeria was not recognized as a country; it was known as 

“ICOSIUM” to refer to an enormous city bordered by the Mediterranean Sea (El-Mili, 1989). 

The Maghreb’s indigenous people were the Amazigh, and Tamazight was the most spoken 

language in the area. However, these people were introduced to the Arabic language after several 

Arab Muslim conquests to the Maghreb or the so-called ‘al-Futuhat al-Islamiyah’ by 705 (El-

Mili, 1989). During the first expeditions, Arab conquerors managed to change the religion of the 

Berbers from Christianity and Paganism to Islam, yet “without modifying the ethnography of the 

country” (Yves, 1918, as cited in Chami, 2009, p.389). The number of Arabs increased; 



 
4 

therefore, people started adopting the Arabs’ customs and the Arabic language gradually (Baya 

Essayahi & Kerras, 2016; Mercier, 1888, as cited in Chami, 2009). 

 

Different Muslim dynasties ruled Algeria such as the Umayyads, the Abbassids, the 

Rustumids, the Fatimids, and the Idrisids; however, the Arabic language became inveterate and 

firmly established in Algeria after the Banu Hilal tribes’ arrivals in the 11th century (Benrabah, 

1999a). Arabic then predominated the existing languages and became the language of prestige 

that opened the doors for those who spoke it to occupy high positions in the state (Bagui, 2014; 

Chami, 2009). Hence, “the educated caste was thus bilingual, unlike the majority of the 

population which was monolingual, i.e., speaking either the Tamazight or the dialectical Arabic 

(an intermediate language mixture of Arabic and Tamazight)” (Chami, 2009, p.389). As a result 

of this mixture between these languages, the spoken Arabic language in Algeria, which is a 

similar case to the other North African countries, differed from the one spoken in the original 

countries of the conquerors (i.e., Maghrebi Arabic versus Eastern Arabic). Another outcome of 

this mixture between the spoken Tamazight and Arabic was the outset of the emergence of 

bilingualism in the Algerian context. This, then, means that multilingualism in Algeria is not a 

phenomenon that started with the settlement of the French. Once Algeria became independent in 

1962, Arabic was recognized as the official and national language of the country in 1963.  

 

“The complex state of polyglossia” marks Arabic nowadays (Saadane & Habash, 2015, 

p.69), and Algeria is not an exception as it is the same case in all Arabic-speaking communities. 

As it is known, there are three categories of Arabic: Classical Arabic (CA), MSA (Al fus7a in 

Arabizi1) and Dialectal Arabic (DA). “CA is the language of the Holy Quran, and MSA is the 

simplified form of CA” (Abainia, 2020, p. 420). CA and MSA are similar; nonetheless, they are 

different functionally (Ennaji, 2005) stylistically and lexically more than grammatically, 

especially that MSA embraced new different lexical items (Mokhtar, 2018) to satisfy the needs 

of the modern era.  “Classical Arabic is a fossilised language which admits neither linguistic 

change nor new lexical items” (Ennaji, 2005, p.54). MSA is a codified and standardized 

language. It is the lingua franca of the Arabs; however, it is the mother tongue of none of them. 

In this regard, Aldoughiri (2012) names the other Arabic dialects “the mother tongue” while 

MSA “the nation’s language” (p.4) that unites all the Arabs and transcends the political borders 

                                                
1 Arabizi is explained in the Methodology Chapter. 
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regardless of its different pronunciation from one country to another. Furthermore, MSA can be 

regarded as the mediatory language between CA and Derja. Figure 2 below shows the different 

varieties of Arabic in Algeria according to their use in the Algerian community.  

 

 

 

Figure 2. The different varieties of Arabic in Algeria according to their use in the Algerian 

society. 

 

MSA in Algeria “is not acquired as a mother tongue, but rather it is learned as a second 

language at school and through exposure to formal broadcast programs (such as the daily news), 

religious practice, and newspaper” (Harrat et al., 2016, p.385). In the educational sector, students 

in Algeria learn through MSA different subjects in basic education2; however, it is exclusive to 

the humanities and social sciences at the university level (Benrabah, 2007a, 2007b). For the 

reason that MSA is restricted to formal places, most Algerians have a limited capacity to speak 

and write it properly.  

 

In the Algerian context, MSA and dialectal Arabic, colloquial Arabic or Algerian Arabic 

(AA) are used (Bagui, 2014; Saadane & Habash, 2015). It is necessary to mention that the 

boundaries between AA and MSA were established during the Spanish colonization because of 

borrowing (Benfassi, 2002, as cited in Chemami, 2011). These boundaries continued to be 

upheld with the French “mission civilisatrice/civilizing mission” (the feelings and beliefs of the 

superiority of western civilization over the other ones) through adopting a policy of assimilation 

or Frenchification (Benrabah, 2014; Chemami, 2011). 

                                                
2 Basic education includes primary, middle and secondary schools. 
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AA is known as Djazayriyah (Algerian), el Aamia (al 3amia in Arabizi), or Derja (as named 

by Algerians); the latter term is used throughout the thesis. All the terms mean colloquial or 

vernacular speech. Derja is “the language of the intellectual and the illiterate, the poor and the 

rich; it is the language of all the community classes” (Zaytoni, 2013, p.2160). Derja, a mixed 

language of MSA, Tamazight, and borrowed words from French, Spanish, and Turkish (Meftouh 

et al., 2012), is the most spoken language by 70-75% of Algerians (Benrabah, 2014), yet it does 

not have a proper writing system.  Derja has “social functions that are basically related to identity, 

everyday life, family, and friends because they express people’s feelings, values, aspirations, and 

beliefs” (Ennaji, 2005, p.24). Although Algerian speakers display close and common 

characteristics when communicating in Derja because it emerged from one source (Arabic with 

the influence of Tamazight and French) (Tounsi, 2020), it varies from one Algerian city to 

another and even in “small cities within the same region” (Abainia, 2020, p.429). Thus, most 

researchers divided spoken Arabic in Algeria based on a large scale (large districts) and not on 

a small scale (cities within the same region). For instance, according to Queffélec et al. (2002), 

there are four varieties of Derja that are listed below: 

1- The Oranais (Wahraniya or known as the western accent): it is the Derja spoken in the 

Western part of Algeria from Ténès (Chelef) to the Moroccan borders. It was named after the 

Algerian city ‘Oran’. 

2- Algérois (Dziriya): the name was derived from the capital city’s name (Alger/Algiers). This 

variety is used in the Algerian’s central part. Some Algerians use this term to refer to Derja. 

The reason behind using Dziriya and Derja interchangeably by some Algerians can be related 

to the fact that the capital city has the same name of the country in Derja (Dzayer). 

3- The rural (known as the eastern accent): this variety is widespread in the eastern zone of 

the country. It is spoken from Setif where the study was conducted to the extreme east.  

4- Sahara (Sahrawiya/sa7rawiya in Arabizi): it is the variety of the spoken Derja in the south  

of Algeria.  

These four different varieties of Derja were divided on a regional basis. Each variety 

represents one part of the Algerian four sub-regions (East, North, South, and West). Figure 3 

below adapted from the Travel Wiki Website (n.d.) illustrates these four sub-dialects.  
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  Figure 3. The different varieties of Derja in Algeria (Travel Wiki, n.d.). 

 

 

Abainia (2020) provides a more detailed classification of Derja by identifying 12 different 

dialects spoken in the various parts of the country. In addition to the 12 Arabic spoken dialects, 

he includes the Berber languages and Chenoui (spoken by a minority in Tipaza and Chelef). 

Figure 4 below is taken from Abainia’s study (2020). 
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Figure 4. The 12 spoken Derja with Tamazight languages (Abainia, 2020). 

 

The fact that Derja is widespread and more spoken than MSA can be linked to several 

reasons, as stated by Zaytoni (2013). She argues that colloquial languages are not subject to 

grammar, morphology, and orthography rules. Therefore, MSA is difficult for those who are 

illiterate.  Like any other language in the world, MSA requires financial and human resources to 

teach it. Furthermore, since the French aimed to abolish both the Arab and the Islamic identities 

of the Algerians, Zaytoni (2013) argues that these influences and attempts to replace MSA with 

French and position the latter as the first language of Algerians is among the reasons behind the 

diffusion of Derja. Additionally, Najjar (2012) states that people cannot express their feelings 

and talk about their lives using MSA only; therefore, they use colloquial Arabic that is more 

expressive for them.  Before Algerian independence, Derja and MSA were very close and 

similar; however, Derja became a mixture of MSA and French after 1962 (Ben Jaafar, 2012; 

Khelifi, 2014) due to borrowed and loaned words from the French language. This led the 

Francophone to proclaim Derja as an official language instead of MSA; nevertheless, the 

Algerians and MSA proponents did not accept these insinuations because MSA for them is the 

symbol of their Arab-Islamic identity.  
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After defeating the French, the national political authorities adopted an Arabization policy 

(Benrabah, 2004; Boubakour, 2008) as one of the cultural revolution’s goals. This policy aimed 

to give back the status of Arabic in the Algerian society by implementing it in all sectors like 

media, names of streets and cities, and education (Djaradi, 2017). Nevertheless, Arabization “has 

not worked properly, due to the strong presence of the French language mainly, and by other 

linguistic presences such as Berber, Turkish, or Spanish” (Baya Essayahi & Kerras, 2016, p.41). 

The government leaders introduced education in Arabic to primary schools in 1971, middle 

schools in 1976, secondary schools and some majors in higher education in 1984 and 1986, 

respectively (Benmoussat, 2002). However, until 1991, the state leaders legislated Arabic to be 

used in the educational system (Abu-Haidar, 2000). Unlike MSA, which is used in official 

contexts (Daoud, 2001), Derja is used in everyday communication and informal contexts. 

However, Taleb El Ibrahimi (2008) argues that the context where Derja is used differently from 

MSA is not always linked to informality.  She further adds that MSA language users, in general, 

and Algerians, in particular, do not escape using their dialects within formal interactions like 

religious speech, political speech, lectures and tutorials, theatre, and media. Since the context 

where MSA and Derja are used is varied, it may entail that this language and its variety are 

distinct.  

According to Saadane and Habash (2015), “The Arabic dialects differ from Modern 

Standard Arabic (MSA) on all levels of linguistic representation, from phonology and 

morphology to lexicon and syntax” (p.69).  Mokhtar (2018) illustrates these differences with 

examples from both MSA and Derja. At the phonological level, he gives the example of verbs 

where most of the MSA vowels are removed or less indicated in Derja. Morphologically 

speaking and providing examples of nouns, Mokhtar states that Derja is easier than MSA 

“because of the absence of case-marking inflexions and the dual and feminine plural inflexions” 

(p.136). The lexical level is characterized by borrowed and loaned words from Tamazight, 

French, and Spanish to varying extents and impact. Finally, at the syntactic level, VSO (Verb, 

Subject, Object) and SVO (Subject, Verb, Object) are found in both MSA and Derja, yet the 

latter follows the SVO order more frequently.  

 

Therefore, to understand the differences between these varieties of Arabic, a linguistic 

comparison between Derja and MSA, including the Setifian3context, where the study took place, 

                                                
3 Setifian (demonym) is an adjective that refers to the dialect as well as the people who live 

or are originally from the Algerian city Setif where the study was conducted.   
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is illustrated in appendix 2 (adapted from Habash, 2010; Saadane & Habash, 2015). It is worth 

mentioning that despite the linguistic differences between Derja and MSA, there are religious, 

sociocultural, political and educational factors that distinguish these varieties of Arabic.  For 

instance, politically speaking, MSA is recognized as a national and official language in the 

Algerian constitution while Derja is not mentioned in the constitution regardless of all the 

attempts to make it a co-official language alongside MSA. Furthermore, there were rejections of 

including the latter with MSA in primary education. Most Algerians thought that this is a 

politicized decision and a threat to the national identity. In this regard, Ennaji (2005) points out 

that “the dialects are viewed by Arabists as divisive because they would encourage regional and 

political separation” (p.69). The distinction between MSA and Derja is similar to the one Ennaji 

(2005) claims about MSA and Moroccan Arabic (MA). He argues that these two varieties of 

Arabic are not only linguistically different but culturally. Ennaji refers to the Holy Quran that 

can be of support to MSA and not MA. This, then, can be the reason behind considering MSA 

as a prestigious language and the language of school while Derja is the language of home and 

informal situations. 

1.2.1.2. Tamazight 

Tamazight, unlike Arabic and French, is not a colonial language. It is the language of the 

indigenous pre-Arab inhabitants of North Africa. The region where these people live is called 

Tamazgha (Nuunja, 2013), which means the land of Imazighen (see Figure 5 below, taken from 

Nuunja, 2013). Tamazgha includes Algeria, Morocco, Tunisia, Libya, Western Sahara, 

Mauritania, the Canary Islands, Siwa Oasis in Egypt and northern parts of Mali, Niger, and 

Burkina Faso (EL Aissati, 2005). The prehistory of Central North Africa showed that the 

different populations of Tamazgha with common linguistic and geographical characteristics 

amalgamated under one group called the Berbers or the Imazighen which is the plural of the 

Amazigh (Nuunja, 2013). ‘Barbarous’ (translated as barbarians) was first introduced by the 

Romans to refer to non-Latin people who speak gibberish and unintelligible language (Daoud, 

2001). Therefore, because of the derogatory and scornful connotation the name Berbers implies, 

the Amazigh, meaning the free man, have always rejected and revolted against it. The language 

of Amazigh is Tamazight, ‘la langue amazighe/Amazigh language’ or ‘la langue berbère /berber 

language’ (Chaker, 2004; Leclerc, 2021). In this study, the terms Amazigh and Tamazight, as 

known in the Algerian context are used. The origins of Tamazight are still dubious; it was 

probably the offspring of Indo-European, Afro-Asiatic (Cushitic, Coptic, and Ancient Egyptian) 
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or Indo-American languages and varieties (El Aissati, 2005; Naalouf, 2018). Furthermore, 

Amazigh were neglected throughout history (United States Library of Congress, 2008) because 

they had only an oral form but not a written form of Tamazight (Bentahila, 1983).  

 

 

 

Figure 5. Tamazgha: the land of indigenous Central North Africans (Nuunja, 2013). 

 

In Algeria, there is a quarrel and incongruity about the exact number of Berberphones. This 

can be due to the lack of regular statistics, which resulted in the absence of trustworthy numbers 

about the speakers of this minority language (Lereul, 2018). However, the estimated number of 

the Algerian population who speak Tamazight, including its varieties is 25-30% (almost one-

third of the population) (Benrabah, 2014; Chaker, 2011; EL Aissati, 2005). After several strikes 

of the Amazigh in the regions of Kabyle, Tamazight was recognized in Algeria as a national 

language in 2002 and an official language in 2016 (Const.art. III, 2016). Such a decision created 

chaos about the country’s national identity since many Algerians were against making another 

language an official language alongside MSA. Nonetheless, Tamazight is still below Arabic 

because the latter remains the official language of the state. Furthermore, since Derja is the 

language of the majority of Algerians, it is rare to find Tamazight outside the Kabylian region, 

except for some signs. This language is used for communication in all sectors 

among Amazigh alongside French but not with those who are not familiar with Tamazight. 
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Thus, Tamazight speakers can use Tamazight and Arabic with its varieties, Tamazight with 

French or Tamazight with Arabic (including its varieties) and French. Like Derja, 

the Amazigh have different dialects according to the region where they locate. Hence, as shown 

in Figure 6 below from Amrane (2019), Kabylian/le taqbaylit is the most spoken variety in the 

region of Kabyle. Chaouia/le tachouit is spoken in the Aurès region, Chenoui/le tachenouit is 

spoken in the central west, and Chelhi/le tachelhit (on the Algerian-Moroccan borders) is spoken 

in the northwest. Finally, in the south, there is Mozabite/le tamzabit (in Ghardaia and its 

outskirts), Tuareg/le Tamasheq (in the southern region) and Zenati/ Znati (in Gourara). 

 

 

Figure 6. The different dialects of Tamazight in Algeria (Amrane, 2019). 

Although Setif is an Arabphone city, there are some speakers of Tamazight. Setifian 

Berberphones speak either Kabylian or Chaouia. However, in this study, Kabylian/le taqbaylit is 

the first language of only one teacher participant and some students. In 1995, Tamazight was 

introduced in the Algerian educational system as an optional subject for final year students in 
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middle and secondary schools; nevertheless, it was not adopted around the country and covered 

only the Kabyle region. In Setif city, 950 secondary school students, in 2021, passed their 

baccalaureate exam in Tamazight for the first time (“Sétif”, 2021). This may entail that 

Tamazight still needs more effort and a long time for its status in the different Algerian sectors, 

the educational sector, in particular, to be improved. 

1.2.1.3. The French language in Algeria  

The reason behind discussing the French language is its status in the postcolonial Algerian 

context. French is the second language in Algeria, and most Algerians are more familiar with 

this language than Tamazight. Furthermore, some Algerians master French better than MSA 

while 80% of the Algerians use French in their everyday communication (Chemami, 2011) to 

varying degrees of comprehension and actual use (Bagui, 2014). In 2018, almost 13.8 (32.86%) 

million Algerians could read and write French (Beck et al., 2018). Although the French language 

was the dominant language during the French colonization, its status witnessed a gradual 

regression after 1962 (Benrabah, 2014). The de-Frenchfication policy or “Algeria’s language 

policy was unsuccessful in encouraging Algerians to give up French” (Benrabah, 2007d, p.195), 

resulting in language maintenance of the French in the Algerian context (Benrabah, 2007d; 

Lyons, 2014). Based on the statistics about the largest speaking communities of different 

languages, Algeria in the 1990s was the second francophone country after France (Benrabah, 

2014). Thus, during that time, developing capacities and skills in French for Algerians was the 

desired goal to pursue studies abroad or apply for a job (Grandguillaume, 2004). Additionally, 

Benrabah’s survey (2004) showed that high school students considered Arabic as the language 

of religion while French as the language of modernity and prestige. According to Ennaji (2005), 

there are three varieties of French in the Moroccan context. This can accord with the case of the 

French language in Algeria. These varieties are: 

 

1. The highly educated French (used by highly educated people who had their education in 

France or French schools). 

2. The standard educated French (used by those who learnt French in bilingual contexts). 

3. Uneducated French (used by illiterate or low educated people). 
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“Despite massive and intensive efforts at arabising, the Algerian population continues to be 

affected by the French linguistic impact” (Rebai Mammari, 2009, p.88). The effect is most 

apparent in Derja that is a mixture of Arabic and French. Moreover, regardless of all the policies 

adopted to eradicate the role of the French language, it is always present and dominant in the 

different sectors of the Algerian society (Abu-Haidar, 2000; Belmihoub, 2018b; Mostari, 2004), 

and education is not an exception. Teaching the French language as a compulsory foreign 

language subject started in year four of primary school until the last year of secondary school 

from the 1970s to the 1990s (Benrabah, 2007d). However, the ministry of national education 

decided that French should be taught starting from grade three in primary schools, changing the 

school system from (6-3-3) to (5-4-3) in 2003 (Clark, 2006). French is the medium of instruction 

of scientific and technical specialities in higher education (Clark, 2006; “Organization”, 2019), 

and it is a taught subject in other fields interchangeably with English. Such a decision falls in 

with Phillipson’s (1992) concept of linguistic imperialism of the ex-colonial 

language dominance, explored through the cultural imperialism theory proposed 

by Galtung (1971). In the Algerian context, instituting French, the centre language, and 

promoting it in higher education by the ‘periphery’ state leaders make them “internal colonialists 

and agents of linguicism” (Benrabah, 2013, p.5). Thus, this kind of educational system reforms 

or decisions “are expressions of political ideology, tides of political change and political 

initiatives” (Baker, 2003, as cited in Benrabah, 2007b, p.228). 

French is the language of the colonizer, and it has sorrowful memories. Hence, after 

independence, one of the famous Algerian writers foretold, “In ten to fifteen years [...], Arabic 

will have replaced French completely and English will be on its way to replacing French as a 

second language” (Gordon, 1963, as cited in Benrabah, 2013, p.90). Though the first assumption 

took place, the English language is still behind French. Nowadays, the attitudes towards the 

French language and its status as a second language in Algeria are questioned. Alhadj 

Hmed (2015) states that Algerian students became more interested in other languages like 

English rather than French. He further adds that Algerians have less regard for buying 

newspapers in French. They buy 500,000 copies of “Al khabar/the news” newspapers in Arabic, 

which exceeds the number of all newspapers in the French language (Alhadj Hmed, 2015). At 

the level of education, many studies (Benrabah, 2004; Benrabah, 2007a; Belmihoub, 

2018b; Dendane, 2001; Djennane, 2016; Miliani, 2001) were conducted about both teachers’ and 

students’ attitudes towards French. Their views varied between favourable and unfavourable 

stances about using French in higher education. The findings were dependent on the speciality 
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and the departments where the students did their degrees. For instance, Belmihoub’s study 

(2018b) showed that Berberphones preferred French and English to Arabic, unlike the native 

speakers of Derja who reported unfavourable opinions towards French, referring to it as a 

colonial language. However, they showed favourable views towards English. Thus, these 

attitudes towards the different languages in Algeria, in general, and European languages, in 

particular, can be linked to the growth of globalization and the sequential Algerian education 

reforms that went through since the early second millennium. These reforms “reduced the impact 

of Arabization and favoured multilingualism in general and English in particular” (Benrabah, 

2007b). 

Before discussing the spread of the English language in Algeria in the following section, it 

is worth noting that Setif 2 University, where the study was conducted, is for humanities and 

social sciences specialities only. The medium of instruction is Arabic. Hence, the students during 

their Bachelor’s (BA) and Master’s (MA) degrees study English and French year per year as a 

taught subject, except for students who are specialised in English and French languages. Before 

2015, the EFL students at the department under study were only introduced to French as a taught 

subject in addition to the modules in the English language. Nonetheless, nowadays, German is 

taught as a subject to students enrolled in both BA and MA. The inclusion of German in the EFL 

classrooms is neither because of the status nor the value of this language in Algeria; it is only the 

stepping-stone to launching a German department in this university. 

1.2.1.4. The English language in Algeria  

This study was conducted in the university EFL classrooms. To understand better the 

context under study, this section gives a brief overview of the widespread of the English 

language and its status in Algeria. Additionally, a key aspect of this part is to provide knowledge 

about Algeria, which does not have a close relationship with the Anglo-Saxon countries, within 

the world Englishes research, mainly the expanding circle where English is considered a foreign 

language (FL) (Belmihoub, 2018a; Berns, 2005). English is an FL in Algeria, and Algerians have 

less contact with this language outside the schools and universities contexts. Nonetheless, 

recently, it witnessed a dramatic prevalence and interest from both Algerian state leaders and 

citizens. There are also favourable attitudes towards English among the Algerians, those who use 

it or do not (Abid-Houcine, 2007; Miliani, 2001). This can be related to globalization and the 

role nowadays English has as an international language, the language of science and 

development, its effect on personal or professional life and the status and attitudes towards the 
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French language in the world. Prior to discussing the interest in English in the new era, it is of 

paramount importance to tackle the spread of English by the end of the 20th century. 

Starting with the last quarter of the 20th century, Benrabah (2013) considered the diffusion 

of English in Algeria as a rivalry between this language as a lingua franca and French as the ex-

colonial language. The suggestions about replacing French with English were made after 

independence; however, this change could not be executed due to the lack of facilities (Benrabah, 

2013). By the end of 1993, children in grade four in primary schools were given the chance to 

choose to be introduced to either French or English as the first compulsory FL (Bennoune, 2000, 

as cited in Benrabah, 2013). Those who wanted to include English at an early stage of learning 

and teaching lost the competition with the proponents of French as the number of school children 

who picked it was of little worth (Benrabah, 2007a; Miliani, 2001; Queffélec et al., 2002). It was 

only 0.33% to 1.82% out of the target population (Miliani, 2001; Queffélec et al., 2002). After 

two years, the programme of teaching English failed, and teaching French was resumed until the 

time of writing this thesis. It again proved that the centre language and its status in the peripheral 

communities are difficult to be easily eradicated and replaced with another language. However, 

as former president Bouteflika said (section 1.2.1.1), Algeria is a part of the world, and Algerians 

have to adapt to the circumstances. In this regard, Benrabah (2013) argued that “young Algerians 

also convey their multilingual orientations in language use. Just like the new generations in the 

rest of the world, they are linguistic hybrids with flexible and adaptable behaviours typical of the 

postmodern era” (p.82). As a result of this new generation’s flexibility and openness to the world 

through technology and the popularity of English organizations and programmes in collaboration 

with the Algerian government, English is flourishing and diffusing in Algeria. However, “its 

growth does not have to be mutually exclusive with that of French” (Belmihoub, 2018a, p.19). 

Nowadays, English in Algeria is not only found in the educational context, but it is somehow 

present in different landscapes like airports, some restaurants, graffiti, and many others. 

Moreover, it is seen as the language of prestige and power. It is rare to find documentation of the 

historical background and development of the English language in Algeria, but in his 

article, Belmihoub (2018a) discusses the flourish of English in the Algerian context by 

displaying the historical background of this language from the 1950s until its spread in 2000. 

Belmihoub then moves on to the use of English among Algerians in different sectors like 

university students, scientists, administrators, and artists, among others. The use of English to 

fulfil different functions is among the reasons behind its development in postcolonial Algeria. 
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As mentioned earlier, the increased numbers and interest of Algerians in the English 

language is the result of the investments that the government has allocated to improve and 

underpin English in Algeria, especially in education. In 2013, the US Embassy in Algeria and 

Berlitz Centre offered a programme of free English language classes to Algerians of different 

ages and levels (Belmihoub, 2018a). Another American non-profit organization called 

“AMIDEAST” offers a yearly programme of “four-year university enrolment and internship 

opportunities at select institutions of higher learning in the MENA (Middle East and North 

Africa) region” (“Tomorrow’s Leaders”, 2021). It is for Algerian “Current high school senior or 

applicant who graduated from high school” within the same year of application (“Tomorrow’s 

Leaders”, 2021). Furthermore, the British Council collaborated with the Algerian government to 

underpin the education system reforms it went through. In 2008, the British Council worked with 

the ministry of national education to teach English through a programme that saw light in 2014. 

The “SEEDS programme” developed strategies for “training at all levels of the schools’ 

education system” (Rose, 2015, p.5). Another interest in underpinning the English language in 

the Algerian context is the contract the Ministry of Higher Education and Scientific Research 

(MHESR) signed with the British council. It aimed to prepare 500 PhD students in UK 

universities over five years from 2014 until 2019. In addition to those programmes, different 

private schools were established across the different Algerian states, especially large cities. For 

instance, in Setif city, there are different private schools that are interested in teaching both 

minority and majority languages to different levels like Management Business International 

Institute (MBI) and Institute for languages and translation Services (ILTS). Moreover, 

within Setif 2 university, there is an institution called the Centre for Intensive Language Learning 

(CILL). In this institution, students from different faculties can enrol in various language classes 

like English, French, German, Spanish, Turkish, and Chinese. Some teacher interviewees said 

that they teach in the CILL while the student participants reported that they had classes in one or 

more of the languages previously mentioned. This multilingual orientation (Benrabah, 2013) of 

the Algerians and their interest to learn languages, English in particular, are among the reasons 

behind this study. Hereof, the differentiation between the multilingual orientation 

and translanguaging, and why the latter is adopted in this study are explained in the following 

section. 
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1.3.2. Why translanguaging? The multilingual nature of the Algerian 

society 

The subsections above deal with the individual languages, which are both parts of the 

Algerian sociolinguistic repertoire and the Algerian individuals’ interests. However, the separate 

presentation of these languages is not what it seems to be when the Algerians communicate. 

Here, it means that discussing these languages independently is contradictory to the ways they 

are intermixed and used fluidly in one communicative situation. The flexible and simultaneous 

use of languages is present when Algerians interact with each other in their daily lives with 

considering the contextual factors of the communicative situation they are involved in it. These 

fluid practices are not only restricted to the spoken language or informal contexts but also found 

in the written language and formal settings. 

The most recent examples of these languaging practices can be noticed in the protests 

Algerians had in 2019 (known as Al-Hirak/movement) and the protests against the measures the 

Algerian government took to reopen the borders on the 31st of May 2021. In these protests, 

alongside the verbal language, protestors used different symbols and non-verbal communication 

to express their demands for more democratic governance. These practices had a great influence 

on Algerian’s language use, either in formal (like interaction in educational contexts) or informal 

settings. In 2019, during the data collection process, there were protests at universities run by 

students and staff. I could notice that the slogans, used every Friday in public places, were present 

inside and outside the English language classrooms. For instance, during one of the observational 

sessions, 2LiT used the famous slogan in Al-Hirak “tatna7aw ga3/ they should all leave” to raise 

her students’ awareness of their duties towards their studies. She said, “if your purpose is just to 

attend, this is very silly, had l3a9liya tatna7a, tathna7aw ga3/…this mentality should be changed, 

you should all leave”. Displaying these examples about the Algerians’ creative use of their 

languages simultaneously in different communicative situations may mean that they can freely 

express and ‘be’ themselves without adherence to a specific named language (either the ones 

explained above or any other language they may know).   

These practices can be seen through translanguaging lenses, and not only the multilingual 

orientation of the Algerians Benrabah (2013) discussed. This term is not fully adopted because 

it does not reflect the fluidity of the Algerian context. The multilingual orientation addressed the 

language orientation of a specific category of Algerian Arabphones secondary school students 

and excluded other age groups. Moreover, during the time Benrabah wrote his book in 
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2013, translanguaging was still a fresh concept that did not receive as much interest as it 

nowadays from scholars around the world. Therefore, the translanguaging theory is 

established within this context. 

Benrabah’s concept of the multilingual orientation (2013) does not focus on ‘the dynamic 

bilingualism’ (Garcia, 2009a) but on the additive bilingualism against the subtractive one. 

For Benrabah (2013), this additive bilingualism approach means that adding the language that 

has a powerful socioeconomic status in the world during a specific time, French at that time, to 

the languages spoken in the society, Arabic, defines any linguistic plural society. The 

results Benrabah obtained from the survey he conducted in 2004 when explaining the 

multilingual orientation of the secondary school students showed that the majority of the 

participants (58.6%) preferred Arabic, French, and English as the first option while the Arabic 

and French combination was the second option. He further argued that it is not only the case in 

Algeria, but it is in the North African countries (Morocco and Tunisia). The youth in these 

countries reported negative reactions towards monolingualism, acknowledging a positive 

attitude towards using different languages (Benrabah, 2013; Bentahila, 1983; Daoud, 2007). 

Thus, the multilingual orientation refers to preferring and valuing “quite highly both speaking 

several languages and Algeria’s multilingualism” instead of the “unilingual nation-state 

(monolingual habitus)” that language planners adopt (Benrabah, 2013, pp.79-80). The 

multilingual orientation is against the rigid separation between the named languages that 

language planners advocate for it. Although this concept focuses on languages rather than their 

users, it acknowledges the simultaneous use (speaking in particular) of these languages, which 

is a common characteristic of translanguaging. The multilingual orientation brings into focus the 

orientation of the Algerian users towards these languages; however, unlike translanguaging, it 

does not focus on the language practices that these users deploy in a given communicative 

situation. Translanguaging “focuses on the complex language practices of bilinguals in actual 

communicative settings, and not on the use of language codes” (Garcia & Kleifgen, 2018, p.95). 

Based on this, translanguaging is relevant to the wide range of the communicative repertoires the 

Algerians deploy in society, in general, and educational contexts in particular. 



 
20 

1.4. Research aims 

This study aimed:  

1. To develop a better understanding of translanguaging in the Algerian EFL university 

context through: 

1.1. Identifying the different languages that might be used during classroom talk in the 

EFL classrooms at the tertiary level.  

1.2. Determining the types of interactions in which these fluid language practices might 

take place. 

1.3. Identifying the different functions behind the translanguaging practices deployed 

during classroom talk.  

2. To investigate the teachers’ and students’ attitudes towards using translanguaging in 

the EFL context where English is taught and learnt as a major at university.  

1.5. Research questions 

This research provided an important opportunity to advance the understanding of 

translanguaging in higher education in a multilingual context by answering the following 

research questions:  

 

1. How does translanguaging manifest itself within the different features of classroom 

talk in the Algerian university EFL context?  

2. What are the functions behind the teachers’ and students’ translanguaging practices 

that are evident in the Algerian university EFL classroom? 

3. What are the teachers’ attitudes towards translanguaging in English language 

pedagogy at university?  

4. What are the students’ attitudes towards translanguaging in English language 

pedagogy at university? 

1.6. Significance of the study 

There are different reasons behind the choice and interest in multilingualism research in 

general, and translanguaging in particular. In its first use, Cen Williams (1994, as cited in Garcia 

& Li, 2014) considers translanguaging as a pedagogical strategy through which students in 

bilingual Welsh and English secondary classrooms receive in one language and produce in 
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another. Nonetheless, translanguaging nowadays includes all the discursive practices 

bi/multilinguals engage in to make meaning and interact in their worlds.  

Researchers have conducted different studies about translanguaging as pedagogy: in the 

kindergarten in the USA (Garcia et al., 2011); in high schools in the USA (Garcia & Kano, 2014); 

in complementary or supplementary schools in the UK (Creese & Blackledge 2010, 

2011; Conteh, 2007, 2018); in mainstream primary and secondary schools in the UK and 

Wales (Jones, 2017; Kenner & Ruby, 2012); in mainstream schools where English is not the 

dominant language (Cenoz & Gorter, 2014; Leonet et al., 2017, 2020; Moustaoui Srhir et al., 

2019; Paulsrud et al., 2017); in higher education (Canagarajah & Gao, 2019; Carroll & Sambolín 

Morales, 2016; Carroll & Mazak, 2017; Kyppö et al., 2015; Liyanage & Walker, 

2019; Mazak & Carroll, 2017). Although there is extensive research on translanguaging at the 

basic level of education, especially in informal educational settings, the tertiary level is under-

researched (Babino & Stewart, 2020; Chaka, 2020; Liu et al., 2020; Mazak & Carroll, 

2017, Poza, 2017). Furthermore, students’ and teachers’ beliefs and attitudes towards using 

different languages, especially of students, have not been explored in the emerging body 

of translanguaging in the literature (Gorter & Arocena, 2020; Rivera & Mazak, 2017). 

Most of the scholarship on translanguaging has been in English as a Medium of Instruction 

(EMI) and the Content and Language Integrated Learning classes (CLIL) (Cenoz & Gorter, 2017; 

Doiz & Lasagabaster, 2017; Lasagabaster, 2013, 2017; Lasagabaster & Doiz, 2017; Lin & Lo, 

2017; Karabassova & San Isidro, 2020; Nikula & Moore, 2019; Tsuchiya, 2019). Liu et al. (2020) 

state that a few studies took place in higher education in Europe, North America and Asia. 

However, the African context is still under-researched (Makalela, 2021), especially in the 

northern part.  Therefore, there are several important areas where this study has made an original 

contribution to the literature about translanguaging.  

Firstly, as far as I know, there is no previous research in the Algerian context about 

translanguaging and the attitudes towards this language practice. This study provided a 

significant opportunity to advance the understanding of translanguaging by exploring the under-

researched university EFL classrooms in one of the multilingual societies. A context where 

English is an FL and limited to the classroom only, and it is supposed to be the only language 

used by both teachers and students. Hence, to contribute to this growing area of research, I 

investigated the use of the different languages within the teachers’ and students’ talks features 

(process) in these classrooms. Furthermore, I identified the functions (product) that the 
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participants aimed to achieve through deploying the languages they had at their disposal during 

their classroom talk.  

Secondly, since there has always been a mismatch between real practices and beliefs or 

attitudes, this study contributed to research on translanguaging by demonstrating the teachers’ 

and students’ attitudes towards translanguaging in the pre-supposed monolingual EFL context. 

It sought to understand translanguaging inside the classroom from the teachers’ and students’ 

perspectives in relation to the EFL context, especially since the context is of paramount 

importance when researching translanguaging (Gort, 2015).  

Finally, from a methodological perspective, studies on translanguaging were qualitative, 

mainly interviews and observations (see Chapter 2). However, in her thesis, Beres (2015) 

investigated translanguaging as a strategy to acquire new knowledge from a quantitative 

perspective. This research followed a mixed-method approach, using classroom observations, 

interviews, focus group discussions (FGDs) and questionnaires to gain a deeper understanding 

of this phenomenon from different perspectives and the possibility of implementing or avoiding 

it in the EFL tertiary level in multilingual contexts. In this research, since the students’ attitudes 

were under-researched and the focus was mostly on the teachers’ practices and attitudes, 361 

questionnaires were distributed to the students to explore their attitudes 

towards translanguaging practices in their classrooms. Presenting the significance of the study 

leads to understanding its original contribution to translanguaging and the increasingly rapid 

advances in this field worldwide in general and Algeria in particular. 

1.7. A note on terminology 

There are important terms used in this study which can lead to misinterpretation and different 

perspectives if they are not explained clearly. Hence, this shows a need to be explicit about what 

is meant exactly by these key terms throughout this thesis. 

ARABIC: as previously explained, there are MSA and Derja in the Algerian context. However, 

when analysing the findings, the term ARABIC was used. This term means that the variety of 

ARABIC (either MSA or Derja) that the participants were referring to in the interviews was 

unclear. The only case where ARABIC was understood is when they gave either an example or 

stated it directly. Another reason behind choosing ARABIC in the classroom observations 
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analysis is that some words and their pronunciation are the same in both Derja and MSA. Thus, 

ARABIC= MSA or Derja or both at the same time. 

Derglish: it is the variety that the students created during their interaction with their peers. The 

first part is Derja while the second part is English (see Chapter 4). 

Englirja: it is the variety that the students created during their interaction with their peers. The 

first part is English while the second part is Derja (see Chapter 4). 

English: in this thesis, English is used to refer to all terms that the participants refer to as the 

target language (TL). Furthermore, it means the language being taught and learnt in the 

classrooms, the major. 

Languages Other Than English (LOTE): Clyne (1991, as cited in King & Ennser-Kananen, 2013) 

used the term LOTE to refer to any language other than English in the Australian context. The 

term was adopted later in different contexts where languages other than English are used. In this 

study, the term LOTE was used, yet the ‘L’ stands for languages and not only language. The 

choice of the plural rather than the singular form is because of the participants’ answers and the 

fact that more than one language other than English took place simultaneously during 

communication. These languages were Derja, French, MSA, Spanish, Turkish, and German. 

Nonetheless, the most occurring languages were Derja, MSA and French alongside English. 

Own language: although the participants in this study used different terms to refer to the language 

they speak and use most (e.g., the first language, L1, the mother tongue) (see Chapters 5 and 6), 

the term own language suggested by Hall and Cook (2012) is used in this study. The reason 

behind the choice of this term is that the participants did not stick solely to the language they 

know, but they deployed other linguistic resources according to the given communicative event. 

Translanguaging: it “is the deployment of a speaker’s full linguistic repertoire without regard for 

watchful adherence to the socially and politically defined boundaries of named (and usually 

national and state) languages” (Otheguy et al., 2015, p.281). However, in this study, both notions 

of the insider’s and the outsider’s perspectives of translanguaging (Otheguy et al., 2015) and 

language from below and above (Baynham & Lee, 2019; Pennycook & Otsuji, 2015) were 
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adopted to better understand the languaging practices from the teachers’ and students’ 

perspectives. 

1.8. Overview of the thesis 

This thesis is divided into seven chapters. In the first chapter, I present the study context, the 

reason behind the adoption of translanguaging as a theoretical framework of this study, the 

significance of the study, the aims, and the research questions. I conclude the chapter with a 

clarification of the terms used throughout the thesis. Chapter 2 discusses in detail the origins 

of translanguaging and concludes with studies conducted in several parts of the world to better 

situate this research within the growing scholarship on translanguaging. Chapter 3 presents how 

this study was carried out through discussing the research design, the settings, the participants, 

the methods and how they were collected and analysed, the methodological limitations, and the 

ethical considerations of this research. Finally, the findings are presented in Chapters 4, 5 and 6. 

Chapter 4 deals with the analysis of the classroom observations to identify 

the translanguaging practices of the participants when engaging in the different types of 

classroom talk and the functions they fulfilled though these practices. Chapter 5 focuses on the 

findings about the teachers’ attitudes towards the simultaneous use of LOTE in EFL classrooms, 

while Chapter 6 aims to answer the last research question about the students’ attitudes towards 

the distinct translanguaging practices. In the final chapter, Chapter 7, I summarise the thesis by 

discussing the main findings, the contribution of the study, the limitations, and directions for 

further research. 
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Chapter 2: Literature review  

 

 “As soon as we step into a room or open our mouths, we are communicating something. Even 

to say nothing is to communicate – to communicate uncommunicativeness” (Baynham & Lee, 

2019, p.19). 

We are essentially social, communicative creatures who gain much 

of what we know from others and whose actions are shaped by our 

need to deal with the arguments, demands, requests, entreaties, threats 

and orders that others make to us and we make to them (Mercer, 2002, p.8). 

2.1. Introduction  

This chapter presents the theoretical framework that underpins this study and reviews some 

research on translanguaging in different contexts. As it is discussed below, translanguaging is 

widely defined as the use of all linguistic and/or semiotic resources that language users have at 

their disposal to make sense of the given communicative event, regardless of the sociopolitical 

named languages. According to Li (2018), “the term translanguaging seems to have captured 

people’s imagination. It has been applied to pedagogy, everyday social interaction, cross-modal 

and multimodal communication, linguistic landscape, visual arts, music, and transgender 

discourse” (p.9). This quote means that translanguaging is not only a pedagogical practice but a 

theory through which the language users’ practices are analysed. Thus, the first section, with a 

focus on education mainly, presents the origins and the development of translanguaging as a 

pedagogical strategy, a practice, and a theory that embraces what people do with languages to 

make sense of their communication. However, before discussing the theorization 

of translanguaging, the traditional understanding of language use in the language classroom, and 

how translanguaging is not just another term to explain using different languages, mainly what 

is termed as the L1 or to replace code-switching or any other language contact phenomenon is 

presented. This, however, does not mean that translanguaging has not received critiques. These 
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critiques are discussed before moving to the second section of the chapter that reviews the actual 

research on translanguaging worldwide English educational contexts. 

2.2. The origins of translanguaging 

 

This first section discusses the evolution of translanguaging from a pedagogical strategy and 

process to a practice for all multilinguals to a theory, especially in the educational context. The 

summary of the historical development of translanguaging is illustrated in Figure 7 below. 

Nevertheless, before discussing this evolution in detail below, an explanation of why 

translanguaging has been adopted in this research rather than notions like languaging, code 

switching, or the use of L1 is provided. 
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Figure 7. The conceptualization of translanguaging. 

2.2.1. ‘The trans turn’: Why translanguaging and not languaging? 

Language in linguistics is described as a “bounded, nameable and countable unit, often 

reduced to grammatical structures and vocabulary” (Blommaert, 2010, p.4). In the modern and 

global world, the growing research and theories on individuals’ language and their wide 

communities have shifted the assumptions about language as structures and entities used in a 

specific context to a new understanding of “how language operates as an integrated social and 

spatial activity” (Pennycook, 2010, pp.2-3). Thus, the focus is on language as an activity that is 

not limited by a particular space or society, yet it is shaped by the different spatial and social 

experiences that individuals inhabit when they engage in communication. Language is 

“something we do rather than a system we draw on” (Pennycook, 2010, p.2). Heller (2007) 

argues that “language as a social practice, speakers as social actors, and boundaries as products 

 
 

 

Translanguaging as a language theory of practice. 

Translanguaging as a theory of power transformation. 

Translanguaging as a theory in language instruction. 
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of social action” (p.1) are more privileged than the ideological monolithic view of language as a 

linguistic system. According to Jørgensen (2008), people have and deploy features that belong 

to different sets or what is known as languages that are “inventions of social, cultural and political 

movements” (Makoni & Pennycook, 2007, p.2). Blackledge and Creese (2014) argue that 

considering language as socially constructed linguistic entities can be significant, yet “it is not 

suited as an analytical lens through which to view language practices” (p.1). This resulted in 

the languaging notion which received attention from different scholars (Canagarajah, 2007; Cho, 

2014; Jørgensen, 2008; Makoni & Pennycook, 2008; Pennycook, 2010; Thibault, 2020). It is 

worth noting that even when the term ‘languaging’ is written in Word, it is marked as a word to 

be corrected by suggesting the word ‘language’. 

An understanding of languaging is significant to go further with discussing the notion 

of translanguaging. Languaging moved the attention from language “as an objective, identifiable 

product” (Canagarajah, 2007, p.98) to focus on “language as an activity” (Pennycook, 2010, p.2) 

and the agency of language users to act and communicate with others in their worlds. Drawing 

on the political status of languages in society, Imtiaz Hasnain (2020) argues that languaging in 

language pedagogy “accommodates linguistic variations of multilingual users and gives a sense 

of ownership of their repertoire without any bargain of linguistic hierarchy and compromise 

with self-esteem” (p.viii, italics added). Thus, languaging is an inalienable practice that gives 

agency to multilinguals to deploy their resources “without diglossic functional separation” 

(Garcia, 2007, p. xii) to fulfil certain functions. 

Although languaging and translanguaging seem close, translanguaging violates the previous 

categorizations of language use to become “a liberating approach” (Hardigree & Ronan, 2019, 

p.242) that helps to go beyond the traditional understanding of language use from different 

perspectives. Li (2018) argues that although languaging focuses on the individual’s “feelings, 

experience, history, memory, subjectivity, and culture” (p.17), it does not discuss power and 

ideology and their significant roles in languaging. According to him, the prefix “trans” highlights 

that multilinguals’ thinking requires multimodal resources without being limited to one societal 

named language. Therefore, with the prefix “trans” which is from Latin, meaning “across, over, 

or beyond” (Medicinenet, 2021) and the suffix “ing” that stresses “the act of meaning-making” 

(Mazak & Herbas-Donoso, 2015, p.698), translanguaging acknowledges the transcendence of 

language separation and systems and calls for a unitary linguistic repertoire. A repertoire is 

defined by Gumperz (1972) as “the totality of linguistic resources...available to members of 
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particular communities” (pp.20-21). However, a translanguaging repertoire is not restricted only 

to the linguistic systems, but it includes any resources that the individuals may deploy to make 

sense of their messages. 

For Hornberger and Link (2012), translanguaging is “a new approach to understanding 

long-studied languaging practices of multilinguals” (p.3). This, then, could lead to understanding 

that translanguaging is not only concerned with the languaging practices of language users but 

goes beyond them to include the processes they go through during their communication. 

Furthermore, translanguaging is transformative through creating changes that lead to continuous 

and strategic language practices and spaces. According to Li and Zhua (2013b), this 

transformative nature “brings together the different dimensions of the multilingual speakers” that 

“develop and transform the speakers’ skills, knowledge, experience, attitudes, and beliefs; thus, 

creating a new identity for the multilingual speaker” (p.519). It also calls for social justice 

through surpassing the “hierarchy of languaging practices” (Garcia & Leiva, 2014; cf. Hopewell, 

2017) that prioritise and value some more than others. Finally, it represents a transdisciplinary 

orientation, combining both sociolinguistic and psycholinguistic theories to understand people’s 

linguistic behaviours (Garcia & Li, 2014; Vogel & Garcia, 2017). 

In line with linguistic behaviour, Jørgensen (2008) proposes four language norms that 

describe this behaviour. The discussion of these norms helps to understand the relation between 

them and translanguaging. These are “the monolingualism norm, the double monolingualism 

norm, the integrated bilingualism norm and the polylingualism norm” (p.163). Both 

monolingualism and double monolingualism norms focus on using and mastering one language, 

which aligns with the monolingual speaker norm (May, 2011). The integrated bilingualism norm, 

as it is seen from the term, has a different direction to understanding the linguistic behaviour of 

speaking two languages by moving away from monolingualism to introducing 

bilingualism. Jørgensen (2008) points out that the integrated bilingualism means that “persons 

who command two languages will employ their full linguistic competence in two different 

languages at any given time adjusted to the needs and the possibilities of the conversation, 

including the linguistic skills of the interlocutors” (p.163). From this quote, it seems that there is 

a notion of separating languages and viewing them as two social constructs, belonging to two 

different notions. Furthermore, although there is a sense of flexibility when using these two 

named languages, depending on the needs of the situation, there is still an emphasis on deploying 

and mastering the structures of these two languages. The final norm is the polylingualism norm which 
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refers to using features that are at the individuals’ disposal without necessarily referring to the 

full command or knowledge of their all linguistic features. 

       The two first norms go with what is known as the two traditional models of bilingualism 

proposed by Lambert (1974): the subtractive and the additive models. According to different 

scholars (Garcia & Lin, 2017; Garcia & Li, 2014; Flores & Male, 2017; Lambert, 1974), 

subtractive bilingualism refers to deducting the minority language or the home language and 

replacing it with the TL or the majority language. The additive bilingualism implies supporting 

the students in the languages they have, with more emphasis on the TL. These models treat 

languages as separate entities and are limited to the languages the individuals use. Garcia (2009a) 

argues that these models are linear while bilingualism is rather dynamic which as a 

“…conceptualization of bilingualism goes beyond the notion of two autonomous languages and 

additive or subtractive bilingualism, and instead suggests that the language practices of all 

bilinguals are complex and interrelated; they do not emerge in a linear way” (Garcia & Kleifgen, 

2018, p.83). This leads to situating the other two norms: integrated bilingualism 

and polylingualism within the dynamic bilingualism. 

Although integrated bilingualism does not meet the first characteristic where the notion of 

language is not emphasised, it still focuses on the deployment of the full linguistic 

repertoire. Polylingualism fits within dynamic bilingualism because of the fluid deployment of 

the linguistic resources without any reference to the full mastery of the different features as 

discussed earlier. However, Jonsson (2013) states that multilinguals tend to compartmentalize 

and deploy the features that fit the situation when interacting with those who are not familiar 

with their languages or those who are uncomfortable with the translanguaging practices. Thus, 

when deploying certain features as translanguagers or polylanguagers, we do not separate 

languages, but “we have just access to a smaller or wider range of different sources, and therefore 

our behaviour involves less or more varied features” (Jørgensen, 2008, p.170). While Jørgensen 

(2008) considers the term polylingual languaging as a norm of languaging and uses it to describe 

the fluid linguistic behaviours of Danish youth language users, translanguaging was labelled 

differently, depending on the context in which it has been investigated. 

 

Canagarajah (2011, 2013) states some of the different terms used to describe 

translanguaging; however, it seems that most of these labels connect translanguaging to literacy 

more than the other educational or social domains. These terms are the following: 
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Composition: codemeshing (Canagarajah 2006; Young 2004); transcultural 

literacy (Lu 2009); translingual writing (Horner et al. forthcoming) 

New literacy studies: multiliteracies (Cope and Kalantzis 2000), continua of 

biliteracy (Hornberger 2003), pluriliteracy (Garcia 2009), 

Applied linguistics: plurilingualism (Council of Europe 2000), third spaces 

(Guttierez 2008); metrolingualism (Pennycook 2010). 

Sociolinguistics: fluid lects (Auer 1999); hetero-graphy (Blommaert 2008); 

poly-lingual languaging (Jørgensen 2008) (p.2).  

 

Furthermore, Garcia and Li (2014) have summarised the different labels related 

to translanguaging, arguing how each term comes close to or differs from translanguaging notion 

(See appendix 3 which is adapted from Garcia & Li’s discussion, 2014). Nonetheless, all of these 

terms may suggest, “that we need to do a lot more careful work about the assumptions we make 

about academic and everyday linguistic labels” (Pennycook & Otsuji, 2019, p.92). Therefore, I 

tried to focus on the most known and salient terms that are “implemented internationally and 

historically in research” (Babino & Stewart, 2020, p.79). Hence, before discussing 

how translanguaging has prevailed in educational research, terminologies such as code 

switching and L1 which are “initially used as acknowledgement of theories that have dominated 

language learning over the last century” and have viewed the multilingual language user’s 

languages as separate entities (Rabbidge, 2019, p.16) should be highlighted. To these notions, 

the discussion is turned now. 

2.2.2. From the traditional understanding of language to translanguaging 

in the language classroom: from theories of division to theories of 

inclusiveness 

2.2.2.1. Code switching and translanguaging  

Based on Wiley’s (2020) claim that we should not “forget the implications of our theories 

and critiques for communities of practice. Both the extensive literature on codeswitching and the 

emerging literature on translanguaging have much to contribute to those communities” (p.279), 

this section provides an overview of how our understanding of language evolved from theories 

of division to theories of inclusiveness (Rabbidge, 2019), especially in the language classroom. 



 
32 

This, then, leads us to understand that “translanguaging theories did not emerge de la nada/from 

nothing and from nowhere” and that “translanguaging classroom discourse is not new” (Garcia, 

2019b, pp.369-370). Thus, is translanguaging “the use of the students’ native or first language 

in instruction”, or is it “‘mixing’ or ‘switching’ between codes” (Garcia, 2019b, p.371)? Before 

discussing these questions, it is significant to mention that ‘code switching’ was written in this 

study as two separate words to focus on its view of languages or codes as separate entities.  

 

According to Otheguy et al. (2018), “the myriad lexical and structural features mastered by 

bilinguals occupy a cognitive terrain that is not fenced off into anything like the two areas 

suggested by the two socially named languages” (p.1). This turns the discussion to the two 

perspectives of translanguaging: the individual insider’s and the outsider’s perspectives 

(Otheguy et al., 2015) or what Baynham and Lee (2019) and Pennycook and Otsuji (2015) refer 

to as language from above and below perspectives, respectively. The outsider’s perspective refers 

to how society views the bilingual as a language user with two separate languages. This goes 

with the traditional understanding of the bilinguals’ language use and the traditional cognitive 

bilingual theories like code switching and the Separate Underlying Proficiency (SUP) proposed 

by Cummins (1980). The insider’s perspective indicates that the features the language users 

deploy represent their own “full idiolect or repertoire”, yet they do not belong to any named 

languages (Otheguy et al., 2015, p.1). Pennycook and Otsuji (2015) state that “multilingualism 

from below is about how people get along with their multiple linguistic resources in their daily 

lives and also how they perceive and talk about this language use” (p.13). The discussion of the 

different perspectives of translanguaging might clarify the ongoing debates about code switching 

and translanguaging, yet we should not deny that “the commonalities [of codeswitching and 

translanguaging], in terms of what each contributes to promoting bilingualism, far outweigh their 

theoretical differences” (Faltis, 2020, p.57). 

 

For a better understanding of these two different perspectives, i.e., the insider (below) versus 

the outsider (above), I have illustrated them with the Sydney Opera House in Australia (Serai, 

2019). Based on the pictures (Figure 8 below), the external perspective goes with the Opera 

House from the outside. Anyone who sees the shells that constitute the roof, especially the first 

three ones on the left-hand side, would say that these shells are separated, and each shell 

represents a single section or room. This is how society views multilingual language users’ 

practices as assigned to two or more named languages, i.e., the outsider’s perspective. However, 

moving into the interior of the Opera House, the three shells seem to form only one spacious 



 
33 

space that is the Concert Hall room. This room represents the wide range sets of the own 

linguistic features that multilinguals have and deploy to communicate successfully; this is the 

insider’s perspective. Thus, in my analysis, I discussed the participants’ practices through the 

outsider’s (above) and the insider’s (below) perspectives.  

 

        The outsider’s perspective                                         The insider’s perspective  

 

 

 

 

Figure 8. The outsider’s and the insider’s perspectives of translanguaging (Perez, 2010). 

 

Code switching, which has been a debatable topic in the context of teaching, learning, policy 

and ideology (MacSwan & Faltis, 2020) and many other sectors, falls within the outsider’s 

perspective of translanguaging. It refers to mixing languages “in the course of a single 

communicative episode” (Heller, 1988, p.1), and it can be a word or a phrase (MacSwan, 2020). 

Code switching which is a naturalistic use of language and a characteristic of multilinguals’ 

communication (Lau & Viegen, 2020; Rabbidge, 2019) takes from an ideological perspective 

the separation of languages as its starting point (Lewis et al., 2012b). In this regard, to explicate 

the practices that take place in the real world, one of the theoretical differences between 

translanguaging and code switching is that within the former there is a move and a flow beyond 

a substance-based ontology to a process-based ontology (Lin et al., 2020). The emphasis is not 

on shuttling between two or more languages and which features belong to each language, but 

rather it is on the speakers and their “construction and use of original and complex interrelated 

discursive practices” (Garcia & Li, 2014, p.22). These practices go “beyond just meaning-

making with a single codified language system or as switching between different codified 

language systems” (Lin et al., 2020, p.64). Therefore, translanguaging includes different 
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practices like code switching, translation, and many others that multilingual individuals deploy 

in their real-world (Garcia & Sylvan, 2011; Tsokalidou & Skourtou, 2020). This contradicts 

Auer’s (2019) argument that translanguaging does not count research on code switching and 

other multilingual’s behaviours and practices.  

 

Therefore, are the “codes of code switching seen from a members’ perspective”? (Auer, 

1998, p.13). Auer (1998, 1999) argues that what linguists deem as a code may not be considered 

as codes by their users or “as communicative codes for conversationalists” (Alvarez-Cáccamo, 

1990, p.11). He further shifts from the structural approach to the interpretative approach of 

bilingualism, arguing that the departure should move away from a focus on a prior conjecture 

that there are two separate codes to observing the co-occurrence of two sets of variables used in 

an ‘interactionally meaningful way’. Then, the next move is to check if these practices are part 

of distinct ‘codes’(Auer, 1998).  

 

Alvarez-Cáccamo (1988) adds that when researchers interpret code switchers’ meaning, 

they must pro tem put away their “preconceptions about linguistic systems” and which language 

assigns to which “bilingual behaviours” (p.41). A similar view was shared by Meeuwis and 

Blommaert (1998) who suggest that the final code of switched codes “is not seen as a product of 

blending between two or more languages...but as one code in its own right” (p.76). They argue 

that this view enables one to comprehend the code-switched speech not “as a juxtaposition of 

linguistic elements drawn from two (or more) ‘different languages’ but as a single and 

autonomously code-switched code” (p.86). Thus, Auer (2019) states that naming languages, 

which is relevant to “the ideological construction of languages” (p.4), is not relevant to the 

analysis and interpretations of code switching. This is, then, similar to translanguaging research. 

If code switching is studied from these perspectives, mainly the insider’s perspective, then 

translanguaging and code switching are the same. 

 

Moreover, Auer (2019) argues that while code switching does not take the ideological 

construction of languages as its starting point, translanguaging researchers focus on the named 

languages when analysing the translanguagers’ practices. However, when exemplifying, he 

refers only to using translanguaging as a helping means or scaffold which is not the only concern 

of translanguaging theory. This is evidenced by Garcia and Sylvan’s (2011) claim that  
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Translanguaging is not only a way to scaffold instruction and to make 

sense of learning and language; it is part of the discursive regimes that 

students in the 21st century must perform, part of a broad linguistic 

repertoire that includes, at times, the ability to function in the standardized 

academic languages required in schools…to also develop and enact 

standard academic ways of languaging (p.389).  

 

In this regard, Auer (2019) further refers to the individual’s competence in what he calls the 

language to be acquired (TL) and the language that the individual already masters (L1). The latter 

is used to help the acquisition of the former by a more knowledgeable peer. This is not relevant 

to translanguaging because multilinguals deploy any resources they have to achieve the aim of 

their communication (Jorgensen, 2008), and the mastery of languages is not necessarily required 

to make meaning. Auer (2019) claims that considering code switching as a strategy “is based on 

the availability of what the bilingual speakers perceive as different codes” (p.27). However, from 

a translanguaging perspective, language users do not think about which features belong to which 

language when making sense of their communication. Translanguaging does not dismiss the 

existence of, but it restricts, concepts like home language, monolingualism, and named languages 

when discussing socially defined domains. Importantly, it insists from the individual’s internal 

perspective of idiolect on the fact that notions “such as language rights, mother tongues, 

multilingualism or code-switching” (Makoni & Pennycook, 2007, p.22; cf. Makalela, 2021) 

“have nothing to do with the individuals” (Otheguy et al., 2015, p.293). Hence, translanguaging 

is not just “another term for code-switching” (Jonsson, 2017, p.29) or “a counter-notion to 

codeswitching” (Auer, 2019, p.26). It has not emerged to replace what we know from the past 

as Rabbidge (2019) argues but to “precisely disrupt the idea of bilingualism” (Garcia, 2019, 

p.370) and position the language users “at the heart of the interaction” (Blackledge & Creese, 

2020, p 98). Thus, we shift from considering the bilingual as “two monolinguals in one person” 

(Grosjean, 1989, p.4) to focus on the wholistic view that sees the bilingual as “an integrated 

whole” who has “a complete linguistic entity” (Grosjean, 1989, p.6).  

2.2.2.2. The use of the L1 and translanguaging  

Cook (2001) argues that the L1 can be “deliberately and systematically used” instead of 

considering it “a guilt-making necessity” (p.418) to fulfil different pedagogical functions (Hall 

& Cook, 2012). This aligns with the strategic nature of translanguaging in language instruction 
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(Garcia & Kleyn, 2016). Nonetheless, the EFL context has always been shaped by the five tenets 

in English language teaching which were challenged by Philipson (1992), including “the 

monolingual speaker norms” (May, 2011, p.1), the SLA (second language acquisition) theories 

(i.e., the psycholinguistic theories) (Rabbidge, 2019), and the communicative language teaching 

approach (CLT) which stresses including activities that make the maximum use of the TL (Storch 

& Wigglesworth, 2003). This common-sense about teaching language in general and English, in 

particular, had led to one of the questions that has been controversial for decades about the 

inclusion and exclusion of the L1 when teaching and learning the TL (Shin et al., 2020), resulting 

in several arguments for opposing or favouring the use of the students’ L1. 

2.2.2.2.1. The monolingual approach  

Throughout the history of language learning and teaching, different methods and teaching 

approaches have emerged (Richards & Rodgers, 2001; Larsen-Freeman, 2000), varying between 

the advocacy and the rejection of the monolingual norms. Cummins (2007) has analysed three 

monolingual instructional premises that are fundamental in language classrooms: 

 

1. Instruction should be carried out exclusively in the target language 

without recourse to students’ L1…I term this the “direct method” 

assumption.  

2. Translation between L1 and L2 [second language] has no place in the 

teaching of language or literacy… I term this the “no translation” 

assumption.  

3. Within immersion and bilingual programs, the two languages should be 

kept rigidly separate… I term this the “two solitudes” assumption (pp.222-

223).  

 

These are the core principles of the monolingual approach or the SUP which is “the 

traditional cognitive theory of bilingualism” (Garcia & Vogel, 2017, p.4). It claims that students 

will be proficient in the TL without exposure or instruction in their L1. For Cook (2010), the 

main feature of the monolingual approach is to provide students with opportunities to practice 

and use the target language in situations without any reference to other languages. In this regard, 

Philipson (1992) discussed the following five presumptions that have been embraced within 

English teaching and learning: 



 
37 

1. English is best taught monolingually.  

2. The ideal teacher of English is a native speaker. 

3. The earlier English is taught, the better the results. 

4. The more English is taught, the better the results.  

5. If other languages are used, standard English will drop (p.185).  

 

These features have been among the characteristics of different approaches and methods 

such as the direct method, the audiolingual method, and the total physical response method 

(Richards & Rodgers, 2001) which advocate the monolingual approach in language teaching and 

learning. Furthermore, Turnbull (2001) stresses more exposure to the TL, especially in contexts 

where “students spend only short period of time in class on a daily basis, and when they have 

little contact with the TL outside the classroom” (p.535). Thus, informed by the SLA 

psycholinguistic theories, TL acquisition is facilitated when students have opportunities for 

negotiation and interaction in the TL (Long, 1983; Krashen, 1985). In this regard, Kerr (2019) 

lists a set of the most common pedagogical reasons that the proponents of the exclusive use of 

the TL in the foreign classroom defend. These are: 

 

1. The students’ use of their L1 will hinder their thinking in English. 

2. The use of translation will trigger the interference of the L1, especially negative transfer.  

3. More time should be devoted to English rather than using the L1. 

4. The aim should be developing all skills (listening, speaking, reading, and writing) and not 

practicing translation.  

          

Researchers have conducted studies to identify the teachers’ and students’ attitudes towards 

the extent to which the L1 should be used in the classroom (Butzkamm & Cladwell, 2009; Hall 

& Cook, 2014; Littlewood & Yu, 2011; Macaro & Lee, 2013; Viakinnou-Brinson et al., 2012).  

They found that teachers reported that the L1 should be limited or excluded, and they “often talk 

[ed] about ‘resorting to’, rather than ‘using’, the L1” (Kerr, 2019, p.4).  In addition to their 

feelings of guilt when using the L1, most teachers stated that using the L1 is “unfortunate and 

regrettable but necessary” (Macaro, 2006, p.68). These attitudes towards the L1, which fall 

within the maximal position of using the L1 (Macaro, 2009), are shaped by distinct factors such 

as the teachers’ experience as language learners and teachers, the policies in their institutions, 

and their pre-service and in-service training (Kerr, 2019). Although there is scarce research about 

the students’ attitudes towards the use of L1 (Cook, 2008; Hall & Cook, 2014; Turnbull & Arnett, 



 
38 

2002), only a few students, whose age did not affect their preference for the L1 use, expressed 

their preference of using the TL (Macaro & Lee, 2013). These theories, that favour the restriction 

or the avoidance of the L1, have been embraced with “laboratory conditions” (Rabbidge, 2019, 

p.18), surpassed the naturalness of the classroom context interaction and lacked empirical 

evidence (Cummins, 2007). They also have focused on separating the languages and deemed the 

resources that teachers and students might take advantage of as a sign of linguistic competence 

deficiency (Michael-Luna & Canagarajah, 2007). This view “does not correspond to the facts of 

bilinguals’ everyday practices” (Cook-Gumperz & Gumperz, 2005, p.2) which is a major 

characteristic of translanguaging. The following section discusses the value of using the L1 (or 

the own language) and how it can be seen through translanguaging lenses in this study. 

2.2.2.2.2. The recognition of the multilingual realities: acknowledging the 

use of the L1  

Hall and Cook (2012) state that researchers have recently started questioning the preference 

for the monolingual assumption and reconceptualizing the students’ own language in the EFL 

context. This criticism is due to the “unnaturalness and the cognitive and social limitations” 

imposed by the monolingual principle (Chavez, 2016, p.132). Therefore, “the L1 prevails” 

(Rabbidge, 2019, p.20) and different studies (Butzkamm & Caldwell, 2009; Chavez, 

2016; Edstrom, 2006; Hall & Cook, 2014; Lasagabaster, 2013) were conducted not only to 

support using the L1 but also to highlight the extent, the functions of this language, and the ways 

it should be deployed in the foreign language context (Chavez, 2016; Hall & Cook, 

2012; Rabbidge, 2019). Auerbach (1993), a supporter of using the L1, argued that the “L1 and 

/or bilingual options are not only effective but necessary for adult ESL [English as a Second 

Language] students with limited L1 literacy or schooling and that the use of students’ linguistic 

resources can be beneficial at all levels of ESL” (p.9). Though this claim seems to stress the 

valuable role of the students’ linguistic resources, including the L1, it restricts the deployment 

of these resources as a necessary action and practice rather than social practices that allow the 

students to expand, “construct and constantly modify their sociocultural identities and values, as 

they respond to the historical and present conditions critically and creatively” (Garcia & Li, 2014, 

p.67). Furthermore, this valuable use was related to the students’ incompetency instead of 

regarding these multilingual students’ deployment of their knowledge, histories, and experiences 

as “strengths to improve their weaknesses” (Rabbidge, 2019, p.34) like translanguaging stresses. 

Nonetheless, we should acknowledge that the L1 has different merits in the classroom which, 
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unlike the SLA theories, appear to “be driven more by practical considerations and a 

reconsideration of the goals of language learning” (Hall & Cook, 2012, p.276) and the classroom 

contextual factors such as students of different age groups and students with the same L1 but 

distinct competencies in the TL (Rabbidge, 2019). 

 

Notably, most of the studies about using the L1 were quantitative and focused on the extent 

to which this resource should be deployed, unlike translanguaging which focuses on the 

strategies and processes the individuals go through to establish understanding. Although 

different factors shaped this use (Kerr, 2019; Shin et al., 2020), similarly to translanguaging, the 

teachers and students seem to be the most influential factors. In this regard, Hall and Cook (2012) 

state that the extent of this use is affected by “the teachers’ and learners’ perceptions of its 

legitimacy, value and appropriate classroom functions” (p.294). Nevertheless, Rabbidge (2019) 

argues that the teachers’ personal and subjective choices might be the strongest factor behind the 

functions of deploying the L1. Teachers and students worldwide showed different attitudes 

towards using the L1 to serve distinct functions. Scholars have named and categorized these 

functions differently, but they can be divided into two broad categories: the core functions which 

are concerned with teaching and learning the language, and the social functions which are 

concerned with classroom management and interpersonal communication (Kerr, 2019; cf. Hall 

& Cook, 2012). Regardless of the role of the L1 and its “natural inclination” in foreign language 

classrooms (Shin et al., 2020, p.409) and since the unguided use or the unawareness of the L1 

efficient inclusion can “lead to undesired outcomes” (Lasagabaster, 2013, p.17), Cook (2001) 

argues that it should be “deliberately and systematically used” (p.418) or what Lasagabaster 

(2013) labels the “principled use” of the L1 (p.17). These recommendations are in line with the 

strategic nature of translanguaging in language instruction (Garcia & Kleyn, 2016).  

 

Furthermore, although the Grammar Translation Method (GTM) encouraged using the L1 

and translation activities (Richards & Rodgers, 2001), there was no guided use of the L1, 

interaction or construction of meaning between the teachers and their learners. Also, the speaker 

was not the centre of the academic setting, but rather the language structures. These 

characteristics differentiate translanguaging from any method or approach that favours using the 

students’ own language. By raising the differences between translanguaging and language 

teaching approaches and methods, I have to mention the role of L1 in the communicative 

classroom. The CLT approach does not provide any clear evidence about the total exclusion of 

the home language (Widdowson, 2003), yet it calls for the judicious use of the L1 and translation 
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where necessary or beneficial (Finocchiaro & Brumfit 1983, as cited in Richards and Rodgers, 

2001). In this regard, this tolerant inclusion of the L1 in CLT classes is “seen to undermine one 

of the CLT’s fundamental principles” (Rabbidge, 2019, p.17) which is the advocation of 

communication in the TL. According to the main principles of CLT proposed by Berns (1990) 

listed below, translanguaging and CLT share common assumptions about the learners as social 

beings with different knowledge, histories, and experiences, especially that they both “assign 

language use in relation to its social context” (Berns, 1990, p.100) and attempt to “make the 

multilingual speaker the unmarked form, the infinitive of language use, and the monolingual 

monocultural speaker a slowly disappearing species or nationalistic myth” (Kramsch, 1998, 

p.30). 

 

1. Language teaching is based on a view of language as communication, that 

is, language is seen as a social tool which speakers use to make meaning; speakers 

communicate about something to someone for some purpose, either orally or in 

writing. 

2. Diversity is recognized and accepted as part of language development and 

use in second language learners and users as it is with first language users. 

3. A learner’s competence is considered in relative, not in absolute, terms of 

correctness. 

4. More than one variety of a language is recognized as a viable model for 

learning and teaching. 

5. Culture is recognized as playing an instrumental role in shaping speakers’ 

communicative competence, both in their first and subsequent languages. 

6. No single methodology or fixed set of techniques is prescribed. 

7. Language use is recognized as serving the ideational, the interpersonal, 

and the textual functions and is related to the development of learners’ competence 

in each. 

8. It is essential that learners be engaged in doing things with language, that 

is, that they use language for a variety of purposes in all phases of learning (Berns, 

1990, p.104). 

 

Based on these characteristics and from a post-psycholinguistic perspective, languages 

belong to the speaker whose critical and creative use of their unitary linguistic repertoire serves 

in mediating cognitively complex activities (Garcia & Li, 2014). It is worth saying that 
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translanguaging with its starting point of transcending the notion of named languages is not to 

be used all the time in all communicative situations, but it should be used strategically to meet 

the participants’ needs and accommodate the topic being communicated (Garcia & Kleyn, 2016; 

Otheguy et al., 2015). Therefore, the notion of the L1 seems to be inadequate to study the 

multilingual “complex socio-cultural” practices (Otheguy et al. 2015, p.292) because we are no 

longer speaking about which features belong to which named language, especially in contexts 

that are characterized by their sociolinguistic diversity where the language they use most cannot 

be considered as the L1. Translanguaging, with its inclusion of notions like L1, code switching, 

translation, and many others (Garcia & Sylvan, 2011) seems to be the suitable theoretical 

framework through which our understanding of language evolves and challenges the 

monolingual assumptions since it “employs the idiolect perspective rather than try to fit an 

existing” (Rabbidge, 2019, p.31) ideological views of language as separate entities (Blommaert 

& Rampton, 2011). Before discussing translanguaging as a theory, it is significant to discuss how 

translanguaging has started as a pedagogical descriptive label and process for all multilinguals. 

2.2.3. Translanguaging as a descriptive pedagogical label  

Translanguaging is gaining increased attention as an “emergent educational concept with its 

explication, research, and contextualization being mainly in the classroom” (Lewis et al., 2012a, 

p. 667). The emergence of such practice could be the outcome of regarding bilingualism as an 

advantage rather than a disadvantage in the early 21st century by shifting from “causing mental 

confusion to the benefits of dual language capability, from solitudes to synergies” (Lewis et al., 

2012b, p.643). In its first use, Cen Williams (1994, as cited in Lewis et al., 2012a) considers 

‘trawsieithu’ or translanguaging, later translated into English by Baker (2001), as a planned and 

strategic pedagogical practice. In this regard, for Williams et al. (1996), “translanguaging means 

that you receive the information through the medium of one language (e.g., English) and use it 

yourself through the medium of the other language (e.g., Welsh)” (p.64). This is not a simplistic 

alternation between two languages or two modes because, for Williams et al., if understanding 

is not well established, then the information cannot be used or accessed effectively. While 

Williams (2003) refers to translanguaging as a pedagogical practice, Lewis et al., (2012a) 

consider it a pedagogical theory.  

 

As Creese (2017) argues that pedagogy is “an ideologically informed social practice” (p.6), 

there are other reasons behind adopting translanguaging in the classroom. In the Welsh context, 
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translanguaging was not merely a pedagogical practice which describes the fluid language use 

and performances of these minoritized students; nevertheless, it was used to transform the power 

and the views about English and Welsh languages. In this regard, Lewis et al. (2012b) state that 

“the portrayal of Welsh and English had often been about conflict, oppression, and suppression, 

of English language dominance and Welsh language endangerment” (p. 642).  

 

Whereas Williams and Baker focus on translanguaging in the different modalities (speaking, 

listening, reading and writing), Baker (2003) has studied translanguaging and transliteracy in the 

Welsh educational context. He (2011) sees translanguaging as “the process of making meaning, 

shaping experience, gaining understanding and knowledge through the use of two languages” 

(p.288). Thus, Baker moves the understanding of translanguaging from a pedagogical practice 

to a process through which understanding is achieved. Baker (2003) refers to using two 

languages, yet he states that translanguaging is more accurate and specific than “the umbrella 

term “‘concurrent use of two languages’" (p.82). The term ‘two languages’ may lead to 

emphasising the notion of language separation. For Baker, transliteracy is “an apt descriptor” 

(p.82) for deploying different languages simultaneously to discuss and read (literacy input) in 

one language and write (literacy output) in another language; however, these languages should 

be reversed in the next session. Although he uses translanguaging and transliteracy 

interchangeably, translanguaging is not only limited to literacy but also involves all types of 

alternation between languages to fulfil distinct functions. Within the Welsh context, Lewis et al. 

(2012a) refer to both languages when defining translanguaging, but their definition seems to be 

closer to the recent understanding of translanguaging by emphasising the dynamic and 

functionality of the two languages in an integrated manner for effective communication. 

 

A similar practice that was identified where the languages of input and output were different 

was through Camilleri’s study (1994) in the Maltese context, entitled “talking bilingually, 

writing bilingually”. Though Camilleri discussed her study through code-switching lenses, the 

teacher was moving fluidly between two modes of communication. They were reading the text 

written in English and explaining it in Maltese. Interestingly, the teacher was expanding the input 

without a word-to-word or direct translation. Camilleri (1994) comments that the “two parallel 

discourses-the written one in English, the spoken one in Maltese-” are found in a lesson that is a 

type of literacy event (p.12) which implies that there is a focus on deploying languages fluidly. 

The reason that this practice was analysed through the lenses of code-switching and 

not translanguaging could be related to the fact that the latter notion was still in its infancy at that 
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time. This study was highlighted because the origins and the development 

of translanguaging have always been attributed to the Welsh context. Thus, this could be the first 

similar study to be conducted outside the Welsh educational context where languages were 

used flexibly. 

 

Garcia with other scholars have investigated translanguaging in the educational context. 

Translanguaging departed from a practice to a process in the classroom context through which 

the teachers’ and students’ linguistic repertoires are legitimized and used in “uneven and unequal 

interactive terrains” (Paulsrud et al., 2017, p.13). In this regard, according to Garcia and Kano 

(2014), translanguaging in the classroom is 

 

A process by which students and teachers engage in complex 

discursive practices that include all the language practices of 

students in order to develop new language practices and sustain old 

ones, communicate appropriate knowledge, and give voice to new 

sociopolitical realities by interrogating linguistic inequality (p.261, 

italics added). 

 

Based on this definition and Baker’s definition above, it seems that when the students and 

teachers deploy their full linguistic repertoire, translanguaging is considered a process. This 

means that the interest is in knowing how the participants are engaged in their interaction with 

others to fulfil different functions. Creese and Blackledge (2010) also raised the notion of 

translanguaging as a process in the classroom when they conducted a study about the process by 

which the complementary schools’ teachers and students “encompass socially meaningful forms 

in both bilingual and monolingual talk” (Bailey, 2007, p.267, as cited in Creese and Blackledge, 

2010, p. 112). Translanguaging later was extended beyond pedagogical practices and strategies 

to a discursive practice and process for all multilinguals which is discussed next.  

2.2.4. Translanguaging as a discursive practice and process for all 

multilinguals  

The first notable scholar who discusses translanguaging in relation to multilinguals’ lives is 

Garcia. For Garcia (2009a, 2009b), translanguaging is a discursive practice that transcends using 

two or more languages in the classroom to embrace all language users’ deployment of the 
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different resources at their disposal to make sense of any communicative situation they are 

engaged in. Thus, Garcia (2009a) argues,  

 

When describing the language practices of bilinguals from the 

perspective of the users themselves…the language practices of 

bilinguals are examples of what we are here calling translanguaging 

...translanguagings are multiple discursive practices in which 

bilinguals engage in order to make sense of their bilingual worlds 

(p.42). 

 

Garcia and Li (2014) add that translanguaging can be considered the “discursive norm” 

(p.23) in families and communities that have different features which comprise their linguistic 

repertoires. Hence, there is a departure from the language perspective to deeming the language 

users and their languaging practices as the norm, and not the “language of monolinguals” (Celic 

& Seltzer, 2011, p.1). Nonetheless, it is necessary to understand when and how these practices 

are deployed, shaped and are shaped by the context. This turns the discussion to translanguaging 

space and moment analysis proposed by Li (2011). 

2.2.4.1. Translanguaging space and moment analysis  

Translanguaging was investigated in relation to identity through Li’s study (2011) with three 

young Chinese in London. He develops the concepts of translanguaging space and moment 

analysis. Li (2011, 2018) emphasises that translanguaging as a performance and act of the 

multilingual language users goes between and beyond the linguistic resources and modalities, 

transcends and transforms the ideological understanding of languages, identities, and 

relationships.  This then creates a social space that includes interdisciplinary dimensions of 

language users to make performance meaningful during communication. He labels this space, 

“translanguaging space, a space for the act of translanguaging as well as a space created through 

translanguaging” (Li, 2011, p.1223). This space is not fixed; it is “an ongoing, lifelong process” 

(p.1223). This, therefore, leads to the significance of the context to study translanguaging 

practices (Gort, 2015). Translanguaging spaces are always constructed, negotiated, and 

interpreted by the individuals who are through translanguaging practices engaged in the process 

of meaning making.  Li (2011) maintains that this space embraces creativity and 

criticality.  While language users are creative when they can choose to surpass or go along with 
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the different dimensions and norms of the context, critical multilinguals are those who can 

inform, question, problematize and express “views adequately through reason responses to 

situations” (p.1223).  

 

Since translanguaging focuses on the process rather than the product, Li (2011) proposes a 

shift to focus on the moments where individuals negotiate and construct meaning to understand 

better the translanguaging space. Therefore, he refers to a moment as “a point in or a period of 

time” to describe people’s actions, reactions and interpretations, and which has outstanding 

significance” (p.1224), uniqueness and effects on the different successive events. Li develops an 

analytic framework called Moment Analysis which shifts the attention to the prompts and 

stimulus behind these moments and their consequences.  

2.2.4.2. Translanguaging and translation  

In line with defining translanguaging as a practice and analysed through the heteroglossic 

lenses, Blackledge and his colleagues conducted a multi-site four-year research project (2014-

2018) called “Translation and Translanguaging: Investigating Linguistic and Cultural 

Transformations in Superdiverse Wards in Four UK Cities (AHRC AH/L007096/1) or TLANG” 

(Creese & Blackledge, 2020; Tagg & Lyons, 2020; TLANG website, 2018). This project aimed 

to understand the language practices of different people from distinct cultural and social 

backgrounds when they translate and translanguage in four different settings within four cities: 

the business settings, the heritage sites, the community sport settings, and the legal advice and 

welfare advocacy sites (Creese & Blackledge, 2020). Based on the analysis of these interactions, 

the researchers found that an extended understanding of these languaging practices has to go 

beyond a focus on speech only to pay close attention to the “ritual deployment of the body as a 

resource for communication” (Blackledge & Creese, 2020, p.1; cf. Blackledge & Creese, 

2017). This is in line with Garcia and Otheguy’s definition (2020) that translanguaging 

transcends the deployment of linguistic resources to include multimodal resources such as 

“gestures, gazes, posture, visual cues, and even human-technology interaction” (p.26). 

 

In addition to investigating the multimodal resources that the participants used to 

communicate effectively, translanguaging in this non-educational context was defined as 

a process that describes “people in relationships using language to place themselves and 

others in their social, political and historical worlds” (Creese et al., 2016, p.5, italics added). 
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This aligns with the positioning theory proposed by Davis and Harré (1990). According to them, 

it is “the discursive process whereby selves are located in conversations as observably and 

subjectively coherent participants in jointly produced storylines” (p.48). Thus, translanguaging 

offers the opportunity for individuals and enables them to imagine new ways of being and 

languaging and act in different superdiverse contexts (Garcia & Li, 2014). It is not an “overpass 

bridge to go from one language or culture to another, but a fluid corriente of practices that work 

with the entanglement of words and worlds” and emphasize “fluidity and dynamism” (Garcia et 

al., 2020, p.85).   

 

     Since social mobility and immigration characterize the modern world that we are living 

in, Cronin (2013) describes it as the translation age.   The TLANG project defines translation 

“as the negotiation of meaning using different modes (spoken/written/visual/gestural) where 

speakers have different proficiencies in a range of languages and varieties” (TLANG website, 

2018). For Creese and her colleagues, translation is not, as traditionally defined, moving from 

one language and culture to another or assuming that the ‘code’ is “linguistically determined as 

a priori” (Creese et al., 2016, p.5). It is, rather, deploying multimodal resources available to the 

speakers to make sense of the situation where the “code” is not predicted but it is identified and 

interpreted through analysing what has been observed (Creese et al., 2016; Li, 2018). However, 

because it focuses on the proficiency or the command of the languages the speakers know, it 

seems that this definition of translation falls within the integrated monolingual norm discussed 

previously. The reason that these scholars studied translation through the lenses of 

translanguaging is that they focused on the agency of the participants and their practices rather 

than their languages. This opened the space for surpassing the named languages and calling for 

a space where the dominant language ideology is questioned and challenged (Makoni & 

Pennycook, 2005, 2006).  

 

Another notable research that discussed translation and translanguaging was by Baynham 

and Lee (2019). In their book, entitled “translation and translanguaging”, they discuss 

translanguaging as a theoretical lens while translation as an applied practice. According to them, 

translanguaging as transgressing and crossing the boundaries notion is never a product, but 

rather a process, unlike translation, which can be both a product and process. Furthermore, 

translanguaging may embrace several processes which include “code-switching, transliteration, 

translation, orthographic transitions, phonetic slippage, even interfacing language and the body” 

(p.7). Another difference between translanguaging and translation is in terms of research. While 
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translanguaging witnessed extensive research in the spoken language, translation was more 

investigated in the written language. Baynham and Lee argue that to study translation as an 

activity and practice through translanguaging lenses is to focus on the translation moment and 

the repertoire of the translator. Similarly to Garcia et al.’s argument (2020) that in educational 

contexts that do not follow traditional theories of teaching and learning, translation concentrates 

on the students’ repertoire that coincides with their own experiences they had while engaging 

with different people. 

 

Thus, translation moves from acting as a bridge that treats languages as separate entities to 

transcending the bridge and acknowledging the full semiotic repertoire (Garcia et al., 2020). 

Drawing on the moment analysis (Li, 2011), translation, on the one hand, through the 

translanguaging lenses departs from the start and endpoints to focusing on the moment which 

does not occur in “a temporal vacuum” (Baynham & Lee, 2019, p.39). On the other hand, the 

translator’s repertoire refers to the flexible, creative and critical deployment of the different 

multimodal resources that are available to them. In short, translation as a translanguaging 

practice shifts from conceiving translation “as a relationship between texts and conceive[ing] of 

it as a creative deployment of resources within a multilingual repertoire” (Baynham & Lee, 2019, 

p.33). 

  

Guided by Jakobson’s translation typology (1959, as cited in Baynham & Lee, 2019), 

Baynham et al. (2015, 2017a) provide a translanguaging framework which includes interlingual 

translanguaging (interlingual translation for Jakobson or using  LOTE to explain words in this 

study), intralingual translanguaging (intralingual translation or using English to explain English 

words in this study), intersemiotic translanguaging (intersemiotic translation or using multimodal 

resources alongside LOTE and English). Moreover, Baynham et al. (2015, 2017a) identify two 

other types based on the TLANG project data: the interdiscursive translanguaging and 

translanguaging at the language-body interface. Starting with intralingual translanguaging, it 

refers to deploying different resources within the same language to explain difficult words or 

terms. Interlingual translanguaging is the explanation of signs using features from a different 

linguistic set. Intersemiotic translanguaging involves using non-verbal language to communicate 

the meaning of verbal language.  

 

Regarding the interdiscursive translanguaging, Baynham and Lee (2019) argue that it “is 

concerned with instances of translanguaging where it is not just a question of register, but also 
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that some efforts to draw together or mediate different discourses are in play” (p.24). Although 

this means to negotiate and explain unfamiliar discourse, in this study and based on the data, I 

treated this type of translanguaging as the use of the participants’ own languages to explain or 

interpret “a combination of code units, i.e., a message referring to this code-unit” (Jakobson, 

2000, p.127). Here, it means that the linguistic repertoire is used to explain entire discourse and 

sentences (I called this the sentence level) rather than single code-units (I called this the word 

level). The last type is the language-body interface that refers to the interaction between the 

language users with people, devices, or texts at different levels, focusing on the body rather than 

the spoken language. Investigating the body language with a focus on deploying different modes 

could be more appropriate where there is less spoken language as the TLANG project showed. 

Hence, this type of translanguaging was out of the scope of this study. To conclude, 

translanguaging has not been investigated in the spoken language only but also in relation to 

literacy, which is explained next.  

2.2.4.3. Translanguaging and writing 

Moving to translanguaging and writing, Canagarajah (2011a) states that translanguaging 

could be used to embrace all the multilinguals’ practices, while codemeshing is used to refer to 

the languaging practices when engaged in literacy. He further adopts translingual practices 

instead of translanguaging. Nevertheless, Liu (1995) referred to translingual practices as 

examining “the process by which new words, meanings, discourses, and modes of representation 

arise, circulate, and acquire legitimacy within the host language due to, or despite, the latter’s 

contact/collision with the guest language” (p.26). Although Liu referred to the transformative 

nature of languages and focused on the process that leads to the emergence of new practices, she 

alluded to the languages in play as separate entities and social constructs by labelling them as 

‘guest’ and ‘host’ languages. Canagarajah (2013) argues that translingualism from the practice-

based perspective, “the form/grammar, structure/system, community, and cognition are 

disregarded” and are no longer treated from a monolingual perspective, but “they are redefined 

and reconfigured” (p.27). Furthermore, the translingual practice is similar to translanguaging and 

polylanguaging since the language users do not need to master all the features that make up their 

unitary linguistic system as long as they fit within the communicative situation. Therefore, the 

competences that underpin these languaging practices are performative 

competence (Canagarajah, 2013) and translingual competence (Anderson, 2018). These 

competences are similar, yet Anderson (2018) argues that because of the widespread of online, 
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virtual communities, and semiotic resources, the translingual competence is appropriate to 

acknowledge the fluidity of code choice that aligns with “the context, interlocutor and 

interaction” (Anderson & Lightfoot, 2018, p.2).   

 

Canagarajah (2011b) maintains that, unlike code switching, codemeshing “treats the 

languages as part of a single integrated system” (p.403). Furthermore, codemeshing as a strategic 

practice is the “realization of translanguaging in texts” (Canagarajah, 2011b, p.403). Since the 

world we live in is the world of technology and digital learning, the term codemeshing was 

adopted by Smith et al. (2017) to investigate the students’ use of their heritage languages and the 

different digital modes to create a digital project in a literature module. They call it “multimodal 

codemeshing” (p.6). Although this term is similar to the one coined by Canagarajah, which 

emphasises using symbols and not only linguistic resources, Smith et al. argue that the addition 

of ‘multimodal’ refers to the different modes and modalities that digital composing may involve. 

Therefore, multimodal codemeshing is deploying “multiple languages and modes in composing 

processes and products” in a digital environment. Within this environment, “composers draw 

upon and mesh semiotic resources with varying degrees of” (p.7) “intentionality and metamodel 

awareness of how modes work together” (Dalton et al., 2015, p. 548) to negotiate and create 

meaningful writing. Translanguaging was not only seen as a practice and a process that identifies, 

discusses and acknowledges the multilingual realities, but a theory that transcends and 

transforms the monolingual, the political and historical ideologies and orientations. This then 

turns the discussion to translanguaging as a theory.   

2.2.5. Translanguaging as a theory  

2.2.5.1. Translanguaging as a language theory of practice  

Garcia and Lin (2017) argue that translanguaging is not merely a social practice, but a theory 

that “poses a mental grammar shaped, of course, through social interaction and negotiation” 

(p.123). Thus, since its first emergence, it is notable to mention that the main focus was on 

multilinguals because of the traditional assumptions of privileging the monolingual norms and 

the potential disadvantages of deploying own languages during communication. 

Translanguaging as a theory is transdisciplinary, bringing together sociolinguistics and 

psycholinguistics perspectives (Garcia & Li, 2014; Vogel & Garcia, 2017). It promotes and 

acknowledges the individuals’ language practices that were labelled “non-standard” (Vogel & 
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Garcia, 2017, p.4). For the reason that translanguaging has been investigated in different 

domains, Li (2018) develops it as a language theory of practice which, 

 

reconceptualises language as a multilingual, multisemiotic, 

multisensory, and multimodal resource for sense- and meaning-

making, and the multilingual as someone aware of the existence of 

the political entities of named languages and can make use of the 

structural features of some of them that they have acquired. It can 

enable us to explore the human mind as a holistic multicompetence 

(Cook 1992; Cook and Li, 2016), and rethink some of the bigger, 

theoretical issues in linguistics generally (p.22). 

 

From this quote, it can be inferred that three fundamental presumptions establish 

translanguaging as a language theory of practice: 

 

1- It flouts the monolingual theorizations and ideologies of languages to embrace the multi 

resources when bi/multilingual language users engage in their bilingual mode (Grosjean, 2001) 

or an open control state (Green & Li, 2016).  

2- It does not deny the existence of the societal boundaries between languages, yet it 

undergirds the multilingual’s awareness of these boundaries and their creativity and criticality to 

make decisions of using features that are appropriate to the situation. Furthermore, it does not 

emphasise the mastery of all features of these entities to engage in communication.  

3- It acknowledges the unitary linguistic and non-linguistic systems of the bi/multilingual 

language users and surpasses the existence of different languages in the individuals’ minds. This 

means that each individual has an idiolect unique to them, but it is not fixed or monolithic. 

Otheguy et al. (2015) refer to the idiolect as “a person’s own unique, personal language, the 

person’s mental grammar that emerges in interaction with other speakers and enables the 

person’s use of language” (p. 289). Unlike MacSwan’s (2017) critiques which call for a separate 

but an integrated grammar, these idiolects are “unitary rather than being carved out in separable 

compartments corresponding to two named languages” (Otheguy et al., 2018, p.14).  
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2.2.5.2. Translanguaging as a theory of power transformation 

As Garcia (2020) argues that translanguaging “has always contained within it the seeds of 

transformation” (p.xix), in addition to their focus on translanguaging as transformative, Moore 

et al. (2020) have added the collaborative process to make meaning of the situations that 

multilinguals engage in. They focus on “collaborative relationships, process, and outcomes” 

(p.5). Thus, the interest is to develop an understanding of the meaning of collaboration when 

individuals engage in communication, the ways they jointly construct and establish knowledge 

and understanding, and the outcomes of these relationships and processes. Translanguaging 

as transformative and collaborative construction of the multilingual realities goes beyond 

understanding the meanings of translanguagers to an understanding of “how such meanings are 

generated” (Bradley et al., 2020, p.2). This then could be similar to Mercer’s sociocultural 

discourse theory (1995, 2004), which was adopted as an analytical framework for the 

observational data in this study. The emphasis was on the joint construction of knowledge and 

the establishment of understanding when the participants engaged in the different types of talks 

(disputational, cumulative, and exploratory) analysed at three levels (linguistic, psychological, 

and cultural).  

 

In his theory, Mercer (2002) departs from inquiring about how language(s) acquisition 

affects the ways individuals think to a concentration on how they work together to create 

meaning and establish understanding. Therefore, the study of the interthinking (Mercer, 2002) 

which is the “use of language for thinking together, for collectively making sense of experience 

and solving problems” (Mercer, 2002, p.16) helps to understand the relationship between 

individuals and their societies on the one hand and the individuals and the “collective forms of 

knowledge” on the other hand (p.8). It is worth noting to mention that Mercer (2002) proposes 

the use of systematic reasoning perspectives and powers to surmise what people are thinking by 

focusing on: how people use the language that may result in different strategies to achieve their 

goals, the outcomes of their efforts, and the examination of the individuals’ views about their 

activities. These meticulous ways of studying the ways people think are similar to the 

collaborative process, the collaborative outcomes and the collaborative relationships displayed 

above, respectively.  

 

     While coining the term interthinking (the teachers and students think and work together), 

Mercer (2002) shows interest in the intermental (social) process, unlike the concept of the zone 
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of proximal development (ZPD) (Vygotsky, 1978, as cited in Mercer, 2002) that focuses on 

intellectual development through an intramental (individual) process facilitated with intermental 

process. Hereof, from the ZPD to the intermental development zone (IDZ), the emphasis is on 

the collaborative and the joint construction of knowledge in communities rather than the 

individual to create a shared communicative space (Mercer, 1995, 2002, 2004). IDZ was adopted 

to analyse the participants’ languaging practices in this study. The reason behind this choice is 

that IDZ is “a continuing event of contextualized joint activity” (Mercer, 2002, p.141) which 

goes beyond focusing on scaffolding to embrace the voice of the language users (Blackledge & 

Creese, 2014) through their contributions, the different ways they used their languages and other 

resources to create this voice. 

 

Based on the dimensions of IDZ and in line with translanguaging, translanguaging is to “help 

students during a transition phase while they are adding and appropriating the necessary features 

that are required to complete the academic task in one or more named language” (Garcia & Li, 

2018, p.4). However, it becomes eventually transformative by focusing on the individuals’ 

creativity and criticality to engage with others collaboratively where they could be considered 

as co-labours than collaborators (Ballena et al., 2020; cf. Moore et al., 2020). These roles are 

dependent on the participants’ stance towards balanced versus asymmetrical power and positions 

(Ballena et al., 2020). In this study, translanguaging was not treated as another way to solve a 

problem or solely scaffold students to deal with issues, but rather it was used to understand the 

fluid practices of university teachers and students in English language classrooms where they 

were between the monolingual speaker norms (May, 2011) and their WHOLE multilingual 

realities. 

2.2.5.3. Translanguaging as a theory in language instruction  

In education, especially for minority students, translanguaging theory calls for a focus on 

“questions of empowerment, social justice and linguistic human rights” (Paulsrud et al., 2017, 

p.14). This can be achieved through elevating the students’ practices and enhancing their 

engagement in the class where the different linguistic features that make up their full repertoire 

are viewed in horizontal continua rather than in a hierarchical relationship (Vogel & Garcia, 

2017). Vogel and Garcia (2017) argue that translanguaging theory is based on three premises 
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that can be applied to any field of investigation, including education. These premises are the 

following:  

1. It posits that individuals select and deploy features from a unitary 

linguistic repertoire in order to communicate. 

2. It takes up a perspective on bi- and multilingualism that privileges 

speakers’ own dynamic linguistic and semiotic practices above the named 

languages of nations and states. 

3. It still recognizes the material effects of socially constructed named 

language categories and structuralist language ideologies, especially for 

minoritized language speakers (p.4). 

 

In language instruction, Garcia and Kleyn (2016) argue that “translanguaging …is not 

random or haphazard but strategic” (p.20). Therefore, three components boost translanguaging 

in instructional pedagogies: the teachers’ stance, the teacher’s design, and the teacher’s shift 

(Garcia et al., 2017). Firstly, the stance refers to the teachers’ beliefs about the students’ 

languages and the resources they bring to the classroom. It transforms the students’ position from 

“inferior to English monolinguals to students with extensive language practices” that transcend 

the monolingual norms (Kleyn & Garcia, 2017, p.74). Since the teacher’s beliefs and views are 

significant to set up the affordances or constraints of any language practice, this study sought to 

investigate the teachers’ attitudes when they and their students deployed translanguaging in the 

EFL context. Secondly, the design is the planning of collaborative and cooperative tasks through 

using multiple and multimodal resources, the inclusion of multilingual resources, the opportunity 

to witness and afford the language users’ deployment of their full linguistic repertoire, and the 

assessment of language and content (Garcia et al., 2017; Garcia & Kleyn, 2016; Kleyn & Garcia, 

2017). This means that teachers design translanguaging the way they design their lesson plans. 

Finally, the teacher’s shifts are the teachers’ reactions and the different practices they adopt to 

respond to their students’ languaging practices. Therefore, allowing and responding to these 

practices liberate and give voice to the students and to their new social realities (Garcia, 2020; 

Garcia & Leiva, 2014). This “liberating” characteristic of translanguaging has been criticised by 

Jaspers (2018) which is discussed in section 2.6.  

 

In the early stages of the growing interest in translanguaging, most of the scholarship 

emerged in the schooling context across the globe. Thus, in the British educational context, 

Blackledge and Creese (2010) investigated translanguaging in complementary schools in the 
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UK. They used “flexible bilingualism” (2010) to refer to the same premises that translanguaging 

is based on. For Creese et al. (2011), “...flexible bilingualism is in itself defined by considerable 

diversity” (p.1201); this linguistic diversity is “constitutive of, and constituted by, social 

diversity” (Creese & Blackledge, 2020, p.100). Additionally, flexible bilingualism was identified 

as an instructional strategy adopted by teachers for interdisciplinary connections, i.e., cultural, 

social and cognitive. However, when discussing the teachers’ and students’ practices, they 

adopted the translanguaging approach that was a valuable resource for “identity performance, 

lesson accomplishment and participant confidence” (p.112) when all participants engaged in the 

classroom. From this perspective, it could be argued that flexible bilingualism could be discussed 

within the educational context than on other occasions outside the classroom context. Therefore, 

while heteroglossia is the umbrella term for all language users’ dynamic practices, 

translanguaging is used as an analytic theory for the well-known researched linguistic 

phenomena and “more complex, fluid understanding of voice” (Makoni & Pennycook, 2012), 

which indexes “speakers’ localities, social histories, circumstances and identities” (Creese & 

Blackledge, 2020, p.106).  

 

Before concluding with the discussion of translanguaging in education, I have to refer to the 

work of Mazak and Carroll (2017), Mazak and Herbas-Donoso (2014a, 2014b, 2015), and Cenoz 

and Gorter (2011, 2013, 2015, 2020) for two main reasons. The first reason is that Mazak and 

Carroll (2017) with other scholars have investigated translanguaging in higher education, that is 

the context of this study. Mazak (2017) defines translanguaging as “a language ideology, a theory 

of bilingualism, a pedagogical stance, a set of practices” and “of transformative nature” (pp.5-

6). The other reason is that Cenoz’s and Gorter’s context was similar to the context of this study. 

Their diverse sociolinguistic context is similar to the Algerian one where different languages 

make up the Algerian’s repertoire. Nonetheless, this study did not deal with minoritised students, 

it dealt with Algerian students and teachers who share similar linguistic features in a formal 

educational context. As discussed above, from the external perspective of translanguaging 

(Otheguy et al., 2015), while most researchers referred to the use of two languages, Cenoz and 

Gorter dealt with the deployment of the linguistic resources in writing and interaction of 

multilingual minoritized students which involved three societal languages: Spanish, English and 

Basque. When investigating translanguaging in a regional minority language educational 

context, Cenoz and Gorter (2017) call it sustainable translanguaging which, 
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implies a difficult balance between using resources from the multilingual 

learner’s whole repertoire and shaping contexts to use the minority 

languages on its own, along with contexts where two or more languages are 

used. We argue that sustainable translanguaging is firmly linked to both 

language awareness and metalinguistic awareness (p.910).  

 

As mentioned previously, translanguaging theory is applied to all domains, especially the 

educational context where it received, and still, tremendous attention in the spoken language 

mainly. It is used to analyse the deployment of all the resources multilinguals have at their 

disposal in/with: English as a Lingua Franca for multilingual inclusive classrooms (English as a 

Lingua Franca Practices for Inclusive Multilingual Classrooms – “ENRICH” Project, 2018-

2021), digital literacy (Dalton & Smith, 2012; Dalton et al., 2015; Smith, 2016; Smith & Dalton, 

2016; Smith et al., 2017); digital communication (Makalela & White, 2021), using technology 

(Allman & Guethler, 2021); religious literacy (Perez, 2020); African American literacy (Young 

et al., 2014); art-based research (Babino & Stewart, 2020; Bradley et al., 2018); linguistic 

landscapes in the school context (LoCALL: LOcal Linguistic Landscapes for global language 

education in the school context, 2019-2022); film studies (Duncan, 2016); deaf and special needs 

education (Allard & Wedin, 2017; Swanwick, 2017; Swanwick et al. 2016). 

 

Despite all of this interest and international research in translanguaging in various fields 

from a pedagogical practice to a process for all multilinguals to an increasingly prevalent theory, 

it received criticism regarding multilinguals’ unitary linguistic system and its transformational 

nature. These critiques are discussed in the following section. 

2.6. The critiques of translanguaging 

Baker (2001, 2006, 2011) and Baker and Wright (2017), focusing on translanguaging as a 

pedagogical practice, argue that translanguaging has the possibility of promoting a full 

understanding of the content, helping students to develop their skills in both languages and full 

bilingualism, facilitating home-school cooperation, and developing the second language ability 

concurrently with coherent learning through engaging first language English teachers with 

English learners. However, Allard (2017) argues that “the pedagogical and interpersonal power” 

merits that translanguaging could contribute to are toned down by the unwelcoming “ecology of 

policies, practices, ideologies, and relationships” in the educational settings within which it may 
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exist (p.120). Therefore, despite the potential benefits of translanguaging as a pedagogical 

process or a transformative theory of the different monolingual ideologies and stances in all 

domains of life, different scholars have questioned the linguistic theory that emphasizes the 

unitary linguistic system (MacSwan, 2017) and the transformative nature of translanguaging 

(Jaspers, 2018). It is worth noting that section 2.2.2.1 entails Auer’s (2019) critiques of 

multilinguals’ practices and the notion of codes in relation to translanguaging.  

 

The notion of the idiolect and the unitary view of multilinguals’ linguistic system (Otheguy 

et al., 2015) discussed above was a motivation for MacSwan (2017) to explain his perspective 

on translanguaging while Otheguy et al.’s paper (2018) was a rejoinder to MacSwan’s critiques. 

In his article, MacSwan argues that languages are discrete entities and calls for a multilingual 

perspective, yet he agrees with multilinguals’ unitary linguistic repertoire. He considers it as 

integrated repertoire from which multilinguals choose the features that fit the communicative 

situation. For him,   

 

a repertoire is not grammar but a catalog of the ways we each can talk in 

different social contexts. It includes our richly discourse internalized mental 

grammar as well as the diverse vocabulary and systems of knowledge 

pertaining to discourse, pragmatics, and other social conventions that we 

recruit in verbal interactions with others (pp.188-189).  

 

MacSwan states that translanguaging denies multilingualism and code switching. However, 

this is not the case as explained previously, because translanguaging embraces these theories. He 

further adds that it is impossible to privilege the denial of the existence of code switching and 

multilingualism or what he refers to as “deconstructivism” (MacSwan, 2020, p.322) and 

concurrently adopt code switching to uphold bilingualism. The outcome of this perspective is 

that “we lose the empirical case against a deficit perspective on bilingualism and are left only 

with an ideological one” (MacSwan, 2017, p.169). Therefore, his multilingual perspective on 

translanguaging emphasizes the named and separate languages along multilingualism to discuss 

the L1, code switching and all other language notions in the field of linguistics. Nevertheless, 

from the individual’s internal perspective who has a single but not an integrated multilingual 

repertoire, Li (2018) states that when multilinguals deploy their languages “there seems to be 

little point in asking what languages or varieties” (p.14) since they do not adhere to the notions 



 
57 

of separate languages at the moment of communication regardless of their awareness of these 

boundaries.  

 

Another principle on which MacSwan (2017) bases his objection about transcending the 

language ideologies is research on grammar. He offers an alternative model to the unitary model 

(Otheguy et al., 2015) and SUP (Cummins, 1981), calling it the integrated model of 

multilingualism. He argues that multilinguals and even monolinguals have shared and internally 

differentiated grammatical resources (MacSwan, 2017). In this regard, MacSwan claims that 

individuals do not possess an undifferentiated internally unitary grammar; however, every one 

of us has a full linguistic repertoire that consists of “multiple overlapping rule systems acquired 

through our participation in divergent speech communities” (p.179).  

 

Jaspers (2018), focusing on the pedagogical context, criticises the transformative nature of 

translanguaging. He argues that “translanguaging is likely to be less transformative and critical 

than is often suggested” (p.2). Jaspers further develops his argument by giving the reasons that 

may limit this transformative nature. For him, both translanguaging proponents and monolingual 

authorities have apportioned convictions since they focus on language for the successful 

performance of the students. Furthermore, there is a lack of empirical certainty about the desired 

causal effects, “which cannot be taken for granted” (p.3), that translanguaging aims to change as 

a political project of transformation. The final claim is that “translanguaging...is becoming a 

dominant rather than a liberating force” (p.3), especially for minority language students.  

 

By his reliance on the work of Garcia and Li (2014), Jaspers gives the different notions that 

translanguaging as transformative theory embraces. These are “new subjectivities, give[ing] 

back voice, transform[ing]cognitive structures, raise[ing] well-being and attainment levels, and 

eventually transform[ing] an equal society into a more just world” (p.3). He argues that these 

multiple related meanings could represent more than the term de facto conveys and 

communicates. This resulted in questioning academically the possibility of relying on the 

foretold causal effects which their lack of success at schools could lead to challenge and doubt 

“translanguaging’s social justice agenda” (p.4). However, the strategic nature of translanguaging 

and the deep understanding of multilinguals’ deployment of their languages in given situations 

might better clarify this transformative nature. Jaspers argues that translanguaging scholars claim 

axiomatically that translanguaging is the only way that can call for social justice as it “has the 

potential to decolonize our conception of language, and especially, language education” (Garcia, 
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2019, p.162). This, then, could lead to a controlled and restricted rather than a liberating and 

open space. Jaspers concludes with his belief that education in the current era “is deserving of a 

linguistic makeover” (p.8), but he is uncertain that the ways translanguaging is valorised can be 

the adequate means to this change. Therefore, with more emphasis on the strategic nature of 

translanguaging, this calls for careful awareness and empirical decisions when applying the 

translanguaging framework (Rabbidge, 2019).   

2.7. Translanguaging as pedagogy; pedagogical, and spontaneous 

translanguaging 

Before discussing the notable research about translanguaging as pedagogy, it is significant 

to clarify the difference between translanguaging as pedagogy; pedagogical, and spontaneous 

translanguaging. These terminologies apply to education in general, including language teaching 

and learning. “Translanguaging as pedagogy refers to building on bilingual students’ language 

practices flexibly” (Garcia & Li, 2014, p.92) and “the ways in which bilingual students and 

teachers engage in complex fluid discursive practices… ‘to make sense’ of teaching and learning, 

to communicate and appropriate subject knowledge, and to develop academic language 

practices” (Garcia, 2014b, p.112). Therefore, as it can be seen from this definition, 

translanguaging as pedagogy focuses on the practices that are of pedagogical value rather than 

including practices that are deployed for interpersonal communicative purposes. Pedagogical 

translanguaging refers to “a pedagogic theory and practice that...is designed by the teacher but 

can occur next to the spontaneous use of multilingual resources that have not been planned” 

(Cenoz & Gorter, 2020, p.2). Therefore, “the teachers deliberately try to draw on their students’ 

multiple linguistic resources in pedagogy in order to promote and mediate learning” (Ganuza & 

Hedman, 2017, p.210). It is an intentional practice, and it must have a pedagogical value to be 

distinguished from spontaneous translanguaging (Galante, 2020b). Spontaneous translanguaging 

means the natural occurrence of multilinguals’ practices where the boundaries between 

languages are softened (Cenoz & Gorter, 2020).  It includes all the fluid practices inside and 

outside the school context. This differentiation between the two terms is not “a dichotomy with 

two possibilities but a continuum with pedagogical translanguaging at one end and spontaneous 

translanguaging at the other end” (Cenoz & Gorter, 2020, p.2).  

 

Scholars labelled spontaneous and pedagogical translanguaging differently in relation to the 

educational field. For instance, Williams (2012) labels spontaneous translanguaging as natural 
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translanguaging and pedagogical translanguaging as official translanguaging. Lewis et al. 

(2012a) refer to the former as pupil-directed translanguaging while the latter as teacher-directed 

translanguaging. Another term that has been given to pedagogical translanguaging is 

intentionally planned translanguaging (Hopewell, 2017). However, many scholars have used the 

term pedagogical translanguaging more frequently (Cenoz, 2017; Cenoz & Gorter, 2020a, 

2020b; Junvonen & Källkvist, 2021).  

2.3. Research on Translanguaging in language education with a focus on 

English language education and higher education 

In this section, I first focus on the studies that were conducted in the English language and 

higher education contexts to situate the current research within the ongoing scholarship. Then, I 

discuss how the current study is different from the previous studies and the potential contribution 

it might make to the growing body of scholarship on translanguaging, especially in 

sociolinguistic diverse contexts like Algeria.  Nonetheless, before discussing these studies, I have 

to clarify that translanguaging in this study can be defined as the use of the linguistic resources 

(including intralingual, interlingual, and interdiscursive translanguaging) that students and 

teachers had to engage in the communicative situations and expand the linguistic repertoire, 

especially concepts that are specific to the English language (the field of study). It also does not 

refer “simply to the use of the students’ native or first language in instruction” or “... ‘mixing’ or 

‘switching’ between codes” (Garcia, 2019, p.372) as explained above.  

 

Although it seems challenging to find a collection of studies about translanguaging, Poza 

(2017), on the one hand, analyses 53 studies from 1996 to 2014 focusing on three levels: the 

definition of the term, the examples of translanguaging in each study, and the pedagogical 

implications of translanguaging. On the other hand, Chaka (2020) reviews 16 studies from 2012 

to 2019 to explore the interchange between decoloniality, global south and translanguaging. In 

his article, he examines the definitions, the exemplifications, the theories and theorizing of 

translanguaging, and the translanguaging framework with relation to the southern and decolonial 

concepts and their variants.  

 

In this study, I review research related to language education, especially studies that were 

not reviewed in Poza’s article. It is important to highlight that although in some of these studies 

researchers used the L1, they considered the language users as having one linguistic repertoire 
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to communicate in the given situation. In both articles and accordance with the claims of other 

scholars (Babino & Stewart, 2020; Liu et al., 2020; Mazak, 2017), Poza (2017) and Chaka (2020) 

argue that studies in the school context are more prevalent than in the higher education 

institutions, especially in multilingual contexts (Babino & Stewart, 2018; Creese & Blackledge, 

2010; Duarte, 2019, 2020; Duarte et al., 2020; Garcia & Li, 2014; Juvonen & Källkvist, 2021; 

Paulsrud et al., 2017). Thus, one of the most significant published studies about translanguaging 

at the tertiary level in different international settings is the book edited by Mazak and Carroll 

(2017). For Mazak et al. (2017), developing higher education students’ linguistic resources that 

are lesson related through translanguaging practices “often means apprenticing students in the 

linguistic and rhetorical structures of specific fields of study” (p.72). These studies are discussed 

with others in the following sections. 

 

Research on EMI and translanguaging has recently received significant attention from many 

scholars in different contexts (Jenkins & Mauranen, 2019; Paulsrud et al., 2021; Romanowski, 

2020; Tai, 2021; Tai & Li, 2020; Toth & Paulsrud, 2017; Tsou et al., 2021) For instance, 

Goodman (2017) investigated translanguaging from an ecological perspective in the medium of 

instruction in Ukrainian University classes, including EMI, to provide an understanding of how 

the inclusion of EMI in the Ukrainian environment might change the teachers’ and students’ 

language practices (especially Ukrainian and Russian). Goodman conducted an ethnographic 

study with 58 students of three groups and their teachers majoring in different disciplines. She 

further had informal conversations with the participants before and after some courses run in 

Ukrainian and Russian. Furthermore, distinct university signs and documents were collected 

during the university events. Only four teachers and half of the students were interviewed. 

Goodman found out that another language, or “additional language” as she referred to, was used 

regardless of the medium of instruction (English, Russian, or Ukrainian). In the EMI classroom 

and during oral communication, teachers used Russian, but not Ukrainian, to explain vocabulary 

words and classroom processes. Students used Russian to ask for explanations and provide the 

words they cannot remember in English. They also used different modes and codes in the three 

different medium of instruction classes; a practice that was not restricted to the classroom only 

but also found in the university events like the PowerPoint Presentations, which were in one 

language and the explanation was in another language.  

 

In the Ukrainian class, the teachers believed that Ukrainian is a second language but not an 

L1 to their students because they think in Russian and translate it into Ukrainian. Russian was 
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used occasionally to facilitate the acquisition of Ukrainian; nevertheless, the students considered 

Ukrainian as their L1 which they used at home. In the Russian medium classes, English was not 

used to help the learning of Russian, but it was used more than Ukrainian and was “part of the 

course content” (Goodman, 2017, p.57). Thus, the findings showed that the status of languages 

in this Ukrainian university is dominated by Russian and English, which can be a threat to the 

least used but the most preferred language in academic writing, Ukrainian. The teachers were 

multilinguals, but they had different ideologies when delivering their lessons in the EMI classes. 

While some teachers did not use foreign languages (e.g., Latin, French, and Greek), others 

preferred either using them or the native language based on their personalities and personal 

choices. The students in the group work used different languages like French, Swedish, German, 

and Spanish in the EMI classes. Furthermore, in the interviews, they expressed their wish to learn 

other languages alongside English because it would open the doors for future worldwide 

opportunities. 

 

In line with the current study, Mazak et al. (2017) investigated the translanguaging pedagogy 

of three professors in scientific disciplines at a Puerto Rican university while Doiz and 

Lasagabaster (2017) examined EMI teachers’ beliefs about translanguaging practices at the 

University of the Basque Country. Starting with the translanguaging practices, Mazak et al. 

(2017) used single case ethnographic studies to compare the practices of three professors 

teaching Spanish-English bilinguals. Classroom observations, interviewees with teachers, 

interviews with students of two teachers, and surveys with the students of one teacher were the 

data collection tools in their study. The results showed that the teachers were open to 

translanguaging, and they used it “to relate ideas about the content to the lives of students” (p.87) 

and explain the content. However, only one teacher used discourse markers in English to check 

the successful delivery of the information and connect ideas. The teachers created 

translanguaging spaces for their students to deploy the different features of their linguistic 

repertoires to engage in academic discussions about their fields of study in diverse settings. For 

Mazak et al., translanguaging cannot be always planned (the design of translanguaging), but a 

practice that can be deployed according to the understanding of the students’ distinct 

backgrounds (the translanguaging stance).  

 

Moving to the beliefs, Doiz and Lasagabaster (2017) carried out a study about the EMI 

teachers’ beliefs and their self-reported translanguaging practices in the Basque Country. The 

data was collected through three group discussions with 13 teachers (five female and eight male) 
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from different fields, most of them received training in teaching English and classroom 

pedagogy. The findings revealed that the majority of the participants reported that they were with 

the exclusion of the L1, as Doiz and Lasagabaster referred to, during content delivery, 

interaction, and assessment. However, only two teachers stated that they resorted to 

translanguaging in specific situations, mainly when “a breach in comprehension is feared or has 

already occurred” (p.173). All the participants reported that they adopted translanguaging 

practices outside the class in a one-to-one interaction and during office hours.  

 

Regarding translanguaging and teaching English, there have been recent studies in different 

countries about translanguaging in: the EFL elementary context (Günther-van der Meij & Duarte, 

2020; Rabbidge, 2019), in Teaching English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL) courses, 

especially teacher education (Galante, 2020a; Tian, 2020; Tian et al., 2020; cf. Jain et al., 2021), 

and English for Academic Purposes (EAP) courses (Galante, 2020c; Liu et al., 2020).  

 

In his book, Rabbidge (2019), on the one hand, attempted to promote the value of 

translanguaging in the Korean Educational system by providing a perspective of seven teachers’ 

translanguaging practices and their beliefs towards the use of the Korean language in English 

classrooms at the elementary level. He identified translanguaging strategies of inclusion (such 

as concept-check, concept-confirmation, vocabulary discovery..., etc.) and translanguaging 

practices of exclusion (restrictive, depreciative, and the total exclusion strategy). On the other 

hand, in their study in English mainstream classes in the Netherlands about the role of 

translanguaging in interaction, Günther-van der Meij and Duarte (2020) identified three 

pedagogical strategies: symbolic, scaffolding, and epistemological functions. They argued that 

although the two first types do not require the teacher’s knowledge of their students’ languages; 

the latter requires the proficiency of both teacher and learners.  

 

While Günther-van der Meij and Duarte’s research did not deal with perceptions, Rabbidge 

(2019) found through interviews that the teachers’ beliefs about translanguaging practices were 

influenced by different factors like their experiences when they were learners, teaching training 

programs, their students and school contextual factors, among others. The in-service teachers 

expressed the importance of using the English language features only; however, they stated that 

“the total exclusion of their Korean to be unrealistic or...undesirable” (p.171). They reported that 

translanguaging helped them with boring activities and ineffective teaching methods and gaining 

more control over their students by ensuring their inclusion and participation. 
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By analysing qualitative data from a Task Based Language Teaching (TBLT) secondary 

English language class in Vietnam, Seals et al. (2020) attempted to explore if TBLT might 

embrace translanguaging. The data was gathered through video and audio recordings and field 

notes by observing nine teachers teaching tasks in speaking lessons. They also used interviews 

with teachers and selected students; however, only results about the students were reported. The 

students used their linguistic repertoires to ask and provide metalinguistic assistance, generate 

ideas and maintain a metadiscursive commentary. During the task rehearsal phase, the learners 

reported that translanguaging helped them to negotiate the speaking task, empower their 

language learning, enhance their confidence and, hence, perform the task successfully. The 

scholars argued that “the translanguaging paradigm shift is beginning, and this is a time for the 

well-established TBLT to work with and alongside it” (p.276) to realise socially progressive 

goals.  

 

Within the EAP context, Galante (2020c) examined the potential challenges of pedagogical 

translanguaging and the teachers’ and students’ perceptions of these challenges in academic 

listening and speaking courses in a Canadian university. Galante’s study included seven teachers 

and 79 students. The results showed that, unlike this study, most of the students who shared the 

same language (Chinese) used it inside the class, which led their classmates who were not 

familiar with Chinese to resort to technology and the teacher for assistance. The teacher 

participants allowed their students to deploy their linguistic features for on-lesson purposes, yet 

they needed time to become familiar with implementing pedagogical translanguaging. They also 

indicated that more English should be prioritized since the students would be assessed in English. 

The student participants stated that the translanguaging tasks they were engaged in were 

challenging because they faced difficulties to find the right words to make meaning of idioms 

and discourse markers and identify the appropriate situations for translanguaging, especially in 

contexts outside the class which can lead to a feeling of exclusion.  

 

Liu et al. (2020) investigated the role of teacher-researcher collaboration in shaping one 

university teacher’s beliefs about translanguaging and the challenges they faced during the 

process of developing translanguaging when teaching EAP in China. The teacher participant 

taught first-year public health MA students. They used different data collection tools over one 

year like co-planning meetings, after-class debriefings, interviews with the teacher and eight 

students, communication via social media, classroom observations and lesson materials. The 
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findings revealed that the teacher-researcher collaboration resulted in changing the teacher’s 

perspectives on translanguaging and including it in the EAP classes. The teacher shifted from 

using mostly spontaneous translanguaging to becoming more engaged and active in planning 

pedagogical translanguaging; moreover, she developed an awareness of the distinct functions of 

her translanguaging practices. However, the teacher “encountered several challenges, especially 

in facing contrasting beliefs in language education” (p.13). She expressed her worries about the 

extent to which she used translanguaging, her negative feelings towards speaking a lot of 

Chinese, and her hesitation when allowing her students to use their linguistic repertoire in their 

writing. Therefore, “the process of developing translanguaging pedagogy is not linear, it is a 

discursive process” (p.14) during which teachers can be ambivalent about their stances and 

practices due to the monolingual norms that are assumed to be effective in teaching languages.  

 

The closest studies to my research are the two following ones. Fallas Escobar (2020) 

investigated three EFL teachers’ stances towards translanguaging through critical dialogues in a 

Costa Rican University where English is learnt and taught as a major. The three teachers reported 

that their students used translanguaging naturally and habitually to negotiate meaning within 

tasks, transit between tasks, and provide assistance during the teacher’s absence. Nevertheless, 

they had different interpretations of their own translanguaging practices. For Fallas Escobar, this 

could “reveal broader institutional and societal pressures and ideological orientations” (pp.335-

336). They argued that their teaching practices did not include translanguaging practices, 

emphasising the use of English as a sign of professionalism and prestige in the English language 

department. The teachers also reported some of their translanguaging practices in certain 

situations like using bilingual materials and explaining grammar, vocabulary, and literature. 

Furthermore, they acknowledged that deploying translanguaging in a scaffolded and judicious 

manner could “decrease anxiety…” and “balance power dynamics” (p.341). Considering these 

irresolute ideological stances (the ongoing mismatch between real practices and beliefs) towards 

their own translanguaging practices, the study was concluded with a recommendation for EFL 

teachers who “can further build their agency to challenge institutional ideological orientations as 

they work collaboratively and collegially” (p.342) to deaden the tensions between the students’ 

needs, their goal to be perceived as professional teachers and the department monolingual 

ideological orientations.  

 

In a similar study about the teachers’ ideologies and the possibility of opening spaces for 

translanguaging, Aghai et al. (2020) examined three ESL teachers’ stances at an American 
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University-based intensive English programme for Arabic-speaking students through classroom 

observations and interviews. The participants demonstrated three stances towards the students’ 

native language:  translanguaging as a problem (in oral communication classes), 

translanguaging as a natural process (in grammar courses), and translanguaging as a 

resource (in writing tasks). Regarding the students’ translanguaging, it “shifted from 

clarification to sense-making and successful communication depending on their teachers’ view 

of translanguaging” (p.360). Aghai et al. (2020) called for the inclusion of translanguaging in 

teacher education and other TESOL programs (e.g., MA) so that teachers can “learn how to 

consciously select instances where translanguaging can benefit students and guide them through 

their translanguaging” (p.361). Although Aghai et al. referred in their study to the use of the L1 

in L2 teaching, they concluded that it is not only about using the students’ own language or 

having shared linguistic systems, but instead, the focus is “on understanding how each language 

could be” deployed effectively to make sense of the given communicative situation (p.361).  

 

In the Arab world, most of the studies were conducted in the Emirati EMI classes where 

scholars investigated language ideologies, language use and language policies about Arabic and 

English Only. Carroll and Van den Hoven (2017) and Hopkyns et al. (2020) investigated 

language use and language ideologies and policies in Emirati university EMI classrooms. Carroll 

and Van de Hoven documented the reported translanguaging practices obtained from 

administrators and six interviewee teachers, focusing on the status of Arabic and English in the 

EMI context at the tertiary level, which was governed by English-only policies. This is the reason 

behind adopting self-reported practices rather than observing the real practices which are 

considered unethical to be documented. The findings showed that there is an ambiguity in 

language policies and the use of Arabic to simplify the instruction. Unlike years two and three 

of the BA degree, the participants indicated that with first-year students, they focused on 

knowledge and function rather than form. Therefore, they used Arabic to make their lower-level 

students happy, understand, learn the material quicker and give their teachers high marks in the 

teacher’s evaluation feedback. Nonetheless, “the overt and public use of Arabic is taboo” (Carroll 

& Van de Hoven, 2017, p.154) in Emirati EMI classrooms. Thus, the participants argued that 

Arabic should be limited, and it would not be desirable to record its use in the EMI classes as it 

may put them at risk of losing their jobs and “highlight the linguistics realities within the 

institution that were best left unreported” (p. 149).  

 



 
66 

In their study, Hopkyns et al. (2020) used questionnaires and classrooms observations to 

explore 100 Emirati millennials (born in 2000 or after) students’ linguistic hybridity and their 

attitudes towards their own language practices and the ones of those around them in a writing 

course in English at Abu Dhabi University. The findings revealed that these students used Arabic 

and English differently and to varying degrees, depending on the domain in which the 

communicative event took place. In the EMI classes, English is the most dominant language, but 

Arabic is frequently used for explaining and translating difficult concepts, helping to understand 

and establish effective communication, giving powerful and precise meaning, and giving a sense 

of comfort. Regarding their attitudes, most participants showed a positive or neutral attitude 

while only one third reported a negative attitude towards translanguaging practices. This latter 

attitude was also identified in similar studies within the same Emirati context.  

 

Palfreyman and Al-Bataineh (2018) found that two Emirati university female students 

showed a negative attitude towards translanguaging practices. The use of English with Arabic 

simultaneously was considered as an Arab-franko language, a violation of “linguistic integrity 

or respect” (p. 92) to Arabic. This practice was also reported as a form of showing off inside the 

university and social disapproval outside the educational context, depending on the addressee. 

Thus, translanguaging beyond the university could be deemed as “a marker of social prestige” 

and “a lifestyle” (p.94).  

 

However, in Al-Bataineh and Gallagher’s study (2021), twenty-two Emirati trainee 

teachers’ attitudes towards translanguaging and the degrees of accepting it in writing stories for 

bilingual children were shaped by the language ideologies in their university. The results showed 

that the participants expressed a negative attitude towards using both distinct languages (English, 

MSA, and Emirati Arabic (EA)) and bidialectical translanguaging (MSA and EA) in storybooks 

because of the differences between English and Arabic that can have a negative impact on “text 

structure, text organization and text directionality” (p.395). They concluded that trainee teachers 

“were ambivalent -if not right downright hostile-” towards using translanguaging in writing “for 

ideological, linguistic and pedagogical reasons” (p.397).  

 

Within the African context, Makalela (2015) states that studies about translanguaging and 

codemeshing in Africa are still in the early stages. African countries are known for their linguistic 

diversity; therefore, Makalela (2021) claims, “in the African context, the use of languages goes 

beyond alternation where complex interfaces within and between languages could involve more 
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than two named languages in the same communicative event” (p.6). It is worth noting that one 

of the most recent research on translanguaging in Africa, mainly in the sub-Saharan African 

countries, is about digital translanguaging which investigates using simultaneously the African 

languages in digital communication (Makalela & White, 2021).  

 

Makalela (2017) conducted a practice-based inquiry with second language pre-service 

student teachers who were proficient in at least four languages among the 11 official languages 

spoken in South Africa. He designed a course in Sepedi that included different activities using 

different languages. Makalela carried out two focus group discussions with 10 participants each 

and follow-up interviews with six students who were free to use any language to participate. The 

results showed that the teachable Ubuntu Translanguaging Pedagogy (UTP), where the “‘I’ ness 

and ‘We’ ness” (Makalela, 2021, p.8) form a coherent whole when standing together and 

complete each other, is an effective resource that values and welcomes the students’ repertoires, 

increases the linguistic repertoire, and enhances the multilingual identities through transcending 

the ethnolinguistic boundaries. These findings from Makalela’s study were similar to the ones of 

Ngcobo et al. (2016) that revealed higher education South African students’ positive perceptions 

of including translanguaging practices like the ones when working on summary writing 

activities. They concluded that translanguaging could be used as an approach to promoting 

language equality in South African higher education. 

 

Across the African Arab world, Abdulaal (2020) investigated the effect of moving from 

monoglossic approaches to applying translanguaging or what he refers to as stego-

translanguaging to improve the students’ reading and writing scores in the international English 

language testing system (IELTS) at Port Said language Center in Egypt. He defines stego-

translanguaging as “the indirect use of the mother tongue to enhance the target language 

perception and acquisition” (p.461). This, in his study, entails asking the participants to read in 

Arabic before answering reading and writing activities in English (it can be equivalent to student-

directed translanguaging). He adopted an experimental research design that included 33 EFL 

participants in the experimental group and 30 EFL participants in the control group. The results 

showed that the students’ translanguaging practices in the experimental group had an impact on 

improving their reading and writing scores. Stego-translanguaging in this EFL informal Egyptian 

context is a refinement of the deterioration caused by the monolingual ideologies which 

emphasize using the English language only.  
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In the Moroccan context, a similar diverse sociolinguistic context to the Algerian one, Al 

Masaeed (2020) carried out a study with American students who came to Morocco to study 

Arabic as their second language. He was interested in the translanguaging practices during 

conversations for learning outside the classroom between ten students and their eight Moroccan 

speaking partners. Based on the audio recorded conversations, the results showed that the 

participants deployed different features of their linguistic repertoire at any moment to “establish 

and maintain their intersubjectivity, create learning opportunities, signal their multiple identities 

and experiences as travellers, multidialectal speakers, bargainers, movie watchers, consumers of 

popular culture, and to show their interactional competencies” (p.262). Furthermore, the results 

showed that the participants used MSA and MA more than MSA and English. The participants 

prioritised the meaning-making process and the linguistic resources they had over the deep-

rooted monolingual institutional policies. Al Massaeed concluded that stakeholders should 

consider translanguaging as a resource in the second language and FL learning as it may help 

learners “instil linguistic security, enhance L2 learning, and lead to more meaningful 

interactions” (p.263).  

 

After reviewing the most novice research in the field of translanguaging, I have to mention 

that, to the best of my knowledge, I found no studies about translanguaging in the Algerian 

context, except research about code switching and borrowing. The studies above and many others 

were mostly conducted where interactions involved two languages. However, this study 

examined using LOTE in the English language classroom context. By focusing on the EFL 

tertiary level, the studies above focused on contexts where English is taught as a course or a part 

of a programme (except for Fallas Escobar’s study, 2020) but not as a major, unlike the context 

of this study where both teachers and students were specialized in the English language. 

 

Regarding the participants, most studies focused on the teachers and teacher education more 

than examining the students’ practices and attitudes towards the translanguaging practices that 

might take place in their classrooms. A potential explanation could be that researchers think that 

if the teachers would understand and value translanguaging, then it could gain a place in the 

language teaching and learning domains, especially TESOL. This study examined both teachers’ 

and students’ translanguaging practices and their attitudes when engaging in classroom talk. 

Additionally, the participants in this study were of different backgrounds (Arab and Amazigh), 

different grades (BA and MA for students) and different academic degrees (all Magister holders 
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enrolling in PhD for teachers) and different teaching experiences in different contexts (most of 

them were previous teachers in middle and secondary schools).  

 

To carry out the previous research, scholars relied on qualitative research by adopting mostly 

interviews and observations. This research adopted a mixed-method approach. The data was 

collected through classroom observations, interviews with teachers and students, FGDs and 

questionnaires with students. Using these different methods could contribute to the 

understanding of translanguaging in this under-researched context from different perspectives, 

especially students whose attitudes play a significant role in incorporating or separating 

languages in the EFL context. Based on these explanations and by addressing the questions 

displayed in Figure 9 below, this research might contribute to “what translanguaging could [or 

could not] bring to TESOL, both promises and tensions, to transform [or not] English teaching 

and learning in the post-multilingualism era” (Tian et al., 2020, p.8)  
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2.4. Conclusion 

 

This chapter presented an overview of the related literature and research on translanguaging. 

It focused mainly on the evolution of translanguaging as a descriptive label of a pedagogical 

strategy and process, a practice, and a theory of power and transformation, and how it differs 

from other concepts like languaging, code switching, and the L1. It also presented the critiques 

that translanguaging has received from different scholars, questioning the distinct principles that 

it is built upon. The chapter concluded with a section about research on translanguaging where 

it reviewed some studies in diverse language teaching and learning worldwide contexts to situate 

the current research within the growing scholarship on translanguaging. In order to achieve the 

 

Figure 9. The relation between the research questions and the gaps in the literature. 

- 

 

-Lack of research on classroom talk features in relation to 

deployment of the different languages.  

-Lack of understanding of translanguaging in the language per 

se classrooms.  

 

1. How does translanguaging manifest 

itself within the different characteristics 

of classroom talk in the university EFL 

context?  

 

 -No analysis of translanguaging’s functions in relation to the 

levels of analysing talks. 

-Lack of attention paid to the function behind non-academic 

talk when analysing classroom talk (the focus was on thinking 

only).  

 

2. What are the functions behind the 

teachers’ and students’ translanguaging 

practices that are evident in the 

Algerian university EFL classroom? 

 

-Scarce research about attitudes towards 

translanguaging at the tertiary level. 

-Limited research on teachers’ beliefs. 

-Limited research on students’ attitudes. 

 

3. What are the teachers’ attitudes 

towards translanguaging in English 

language pedagogy at university?  

4. What are the students’ attitudes 

towards translanguaging in English 

language pedagogy at university?  
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aims of the study and answer the research questions, the next chapter explains the methodological 

procedure followed to conduct this study. 
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Chapter 3: Research Methodology  

“Being puzzled, being unsure, being mistaken, and changing tack through trial and error, seem 

to be both integral and conducive to creative research” Lewis Minkin (1997, as cited in 

Dunleavy, 2003, p.41). 

3.1. Introduction 

This chapter displays the methodological framework of the ways I investigated EFL 

teachers’ and students’ use of their own languages alongside English, as well as their attitudes 

while engaging in classroom talk. Firstly, I explain the research design that was adopted in this 

study. Then, I present the research site, the participants, and the data collection and analysis 

processes.  Finally, I move on to conclude with the methodological limitations of the study and 

the ethical considerations of this research. However, before discussing these elements, this study 

aims to answer the following research questions about translanguaging in the Algerian EFL 

classrooms at the tertiary level: 

1.  How does translanguaging manifest itself within the different characteristics of 

classroom talk in the university classrooms? 

2. What are the functions behind the teachers’ and students’ translanguaging practices 

that are evident in the university EFL classrooms? 

3. What are teachers’ attitudes towards translanguaging in English language pedagogy 

at university? 

4. What are students’ attitudes towards translanguaging in English language pedagogy 

at university? 

3.2. Research design 

A paradigm refers to the ways that researchers follow to investigate a particular issue or 

accepted assumptions about certain phenomena in the world and provide model solutions with 

reasonable understanding (Kuhn, 1962, as cited in Cohen et al., 2018). Lukenchuk (2013, as cited 

in Cohen et al., 2018) identifies six paradigms: empirical-analytic, pragmatic, interpretive, 

critical, post-structuralist and transcendental.  

 

Based on this classification, the most appropriate paradigm for this research is the pragmatic 

paradigm which focuses mainly on the participants’ behaviours, their beliefs about these 
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behaviours, and the combination of different methods (qualitative and quantitative) (Cohen et 

al., 2018). This paradigm was applied within this research as it aimed to understand the language 

practices, the functions behind these practices, and the teachers’ and students’ perspectives, using 

different data collection methods (questionnaires, interviews/ FGDs, and classroom 

observations). However, it is worth noting that the qualitative (QUAL) methods have more 

priority than the quantitative (Quan) method, which was used to add further data and enhance 

the reliability and validity of the research. This falls within the notion QUAL/Quan proposed by 

Creswell and Clark (2017) (see Figure 10 below).  

 

 

 

Figure 10. The design of the study. 

 

The design of the current study is determined by the “fitness for purpose” (Cohen et al., 

2018, p.173) to “answer the initial question as unambiguously as possible” (De Vaus, 1999, p.9). 

Hence, an exploratory single case study approach was adopted to reach the aims of the study and 

answer the research questions.  

 

This research was conducted at one Algerian university Mohamed Lamine Debaghine Setif 

2 University, resulting in a case study. Thus, in language education, case studies are concerned 

with “rich contextualization and a deep, inductive analysis of data from a small set of 

participants, sites, or events to understand aspects of language learning or use” (Duff, 2012, p.1). 

According to Yin (2018), based on the purpose of the study, there are three types of case study: 

exploratory, descriptive, and explanatory case studies. Exploratory research does not aim to 

provide a conclusive solution, but rather a better understanding of the problem under 

investigation. It is a way that “tends to tackle new problems on which little or no previous 

research has been done” (Brown, 2006, p.43). As this study lies within the exploratory case study, 

QUALITATIVE data 
(QUAL) (classroom 
observations with 
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the tertiary level?
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it tends to answer the “what questions” through “observing a social phenomenon in its ‘raw’ 

form” (Yin, 1993, p.5). I mean a contemporary linguistic phenomenon and the participants’ 

attitudes towards it in its real-life context.  Furthermore, as discussed in Chapter 2, most of the 

studies about translanguaging in the classrooms are ethnographic and teacher-focused; thus, a 

single exploratory study is needed to identify EFL university teachers’ and students’ dynamic 

language practices and attitudes in the language per se classrooms.   

3.3. The rationale of the study design in relation to the aims of the study 

The current study has three aims that vindicate the choice of the exploratory single case 

study. Firstly, most of the studies about translanguaging used the ethnographic design 

(Canagarajah, 2011a; Cenoz & Gorter, 2014; Creese & Blackledge, 2010; Duarte, 2019; Garcia 

et al., 2017; Garcia & Kano, 2014; Hornberger & Link, 2012; Juvonen & Källkvist, 2021). 

However, this research aimed at exploring translanguaging within the Algerian university EFL 

classrooms talks where English is supposed to be the only language used. Furthermore, both 

university teachers and students share mainly the same language(s), which may mean that there 

was a high possibility that moving fluidly between languages was likely to occur. Besides, since 

translanguaging within higher education is under-researched (Babino & Stewart, 2020; Chaka, 

2020; Liu et al., 2020; Mazak & Carroll, 2017; Poza, 2017), an exploratory design is needed. In 

order to reach this aim and the following one, I conducted non-participant classroom 

observations with field notes, which enabled me to understand and explore the teachers’ and 

students’ translanguaging practices in the EFL classrooms context.  

 

Secondly, language cannot be understood out of its context, especially in multilingual 

contexts where different languages can be deployed to communicate effectively. Drawing on 

this, many researchers (Creese & Blackledge, 2010; Garcia & Kano, 2014; Juvonen & Källkvist, 

2021) dealt with minoritized students where there are distinct languages involved in the 

classroom context. However, scarce discussions took place in contexts where learners are 

learning language per se. In this study, the teachers and students taught and learnt English as a 

foreign language; I mean the mastery of the English language was their main aim. Although 

several studies have dealt with using own languages in EFL classrooms, “the field has not 

embraced translanguaging wholeheartedly” (Garcia & Li, 2017, p.237). In this research and 

through using different data collection methods, I explored the participants’ translanguaging 

practices and the functions they fulfilled when deploying these practices to understand the 
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possible spaces and contexts where pedagogical and spontaneous translanguaging might be 

implemented, limited or avoided in the university EFL classrooms in multilingual contexts.  

 

Finally, Kircher (2016) states that “individuals’ language attitudes can manifest as a range 

of different behaviours – including the decision of which language(s) to learn, which language(s) 

to use as one’s main means of communication and which language(s) to pass on” (p.241). 

Consequently, I investigated the participants’ attitudes towards this language practice. Though 

research attitudes about translanguaging are scarce, most of the studies dealt with the teachers’ 

perspectives (Rivera & Mazak, 2017). Hence, this study explored both teachers’ and students’ 

attitudes towards translanguaging and its role in their supposedly English only classrooms.  To 

reach this aim and understand the phenomenon from different perspectives, a triangulation of 

methods was adopted, ranging between qualitative and quantitative. These data collection tools 

are better explained in the sections below.  

3.4. The research site and its rationale 

This study took place at the English language department at the University of Mohamed 

Lamine Debaghine Setif 2 University. It is located in Setif city (Stif in Derja) which is situated 

in the Algerian north-eastern part as shown in Figure 11. This city is a multi-diverse society; 

there are Arabs, Chaoui, and Kabyle. However, the most common language is Derja. I conducted 

my study with different levels and different modules within the previously mentioned department 

in this city.  

 

 

Figure 11. The location of Setif city in Algeria and the province of Setif (Sétif, 2021).  

 

Setif City  
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The English language department alongside the Arabic and French languages departments 

are parts of the Faculty of Arts and Languages.  The English language department was 

established in 1978 as a part of Ferhat Abbas University to become an independent department 

at Setif 2 University in 2011. It includes teachers and students from different socioeconomic and 

linguistic backgrounds. Only a few students from neighbouring francophone countries like Thad, 

Mali, Niger, and Western Sahara study English at this university. I have to mention that there 

were no international students in the classes I observed. The structure of this university taken 

from Mohamed Lamine Debaghine Setif 2 University (2015) is shown in Figure 12 below. 

 

 

Figure 12. The structure of Setif 2 University (Mohamed Lamine Debaghine Setif 2 

University, 2015). 
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The reasons behind choosing this research site were objective rather than subjective. Firstly, 

I selected this department because it is one of the oldest English departments in Algeria. 

Furthermore, this choice was led by reviewing the literature and my experience as an English 

language learner. As discussed in Chapter 2, most research on translanguaging was conducted 

largely in basic education and with those who are emergent bilinguals in English speaking 

communities. This is why I addressed the “what”, “how”, and “why” questions about the use of 

LOTE in Algerian tertiary level EFL classrooms.  

 

Secondly, the diversity of the city, including the teachers’ and students’ backgrounds, is one 

of the factors behind the choice of this research site.  On the one hand, teachers at this university 

are from different sociolinguistic backgrounds: Arabs, Amazigh, Chaoui, and others. Some 

teacher interviewees referred to French as their first language. On the other hand, most of the 

students, who have different sociolinguistic backgrounds, are either from the city or its outskirts. 

It is rare to find students from other Algerian cities within the humanities and social sciences 

faculty. It was interesting to observe how teachers and students engaged in communicative 

situations without using only their own languages but even languages that were not used in the 

society (e.g., Spanish and German). I have to clarify that almost all of my observations were 

from the TD sessions (travaux dirigés/tutorial session). This choice was one of the outcomes of 

my first fieldwork trip. I attended three lectures in the amphitheatre, but unfortunately, I was 

unable to observe and capture the participants’ language use as I did in the TD sessions. This can 

be related to the room size and the numerous students who attended these lectures. Moreover, 

this type of lecture session was characterised by the dominance of the teacher-centered approach.  

 

Before proceeding with the remainder of this chapter, I have to mention that during the data 

collection process the political status in Algeria was unstable, and Setif city was not an exception. 

Massive manifestations, called “Al Hirak/movement”, started by the end of February 2019. These 

nationwide demonstrations were against the existing political system at that time. Unfortunately, 

this restless situation impacted universities, as most of the classes were not running normally. 

Most of the students boycotted their studies from the 4th of March 2019 (Algérie, 2019). As a 

reaction to these manifestations, the MHESR decided to announce the beginning of the spring 

holiday on the 10th of March instead of the 21st and extend it until the 4th of April (Saadoun, 

2019). Although this process affected my data collection, I was flexible and decided to 

familiarise myself with the research site, pilot test my tools and conduct the interviews and 

FGDs. Unfortunately, the manifestations continued in October 2019 (the time of my second 
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fieldwork trip), yet they did not have the same significant effect on the studies at the university 

as they did at the beginning of the year. The students decided to join the manifestations every 

Tuesday; however, there were some problems at the department of the English language 

department. Thus, they had some strikes, but fortunately, they did not affect the normal ways the 

class should be run. In this second fieldwork trip, I could collect the remaining data, focusing on 

classroom observations and questionnaires.  

3.5. The participants 

According to Lodico et al. (2006), “participants (the politically incorrect term is subjects) 

are those individuals you will use in your study” (pp.139-140). The participants in this research 

were both teachers and students at the English language department at Setif 2 University.  The 

selection criteria of these participants are explained in the following sections.  

3.5.1. The teachers 

The criterion most proposed for sampling in qualitative studies is diversity (King et al., 

2019). Researchers seek to recruit participants who represent a variety of positions in relation to 

the research topic and of a kind that might be expected to throw light on meaningful differences 

in experience (Cohen et al., 2018). Thus, the teacher participants were selected based on non-

probability purposive sampling. This type “seeks only to represent itself or instances of itself in 

a similar population, rather than attempting to represent the whole, undifferentiated population” 

(Cohen et al., 2018, p.218). This means that the participants in this study represented only a 

group of English language teachers in a single department at one of the Algerian universities. 

Furthermore, the main aim behind this sample was not to generalize, but rather to generate “rich 

and relevant information” about the topic under study (Flick, 2009, p.123).  

The teachers in this study taught different modules and different levels. Before collecting 

the data and while working on my ethical application, I looked for the total number of these 

teachers as it was helpful to estimate my sample for the interviews and familiarise myself with 

the context. In 2019, there were 53 permanent teachers: two professors while the rest were 

enrolled in a PhD degree. I had appointments with some teachers who gave me their approval 

for the interviews; nevertheless, I could interview 13 teachers (11 females and two males). Only 

one female teacher, who was the only doctor among the participants, answered half of the 

interview questions. Seven teachers agreed to answer the interviews in a form of questionnaires; 
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however, only two teachers completed and submitted the interview sheets. Concerning the 

classroom observations, I attended 26 sessions with different levels taught by 13 teachers (seven 

of whom I previously interviewed). Conducting the interviews before the classroom observations 

was due to the unforeseen political status in Algeria during that year. All the participants were 

in the process of finishing the degree of PhD at different Algerian universities. Table 1 below 

presents a summary of the teacher participants’ information.  

Table 1. Summary of the teacher participants’ information. 

Teacher  Gender  Level  Module  Research tool  

T1 Female  Second year  

First year MA  

Linguistics (L) 

Teaching English as a Foreign 

language (TEFL) 

Interview  

Classroom 

observation  

T2 Female  First year  

Second year  

Research Methodology (RM) 

Phonetics (P) 

Interview  

Classroom 

observation 

T3 Female  First year  Written expression (WE) Interview  

Classroom 

observation 

T4 Female  First year  Written expression  

Phonetics 

Interview  

T5 Female  First year  

Second year  

Grammar (G) 

Written expression  

Classroom 

observation  

T6 Female  Second year  

First year  

Written expression  

Written expression  

Classroom 

observation  

T7 Female  First year 

Second year 

Grammar  

Written Expression 

Interview  

T8 Female  Second year  Literature (Li) 

 

Classroom 

observation  

T9 Female  Third year  

First year 

Civilization (C) 

Civilization  

Interview  

Classroom 

observation  

T10 Female  First year  

 

 English for Specific Purposes 

(ESP) 

Interview  
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Second year  Research Methodology Classroom 

observation  

T11 Female  First year  

First year MA 

Civilization  

Civilization  

Classroom 

observation  

T12 Female  Third year  

Second year  

Written expression  

Written expression  

Interview  

T13 Female  First year  

Third year  

Literature  

Oral expression (OE) 

Classroom 

observation  

T14 

 

Female  Third year  

Second year  

Didactics (D) same as TEFL 

Grammar  

Interview  

Classroom 

observation  

T15  

 

Female  Third year  

Second year 

MA 

Research Methodology  

Pragmatics (Pr) 

Interview 

Classroom 

observation  

T16 Male  First year  Oral expression  Classroom 

observation  

T17 

  

   

 

  

Male Second year 

Second year 

MA 

Literature  

Research Methodology  

 

Classroom 

observation 

T18 Male  Second year  

First year  

Oral expression  

Phonetics  

Classroom 

observation  

T19 Male  Second year 

Third year  

Civilization  Classroom 

observation  

T20 Male  First year  

Third year  

Written expression  

Written expression 

Interview  

Classroom 

observation  

T21 Male  Second year  Written expression  Interview  
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To conduct the interviews and introduce the teachers to the study, I met the teachers 

individually in the teachers’ room, where they usually gather to have their break. I introduced 

myself, the participant information sheet (PIS), the consent form, and the interview questions 

(see appendices 4, 5, and 6, respectively). They warmly welcomed me and expressed their 

happiness to participate in the study since they were also working on their PhDs. Some of them 

accepted immediately and showed their willingness to be interviewed at that moment; the others 

said they would contact me later. The place where I conducted the interviews differed from one 

teacher to another, depending on their preferences. One female teacher had the interview with 

me in her office; two female teachers had been interviewed in the teachers’ room while the rest 

were in the classroom in the absence of their students. The classroom observation was different 

from the interviews. After having the interviews with the teachers, I established connections with 

them, so it was easy to ask them to attend their classes. All of them welcomed my presence even 

those whom I did not have the chance to interview.  

3.5.2. The students 

In 2019, 2067 students were doing their BA and MA degrees at the English language 

department. For the BA degree, the students had only one speciality, which is letters and foreign 

languages. For the MA degree, they could either study linguistics and didactics or Anglo-

American studies.  In this study, based on the students’ preferences, I conducted 15 interviews 

and FGDs (see appendix 7). I also distributed 400 questionnaires (see appendix 8), but 361 

students returned their copies. Since the data was qualitative and quantitative, the sampling 

technique with these participants is different from the one above.  

 

For the quantitative data, the students were selected based on random probability stratified 

sampling. This type, and within external validity, “is useful if the researcher wishes to be able to 

make generalizations because it seeks representativeness of the wider population” (Cohen et al., 

2018, p.214). Furthermore, one of the potencies of this sampling technique is internal validity, 

which is maintained by keeping away the selection bias and representing only the truth about the 

population under study (Fisher, 1966). Thus, after pilot testing the questionnaire, I distributed it 

during my second research trip to participants from different levels, i.e., different strata or 

groups.  In line with the ethical guidelines, I introduced myself and the study, and then I asked 

the students for their consent. After gaining their verbal consent, I administered the 

questionnaires to the participants in the classrooms to assure that they would give them back.  
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For the qualitative data (individual interviews and FGDs), 36 students from different levels 

participated in the study. While there were 10 FGDs, including either four, three or two students, 

five students preferred to be interviewed individually. Since the sample was small and unlike the 

numerous respondents of the questionnaires, I could give the written consent forms to the 

participants who signed and returned them. Concerning the classroom observations, I had the 

students’ verbal approval before the class started.  The students did not show any objection 

because it was a non-participant observation, and they could barely notice my presence. A 

summary of the interviewees’ information is illustrated in the following Table 2. 

 

Table 2. The information of student participants in the interviews and FGDs. 

Interviews  FGDs 

The student  Level of study  The student  Level of study  

Female  First year  2 females  First year 

Male  Second year 3 females and 1 male First year  

Female Second year  4 females  First year  

Female  Third year  2 females  First year  

Female  Second year MA 2 females  First year  

 

 

 

2 males and 1 female Third year  

4 females  Third year 

4 females  Third year  

3 females and 1 male Third year  

2 females Second year MA 

 

 

3.6. Data collection 

In this section, I discuss the research tools and the process I went through to collect the data 

needed for this study. As I mentioned above, this research followed a mixed-method approach, 

combining both quantitative and qualitative data collection methods. By conducting two 

fieldwork trips, I tried to be as flexible as I could to gather the data from the participants. Thus, 

in the first trip in 2019 from March to May, I familiarised myself with the unstable political 

situation at that time, piloted my research tools, and acquainted myself with collecting the 
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observational data. Furthermore, I conducted the interviews because most of the participants 

were available, as the classes were not running normally (no more than ten among approximately 

35 students attended the sessions). I did four classroom observations (the data was not included 

in the study) with four teachers (I interviewed all of them), teaching different modules and 

different levels. 

 

The second fieldwork trip was from October to December of the same year. Though I faced 

some challenges similar to a less extent to the ones in the first one, I was able to conduct 26 

classroom observations and collect 361 questionnaires. The lecture and TD sessions are supposed 

to last for one hour and a half in the studied context. Nevertheless, some classes took only one 

hour due to many conditions like the nature of the lesson, giving presentations or assigning group 

work. The research data collection methods are described in detail in the following sections. 

However, Figure 13 below illustrates how the data collection tools addressed the research 

questions. 

 

 

Figure 13. The relation between the research questions and the data collection tools. 

 

 

Classroom observation (audio recordings and field notes) 

1. How does translanguaging manifest itself within the different characteristics of classroom talk in the university 
EFL context? 

2. What are the functions behind the teachers' and students' translanguaging practices that are evident in the 
Algerian university EFL classroom?

Translanguaging 
in classroom talk 

The functions of 
LOTE

Interviews (audio recordings)

2. What are the functions behind the teachers' and students’ translanguaging practices 
that are evident in the Algerian university EFL classroom?

3. What are the teachers' attitudes towards translanguaging in English language 
pedagogy at university? 

4. What are the students' attitudes towards translanguaging in English language 
pedagogy at university? 

Teachers' 
attitudes 

Students' 
attitudes 

The functions 
of LOTE 

Questionnaires

2. What are the functions behind the teachers' and students’ 
translanguaging practices that are evident in the Algerian 
university EFL classroom?

4. What are the students' attitudes towards translanguaging in 
English language pedagogy at university? 

Students' attitudes 
The functions of 

LOTE 
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3.6.1. Classroom observations, using recordings and field notes 

The 26 observations were collected with different teachers and different levels from October 

to December 2019. The maximum number of the observations I did was four per day, and the 

minimum was two. Sometimes, I had two classroom observations on the same day with the same 

teacher but in different classes. The reason behind this decision emerged from the interview data 

because the teacher interviewees reported that their use of LOTE was affected by the students’ 

level and the nature of the module.  

 

The TD sessions I observed included no more than 30 students, except for the second year 

Anglo-Saxon MA students, who were in just one group. Thus, to collect the observational data, 

I used my phone for recordings with associated fieldnotes (see appendix 9 for some samples). 

There is no doubt that all the participants were aware and fine to be recorded as long as it was 

audio but not video recordings. I informed the participants, before the beginning of the session, 

that the study is about communication and interaction in the classroom without any reference to 

the use of LOTE so that the session would run naturally and spontaneously. However, the main 

aim of the study was later revealed when conducting the interviews. The participants could have 

stopped participating once they knew the main aim of the study, but they did not. 

 

Observations as research tools, especially in the classroom context, are used to provide a 

thorough analysis of the participants’ language practices. This data collection tool helps to 

provide a reality check of the real practices and the reported answers of those observed (Avineri, 

2017). It also helps to generate first-hand, rich and authentic data of the phenomenon in its real 

context; “this is the observation’s unique strength” (Cohen et al., 2018, p.543). Based on the 

classification of the researcher’s role in the observation proposed by Cohen et al. (2018), my role 

was a complete observer. Here I mean that I was completely detached from the group; I was only 

observing the participants without any interference in their activities. Additionally, my presence 

was covert, and all the participants were aware of my presence and role as a researcher. 

Regarding the type of observation, they can be structured/unstructured or direct/indirect 

(Avineri, 2017). The structured observation is quantitative where the researcher looks for 

frequencies and the generation of numerical data, while the unstructured observation provides a 

thick description of the situation where the elements speak for themselves (Cohen et al., 2018). 

The direct observation refers to “watching people and recording their behaviours on the spot” 

(Bernard, 2011, p.306). The indirect observation involves “the archaeology of human behaviour” 
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(Bernard, 2011, p.306) and requires devices (Cohen et al., 2018). Since I was present in the 

classroom and aimed to observe translanguaging practices in their authentic context, this study 

adopted unstructured, non-participant direct and indirect classroom observations. Therefore, the 

audio-recorded observations with the associated field notes were used to gain an in-depth 

understanding of the teachers’ and students’ translanguaging practices, the functions they wanted 

to achieve through these practices in addition to any potential attitudes towards these practices.  

 

 As suggested by Avineri (2017), using notetaking as a technique of field notes allowed me 

to notice the multimodal use of languages and the instances of teachers’ and students’ behaviours 

and their reactions when translanguaging practices took place in the classroom. Being close to 

the students during their group or peer work allowed me to gain an understanding of the students’ 

languaging practices when addressing each other (e.g., the new language forms they created and 

how the interaction context shaped these practices). For my field notes, I relied on the adapted 

“metadata” list for ethnographic language elicitation projects by Levon (2013). Table 3 below 

illustrates how the elements in the proposed list (the left-hand side) correspond with the ones in 

this study (the right-hand side). After collecting the data, it was transcribed manually and then 

organized and arranged through the qualitative analysis software NVivo 12. This is explained in 

the data analysis section below. 
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Table 3. The elements that were covered in the field notes during the observation. 

The adapted “metadata” list elements            The current study  

Type of event observed  Lessons, peer work, group work, participants’ 

interactions  

Both formal and informal contexts. 

File names/numbers of any 

recordings of the event  

 

The level of the class being observed with the 

teacher’s name and the module 

For example, second year, Mrs H, linguistics.  

Date and time of the event  The date and time were mentioned clearly. For 

example, 20/11/2019; 14:00.  

Community members involved in the 

event and their degree of 

participation in the event  

The different interactions of the participants 

when being involved in the classroom talk. 

Location of the event, including a 

physical description of the built 

environment 

I chose the classrooms rather than the 

amphitheatres to better capture the participants’ 

language practices. 

Languages used  This is the main aim of my research, observing 

the simultaneous use of the different languages. 

Notable linguistic characteristics of 

the event  

Different language forms, off lesson and on 

lesson language use, the functions behind such 

practices, and body language. 

Notable social characteristics of the 

event  

Some attitudes and reactions were identified 

when participants used different languages in the 

EFL context. 

 

Choosing any data collection tool is without difficulties. The classroom observation helped 

to gain insights into the participants’ practices and the functions behind adopting specific 

linguistic features in the different communicative situations. However, both data collection and 

data analysis of this tool were time and effort consuming (Avineri, 2017).  For the data collection 

process, I had to commute every day to attend the sessions; therefore, I spent a lot of time at the 

research site to take advantage of observing as many sessions as I could. Another difficulty was 

that it was sometimes hard and in other situations impossible to catch the participants’ 

translanguaging practices. I could only note down the practices of those who were close to me. 
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For the phone recorder, it did not catch all the talk in the classroom; this is why a video recording 

would have been more appropriate as it provides a “fine-grained multimodal record of an event 

detailing gaze, expression, body posture, and gesture” (Jewitt, 2012, p.6). Finally, observations 

are used to describe the phenomenon authentically, but for a better understanding of the reasons 

behind certain behaviours or beliefs, a triangulation method is needed (Cohen et al., 2018). 

Hence, interviews/FGDs and questionnaires were used to reach more reliable and valid data. 

This turns the discussions to these research methods.  

3.6.2. Interviews and FGDs 

The second qualitative data collection was the interviews with teachers and students, while 

FGDs were with students only. Before starting the data collection process, I pilot tested the 

interviews with three persons at Portsmouth University whose English is not their language. One 

of the participants was a teacher, and the others were students. A pilot study does not guarantee 

that the research will be successful, but it helps to amend the research tool and consider all the 

aspects of conducting a successful interview (Van Teijlingen & Hundley, 2001). These 

interviews were conducted during the first fieldwork trip, and they were all audio recorded to 

capture the data effectively. Interviews and FGDs are common in academic research, especially 

in the human and social sciences, which witnessed a move from quantitative research tools to 

qualitative in the last few decades (Edley & Litosseliti, 2010, King et al., 2019).  

 

The word interview has Latin origins with the prefix: ‘inter’ meaning among and between, 

and ‘view’ referring to ‘seeing’ (Harper, n.d.). There are versatile characteristics through which 

each interview is different. These characteristics which are unfolded next with this research are 

the structure, the participants’ number, the media and the interviewing styles (Brinkmann, 2013). 

In this study, face to face interviews and FGDs were the only media or mode used (Mann, 2016). 

In the early 20th century, the sociologist Charles Horton Cooley (as cited in Briggs, 2007) coined 

the term “Face-to-face interaction” where “co-present individuals use speech and gesture to 

produce a natural alignment in social, cognitive, and moral terms” not to reach a consensus, but 

rather to establish a mutual understanding of the discussed viewpoints (Briggs, 2007, p.553). For 

the first characteristic, which is the interview structure, a semi-structured interview with both 

participants was adopted. In this type of interview, the interviewer can clarify any 

misunderstanding and ask probing questions “to explore a viewpoint, to determine knowledge 

or to open up other explanations and answers to questions” that were not paid attention to when 
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designing the research and structuring the interview questions (Newby, 2014, p.340). Therefore, 

in this study, the purpose was to gain rich data and produce knowledge about the participants’ 

attitudes and their use of their languages in the EFL classrooms by asking them about their 

experience with using different languages, their reactions towards others’ use, and the functions 

they tried to achieve by adopting these practices.  

 

The second aspect is the number of participants. The participants in this study were 12 

teachers and 36 students. After distributing the consent forms and the PIS, both teachers and 

students gave their consent and approval to be interviewed and audio recorded. Although some 

students at the beginning, especially freshmen, were nervous about signing the consent forms 

and being recorded, I could explain to them, using Derja mainly alongside English, that 

everything was for research purposes and would be confidential. Thus, none of my participants 

refused to be audio recorded on the phone, which I put in front of them to avoid any kind of 

misunderstanding.  

 

The teacher participants carefully read the consent forms and the PIS.  They commented that 

they were happy to participate in the study and learn about research in a different country.  To 

better understand the teachers’ translanguaging practices in the classroom, I aimed to observe 

them and then conduct interviews. However, the unstable political status in Algeria affected my 

data collection plan and resulted in conducting the interviews before the observations. All 

teachers preferred individual interviews. These interviews lasted between twenty-two minutes to 

one hour and twenty-eight minutes.  The teachers preferred using English to answer the interview 

questions, except for two female teachers who preferred deploying Derja and French alongside 

English.  

 

In line with the ethics of conducting research and as stated in the consent form, one female 

teacher did not finish the interview because of some commitments. The interview with her lasted 

for twenty-two minutes, which enabled me to ask her about her language practices only. I asked 

her if I could use her data, and she immediately answered in French “oui, y a pas de souci, you 

can use my data/ yes, there is no problem…”. By this participant’s withdrawal, which is her right, 

I referred to the number of the participants as 12 and not 13 although some of her data was used 

in the data analysis process. I think she was lost to this study because she used different languages 

during the interview, mainly French, and she expressed her fondness for some teachers who 
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speak French. Furthermore, the student participants reported in the interviews that this teacher is 

among those teachers who used LOTE when teaching.  

 

For the students’ interviews, there were five individual interviews and ten FGDs. The FGD, 

first used by Merton (1956, as cited in Payne & Payne, 2004), “focuses on particular issues that 

are introduced in a predetermined order as carefully worded, open-ended questions or topics” 

(p.105). The standard number of the group members should be between six and ten 

(Chrzanowska, 2002; Payne & Payne, 2011). In this study, the maximum number was four, and 

the minimum number was two. The main criteria for choosing group members were being 

English language students at the same level, regardless of their gender or age. Some group 

members had intimate relationships, while others were just classmates. Although I explained that 

they were free to use any language they preferred and that my concern was the information but 

not the language of their answers, all the participants preferred to be interviewed in English to 

practice the language.  

 

To conduct the FGDs, we sat around a table in the classroom to avoid noise, make the 

participants feel at ease, and obtain clear recordings to facilitate the transcription process. All the 

students had the chance to share their ideas about the researched topic to varying degrees. 

Nonetheless, sometimes I had to encourage those who felt shy to ensure yielding more data from 

the group. This is similar to an interaction in the classroom context “in that participants do not 

necessarily have the same priorities in partaking in the interaction” (Mann, 2016, p.960). 

However, we can try to lessen as much as possible the dominance of someone over others. 

Hereof, having four people in one group was easy to manage and allowed most attendees to 

speak one by one more often. 

 

The FGDs were longer than the individual interviews. While individual interviews took 

twenty to thirty-five minutes, the FGDs were from forty-four to one hour and seventeen minutes. 

This method of collecting qualitative data “is well suited for exploratory studies in little known 

domains, or about newly emerging social phenomena, since the dynamic social interaction that 

results may provide more spontaneous expressions than in individual interviews” (Brinkmann, 

2013, pp.26-28). In this study, FGDs helped to gain understanding and yielded rich findings of 

the students’ attitudes towards translanguaging and some of their practices in the EFL 

classrooms. The participants in the FGDs created a sense of debate by sharing ideas and arguing 

with each other’s viewpoints. For the individual interviews, I followed the same process 
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concerning the settings and the interview language. Students were interviewed in the classrooms, 

using LOTE alongside English. Fortunately, all the participants finished the interviews, and no 

one withdrew. They reported that their participation in this study was a fruitful experience as it 

helped them to practice their language and familiarize themselves with conducting research.  

 

The final characteristic that defines the interviews is the interviewing style or strategy, as 

called by Wengraf (2001). It refers to the interviewer’s positionality during the interview 

(Brinkmann, 2013), which can be either passive receptive or active assertive (Brinkmann, 2013; 

Wengraf, 2001). The former refers to the interviewer taking the position of a listener, which 

gives the interviewees the power to “answer the relatively few and relatively open questions they 

are asked” (Wengarf, 2001, pp.154-155). The latter refers to the interviewer’s role as a controller 

where they try to “encourage the interviewee to explore the same situation from a variety of 

‘stand/view/points’” (Wengarf, 2001, pp.154-155). Thus, for the success of the interview, the 

informants should be at ease, which is unlikely to be achieved when adopting the assertive style 

that implies a sense of control and confrontation (Wengarf, 2001).  Based on these distinctions 

between the two interviewing style types, I followed the receptive style. During the interview, I 

tried to make the participants feel at ease by asking them the interview questions with probing 

questions to reveal their experiences. In no way, I intended to lead and control their responses, 

try to change their opinions, or persuade them about specific viewpoints. 

 

Before I move on to the next section to explain the questionnaire and its role in this study, 

it is important to shed light on the limitations of these qualitative research tools. Although these 

data collection tools helped me find out elements that could not be observed and go back and 

forth to understand the phenomenon in situ, it was without struggles.  

 

Starting with the issues in FGDs, some students were friends, so there were cases where 

their views were influenced by one another. Although I tried to create equal chances for the 

different group members, some students were introverts, and it was challenging to make them 

share their ideas for the whole period of the discussion. This also resulted in the dominance of 

some members over others, especially those who had good English communicative skills. 

Another issue I noticed in the FGDs was the participants’ tendency to discuss and raise issues 

that were irrelevant to the aim of the discussion. The other difficulty was during the transcription 

of the recordings. Sometimes, participants were speaking at the same time, which resulted in 

inaudible speech.  
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Concerning the individual interviews, the students’ interviews were very short compared to 

FGDs because students were very shy to express their ideas. Additionally, the participants were 

sometimes sharing personal information that did not correlate with the interview questions. 

Concerning the teachers, although some teachers promised to partake in the study, unfortunately, 

they did not show up on the interview day. Another issue was the phone recorder. For instance, 

while I was conducting an interview with one of the teachers, the phone went off, and I did not 

pay attention, so we had to redo the interview. While these issues were with the data collection 

process, the problem with the data analysis process was due to the NVivo 12 software. Although 

it helped me to manage and organize the data, I lost most of the work of both tools and had to 

redo it because of a technical problem. Hereof, based on the problems I faced while working 

with NVivo 12 software and in order to avoid any data loss or unsaved files, it is always better 

to have a backup copy on different drives, download the software and have enough space on a 

local device.  

3.6.3. Questionnaires 

The only quantitative data collection tool used in this study was the students’ questionnaires 

to investigate the students’ attitudes about using LOTE in the Algerian university EFL 

classrooms. A questionnaire can be defined as a textual tool that is distributed to participants to 

answer either open-ended or close-ended questions to collect three types of data: factual (who 

are the respondents), behavioural (what the respondents are doing or did before), and 

attitudinal (what the respondents think) (Dörnyei, 2003). While these are the general aims of 

questionnaires, they “are useful for collecting biographical information on speakers and 

quantifiable data on language abilities, practices, and attitudes” (Codó, 2008, p.158) in 

multilingual research. Many researchers consider questionnaires as a research tool that lacks  

reliability and validity; however, Gillham (2007) argues that “no single method has been much 

abused” like questionnaires (p.1). Hence, the reason behind choosing this method was the scarce 

research on students’ attitudes towards translanguaging practices (Rivera & Mazak, 2017). 

Moreover, questionnaires were a subordinate data collection method to support the qualitative 

data, add credibility, and reduce any possible interviewer bias by addressing a variety of students 

from different levels. Thus, 361 questionnaires were collected from the students in the English 

language department during the second fieldwork trip. 

 



 
92 

Like any other questionnaire, the questionnaire in this study started with the study title. It 

was then followed by a general instruction (Dörnyei, 2003) where I thanked the respondents for 

their participation. I reformulated the title of the research, and I finally ensured that their answers 

would be treated anonymously and confidentially. The main content of the questionnaires is 

divided into two parts. Part one is called background information, which is about factual 

questions, consists of ten questions. The second part is the attitudinal questions, which included 

twenty-two questions, varying between open-ended and closed-ended questions. However, 

“because in questionnaires so much depends on the actual wording of the items (even minor 

differences can change the response pattern)” (Dörnyei, 2003. p.63), I went through two steps to 

ensure what needs to be amended in the questionnaire. Firstly, I validated the questionnaire with 

an expert in quantitative research at the University of Portsmouth by discussing its length, 

appearance, structure, number of questions, and the clarity of words. Secondly, during the first 

fieldwork trip, I pilot tested the questionnaire with ten students, and I took notes about the 

questions that emerged during their answering process. Based on these notes, I edited and 

reformulated some questions by focusing on more simplified wording. This helped to save time 

and ease the process of administering the questionnaires on the second fieldwork trip. 

 

In this study, the self-administered questionnaire technique was used (Cohen et al., 2018). 

From November to December 2019 and after gaining both students’ and teachers’ verbal consent, 

I distributed most of the questionnaires in the classrooms where I was present all the time. I 

informed the students about the study and the value of their participation in the research and 

ensured them that all of their answers would be confidential. Although I distributed the 

questionnaires inside the classrooms, the students had the freedom to either participate or 

withdraw at any time they liked. For instance, some students refused to take the questionnaire 

sheet while I was distributing them, whereas other students left the classroom.   

 

The administration of the questionnaires in person can be advantageous (Bell, 2005). Hence, 

I thought that my presence might be useful because regardless of the participants’ preference for 

the English version of the questionnaire, I was sure that they might have queries and ambiguity 

about specific questions. Thus, when some students (first-year students mainly) had these 

inquiries, they felt more comfortable addressing me to pose their questions. They used Derja and 

English simultaneously, which could not have been the case with their teachers if I was absent.  
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The students took almost 30-40 minutes to answer the questions. After collecting the 

questionnaires, I checked the section where I asked the students for their names and emails to 

partake in the interviews if they wanted to. Before distributing the questionnaires, I asked the 

students to skip writing their names in the emoji on the last page and write only their emails 

instead if they would accept to partake willingly in the interviews. However, I found out that 

many students provided voluntarily different personal information like their full names, emails, 

Facebook accounts and phone numbers. Unfortunately, I could not ask more students due to the 

time limits I was facing during the second fieldwork trip (my main aim was collecting the 

observational data and the questionnaires).  

 

The 361 questionnaires collected from the respondents were not without some challenges. 

Giving some students the questionnaires outside the classrooms and asking them to return the 

copies whenever they completed them resulted in the failure of returning 39 questionnaires. 

Furthermore, as it is a common issue with questionnaires, some open-ended questions were left 

empty, resulting in a low rate of responses from mostly first-year BA students. This affected the 

quality of the results, especially with questions where the level of respondents was a significant 

factor. After the data collection process and when I was inserting the data using SPSS 26, I 

noticed that some answers were misread and answered wrongly. This could be linked to the 

participants’ rush to finish the questionnaires and the researcher’s “no opportunity to correct the 

respondents’ mistakes” on the spot like in interviews (Dörnyei & Taguchi, 2010, p.8). 

Additionally, some respondents wrote comments and answers that were out of the 

questionnaire’s aim. Regardless of all the challenges, the data yielded rich information about the 

participants’ attitudes which enhanced the reliability and validity of this research. The analysis 

of both qualitative and quantitative data is explained in the following section. 

3.7. Data analysis 

Reaching the study aims and answering the research questions with satisfactoriness are the 

main reasons that lead to the decision of the data that should be analysed (Bazeley, 2018). This 

section describes the analysis process of the quantitative and qualitative methods. The analysis 

of the qualitative data involved two phases: the transcription phase and the development of 

themes. I start explaining the transcription of the recordings with the incorporated fieldnotes, 

then I move on to present how the data was organized into themes. To organise the quantitative 
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data gathered from the questionnaires, SPSS 26 was used. I explain below the analysis of each 

method independently to better explain its relationship with the research questions.  

3.7.1. Preparing and organizing the data: transcription of the recordings 

(classroom observation, interviews, and FGDs) 

It is necessary and efficient to prepare the data for analysis, starting with transcription which 

is the first stage of the analysis process (Turell & Moyer, 2009). From a linguistic point of view, 

transcription is translation (Duranti, 2007; Kvale 2007; Slembrouck, 2007). It is the process of 

converting the data from the spoken mode to the textual mode. However, it is not simply about 

writing what has been said during the data collection process, i.e., a translation process, but rather 

it is a representational process that represents what the participants said, and how it was said 

(Bucholtz, 2000; Green et al., 1997). It is in line with the definition of Gibson and Brown (2009) 

that transcription is “a form of representation” (p.109) through which the data is treated concisely 

and precisely to answer the research questions satisfactorily. For the success of achieving the 

study objectives and answering the research questions, researchers should consider the style of 

the transcription from the start (Oliver et al., 2005). While a transcript can be a detailed written 

material or a text without the idiosyncratic elements of speech, I used the denaturalised style 

proposed by Bucholtz (2000) in this study, where the characteristics of the spoken language such 

as “ums” and “ers” were not removed.  

 

Since the data collection process took place twice as mentioned earlier in this chapter, this 

resulted in transcribing the qualitative data in two phases. The first phase took place after 

finishing conducting the interviews which started in June 2019. I spent almost one day 

transcribing one interview. The second phase, which started in February 2020, was devoted to 

the observational data, that was challenging because I spent more time than I did in the 

interviews. This can be related to the nature of the context (i.e., the class size, the number of 

observations, the time of the session, the numerous participants, and the noise inside and outside 

the classroom). I transcribed manually the qualitative data in word documents. 

 

For the interviews, the participants’ responses were transcribed. However, for the classroom 

observation, the whole session was transcribed, except for the interactions that could neither be 

reached by the recorder nor by the researcher. Here I mean I focused on transcribing both the use 

of only English and LOTE alongside English throughout the session. Furthermore, the 
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translingual practices (Canagarajah, 2013) from the field notes, including body language, were 

transcribed with the audio recordings. In the transcription process, I adopted a transliteration 

(Romanization) system or “Arabizi”. Arabizi “is a spontaneous orthography used to write DA4 

using the Latin script” (Al-Badrashiny et al., 2014, p. 31). Most Algerians use this language on 

social media like Facebook, where they tend to write the ARABIC alphabet in the Roman 

alphabet and numbers.  Furthermore, I can use the keyboard in the French language faster than 

the one in Arabic, which helped me to save time. The second reason, which is more crucial than 

the previous one, is that the NVivo 12 software cannot operate well with languages that start 

from right to left like Arabic, but rather it works well when a script is written from left to right. 

Table 4 below displays the transcription conventions used in this study.   

                                                
4 Dialectal Arabic  
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Table 4. The transcription conventions. 

2 Refers to the letter /ء/ in ARABIC 

/hamzah/ 

3 Refers to letter / ع/ in ARABIC /ʿayn/ 

7 Refers to the letter /ح/ in ARABIC /ḥāʾ/ 

9 Refers to the letter /ق / in ARABIC /qāf/ 

hahaha Laughter  

… Omission 

(language) The French and the English words are similar 

(…) Pause  

. End of speech  

ehh Spoken language (thinking) 

?! wonder 

Aha/ aah  Indicates an understanding of the question or 

input 

e.g., 2C1T (classroom observation) 

e.g., 2CT (interviews) 

2: Second year (BA degree whereas MA was 

referred to as MA after the number, 2 in this 

case) 

C: civilization (name of the module)  

1: number of the session  

T: teacher  

e.g., 3S1C2(classroom observation) 

e.g., 3SC2(interviews/FGDs) 

3: Third year  

S: student 

1: number of the session 

C: civilization (module’s name) 

2: who is talking?  

 

Notably, once the transcripts were ready for analysis, I translated only the participants’ 

translanguaging practices that were used for illustrations in the analysis chapters. While doing 

this, I did not use the three-line transcription, which addresses readers who may not mainly be 

familiar with the language used and are more likely English language speakers (Hepburn & 

Bolden, 2017). Hence, I adopted a similar practice, using one sentence structure separated by a 

slash when explaining and illustrating the findings. In the first sentence (equivalent to the first 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/ع
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/ح
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line in the three-line transcription), I wrote the talk produced by the participants, either in English 

or LOTE. In the second sentence (equivalent to the third line), I provided the idiomatic English 

translation in italics to convey meaning naturally and appropriately close to the speech said in 

LOTE. The next sections discuss the analysis of the different data collection methods. 

3.7.2. Analysis of the classroom observation 

The data obtained from the 26 observations with the field notes aimed to answer the first 

and the second research questions. It was used to understand the existence of LOTE alongside 

English and the different functions fulfilled when the participants engaged in classroom talk to 

communicate and construct knowledge. In this section, I start explaining the analytical 

framework, which is the sociocultural theory proposed by Mercer (1995) to think jointly to 

construct knowledge and develop understanding. Then I describe the analysis process in relation 

to this theory to examine how LOTE occurred within classroom talk and the functions behind 

adopting such translanguaging practices. To analyse the transcripts, I used both manual and 

software analysis. I used NVivo 12 which is “a code-based system which offers sophisticated 

and flexible tools” (Silver & Lewins, 2014, p.70), facilitates managing and coding the data, and 

saves time. Nonetheless, it does not analyse the data, as the researchers are responsible for 

generating their codes and developing themes.  

3.7.2.1. The analytical framework 

The classroom observation data analysis was guided by Mercer’s sociocultural theory 

(1995). The reflexive thematic analysis was not used only deductively (Braun & Clarke, 2020) 

because I was open to other themes to emerge, driven by the theoretical framework and the data. 

Furthermore, I adopted classroom discourse analysis which helps to understand the influence of 

“multiple social contexts beyond and within the classroom” on “language-in-use in a classroom 
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context” (Rymes, 2008, p.17). Thus, the sociocultural theory can be defined as a theory that must 

fulfil three requirements: 

 

1- “explain how language is used to create joint knowledge and understanding; 

2-  explain how people help other people to learn;  

3-  take account of the special nature and purpose of formal education” (Mercer, 1995, p.66). 

  

This study tackled only the first and second elements. The curriculum was beyond the aims 

of this research. The first element did not focus only on one language, but rather on how 

languages alongside English were deployed in the EFL classrooms talk. In the second element, 

I focused on how teachers and students interacted and helped each other by using their languages 

to fulfil different functions. Though Mercer (2000) emphasises the teachers’ guidance to teach 

their students the way they use language to learn, my aim was to investigate how both teachers 

and students made use of their full linguistic repertoire to jointly construct knowledge and 

establish understanding.  

 

Additionally, I think that the concept of intermental development zone (IDZ), Mercer (2000) 

develops, goes in line with the current study. The IDZ is “a shared communicative space” (p.168) 

that teachers and students create through a joint talk which is based on the “contextual 

foundations of their common knowledge and aims” (p.141). This shared communicative space 

is investigated in relation to the deployment of the translanguaging practices, especially what Li 

(2011, 2018) refers to as the translanguaging space as discussed in Chapter 2. By investigating 

the classroom context and the teacher-students and students-students and students-teacher 

interactions, Mercer’s focus has been on the quality of dialogue, classroom talk in particular, in 

relation to children’s learning and development. Furthermore, he emphasises the teachers’ 

guidance to teach their students the way they use language to learn, focusing on English only. 

Nonetheless, in one of his works (2001), Mercer refers to the interaction between a teacher and 

his students in bilingual settings. In this study, I am concerned with teachers’ and students’ talks 

in relation to the existence of different languages where the data revealed that the talk was not 

only to think but also to communicate and develop interpersonal relationships, which were 

referred to as the ‘expressive function’ (see Chapter 4).   

 

Therefore, to address the first research question, which is about the existence of LOTE 

within the EFL classroom talk in different interactions, I adopted the three types of classroom 
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talk: disputational talk, cumulative talk, and exploratory talk of both teachers and students 

(Mercer, 1995). However, I focused on the cumulative and exploratory talk types, including 

instances of disputational talk. For the second research question, which is about the different 

functions achieved through the deployment of LOTE alongside English, I used the three levels 

of analysing the ways of talk, which are the linguistic level, the psychological level, and the 

cultural level (Mercer, 1995). The linguistic level, the level I focused on more, refers to the 

speech acts and the topics being investigated. The psychological level refers to the relationship 

between speakers and the ground rules of the communicative context. The final level, which is 

the cultural level, incorporates “principles of accountability, of clarity, of constructive criticism 

and receptiveness to well-argued proposals which are valued highly in many societies” (Mercer, 

2000. pp.104-106). These elements are explained below in relation to this study.  

3.7.2.2. The analysis process of the observational data 

To analyse the observational data, I started creating codes, using NVivo 12 software.  

According to Corbin and Strauss (2008), “A code is an abstract representation of an object or 

phenomenon” (p.66).  In simple words, it means a label that is given to parts or sentences of a 

text in the verbatim transcript, describing information. However, coding is not a fixed and exact 

science, but rather it is a process of interpretation (Saldaňa, 2015). In this study, the ‘splitter’, a 

detailed or line-by-line, coding method was used where different language instances were 

identified (Jackson & Bazeley, 2019; Saldaňa, 2015; Silverman, 2016).  

 

Firstly, the analysis began by asking questions like which language was used, who was using 

these languages, and in which contexts to generate initial codes (Bryant & Charmaz, 2019). This 

resulted in four codes: teachers’ use of English, teachers’ use of LOTE, students’ use of English, 

and students’ use of LOTE. However, guided by the research aims, I focused only on the second 

and the fourth codes which involve the use of LOTE alongside English. After identifying these 

two practices deployed by teachers and students, I then looked at the types of interaction in which 

participants used their languages. Following this step, I used the priori, or theoretically derived, 

codes where under each interaction, the types of talk proposed by Mercer (1995) as mentioned 

earlier were introduced. I coded all the features of each talk in relation to the translanguaging 

practices that were used. Different codes were generated like clarification, agreement, answering, 

explaining, providing synonyms, on-task discussion, off-task discussion, and many others. After 

finishing this stage, the data showed that the talk in the context under investigation could be 
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classified as follows: cumulative talk, exploratory talk, and a few instances of disputational talk, 

which was included with the other two types in the analysis chapter.  

 

The next step was identifying the functions that were fulfilled behind adopting these 

translanguaging practices when teachers and students engaged in classroom talk. Through 

performing the different features of the three types of talk where languages were deployed, the 

participants aimed to make sense of their classrooms through distinct functions. The following 

step was looking at the examples of the different talks and their features to identify the functions 

that were achieved. While working on this aspect which is an attempt to answer the second 

research question, I focused mainly on the linguistic level proposed by Mercer (1995) while the 

other two levels, psychological and cultural, were explained within the former one. Although I 

tried to identify the different speech acts that teachers and students performed guided by the 

linguistic level of classroom talk, the coding adopted was not priori and theoretically derived, 

but a process coding. I developed the themes from the categories of the classroom talks like 

explaining, expressing, correcting, and asking questions. The following screenshot picture taken 

from the NVivo 12 software below exemplifies some of the initial codes. 

 

 

 

Figure 14. A sample of the initial coding of the observational data. 
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3.7.3. The analysis of the interviews  

All the interview transcripts in this research were analysed using thematic analysis. Unlike 

the classroom observation analysis, I adopted reflexive thematic analysis inductively proposed 

by Braun and Clarke (2020). It means “inductive in the sense of analysis ‘grounded in’ the data, 

rather than ‘pure’ induction” (Braun & Clarke, 2020, p.4).  The codes, then, emerged from the 

data.  

 

Thus, in the NVivo 12 software, I created a folder entitled ‘interviews’. Under this folder, I 

set up two subfolders named ‘students’ and ‘teachers’. I, then, imported the transcripts of the 

students’ interviews and FGDs with recordings into the ‘students’ subfolder. I repeated the same 

process with the Word files of the teachers’ interviews which were under the ‘teachers’ 

subfolder.  At this stage, I generated the codes in relation to the interview questions. Therefore, 

I created descriptive codes or ‘nodes’ as named on the NVivo 12 software. Different codes 

emerged, and some content was coded to multiple nodes. For instance, ‘translation’ was among 

the student participants’ responses; hence, it was coded to both ‘translanguaging as named by 

students’ and the ‘teachers’ practices’ codes. This leads to Newby’s proposal (2010) that “coding 

is all a matter of interpretation so it is possible that our interpretation may be different from 

someone else’s yet still valid” (p.469). It means that there is no way to say whether our coding 

is accurate or not, but rather it depends on the researcher’s perspective about the data. The 

researcher, then, makes the choices about the data they include, the data they overcome, and the 

ways they interpret the participants’ responses (King et al., 2019), with keeping in mind the 

research questions and aims. Figure 15 below is an example of the descriptive coding process 

from NVivo 12 software. 
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To make sense of the codes I created, I was reviewing them as I was progressing with the 

coding process. The next step was looking at the differences and similarities between the 

categories and refining them. I noticed that there were overlaps between some codes where they 

should be merged under the same descriptive code. This is a significant step “in creating order 

 

 

Figure 15. A sample of the initial codes of the interviews and FGDs data. 
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and identifying patterns and meaning in our data” (Newby, 2010, p.469) and building themes. I 

then moved to group the codes that share the same meaning under “analytical codes” (Cohen et 

al., 2018, p.671) or “interpretative codes” (King et al., 2019, p.206). For instance, in the teachers’ 

interviews, the descriptive codes ‘fear’ and ‘shyness to use English’ were grouped under ‘the 

psychological factor’. Another example is from the students’ interviews where codes like ‘lack 

of vocabulary and understanding’, ‘lack of mastery of the language’, ‘lack of practicing English’, 

and ‘equal level’ were given the ‘common issues’ interpretative code.  

 

The final stage was defining and detecting themes, which were built upon the interpretative 

codes. Thus, at this stage, researchers should “try to restrict the number of overarching themes 

as far as the data will allow” (King et al., 2019, p.209). The themes were developed in relation 

to the participants’ attitudes towards their own practices and those of others. The discussion of 

these themes with examples and direct quotes is explained in Chapters 5 and 6. 

3.7.4. The analysis of the questionnaires  

As the questionnaires were subordinate to the qualitative data, they were analysed alongside 

the students’ interviews to gain better insights into the university students’ attitudes towards 

translanguaging practices in the EFL context. The numerical data in this study were managed, 

using SPSS 26. I inserted all the questionnaires manually; however, before this step, I assigned 

identification numbers (1, 2 …361) at the top of the first page of each questionnaire. This step 

helps organise the data insertion process and avoid the data duplication of the same 

questionnaire. After inserting all the questionnaires and identifying the codes for the close-ended 

questions and some open-ended questions, I began with data cleaning and manipulation (Dörnyei 

& Taguchi, 2010). I checked the typos and the mistakes that the participants could commit when 

answering the questionnaire. This step is significant prior to the analysis process to obtain 

accurate results from the data.  

 

It is commonly known that “the range of analysis techniques for questionnaires is immense” 

(Wilson, 2013, p.73). In this study, I used descriptive statistics and inferential statistics. The 

former is used to describe and present the data in various ways without any inferences, albeit the 

latter is to make predictions about the sample to be generalised to the broader population (Cohen 

et al., 2018). Therefore, for the descriptive statistics, I used frequency counts. I created in Excel 

different tables, pie charts, and bar charts to show the frequencies of the respondents’ responses 
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and visualise the various characteristics of the data. I also used cross-tabulation, which is called 

cross tabs or Pivot Tables in Excel, to “compare between two different sets of frequency data” 

(Wilson, 2013, p.75). For instance, I run cross-tabulation between two different questions like 

the question about the level and the question regarding whether the teacher should use other 

languages or stick to English only. 

 

For the inferential statistics, I relied on correlation and regression analysis. Before starting 

the analysis, I checked the normal distribution of the data. To do this, I used the Shapiro-Wilk 

test. In this test, the p-value should be more or equal to 0.05(p>0.05). The test showed that the 

data is normally distributed. The next step is the actual correlation analysis which means 

obtaining a sense of the relation between two variables either through a visual check or statistical 

test (Humble, 2020). However, correlation analysis looks for the association between variables 

than causal relation; it is “the starting point to investigate causal relationships” (Humble, 2020, 

p.54). Thus, I used statistical tests rather than visual checks. There are three types of correlations: 

positive, negative, or no correlation. For the positive correlation, the increase in one variable 

leads to an increase in the other variable. However, for the negative correlation, an increase in 

one variable leads to a decrease in the other (Humble, 2020). 

 

For the statistical test, Pearson correlation is used to check if there is a significant statistical 

difference or not between variables. It measures the strengths and the weaknesses of the 

association. “The Pearson correlation gives an R-value that lies between -1 and +1, with a value 

of +1 indicating a perfect positive correlation and -1 a perfect negative correlation. A value of 

zero indicates no correlation” (Humble, 2020, p.54).  In this study, I wanted to investigate if there 

is any association between continuous variables, mainly the participants’ level and their attitudes 

towards translanguaging practices. The open-ended questions were analysed using NVivo 12. 

The process I followed was similar to the one I used to analyse the interviews. The findings of 

this qualitative tool are presented alongside the students’ interviews in Chapter 6. 

3.7. The methodological limitations of the study 

Patton (2015) states, “each has strengths. Each has limitations” (p.253). Thus, I turn to the 

methodological limitations of this study in this section. The first limitation stemmed from the 
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nature of the study design, which is an exploratory case study research. It was limited to only 

one English language department in one Algerian university.  

 

The second limitation was the use of audio rather than video recordings which were refused 

by the participants. Although the objective of this study was to explore using LOTE when 

performing different classroom talks, translingual practices (LOTE plus some instances of 

multimodal resources) were identified. I cannot deny the effectiveness of the field notes I used 

alongside the recordings, but these language practices could have been better captured if video 

recordings were used. Another limitation of the data collection tool was the design of the 

questionnaire.  

 

The inability to interview roughly an equal number of both male and female/novice and 

veteran teachers was the third limitation of this study. Including equitably, both genders of 

teacher participants who have different teaching experiences could yield more data about the 

participants’ views and practices towards translanguaging. Other than that, the teachers’ attitudes 

were investigated through interviews only. Thus, distributing questionnaires to teachers could 

have added richer data to the study.  

 

Finally, I intended to include document analysis; however, there was no official document 

from the MHESR to state which language should or should not be used in the tertiary English 

language departments. Even at the department level, no language policy compels and imposes 

using only English, but rather it was inferred since it is an English language department. 

Nevertheless, there are only documents called ‘canvas’ specific to each module, and they are 

developed by the teacher in charge of that module during that year. In this study, I did not include 

these documents because it was out of the scope of this research to investigate the modules’ 

content in relation to the use of LOTE. Nevertheless, the investigation of these canvases could 

have given a deeper understanding of the teachers’ reported and actual language practices. 

3.8. The ethical or proprietary considerations 

Any research is subject to ethical issues. Researchers, accordingly, must consider 

the proprietary guidelines (Furlong & Oancea, 2005) before conducting any research to ensure 

the success and quality of the study. According to Brown (2004), ethics in applied linguistics 

research “is an area where all research methods and techniques come together and tend to agree” 
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(p.498). It means that ethics should be present before, during, and after carrying out the research. 

Therefore, any researcher needs to follow the ethical guidelines of their institution and the 

association that exceedingly matches the field of interest (Curtis et al., 2013). Hence, before 

conducting this study which involved human participants, I prepared an ethical review 

application in guidelines with Portsmouth University’s ethics policy which resulted in a 

favourable ethical approval (reference number: FHSS 2019-007) from the ethical committee in 

2019 (see appendix 10). In this study, I have addressed the five ethical principles of respect that 

underpinned the guidelines proposed by the British Educational Research Association (BERA) 

(BERA, 2018). These principles align with the ones developed by the Academy of Social 

Sciences (AcSS) and its associations regarding social science research in general (AcSS, 2015). 

In educational research, “the person; knowledge; democratic values; the quality of educational 

research; and academic freedom” (BERA, 2018, p.5) should be respected and considered when 

conducting research to avoid any sort of ethical pitfalls. These principles are discussed below in 

relation to this research.  

 

The first principle is the person who is both the participants and the sponsor (stakeholder). I 

start with the funder of this research which is the Algerian MHESR. As the research site is within 

the higher education sector, I was able to obtain an authorization letter (see appendix 11) from 

the MHESR, which allowed me to access the university for the whole period of my data 

collection process. After obtaining this letter and as advised by the ethical committee, I asked 

the head of the English language department for his approval to conduct my study in the 

department. The letter was signed and stamped by the person in charge of the scholarship in 

Algiers and the head of the English language department at Setif 2 University. 

 

As stated in the BERA’s guidelines (2018) regarding the researchers’ responsibilities to 

stakeholders, a special acknowledgement is devoted to the sponsor at the beginning of this thesis. 

The second person is the participants who were teachers and students. These participants were 

treated fairly and respected through applying “the non-maleficence (do not harm)” guideline 

(Cohen et al., 2018, p.127). Throughout the study, I stuck to the research questions without 

reference to any other irrelevant or sensitive topics that might cause stress or discomfort to the 

participants. Besides, no sort of harm was caused, either to the institution (e.g., reputational) or 

to the participants (e.g., psychological/physical harm, time-wasting, distraction of the session). 

Based on this, no harm to participants was ensured through maintaining the participants’ 

anonymity and confidentiality which means that the participants’ identities would not be 
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identified through the information they shared with the researcher (Cohen et al., 2018). Assuring 

the participants that their identities or any other personal information would not be identified 

helped me to gain their trust, which is a significant element to consider when conducting ethical 

research (BERA, 2018). To ensure this responsibility to the participants, I removed all means of 

traceable information, either in this study or any future dissemination through using pseudonyms 

instead of names (see table 4). Furthermore, even distributing and answering the questionnaires 

in the classrooms did not affect the session. The teachers divided the session into two parts. 

While the first part (30-40 minutes) was devoted to the questionnaires, the second part was to 

the delivery of the lesson. The teachers felt that it was a chance for the students to enhance their 

reading skills and familiarity with the questionnaire as a research method. 

 

The second principle of respect is knowledge, which means that researchers should respect 

the information given by the participants (Curtis et al., 2013). During the data collection, I tried 

to take advantage of all sorts of data in the researched context without underestimating, to the 

best of my grasping ability, any type of relevant information said or shared. Furthermore, I tried 

my best to demonstrate all sorts of respect by being cautious with my words and body language, 

particularly with the student participants to make them feel at ease and enjoy the experience. The 

data was provided in the way the participants displayed it.  

 

The third principle is the democratic values that underpin the participants’ freedom and 

voluntarism to partake in the research. In order to gain both teachers’ and students’ consent, I 

prepared the PIS and the consent form. The PIS gave a summary of the research, its aims, 

importance, and the participants’ significant role in the study’s success. The consent form was 

about the self-determination rights of the participants to choose whether to take part or not in 

the study (Cohen et al., 2018). However, signing the consent form does not mean that the 

participants’ decision is fixed and not open to change. All through the process of distributing the 

documents and explaining the study, all the participants were informed about their freedom to 

withdraw at any time without any justifications (either while collecting the data of each research 

method or before the end of the fieldwork). It was their right to allow their data to be used or 

destroyed. Furthermore, I informed all participants clearly and honestly about the aim of the 

research, especially when conducting the interviews and the questionnaires. However, before 

collecting the observational data, they were informed that the study is about interaction and 

communication in the EFL classrooms. The reason behind this act is to ensure gaining 

spontaneous and natural practices in the researched context.  
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The fourth principle is the quality of educational research, which means “conducting 

research to the highest standard and not sensationalising research findings” (Curtis et al., 2013, 

p.186). Within this study, the main aim was neither to investigate nor to value the teaching and 

learning processes or the institution’s quality. Nevertheless, this research was an attempt to 

explore a linguistic phenomenon, translanguaging, in its real-life EFL context and the 

participants’ attitudes towards these practices. It aimed to contribute to knowledge about 

translanguaging in higher education classrooms in a context where English is supposed to be the 

only language used. Additionally, there might be a chance to turn the spotlight on developing an 

official document regarding the language policy and reconsidering the content of the teacher 

training in the Algerian EFL classrooms. Therefore, I reported the results based on what the data 

revealed in a credible, clear, and concise way which can be of use and benefit to other 

communities of educational researchers.  

 

According to Hammersley and Traianou (2012), the final principle is academic freedom 

or independence. Academic freedom “is part of a wider set of complementary human rights, with 

an evident link between academic freedom and freedom of speech” (Karran, 2009, p.2). This is 

a general definition of academic freedom that can be either in university or in research. 

Researchers can raise new questions and propose new ideas without violating this right. This 

principle can be in accordance with what Cohen et al. (2018) refer to as power and position. In 

this study, all the participants were allowed to speak and share their opinions; no insignificant 

comments or interventions were introduced to affect the given information. Furthermore, all 

participants stated clearly that they wanted to participate voluntarily in the study without outside 

pressure (either from teachers for students or from administration or MHESR for teachers).  

 

The nature of the research methods, which was based on choosing the non-participant 

observation and the passive receptive style of interviewing, led to minimising the potential power 

differentials. Thus, the participants were free to decide what to say and how to say it. Academic 

freedom is crucial to protect the participants, so it is to researchers. While doing this research, 

the sponsor did not interfere in any way to control or specify what to be studied and the way it 

should be done. I selected the topic and the research methods based on the literature I consulted 

and the potential knowledge relevance (Hammersley & Traianou, 2012) this research might have, 

not only for the individuals but for the community of research as a whole. Due to the lack of 

symmetry of power with the participants, I had to tolerate behaviours and reactions I found 

disapproved or displeased in the educational settings for conducting ethical and credible 
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research. However, this does not apply only to the research context as they can be found in other 

fields that involve human beings (Cohen et al., 2018; Hammersley & Traianou, 2012).  

 

The application for ethical approval at Portsmouth University includes a section about data 

storage during and after finishing the research. Thus, in line with these guidelines, during the 

fieldwork, the recorded data was stored in encrypted USB sticks and the phone temporarily, and 

then they were transferred to the researcher’s department N drive as soon as possible to avoid 

the possibility of data loss. For the paper records: the questionnaires, informed consent, and field 

notes of the classroom observation were stored in a shut locker. The documents were taken out 

of the storage locker when only needed.  The data then was kept out of anyone’s reach, and I was 

the only person who accessed it.  Once this research came to an end and in compliance with 

Portsmouth University’s policy, open access to the data, which means making it available to 

download publicly, will be made to allow others to reuse it for future research.  

3.9. Conclusion  

This chapter aimed to provide a detailed description of the methodology adopted in this 

mixed-method research study. It presented mainly, but not only, the different data collection and 

analysis processes to answer the research questions and achieve the stated objectives. Based on 

these processes, the following chapters present the analysis of the different qualitative and 

quantitative data. Chapter 4 discusses the findings of the classroom observations about the 

translanguaging practices that teachers and students deployed when performing the different 

types of classroom talk. Therefore, the analysis of this chapter attempts to answer the first and 

the second research questions regarding the existence of translanguaging within the different 

classroom talks and the functions achieved through these practices, respectively.  Chapters 5 and 

6 are devoted to the analysis of the data gathered from the interviews, FGDs and questionnaires 

to answer the third and the fourth questions about the participants’ attitudes towards the use of 

LOTE alongside English in the Algerian EFL classrooms.  
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Chapter 4: The analysis of the classroom observation data  

4.1. Introduction 

This chapter presents the analysis of the 26 classroom observations audio recorded and the 

associated field notes data set obtained from the EFL classrooms, which varied between different 

levels and modules. As explained in the methodology chapter, the analysis in this chapter is 

based on the sociocultural discourse analysis theory (Mercer, 1995). Though Mercer’s research 

is concerned with group work talks to think, this study is concerned with classroom talk when 

LOTE alongside English were used not only for thinking but also for interpersonal discussions. 

Thus, I present the teachers’ and students’ use of LOTE alongside English in relation to the three 

types of talk: cumulative, exploratory, and disputational talks (Mercer, 1995). Moreover, the 

different functions are analyzed based on the levels of analyzing talk which are: the linguistic 

level, the psychological level, and the cultural level (Mercer, 1995). The chapter, then, is divided 

into two sections. I start with reporting the features of classroom talk during the students-students 

interaction and teacher-students interaction where different languages were used. The second 

section deals with the different functions that participants achieved through their translanguaging 

practices. The analysis of this data collection tool provides the answer to the following research 

questions: 

 

1. How does translanguaging manifest itself within the different characteristics of 

classroom talk in the EFL classrooms at the tertiary level?  

2. What are the functions behind the teachers’ and the students’ translanguaging 

practices that are evident in the EFL classrooms at the tertiary level? 

4.2. The use of translanguaging in the different types of talk 

In this section, I start with the students’ talk by discussing the use of LOTE during each 

type, including peer-related and school-related topics (Rosiers, 2017). Then, I repeat the same 

with the teachers’ talks. Notably, the focus is on the cumulative and exploratory talks because 

disputational talk instances were scarce. Thus, I address the latter while discussing the other two 
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types. Additionally, the most dominant talk in the classes was the cumulative one. The following 

table provides a summary of the aspects discussed in the first section. 

 

Table 5. Translanguaging in classroom talk. 

Type of talk  The linguistic resources  Peer-related and school-

related discussions 

Cumulative talk (with 

examples of disputational 

talk) 

 Derja, MSA, French, 

Derglish, Englirja 

(sometimes Spanish and 

German) alongside English. 

Body language. 

Student-student 

Teacher-students 

Exploratory talk (with 

examples of cumulative and 

disputational talk) 

4.2.1. The students’ use of translanguaging in the different types of talk 

The analysis of the observational data showed that the students tended to use mainly Derja 

alongside English when engaging in different types of talk with each other. Importantly, the use 

of MSA and French was identified in some instances while Tamazight was absent. The absence 

of Tamazight can be related to the Arabphone nature of the university. Though there were 

students whose first language is Tamazight, they opted for the intermediary mode of 

language (Grosjean, 2001) because their Arab classmates neither speak Tamazight nor 

understand it, as was highlighted in the students’ interviews. Thus, I start my analysis with 

cumulative talk and then exploratory talk, including some examples of disputational talk, where 

LOTE were deployed during the student-student interactions. 

4.2.1.1. Translanguaging in cumulative talk during student-student 

interaction 

The cumulative talk “can be very usefully applied for getting joint work completed” 

(Mercer, 2000, pp.31-32) through confirmation, repetitions, and elaborations (Mercer, 1995). In 

this context, the students were adding information to each other and working together in a 

supportive and uncritical environment to establish understanding and finish the task. School-

related discussions dominated the groups’ interaction with instances of off-lesson topics. The 

findings of the students’ use of LOTE in the cumulative talk showed that they used Derja more 
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than English for checking understanding, repetitions, suggestions, and agreement. While Derja 

was used interdiscursively, English was used interlingually (Baynham & Lee, 2019) The main 

findings of this talk are summarized in Figure 16 below. 

 

 

Figure 16. The use of LOTE in cumulative talk during students-students interaction. 
 

To better understand these findings, excerpt 1 below is an example of the translanguaging 

practices within cumulative talk features. 

 

Excerpt 1 

1.3S1C2: hati nzido ljomla li galat, he didn’t give them the right to have executive power, 

kifah naktab executive? 

3.3S1C4: e-x-e-c-u-t-i-v-e (spelled in English)  

4.3S1C2: yah ana dert l “a” (spelled in French) 

5.3S1C4: aha execution 

6.3S1C2: executive power, also kifah ngolo hadik ta3 fatigue, hati tchofi n7awso 3la le 

verbe 

8.3S1C4: hahi fatigue adjective, hati ndiro tiredness, nakhtar3o wa7ed men 3andna 

9.3S1C2: ro7i, golna he purposefully put the legislative bodies into uncomfortable  

10.3S1C4: matgolihomch okol, chofi hna (pointing to the text) raki 3awadti same 

information. 

12.3S1C2: hih, mash ray7a ngolhom okol, into uncomfortable situations just to fatigue 

them.  

The use of 
LOTE

The use of 
English  

•Repetitions 

•Suggestions 

•Checking 
understanding

•Agreement/disagreeme
nt

•Spelling (module's 
dependent) 

•Spelling

•Repetitions (lexical words, 
teachers' /students' 
explanation, material in 
English). 

•Confirmation/disagreement
(discourse markers)

At the word level, 

interlingual 

translanguaging 

At the sentence 

level, interdiscursive 

translanguaging  
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13.3S1C4: diri for fatiguing them khir, yakhi fatigue raho verb  

14.3S1C2: ok for fatiguing them, donc c'est bon khalsna legislative, khalina non9olo hado 

bark, ana 3andi probléme m3a ponctuation, donc chofi, vérifier  

16.3S1C3: tasma3 bik ta3 written tchofi wech yasra fik hahaha 

17.3S1C2: dayma talgayni 7asla fiha hahaha….to 3SC4 chofi kashma talgayni ghlatat wela 

19. 3S1C4: sa7a rani m3ak ro7i 

20.3S1C2:(copying and reading what they have already written) nzid ngol he parce que rani 

ga3da ngol ghir f “he”, osobri na9raw tchof, Jefferson …citizens. n3awdoha manba3d, the 

king George the third, obstracted hakda tataktab yakhi manish ghalta? 

23.3S1C4: aha mafihach l “a” bel “u” w tata9ra “a” (all the letters were spelled in French)  

24.3S1C2: sa7a obstructed …power. 

 

In this example taken from a third-year civilization class, there are some questions and 

answers but not in a critical manner. The students worked collectively and participated in the 

multilingual process of discussion to make sense of the text at hand and finally produce the 

output in English only. 3S1C2 suggested in Derja to write what the teacher previously explained, 

saying “hati nzido ljomla li galat/ let’s add the sentence that she has already mentioned”. She, 

then, repeated and wrote it in English; however, she was not sure about how to write the word 

“executive”. Interestingly, she asked for her peer’s help by asking a question in Derja about an 

English language word, saying “kifah nakatb executive? /How do I write…?”. In line 3, 3S1C4 

spelled the word for her in English; nevertheless, 3S1C2 commented in Derja that she wrote “a” 

(spelled in French). This seems a deliberate use which might be related to the status of French in 

Algeria, the students’ background in this language, and the shared alphabets between English 

and French, which are Indo-European languages. Thus, EFL students are used to French letters 

and sounds in their everyday practices, so they brought these habitus multilingual language 

practices into a space where English is supposed to be the only language used. In line 5, 3S1C4 

drew her peer’s attention to the noun “execution” which may help 3S1C2 to understand that it’s 

“u” and not “a”.  

 

Unlike the previous example, 3S1C2 in lines 22 and 23 checked her knowledge by initiating 

the question to confirm if she wrote the word in the correct form, using Derja. She said, 

“Obstracted hakda tataktab yakhi manish ghalta? / …is written in this way, am I right? 3S1C4 

again demonstrated her knowledge and corrected her by spelling the word, using the French 

alphabets “aha mafihach l “a” bel “u” w tata9ra “a”/ there is no “a”, there is “u”and you 
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pronounce it “a”. It is interesting to allude that 3S1C4 used French instead of English to spell 

the word, which is the same translanguaging practice 3S1C2 adopted earlier in line 4.  

 

Another feature of the cumulative talk, agreement, where the students used LOTE, was from 

lines 8-15. In line 8, 3S1C4 proposed in Derja to create a word, “nakhtar3o wa7ed men 

3andna/ let’s create our word”. Her peer 3S1C2 used the same practice “ro7i/ok” to show 

agreement and accept 3S1C4’s suggestion. Then, she on elaborated this by using the word 

“golna/we said” in Derja and repeating the sentence in English to make connections between 

ideas. As a sign of active listening and attention, 3S1C4 told her not to include all information 

in Derja followed by body language. It is important to mention that the body language used by 

students was for pinpointing but not for pedagogical purposes. 3S1C2 agreed again with her in 

Derja “hih, mash ray7a ngolhom kamel/ yes, I will not mention all of them”, then she read the 

sentence in English. It can be noticed that 3S1C4 was always making suggestions and directing 

3S1C2 which was apparent again in line 13 when she suggested in Derja, and her peer in line 14 

repeated and agreed with her, following the same interdiscursive practice.  

 

In line 15, 3S1C2 expressed in Derja her struggle with punctuation “ana 3andi probléme 

m3a ponctuation, donc chofi, vérifier / I have a problem regarding punctuation so check, verify”, 

yet she used the word “ponctuation/punctuation” in French. The student moved from cognitively 

oriented talk to social-managerial talk (Barnes, 1999). Here, I mean the student was not 

explaining ideas about the content of the task, but she was referring to one of the aspects of the 

task, punctuation in this case.  

 

However, 3S1C3 commented in Derja that 3S1C4 would expect an unfavourable reaction 

from the written expression teacher. The meaning of this comment is dependent on the shared 

experience and the relationship the participants had which is a part of the contextual 

foundations5of their conversation (Mercer, 2000). This is apparent in line 17 where 3S1C2 

laughed and repeated in Derja her struggle with punctuation. After that, she asked 3S1C4 in 

Derja to check whether she was on the right path or not. As a response, 3S1C4 confirmed that 

she was following her by using the same language practice, Derja, that her peer used.  

 

                                                
5 Contextual foundations refer to the shared knowledge between communicators during their 

conversations who must “take active roles in building the contextual foundations for 

effective communication” (Mercer, 2000, p.25). 
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Overall, the findings showed that during the student-student cumulative talk, there were 

translanguaging practices within the different features of this talk to discuss collectively. They 

used Derja interdiscursively for repetitions, agreement, and suggestions.  However, English was 

rarely used; it was used interlingually for lexical words and basic discourse markers. 

Furthermore, there were a few instances of disputational talk, in Derja mostly, which is 

characterized by “disagreement and individualised decision-making” (Mercer, 1995, p.104). 

Since the participants were university students, unlike pupils in basic education, disputational 

talk in this context was characterised by disagreement only where students did not take defensive 

orientations. Therefore, the students used their own languages among each other freely to convey 

their messages successfully where knowledge is constructed uncritically, unlike the exploratory 

talk which is discussed in the next part. 

4.2.1.2. Translanguaging in exploratory talk during student-student 

interaction 

The second type which received much attention from scholars (Barnes, 2008; Mercer, 1995, 

2000, 2004; Mercer et al., 1999; Patterson, 2018) is exploratory talk, which is characterised by 

constructing knowledge in a critical and challenging manner. The main aim is to reach a 

consensus about the topic through discussing and sharing ideas. The students’ use of their own 

languages while interacting with each other within the core features of this type is displayed in 

the following examples. As I mentioned previously, this talk rarely occurred in the EFL classes, 

but it is interesting to discuss how students used LOTE to make reasoning visible to the group 

members through challenging each other, giving reasons and explanations, showing 

disagreement in a non-defensive way, and demonstrating expertise. Moreover, the students are 

adults, and this talk has rarely been researched with this type of learners, especially with the use 

of LOTE. Within this type of talk, the students used Derja interdiscursively while English 

interlingually. Hence, consistent with the students’ interview findings of their use of LOTE with 

their classmates, translanguaging in exploratory talk depended on the talk’s ground 

rules6 (Mercer, 2000). I mean the ability to use their own languages freely to challenge and 

                                                
6 “The conventions which language users employ to carry on particular kinds of 

conversations” (Cook, 1995, as cited in Mercer, 2000, p. 28). 
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discuss in relation to their relationships with the addressee. During the observations, I heard 

students saying that they usually either felt shy or remained passive in a context where the 

freedom of using their own languages and the sense of trust (Mercer, 2008) were absent, 

especially with the classmates with whom they did not have a close relationship. The extract 

below is an illustration of the students’ translanguaging practices when working jointly to 

critically make sense of the task.  

 

Excerpt 2 

1.1S1OE5: kifah nabdaw? Ehh ngolo we didn’t imagine that our first day at university will 

be ehh  

3.1S1OE6: aha na7i hadik, akatbi our pink dreams was broken  

4.1S1OE5: had been broked 

5.1MS1OE: broken mach broked  

6.1S1OE6: akatbi bark was broken  

7.1S1OE5: were, aw jam3 mach was 

8.1MS1OE: ih writi were broken,  

9.1S1OE5: haya khalina ncommenssiw,  

10.1S1OE6: goli nobody cares about us, makanch li na3atana, makanch li dirigina. 

 

This excerpt is taken from a first-year oral expression session. It shows how the students 

were moving between the different languages to make the correct use of the verb in English. 

1S1OE5 asked her group members and suggested the way to start the task in Derja “kifah 

nabdaw? ...ngolo/how do we start? … we say”. 1S1OE5 used “ngolo/ we say” and not, “ngol/ I 

say” to emphasize that it was group work and that sharing viewpoints was important to solve the 

task in English. This verb form for inclusion was recurrent in my data. After that, she suggested 

in English the sentence “we didn’t imagine …ehh”. So, Derja was used for connecting the 

sentences, asking questions, and including the group members, while English was used to 

produce the final answer.  

 

In line 3, 1S1OE6 performed a disputational talk. She disagreed with 1S1OE5, using the 

same language practices, Derja, 1S1OE5 deployed earlier “aha/no” and conative function “na7i 

hadik, akatbi/omit that one, write down”. However, English was used to provide an alternative 
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answer, “our pink dreams was broken”. Her focus on showing off by using the word “pink 

dreams” in English shifted her attention from focusing on grammar. Interestingly, in line 4, 

1S1OE5 was listening carefully, and this was apparent when she corrected 1S1OE6, providing 

the passive voice in English “had been broked”. It can be said that 1S1OE5 agreed with the idea, 

but she was interested in the correct form of the verb. Nevertheless, she conjugated the verb 

incorrectly. In line 5, 1MS1OE interfered and corrected his peers, saying “broken mach broked/ 

… not …”. He used the word “mesh/not” in Derja between the correct and the incorrect form of 

the verb his peer used.  

 

In line 6, 1S1OE6 insisted on her peer to write the verb “was broken” she provided earlier. 

She used Derja for the same conative function and English to provide the main verb to be used 

in the task, saying “akatbi bark was broken/just write…”. Interestingly, in line with Vygotsky’s 

theory (1962, as cited in Mercer, 1995) concerning the relationship between using language as a 

cultural and psychological tool, 1S1OE5 in line 7 understood what 1MS1OE conveyed when he 

corrected her grammatical mistake. Thus, as a reaction, she was able to perform individually by 

correcting and reminding her of a basic grammatical rule using Derja. This was the result of 

being engaged in the group discussion and sharing ideas. She said, “were, aw jam3 mash was/…, 

it is plural not…”. Thus, Derja was used interdiscursively for correction purposes and 

elaborations while the main verbs were used in English. Additionally, despite their simplicity 

and familiarity, the students used the verbs in the imperative form in Derja rather than in English. 

Though the students focused on the correct form of the verbs in the English language, they used 

their languages to make meaning of the TL, reach a mutual agreement, and finish the task through 

joint and critical engagement in the discussion. 

 

I was able to notice that 1MS1OE was a resource for his group members to correct their 

grammar. In line 8, he agreed with 1S1OE5 and asked her to write “were broken”, using Englirja 

“writi/write” which is the new formation of the verb “to write” (this is better explained in section 

4.3.1.1), and the discourse marker “ih/yes” in Derja. In line 10, 1S1OE6 conjugated the verb 

correctly “to care” with “nobody”. Drawing on this, it seems that she became more attentive to 

grammar because of listening actively and reflecting on the other group members’ feedback. It 

is significant to mention that the forms of the imperative verbs used were unique to the addressee. 

I mean that using orders in Derja depends on the ground rules of the conversation. From this 

example, it seems that the group members had an intimate relationship which was the reason 
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behind the 1S1O6’s use of the following verb forms in Derja: “akatbi/write; akatabi bark/just 

write; goli/say (here it means write)”.  

 

Drawing on the analysis, the students’ use of their own languages to make the talk reasonable 

through critical discussions was evident in the main features of the exploratory talk, like giving 

reasons, elaborating, and sharing information to reach a joint agreement about the task. The 

relationship between the participants and the use of LOTE freely, especially Derja, contributed 

to making them feel “at ease, free from the danger of being aggressively contradicted or made 

fun of” (Barnes, 2008, p. 6), resulting in more opportunities to share information and give reasons 

in a challenging way. After focusing on the students’ translanguaging practices to perform the 

classroom talks, the following section discusses the teachers’ use of LOTE in the different types 

of classroom talks 

 

4.2.2. The teachers’ use of translanguaging in the different types of talk 

This section presents the teachers’ use of LOTE to explain, elaborate, share ideas, and 

provide justifications. I start with the use of translanguaging during the cumulative talk, and then 

I move to exploratory talk. Most of the classroom talks were led by the teacher, resulting in the 

prevalence of cumulative talk. The only case where the exploratory talk took place was during 

questions and answers sessions, oral expression sessions, or solving tasks.  

4.2.2.1. Translanguaging in cumulative talk during teacher-student 

interaction 

During this talk, the teachers aimed to establish an understanding of the lesson content. The 

cumulative talk in the teacher-student interaction was for joint understanding and cumulating 

information uncritically. It was characterised by using the languages both teachers and students 

shared. In this talk, the teachers used English interdiscursively and more dominantly; however, 

they thought that interlingual “French and ARABIC were more appropriate and suitable” 

(2RM1T, during one of the observational sessions) to explain, elaborate, agree, and ask questions 
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in some situations. Only a few teachers used LOTE interdiscursively. Figure 17 is a summary of 

these findings. 

 

 

Figure 17. The teachers’ and students’ use of LOTE during cumulative talk. 

 

 

Excerpt 3 

1.2C1T: we have federalism and republicans, federalism means we have state constitutions, 

regardez, en Amérique on a constitution d’une façon générale pour toute l’état et on a 

constitution d'états ça veut dire chaque état a une constitution ça veut dire means state 

constitutions which are considered as typically characteristics of particular states, but 

American constitutions is for all states, so we can say that articles of confederation gave 

birth to Federalism, you got the idea or not? … 

8.2MS1C: what is the second system, Federalism, wlokhor wechno?  

9.2C1T: republicanism, these are parties in America, American constitution is for all the 

Americans, but this doesn’t mean we have Federalism, what is Federalism, means state 

rights, state constitution. what is your name? 

13. Ramma: Ramma  

………………………………………………………………………………………………

.. 

The students' 
use of their 

own 
languages 

• Asking for 
clarifications(mainly 
vocabulary) 

• Repetitions 

• Adding 
information(mainly 
vocabulary)

The teachers' 
use of their 

own 
languages 

• Elaborations and 
explanations 

• Agreement/disagreement 
(positive or negative 
feedback) 

• Asking questions 
(adopted by some 
teachers)

At the level of the word, 

interlingual translanguaging 

(rare cases at the sentence 

level, interdiscursive) 

At the level of the word, 

interlingual 

translanguaging (rare cases 

at the sentence level, 

interdiscursive)  
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17.2C1T: ok, Ramma will be subject to the laws of Virginia, if Ramma changes to Boston, 

other rules, it’s different from one state to another, but all Americans were governed or 

were under one umbrella, the American constitution, yes or no? 

20. Ss(chorally): yes  

21.2C1T: it’s not the same in Algeria, we have Mr Bouteflika who changed ehh ‘ta3dil 

doustour’. 

23.Ramma: and he never consulted the “barlaman” the parliament  

24.2C1T : yes, exactly, la constitution, monsieur Abdelaziz changed the constitution. 

 

This excerpt is an example of interaction between the teacher and his students in a second-

year civilization class. Although 2C1T addressed the whole class, only one student was 

answering. 2C1T used French and English simultaneously to establish an understanding of the 

content, without any separation between languages. In line 1, 2C1T explained in English the two 

American systems. In line 2, to draw his students’ attention, he used “regardez/look”, and then 

he explained the same information in French. After that, 2C1T used the word “ça veut dire” 

followed by its equivalent in English “means”. While checking his students’ understanding, 

2MS1C in line 8 followed the same practice his teacher used to ask the question in English and 

reiterate it simultaneously in Derja “wlokhor wechno? /What is the other one?”. By asking this 

question, the student looked for a repetition of previous information, yet he did not develop a 

critical conversation or challenge the teacher’s explanation.  

 

In line 9, 2C1T answered 2MS1C in English and repeated the information in another way, 

stressing understanding the concept of ‘federalism’. To better illustrate and exemplify, 2C1T 

asked a student about his name, and after Ramma’s reply; 2C1T re-explained the idea he 

provided before in English by comparing the different laws of the American states. 2C1T asked 

his students whether they understood, and they immediately answered “yes” in English. Unlike 

their use of English for discourse markers with their teachers, the students used the same words 

in LOTE and English with each other. 

 

In line 21, 2C1T stated in English that it was not the same situation in Algeria; however, he 

used MSA “ta3dil doustour/constitution amendment” to share information that was known by 

the participants. Notably, although 2C1T used French for his explanation interdiscursively 

alongside English, he used MSA interlingually for a keyword used in everyday life. Furthermore, 

“dostour/constitution” has no equivalence in Derja. He then expressed his opinion that has a 
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relation to the lesson content in English. Interestingly, in line 23, Ramma interfered to add 

information, using concurrently English then Derja “barlaman”, followed by its equivalent in 

English again “parliament”. This use was similar to his teacher’s language practices when he 

used MSA interlingually. In line 24, 2C1T confirmed Ramma’s answer in English, and he 

reiterated in French what he said before. Notably, in this cumulative talk, the students followed 

their teacher’s use of LOTE. I mean, when their teacher used another language with English, 

they used almost similar practices.  

 

Based on the analysis of the data, translanguaging in the teachers’ cumulative talk was for 

adding information and providing examples. However, interlingual translanguaging was more 

prevalent. Consistent with the findings from the teachers’ and students’ interviews, the findings 

that emerged from this data are not fixed in the studied context, but rather general patterns that 

are dependent on many factors like the level, the nature of the module, and the students’ and the 

teachers’ perspectives on using LOTE. The next part deals with teachers’ use of their languages 

in exploratory talk.  

4.2.2.2. Translanguaging in exploratory talk during teacher-student 

interaction 

Within the exploratory talk, the teachers aimed to reach a mutual knowledge construction 

during the interactive on-task discussion, where all contributions were respected and 

grasped.  The findings showed that during this talk between the teacher and the students, English 

was mostly used and occurred interdiscursively for sharing information and providing reasons. 

However, LOTE were used interlingually for keywords. Furthermore, the teacher’s 

translanguaging appears to affect the students’ language practices that were deployed 

interlingually (mainly keywords). The piece of the talk below exemplifies these findings. 

 

Excerpt 4 

1.2MA2SRM23 raised her hand 

2.2MARM2T: yes, please ta3 civilisation? (Said in French) 

3.2MA2SRM23: ana hahaha, can I work on Mimesis? 

4.2MARM2T: the book? 

5.2MA2SRM23: yes, the Mimesis, can I use it? 
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6.2MARM2T: yes, you can use it, as a source. 

7.2MA2SRM23 : no, as a novel, rani 7aba ykoun howa lmain novel ta3 mémoire. 

8.2MARM2T: no, this is critical, as a primary source, but as a form of a novel, no, of 

course, you can do it if you have to critique, if you have the need to criticise it, 3labalk 

gadmah loktab wela mashatihesh? 

11.2MA2SRM23: ih 3andi, but he gave us a full review 3la reality. Howa hdar 3la reality 

fel western literature. 

13.2MARM2T: aw 3alabalk rab3 pageat f war9a w howa jay gad haka (he used his hand 

to show the size), hada theoretical, you are beginner, you have to choose a novel, choose 

a text and then apply what he said about reality. 

 

This extract is taken from a second-year Master’s research methodology Q&A7 session. In 

line 2, 2MARM2T permitted in English 2MA2SRM23 to ask her question “yes, please”, then he 

used “ta3/of” in Derja followed by French “civilisation/civilisation” \si.vi.li.za.sjɔ̃\. 

2MA2SRM23 followed the same practice as her teacher, replying in Derja “Ana /me” and then 

asking the question in English. The teacher’s and student’s interlingual use of Derja was for basic 

words: prepositions (ta3/of) and pronouns(ana/me), respectively. Based on the teacher’s inquiry 

“the book?”, it might be inferred that he wanted to confirm that he grasped his student’s question 

and establish a mutual agreement about the main aim of the conversation. In line 5, the student 

confirmed the teacher’s inquiry and reformulated her question in English. 2MARM2T confirmed 

and agreed in English that she could use it; however, he elaborated on his answer and insisted on 

using the book as a source but not as the main novel. In line7, 2MA2SRM23 clarified in English 

that she wanted to use it as a novel. Then, she explained simultaneously in Derja, English, and 

French her aim to use it as the main novel “rani 7aba ykoun howa lmain novel ta3 mémoire/ I 

want it to be the main novel of my dissertation”. She used French and English interlingually for 

the keywords, while Derja interdiscursively to connect sentences. She also used the preposition 

in Derja “ta3” rather than “of” between English and French.  

 

2MARM2T disagreed with her and shifted to exploratory talk to explain the reason behind 

her inability to use the book. He explained to her that she has to use it as a primary source, using 

English until he drew her attention to the massive size of the book, using Derja “3labalk gadmah 

loktab wela machatihech? / Do you know how big is the book or you haven’t seen it?”. He used 

                                                
7 Q&A: Questions and Answers. 
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Derja for a social managerial talk to emphasize something related to the book but not to its 

content. As 2MARM2T finished his talk in Derja, 2MA2SRM23 replied by adopting her 

teacher’s language practice, Derja, “ih 3andi/ yes I have it”. Then she gave the reason behind her 

choice, using both English and Derja concurrently “but he gave us a full review 3la reality. Howa 

hdar 3la reality fel western literature/…about …He talked about…in the…”. Again, the student’s 

use of Derja interdiscursively could be related to her teacher’s deployment of the same practice. 

At the end of line 13, 2MARM2T used Derja and body language, intersemiotic translanguaging, 

to illustrate the book size. Then, he used English to justify why the “Mimesis” is not the correct 

choice, resulting in an exploratory nature of the talk. This excerpt includes some features of 

disputational talk which are disagreements expressed in English. Nevertheless, it was in a 

supportive manner rather than defensive.  

 

Consequently, the finding from this type of interaction indicated that this talk was 

characterized by the teachers’ dominance of making reasoning accountable to their students 

through the deployment of mostly but not only English. On the one hand, the teachers’ 

interlingual translanguaging was informative, as they used it to justify the necessary information 

their students enquired about and clarify the lesson content. However, it seems that this 

deployment of LOTE was dependent on the teachers’ perspectives on using them in their EFL 

classrooms. On the other hand, the students performed most of the time cumulative with some 

instances of giving reasons, leading to an exploratory talk. While English was predominant, 

unlike their interaction with each other, the students used their own languages interlingually more 

than interdiscursively for enquiring, justifying, and repeating information. Their translanguaging 

appears to be affected by their teachers’ initiations of using LOTE.   

4.3. The functions of translanguaging in classroom talk 

This section deals with the functions of translanguaging both teachers and students achieved 

during classroom talks to make sense of their world. It summarises how the participants used 

their own languages in different forms to achieve one function, not only as a tool for thinking 

but also for establishing out of the school discussions (Rosiers, 2017). I refer in my analysis to 

the three levels on which the classroom talks operate: the linguistic level, the psychological level, 

and the cultural level (Mercer, 1995); nonetheless, I focus more on the linguistic level. Thus, I 
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start discussing the functions achieved through translanguaging practices by students and then 

by teachers.  

4.3.1. The functions of translanguaging by students 

This section addresses the functions that the students fulfilled using LOTE.  Based on the 

findings and focusing more on the linguistic level, the students used different translanguaging 

practices to achieve three distinct functions: eliciting information and explanation, feedback and 

correction, and expressive.  The students’ simultaneous use of LOTE seemed to occur mostly 

spontaneously and naturally. As mentioned previously, I rely on the insider’s and the outsider’s 

perspectives of translanguaging proposed by Otheguy et al. (2015) or language from below and 

above (Baynham & Lee, 2019; Pennycook & Otsuji, 2015), respectively, to analyse the students’ 

languages as a unity and identify the functions behind these practices. These findings are 

explained below. 

4.3.1.1. Eliciting information and explanation 

The students used their languages to ask questions, check their understanding and provide 

explanations. It was achieved through Derja and some basic French words interdiscursively with 

English Keywords interlingually. Furthermore, new practices were created. For instance, to 

formulate verbs and nouns, the students took the word root in English and added morphemes to 

result in what I called Englirja. Moreover, there were various examples of using definite articles 

and prepositions in Derja instead of English, which resulted in Derglish. These forms were not 

restricted to this function only, yet they were recurrent practices among students.  

 

Before moving on to explain this function with extracts, I have to clarify the creation of the 

notions of Derglish and Englirja and not adopting Belmihoub’s terminology (2018a). Belmihoub 

ascribes to the combination of the taught English in the Algerian context and the most spoken 

languages (Derja and Berber) as Derjish and Berglish. However, I would call the Berbeglish: 

The Berglish.  For the reason that only “ish” is used to form Derjish in Belmihoub’s study, which 

may entail an emphasis on the dominance of Derja over English, I created Derglish rather than 

going with the former term. Furthermore, Belmihoub (2018a) refers to the speakers of Derjish 

as incompetent users who cannot use the TL. This is not the case in this study because the 

participants (most of the students and only one teacher) used Derglish for basic words like known 

verbs and nouns to create new language practices and index their identities in the English 
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language classrooms. Thus, these “language practices then don’t belong to the school or to the 

home; the language is that of the learner, his or her own being, knowing and doing, as it emerges 

through social interaction” (Garcia & Li, 2014, p.80).  

 

Excerpt 5 

1.1S1G15: weshno omission? 

2.1S1G16: omission, to omit, veut dire no article, matwritish larticle. 

3.1S1G15: kifah nwritiwha? 

4.1S1G16: akatbi omit w addi “ssion”, but not “tion” (said in French), diri deux “ss” et 

“ion” (said in French). 

6.1S1G15: sa7iti zina, thank you.  

7.1S1G16: bla mzia, welcome lovi. 

 

In the extract above, 1S1G15 enquired about the meaning of the word “omission” said by 

the teacher. Without referring to her teacher and based on the linguistic level, she asked her peer 

1SG16, using the question word in Derja “weshno/what is” and the main lexical item in English. 

In line 2, Her peer explained and repeated the word “omission”, then she provided the verb “to 

omit” in English. For more simplification, she explained that it means no article, adopting 

different languages simultaneously. She used French for the interconnecting word “veut dire/it 

means”, then the word “no article” which seemed more familiar to 1S1G16. Notably, she 

supervened what she said in English with a new translanguaging practice which led to a new 

verb in Derglish. It is when she said: “matwritish larticle/ do not write the article”. A further 

explanation of this new form of the verb is provided in Table 6. 

 

1S1G16 created a new verb “matrwitish/ do not write” by using the word “ma” as a prefix, 

meaning “not” in this context. It is used both in MSA and Derja for different meanings; however, 

in this case, it refers to negation. “T” is used to address someone, mainly “you”. Nevertheless, 

she kept the main root “write” and added “ish” as a suffix in Derja which is a form of negation 

with singular pronouns (I, you, she, he). Interestingly, this new practice by 1SG16 neither has a 

different meaning from the original word nor belongs to another part of speech. It has the same 

meaning (do not write) and the same category (a verb). Thus, she creatively deployed the 

languages at her disposal to assure her peer’s understanding of the word. 
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Table 6. The different forms of the new verbs, Derglish. 

Pronoun in Derja  Negation word 

(beginning and 

end of the verb)  

Verb stem  The new verb, Derglish  

Ana/ I  Ma (n); Ish/ do 

not  

write Manwritish / I do not write  

Nta / You (male) Ma (t); Ish /do not write Matwritish / you do not write  

Nti/ You (female) Ma(t); Ish/ do not write Matwritish /you do not write  

Hiya/ She  Ma(t); Ish/ does 

not  

write Matwritish / she does not 

write  

Howa/ He  Ma(y); Ish / does 

not  

write Maywritish/ he does not 

write  

7na/ We  Ma(t); wesh/ do 

not  

write Manwritiwesh/ we do not 

write 

Ntoma/you (plural of you)  Ma(t); wesh / do 

not 

write Matwritiwesh/ you do not 

write  

Homa/They (plural of she 

and he) 

Ma(y); wesh/ do 

not  

write Maywritiwesh / they do not 

write 

 

In line 3, 1S1G15 understood 1S1G16’s explanation; nevertheless, she enquired about the 

written form of the word “omission”. It is interesting to notice that she adopted the same practice 

as her peer. She used the question word “kifah/ how” in Derja and adopted the same 

translanguaging practice her peer deployed to form the verb “nwritiwha”. In this case, it is the 

declarative form. The “n” refers to “we “and “ha” refers to “it”. Interestingly, she did not say 

“kifah nwritiha? Or kifah twritiha? / How do I write it? Or how do you write it?”, but 

“nwritwitha/we write it”. This might entail that this form was used to emphasize that the students 

were working together to communicate meaning through the shared similar idiolects and the 

resources they had.  

 

In line 4, 1S1G16 explained the written form of the word “omission” in detail. She started 

with the verb in Derja “akatbi/write”, and then she provided the verb in English “omit” for the 

main word “omission”. Then, a similar translanguaging practice of the verb formation occurred 

when she used the verb “addi ssion” rather than “add ssion”. 1S1G16 clarified that “ssion” should 
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be at the end and not “tion” by pronouncing the latter in French. The reason behind such use 

might be to make 1S1G15 aware that the sound is /ʃ ə n/, but the spelling is “ssion”. She further 

asked her classmate in French to write double “s” and add “ion”. Thus, the simultaneous use of 

LOTE for eliciting and explanation purposes varied between interlingual and interdiscursive 

translanguaging and ranged from Englirja and Derja practices, the word family in English, 

pronunciation, and spelling in French to the use of Derja for connecting ideas  

 

In line 6, 1S1G15 thanked her classmate in Derja first, then in English, saying “sa7iti zina, 

thank you/thank you beautiful”. The words “sa7iti and zina/ thank you and beautiful” are used in 

everyday practices. They are used for compliments, showing appreciation, and praising 

someone’s efforts. In accordance with the findings of the students’ attitudes, using these words 

in ARABIC, Derja in this case, is stronger than using them in English. However, a male cannot 

use the same form to thank his female classmate. He would say, “sa7iti khti/ thank you, 

sister”. This is because of the ground rules of the communicative situation and the students’ 

cultural backgrounds. Drawing on this and following the complementarity principle proposed by 

Grosjean (2016), the translanguaging practices are different between males and females in the 

classroom context. In line 7, 1S1G16 adopted her peer’s translanguaging practice, using Derja, 

English, and Englirja concurrently, replying “bla mzia, welcome lovi/ welcome, …my love”. 

Hereof, apart from the academic context, she used a new noun, “lovi” referring to “my love”. 

1S1G16 used the lexical item from English “lov” and added the morpheme “i” from her 

repertoire of ARABIC “ـي/my”; it is what I called Englirja. This is better explained in Table 7 

below. I have to mention that with masculine nouns, “ـي/my” is used as a possessive pronoun in 

both MSA and Derja with the first person singular. This is again the reason why I referred to the 

notion of ARABIC as a unit. So, if we translate the word “lovi/my love” in Derja or MSA, it is 

the same “حبّي”. 
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Table 7. The use of Englirja. 

ARABIC (Derja/SA)  English  Englirja 

Word  Possession 

pronoun  

Word Possession 

pronoun 

Word Possession pronoun 

 حب

7ob 

 ي

y                  

Love  My  Love  ي (pronounced as 

/i:/) 

  (lovi) يMy love  lov حبّي

 

Another recurrent way of creating new words, including pronouns in Derglish is explained 

in excerpt 6 below.  

 

Excerpt 6 

1. 2S1C2: wechno occupation? sheghol ta3o? 

2. 2S1C3: hih, lkhadma ta3o, ljob 

 

In line 1, 2S1C2 in a civilisation session asked her peer to check her understanding of 

whether occupation means “job”. Like the previous examples, she used Derja and English 

concurrently to ask her question and provide in Derja the word “sheghol ta3o? / His job?” to 

assure her peer’s understanding of the question. The word “sheghol” is used in Derja and MSA, 

but the difference lies within pronunciation; it is pronounced “ashoghl” in MSA. The use of these 

languages is within the psychological aspect of classroom talk and how students shared ideas 

with each other in a friendly environment without fear or shyness. 2S1C3 confirmed that her 

peer’s understanding was correct by replying in Derja “hih, lkhadma ta3o/ yes, his job”, then 

Derglish “ljob”. As can be seen, she did not say “the job or job”, yet 2S1C3 added the letter “l” 

which is the definite article in Derja to the word “job” in English, resulting in a new word “ljob”. 

Therefore, 2S1C3 did not have a gap in her knowledge of the definite articles in English, but she 

activated her languages creatively to create a word that was unique to her and similar to the ones 

she uses in her everyday practices.  

 

Hence, deploying Derglish in relation to the definite article in Derja with English words is 

worth looking at. There are two types of definite articles in Derja: one is followed by the lunar 

consonant, and it is pronounced “l” (like in this example) unlike “al” in MSA. The other is 
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followed by a solar consonant, and it is usually pronounced “a”. This practice is explained in 

Table 8 below. 

Table 8.The use of Derglish. 

Derja English  Derglish 

Definite 

article 

L  Definite 

article 

The  Definite 

article  

L /  

Word  Khadma/ 

 خدمة

Word  Job  Word  Job  

Lkhadma / لخدمة The job  Ljob  

 

Overall, the findings showed that the students translanguaged interlingually and 

interdiscursively. Thus, from translanguaging’s perspectives and in line with the characteristics 

of the co-learning relationship and co-learning classroom environment proposed by Brantmeier 

(as cited in Garcia & Li, 2014), it seems that the students trusted each other’s knowledge. This 

was evident when they helped one another using their own languages, including their personal 

idiolects, which were also adopted by the other communicators. During their interaction with 

each other, which can be seen as “naturally occurring contexts where boundaries between 

languages are fluid and constantly shifting” (Cenoz & Gorter, 2017, p.904) and with the absence 

of the teacher’s restriction about using LOTE, co-learners were collectively and flexibly 

engaging in their communicative events through asking questions, explaining, and clarifying.  

 

However, the students in the interviews reported that using LOTE was a necessary practice 

because of their deficiencies in English during their on-lesson interaction, especially for 

explanation purposes. In contrast to these reported practices, the findings in this section showed 

that the students sometimes used the languages they shared deliberately to create meaning freely 

despite their linguistic proficiency and knowledge of the English language practices. 

Interestingly, the students’ use of translanguaging in their own voice led to the creation of what 

Li (2011, 2018) calls translanguaging space. Within this space, they creatively created new 

practices (Derglish and Englirja) that were understandable and unique to the students’ interaction 

with each other. Furthermore, it seems that these practices were valued among the participants 

as far as clarity, which is the concern of the cultural level, was successfully achieved by the end 

of the conversation. Therefore, from the internal perspectives of translanguaging (Otheguy et al., 

2015) or language from below (Baynham & Lee, 2019; Pennycook & Otsuji, 2015), Derglish 
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and Englisrja are deemed as resources (Juvonen & Källkvist, 2021; Sierk, 2021; Svensson, 

2021) and not as deficit (Svensson, 2021) “among multilingual individuals where participants 

draw on their individual and shared linguistic repertoires to communicate without regard to 

conventional language boundaries” (Cummins, 2021, p.28) and adhering to the “dominant 

monolingual approaches” (Svensson, 2021, p.92). 

4.3.1.2. Feedback and correction 

This section discusses how students used LOTE to correct and provide feedback to their 

classmates. It occurred most of the time during the students’ discussion of future homework like 

projects, writing down the lesson, off-task topics, and working on written tasks.  It is worth 

mentioning that the feedback and correction function took place without the request of those who 

committed the mistake. Derja was interdiscursively dominant when fulfilling this function 

alongside keywords in English. Furthermore, the students used their languages interlingually to 

correct each other in front of the teachers or break the IRF (Initiation, Response, Feedback) 

technique. The examples below illustrate this function.  

 

Excerpt 7 

1.3S1C6: in Virginia (pronouncing the word correctly but writing it down with “ve”) 

3.3S1C7: mataktabch Virginia hakdek tatkteb bel “i” (pronounced in French).  

4.3S1C6: ani matwatra hahaha…hakda naktab mkhalta 3liha ki nrawe7 manfham walo/ I 

am nervous hahahaha… I write in an unorganized way this is the reason I don`t understand 

when I go back home”. 

 

The extract above is taken from a third-year civilisation class. Although 3S1C6 pronounced 

the word “Virginia” correctly, she wrote it with “ve” instead of “vi”. Since it was a writing task, 

the students’ focus was on the correct form of the words. It is apparent from 3S1C7’s reaction in 

line 3 when she used Derja and pronounced the letter in French to correct her peer.  Thus, while 

they were in the process of writing, 3S1C7 was a resource for her classmate and emphasized the 

English language by paying attention to 3S1C6’s mistakes and providing the correct written form 

by deploying her own languages simultaneously. Hereof, in this context, using LOTE alongside 

English was of pedagogical value (Galante, 2020b). Driven by the communicative situation 

needs that appeared to create a sense of sharing power among the group members, 3S1C1 moved 

fluidly between the different languages. Thus, using only English could have resulted in 3S1C4’s 
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feeling of inferiority, especially since the students in the interviews reported that deploying 

English when communicating with each other is a sign of showing off.  

 

In line 4, 3S1C6 expressed in Derja her feelings of being restless. It is worth noting that this 

student used the same languages 3S1C7 used to convey her message. Here I mean, she used 

Derja to express her feelings and explain her awareness of the mistake she committed. She 

referred to her affective status as being nervous and the way she writes as the reasons for the 

incorrect written form of the word “Virginia”. However, she used English to accomplish the task 

assigned by the teacher. So, the deployment of LOTE without restrictions helped the students to 

create a collaborative and tolerant space for correcting, keeping the task moving, learning the 

target language accurately, and expressing feelings. This function did not only take place 

between students but also during their teachers’ presence.  

 

Providing feedback and correction occurred when the teacher asked about the meaning of 

the word “renaissance”. The excerpt below, taken from a second-year linguistics class, illustrates 

this function.  

 

Excerpt 8 

1.2L3T: … after the medieval period, it means al3aser lwasit, what do we find?  

2.2S3L1: renaissance 

3.2L3T: very good, ehh we say it in ARABIC? 

4.2S3L2: lmonahada 

5.2S3L3: no, 3aser nahda mesh monahada 

6.2L3T: 3aser nahda, very good, in French it’s la renaissance, it’s the same in English… 

 

To establish understanding, 2L3T explained the “medieval period in MSA, saying, “al3aser 

lwasit” without any adherence to the names of languages. She, then, asked her students in 

English, “what do we find?” to test their knowledge and encourage their participation. 2S3L1 

contributed to the conversation by answering in English, “renaissance”. 2L3T praised her in 

English, which implies positive feedback. The teachers’ Feedback was mainly expressed in 

English; however, a few teachers used Derja like “sa7it(i)/well done”. In line 3, 2L3T further 

asked them about the translation of “renaissance” in ARABIC, not only to check their familiarity 

with the word but also to allow them to display their linguistic expertise. 2S3L2 answered in 
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ARABIC “lmonahada/resistance”, yet her classmate interfered by disagreeing with her in 

English “no”, then providing the correct answer in ARABIC “3aser nahda”. 2S3L3 expressed, 

in Derja, disagreement with her classmate “mesh monahada/not resistance”. The student’s 

answer without waiting for the teacher broke the IRF technique.  

 

Accordingly, the teacher’s initiation and allowance of the translanguaging space helped 

2S3L3 to prove her linguistic proficiency in differentiating between the two meanings and 

providing the exact answer. Finally, 2L3T repeated her student’s answer and praised her in 

English. She then drew her students’ attention to the word in French “la renaissance” and 

commented that it is the same in English. In line with the findings from the teachers’ attitudes, 

the reason behind this use might be for comparing languages and raising the students’ awareness 

about cognates across languages. There is an interesting finding about 2L3T, as she was the only 

teacher I observed who created her own new words as students did, yet in Englirja only. For 

example, she used in other classes “someona/someone” and “I am prouda/ proud”, referring to 

the feminine form like in ARABIC. 

 

To conclude, neither the interviewee teachers nor the students reported deploying LOTE for 

correction and feedback purposes. From the findings above, the students’ use of the distinct 

languages for correction and feedback purposes was to show expertise and establish an 

understanding of the teacher’s input (Aghai et al., 2020; Fallas Escobar, 2020; Garcia, 2009a, 

2009b; Seals et al., 2020). This function depended on the addressee, and it occurred 

interdiscursively with the classmates while interlingually in the teacher’s presence. Furthermore, 

Derja, with rare cases of MSA and French, was used before English among students, while vice 

versa in front of the teachers. In line with the cultural level, students translanguaged to show 

expertise and assure learning accurately. However, within the psychological level, when using 

their own languages in the EFL classrooms for correction and feedback purposes, the students 

prioritized the receiver and the kind of relationship with them. Here, I mean that the students 

could not correct freely their classmates when working in groups if they did not have close 

relationships with them, resulting in a limited translanguaging space. Therefore, this finding may 

lead us to infer that the students’ translanguaging practices do not always occur spontaneously 

or naturally inside the classroom, (Canagarajah, 2011a; Cenoz & Gorter, 2017, 2020; Duarte, 

2020; Garcia & Li, 2014; Lewis et al., 2012; William, 2012), but they could be strategic as they 

depend on the person (including relationships) the students are talking to and the purpose they 

want to achieve. Moreover, these findings about the close relationship of the classmates agree 
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with those obtained from the students’ attitudes towards their use of LOTE with their classmates 

in general.  

4.3.1.3. Expressive 

The other most recurrent function that emerged from the observational data was the 

expressive one. It is significant to mention that within this function, unlike on-lesson discussions, 

the teachers did not interfere when the students used LOTE either with them or with their 

classmates. In informal contexts, Derja was the dominant language, but not the only one used. 

Students translanguaged using Derja, Englirja, and Derglish with basic words in English and 

French. This function was not cognitively demanding, but it was for establishing social relations. 

Though Mercer (2000) mentioned that this kind of talk affects the quality of the academic talk, 

in my study, it was the function through which I noticed how students showed their identities 

through the deployment of LOTE. The different extracts below illustrate this finding. 

 

Excerpt 9 

1.1S1RM12: ih khater wa9t fat, lAlgerians makanouch mat7albin, not milked  

2.1S1RM13: c’est vrai, doka rahom fa9o, conscious fa9 labri9  

3.1S1RM12: hahaha ya 7asrah che7al 3andi msm3thech had lhadra  

4.1S1RM13: hahaha m3ana ghir lagdim 3azizati dearati, new 7abo w lold matfaret fih  

5.1S1RM12: hahaha mahboula crazy  

 

In a second-year research methodology class, 2S1RM12 in line 1 started expressing her 

opinion, using the discourse marker in Derja “ih/yes” the way it is used in everyday practices to 

assert what she was about to say. She then gave the reason in Derja “khater wa9t fat/ because in 

the past”. Interestingly, she did not use the French word “les Algériens” as many Algerians do 

in their everyday practices; nevertheless, she used Derglish “lAlgerians” as explained in section 

4.3.1.1. Hereof, the choice of English as a major seems to affect the students’ translanguaging 

practices by relinquishing language practices (like nationalities in this example) from the former 

colonial language, French, and adopting the ones they were exposed to in their field of study, 

English, alongside Derja. 2S1RM12 continued using Derja, mainly a slang taken from Facebook 

that became a part of the Algerian dialect. The adjective “mat7albin” has different meanings, and 

it is context-dependent; howbeit, the word means they were not discerners in this example. 

Though she used Derja first, she then translated the word literally in English as “not milked”. 
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This translation is for Derja and MSA words “محلبش/ يحلب لم” "ma7labsh/lam ya7lib”, 

respectively, which have a different meaning from the Derja word “mat7albin” used in this 

context. 2S1RM12 deployed her own languages creatively to make sense of the discussion. 

 

In line 2, 2S1RM13 agreed with her peer in French “c’est vrai/this is true” (though this 

expression became a part of the Algerian dialect among young people). She directly moved to 

Derja “doka rahom fa9o/ now they are conscious” to reiterate what her peer said in another way. 

Interestingly, she adopted her peer’s same practice to express her opinion in Derja and translate 

the word into English “fa9o/conscious”. Nonetheless, unlike her classmate, this translation in 

English was accurate. Following the English word, she used a saying in Derja “fa9 labri9”, which 

is outdated and not used by the new generation, especially Gen Z8. The reason behind deploying 

Derja, and especially old sayings, might be to create a sense of humour and show herself as a 

person who is familiar with previous generations’ heritage. This is because most of the people 

who were born in the 1990s are making fun of those who were born in the 2000s on social media 

and considering them as the generation that knows nothing about the past. Thus, using Derja in 

this context might be a result of the topics and the new ideas that are discussed on social media 

platforms. In this regard, using mainly Derja allowed 2S1RM13 to express her awareness about 

her cultural identity, “here I am” (this was borrowed from a sociolinguistics class I observed). 

Furthermore, it showed that she shared the same background as 2S1RM13. In line 3, her peer 

2S1C13 laughed and commented in Derja to show her understanding of the saying. This is similar 

to what Canagarajah (2011a) found in his article that when multilinguals communicate in a 

hybrid way, they “have ways of indicating their desired codes and identities” (p.20). Another 

example of the identity, religious identity, is explained in excerpt 10. Again, using special 

expressions in Derja, such as old sayings, depends on the intimate relationship between the 

students, and their socioeconomic and linguistic backgrounds. Here I mean that students whose 

parents speak French fluently, those who are deeply into English, or those students with whom 

they do not share a close relationship might consider those language users and their use of these 

sayings or other old words in Derja, particularly, as old-fashioned.  

 

Interestingly, in line 4, 2S1RM13 expressed her pride as someone who knows the past, using 

the habitual expression in Derja “m3ana ghir lagdim/ we are keeping pace with obsolete time”. 

She continued her speech, deploying simultaneously the expression “3azizati/ my dear” in MSA 

                                                
8 Gen Z are the people who were born between 1993 and 2011 (Canada Statistics, 2021). 
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and “dearati/my dear” in Englirja. 2S1RM13 then provided another Algerian saying, but unlike 

the previous example, she creatively used her own languages simultaneously to express herself. 

As it can be seen at the end of line 4, she said, “new 7abo w lold matfaret fih/ love what is …and 

do not neglect what is…”, using interlingually basic words in English “new” for “jdid”, Derglish 

“lold” for “lgdim” and Derja interdiscursively. Consequently, within the cultural and 

psychological levels, this flexible use of LOTE led to successful comprehension and a sense of 

meaning-making in a friendly atmosphere. 

 

By moving between languages and creating new forms, 2S1RM13 expressed herself as an 

Algerian and an English language learner at once. Moreover, she creatively created a fluid space 

where languages were freely used without adherence to the named socio-political languages. As 

a reaction to what she said, 2S1RM12 adopted the same language practice her peer deployed in 

line 2 in Derja and English simultaneously “mahboula crazy”. This practice might show that 

these two students have a close relationship, and their translanguaging practices allowed them to 

communicate freely. From this extract and like many extracts, it can be noticed that Derja was 

used before English in many aspects that might be related to the values and the signification that 

these languages serve for particular purposes. 

 

The following excerpt 10 is an example of how EFL students deployed their own languages 

to show their religious identities.  

 

Excerpt 10 

1.1S1Li10: ih wellah 3andha l7a9, 7na bark man7abouch na9raw 

2.1S1Li11: ana wellah vraiment 7aba nstudy besah lazy, tkhayli des fois na3raf 7awayej 

besa7 I don’t participate, ngol khali bark. 

4.1S1Li10: chafti, see, hadi li mday3atna, lazem na9arw nzayro rwa7na bah au moins 

nmajoriw 

6.1S1Li11: nchallah, au moins nkono fel “A” bach nafawto concours doctorat 

7.1S1Li10: ih nchallah ya rabi, it’s my dream, kima ygolk dream big, nzayro rwa7na wkhlas  

8.1S1Li11: hadek makan rabi ywafa9na w y9adarna, haya nzayro rwahna baliz, lovi  

9.1S1Li10: nchllah frienditi.  
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In the excerpt above from a first-year literature class, both students opted for a 

translanguaging practice through which meaning was conveyed and understood clearly. While I 

was sitting next to these students, I could notice that 1S1Li10’s home language is Tamazight 

which was apparent from her accent when speaking to her classmate 1S1Li11 whose home 

language is Derja. This means that 1S1Li10 was aware of her classmate’s background, so she 

chose suitable linguistic features for the communicative situation.  

 

In line 1, as in the previous example, 1S1Li10 used the discourse marker in Derja to agree 

“ih/yes” followed by the Islamic swear word in Derja “wellah/I swear to God” to show great 

sincerity and veracity. When the students swore, they used the word in Derja rather than any 

other language, including MSA, to show their religious and national identities. It is noteworthy 

that the word “wellah” is used both in MSA and Derja, but the difference lies within 

pronunciation. 1S1Li10 emphasized her agreement and expressed her sense of blame in Derja, 

saying, “7na bark man7abouch na9raw/it’s just us that we don’t like studying”. In line 2, her 

classmate expressed her opinion, deploying languages simultaneously. She said: “ana wellah 

vraiment 7aba nstudy besah lazy, tkhayli des fois na3raf 7awayej besa7 I don’t participate ngol 

khali bark/ I swear to God I really want to study but I am …, can you imagine that sometimes I 

know the answer but… I say just let it be”. To express her feelings of regret and eagerness to 

study, 1S1Li11 used Derja interdiscursively and Derglish to say “nstudy” instead of “to study”. 

In this context, “n”, which refers to expressing enthusiasm in Derja, is more related to “I” rather 

than “to”. However, using English was mostly deployed interlingually. The basic words 

“vraiment/really “and “des fois/sometimes” can be considered as Derja rather than French 

because they are used in everyday practices among people who have at least a basic knowledge 

of French.  

 

Interestingly, in the following line 4, 1S1Li10 changed her sole use of Derja to include 

different languages as 1S1Li11 did. She used “chafti” simultaneously with its equivalent in 

English “see” to show agreement. 1S1Li10 used Derja to express her opinion about a 

consequence of their irresponsible behaviour “hadi li mday3atna/this what makes us fail”. Then, 

she carried on using Derja interdiscursively for encouragement and commitment purposes, 

saying, “lazem na9arw nzayro rwa7na bah au moins nmajoriw/ we have to study hard so at least 

we will be with the highest-ranking students”. In line 6, her peer used Derja to share her opinion 

and express her ambition to participate in the doctorate contest. Again, both students used the 

word “nchallah, ih nchallah ya rabi / if Allah wills, yes if Allah wills O’ Allah” to express strong 
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belief and full acquiescence to Allah’s will. This word is evermore on their lips and a part of the 

Muslim culture and practice. It can be explained that the students in their classrooms cannot 

abandon their identity as Algerians and Muslims, and this is apparent through using the word 

“nchallah” in Derja rather than saying it in MSA, French, English, or any other language. This 

use of their own languages allowed them to affirm their identities (Cummins, 2015). 

 

It should be mentioned that within this function, Facebook translanguaging practices were 

found for establishing relationships and interpersonal communication. For instance, 1S1Li11 

adopted her out of the class current young generation language practices, using “baliz/please” 

though she was familiar with the word in English. Thus, deploying these translanguaging 

practices freely could help the students benefit from their social media’s multilingualism to 

develop their awareness “about the different contexts” (Cenoz & Gorter, 2017, p.910) and 

expand the new language practices. This offers the difference between the traditional approach 

of language teaching and learning and the multilingual approach. The latter advocates that the 

classroom is associated with the social context, and it is not a decontextualized one as the ideal 

native monolingual speakers think (Cenoz & Gorter, 2020a).  

 

Based on the findings of this function and consistent with the findings of the students’ and 

teachers’ attitudes, the students translanguaged interdiscursively and interlingually to express 

different feelings and concerns among each other. They used different words to communicate 

effectively and show their religious and national identities, yet English was less used to serve 

this function. They also adopted out-school translanguaging practices, which depend on their 

close relationships and familiarity with the addressee. The teachers did not interfere with or 

prevent the students’ use of LOTE when discussing topics of non-pedagogical values. As 

mentioned previously, the students’ use of the different languages was affected by their teacher’s 

use. However, during their off-lesson interaction with their teachers, unlike on-lesson 

discussions, they tended to use Derja more than English without adherence to the teachers’ 

language practice (this is discussed below). The teachers used English more than Derja for 

different functions, and they tended to keep the latter after the former. These functions are 

explained in the following part.  
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4.3.2. The functions of translanguaging by the teachers 

This section deals with the functions that EFL teachers fulfilled through pedagogical 

translanguaging (Cenoz, 2017). The findings showed that English was dominant in the teachers’ 

talk, alongside using LOTE interlingually for on-lesson discussions and interdiscursively for off-

lesson topics.  Most teachers used English with Derja and some French words. However, there 

was only one teacher who used Spanish words, and another used mostly full explanations in 

French. Thus, illustrated below with examples, the teachers’ use of other languages served two 

main functions: explanation and expressive. 

4.3.2.1. Explanation 

The most common function behind the teachers’ use of LOTE was explaining and providing 

information to their students. It occurred mainly, but not only, interlingually while the rest of the 

explanation was in English. Furthermore, these practices were often accompanied by embodied 

gestures, i.e., intersemiotic translanguaging. Teachers scaffolded their students and strategically 

opened a translanguaging space. The extract below provides a better exemplification.  

 

Excerpt 11 

1. 1S2P16: two. 

2.1P2T: yes, who said two? 

3.1S2P16: ana  

4. 1P2T: don’t speak in Arabic. which sounds do we produce? 

5.Ss: /f/, /v/ 

………………………………………………………………………………………………

.. 

8. 1P2T: very good, /f/, /v/…can you give me examples?    

……………………………………………………………………………………………… 

17. 1S2P8: five  

18. 1P2T: five very good, cinco in Spanish, good, ok, later on in the future enshallah when 

I will talk about the difference between phonetics and phonology, I want you to put this as 

premise, do you know what does premise mean? 

21.Ss (chorally): yes 
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22. 1P2T: it’s premise not promise, premise with “e”, a premise is a basic idea about 

something, and without this basic idea, we can’t move forward, it’s an idea that we need to 

know and understand …it means fikra 9a3idiya 

26. 1S2P14: hypothesis  

27. 1P2T: no, hypothesis means faradiya, but premise is a basic idea, une idée basique in 

French, ok? 

29.Ss: yes 

30. 1P2T: good, when you build a house, you need a basis first, what is it called? what do 

we call it in English?  

32.Ss were silent 

33. 1P2T: we call it a bedrock 

34. 1S2P12: asas 

35. 1P2T: asas, nice I heard someone said asas… we study the speech sounds of 

all languages in the world, you might ask, but sir you only gave us the examples in English? 

Yes, I only gave the examples in English because we are concerned with the English 

language, ok, so phonetics is concerned with all the languages in the world, if for example 

I say give me the labiodental sounds in ARABIC, you say ‘7arfo l7a2e/ح’, so later on if I 

ask about Spanish or German if you know them , you give it to me based on the place of 

articulation, for example we don’t have ‘kha/خ’, we don’t have ‘ḍad/ض’,  that’s why Arabic 

is called “loghat dad” …you know how to spell the word lower, it’s ok, tell me, it’s not a 

shame 

47.Ss (chorally): yes 

48. 1P2T: good… not all teeth, we use only these ones (he showed his mouth), which one 

goes up? 

50.Ss:  the lower lip 

………………………………………………………………………………………………

. 

54. 1P2T: where is the jaw, do you know the meaning of jaw? jaw means el fak, it’s this 

part (he showed it), I need a volunteer, one of the boys…. it’s this part (the teacher showed 

the jaw of the volunteered student), thank you sir, haw masralo walo 3lah khlo3to? Ok, 

write… 

 

This piece of the talk is taken from a first-year phonetics class. After 1P2T confirmed the 

answer of 1S2P16, he enquired in English about the person who answered. 1S2P16 replied in 
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Derja “ana/me”. Her use of Derja might be related to her teacher’s use of the same language 

during the session. However, 1P2T showed a negative attitude towards his student’s use of Derja 

and asked her not to speak in ARABIC again. In other observations I had with 1P2T, he was 

always asking his students not to use ARABIC. Based on the observations and the findings from 

the teachers’ interviews, most of the EFL teachers were trying to adopt the CLT by focusing on 

English and restricting the use of LOTE to make the students use the English language features 

to fulfil different communicative functions. 

 

In line 16, 1S2P8 gave the word “five” as an example of the /v/ sound. 1P2T repeated her 

answer and praised her in English. Then he said “Cinco in Spanish” through direct translation to 

display expertise and add a new word to his language learners’ repertoires. His use of the notion 

of “Spanish” might be to draw his students’ attention that the word is in the Spanish language 

precisely, but not any other language. I have to mention that Spanish was only taught in the CILL 

centre at Setif 2 University, but not in secondary schools. This could be the reason many students 

might not be familiar with the vocabulary in this language as they would be with German, which 

most of them were exposed to in secondary schools. 1P2T provided further explanations in 

English. However, he used the word “enshallah” in Derja to talk about a future plan. Drawing 

on this, teachers like their students used Derja to show their religious identities. Using religious 

words in ARABIC was allowed in the different classroom communicative events without any 

restrictions or negative reactions. Consequently, communicators’ identities appear to play a role 

in shaping their use of their own languages, especially in situations where the English language 

cannot serve specific needs suitably. This was said during the classes by some teachers and found 

in the teachers’ interviews. 

 

1P2T in line 20 asked his students about the meaning of the word “premise”, but in line 22, 

he assumed that his students might mix it with “promise”. This is why he explained it in English 

by defining the word and its importance. Finally, he provided a word-to-word translation or 

interlingual translanguaging in MSA “fikra 9a3idya/basic idea”. 1P2T used the languages 

simultaneously and strategically to explain and make sense of the word to his students without 

raising the notion of named languages. 1S2P14 contributed to the discussion by providing the 

word “hypothesis” in English; nevertheless, 1P2T disagreed with her in English and used MSA 

interlingually, saying “faradiya”. Then, he repeated the definition he provided before in English 

interdiscursively to conclude with interlingual translanguaging in French, “une idée 

basique/basic idea”. Notably, 1P2T referred to the notion of French like he did with Spanish, but 
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he did not do the same with ARABIC, MSA in this case. 1P2T took the opportunity of the 

different languages as a resource for learning (explanation purposes and establishing 

understanding) (Aghai et al., 2020; Wedin, 2021).  

 

For a better explanation, 1P2T gave an example and asked his students about a key lexical 

word in English. The students kept silent, so in lines 30-31 he provided the answer in English. 

Unlike the previous example where 1P2T used translation, 1S2P12 translated the word in MSA 

“asas/bedrock”. The use of MSA might be for two reasons. The first one can be related to the 

teacher’s use of MSA for the word “fardaiya”. The second one is that “asas” can be considered 

a keyword that has to be in a formal way in this context, especially after the teacher’s negative 

reaction to Derja earlier. After 1S2P12’s answer and drawing on the psychological level, 1P2T 

showed a positive attitude towards this use by praising and repeating her answer in English and 

MSA, saying, “nice I heard someone said asas/bedrock”. Thus, it seems that 1P2T had a negative 

attitude towards basic words in Derja like the pronouns “ana/me”, but a positive attitude towards 

his students’ interlingual translanguaging practices (translation of keywords) of pedagogical 

values (Galante, 2020b) that enabled them to function effectively and make sense of the content 

(Garcia, 2009a). Having drawn on this example and the other observations and in line with the 

findings in Chapter 5, there is a reason and a context behind the occurrences of translanguaging 

(Mazak & Herbas-Donoso, 2015). In this case, translation of keywords for explaining and 

understanding. Furthermore, while the teachers created a controlled and strategic 

translanguaging space by limiting their students’ translanguaging practices, their language 

practices were shaped by the needs of the communicative event.  

 

1P2T kept explaining and providing information to his students in English interdiscursively. 

In line 39, he compared the English language and MSA at the phonetics level. He gave a 

metalinguistics example of one of the places of articulation of an ARABIC sound “7arfo l7a2e/ḥ” 

which does not exist in English. His aim might be to draw his students’ attention and raise their 

linguistic awareness that phonetics is concerned with all languages. 1P2T gave examples and 

explained in English with reference to the ARABIC sounds “kha/kh and ḍad/ ḍ” that do not exist 

in the English language. He then reminded his students that because of the letter “ḍ”, MSA is 

called “loghat ḍad /the language of ḍ”. Thus, in this example, translanguaging is a bilingual 

performance (Mazak & Herbas-Donoso, 2015) since 1P2T used the languages at his disposal 

simultaneously to explain and make connections across languages. This finding was discussed 
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in the teachers’ interviews, where they said that they embraced and valued their translanguaging 

practices to serve this function of comparison between languages.  

 

An important finding is that after explaining in English the labiodental sounds’ place of 

articulation, 1P2T emphasised that not all teeth are used, but the upper front ones. He used 

simultaneous body language while explaining to teach English. In line 49, 1P2T initiated a 

question in English to ask about known information and check his students’ understanding. The 

students replied in English as a sign of grasping the teacher’s explanation. He neither disagreed 

nor confirmed his students’ answer, but rather he asked them in English about the meaning of a 

keyword in the lesson, “…jaw?”. He immediately used English and MSA simultaneously “jaw 

means el fak” without reference to the notion of separate languages. Again, when 1P2T invited 

one of his male students to show his students the “jaw”, an embodied gesture was used alongside 

LOTE. Finally, 1P2T shifted to out of the lesson topic and commented in Derja interdiscursively 

“haw masralo walo, 3lah khlo3to? /Nothing happened to him, why were you afraid?” to 

encourage his students to participate and overcome their fear. Finally, drawing on the cultural 

level, the main content of the lesson was clear and understandable. Additionally, based on the 

psychological level, multimodal resources were adopted to share and explain ideas in a context 

where reactions and attitudes differed.   

 

The findings in this section showed that the teachers used both LOTE alongside English for 

exemplifying and providing information to make meaning. Interestingly, unlike the students’ use 

of their own languages for the same function, most of the instances of the teachers’ use of LOTE 

were interlingual with mentioning the notion of languages, except for ARABIC. However, in the 

scarce cases of interdiscursive translanguaging, there were no boundaries or adherence to the 

named languages. In agreement with the findings from the teachers’ interviews, the teachers 

adapted their languages to fit and serve their students and the communicative situation they were 

involved in. This is what Garcia et al. (2017) refer to as the translanguaging shift (Corriente). 

Furthermore, like in previous studies (Fallas Escobar, 2020; Garcia & Kleifgen, 2019; Goodman, 

2017; Günther-van der Meij & Duarte, 2020; Mazak & Herbas-Donoso, 2015; Mazak et al., 

2017; Rabbidge, 2019) most of which were conducted in non-EFL contexts (except Fallas 

Escobar and Rabbidge), the teachers used LOTE practices to raise metalinguistic awareness and 

compare languages, especially with culturally related aspects. However, these translanguaging 

practices were not fixed but dependent on the teachers’ stance (Hunto) (Garcia et al., 2017) and 

the communicative event, and rarely the students’ translanguaging practices.  
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Another finding showed that the teacher’s initiation of translanguaging allowed the students 

to include and provide the information in other languages in addition to the languages they did 

not share (i.e., languages neither used in everyday practices nor the classroom). The students’ 

use of their own languages allowed them to show their proficiency and demonstrate their 

expertise. However, in scarce cases, they were sources of knowledge for their teachers either in 

MSA or other languages they did not share (like German in some classes). In this case, the 

teachers valued and appreciated their students’ use of LOTE, but they sometimes reacted 

negatively to the use of basic words in Derja, especially when it was not asked for. Drawing on 

the psychological and the cultural levels, the findings could indicate that the teachers’ 

affordances of their translanguaging in on-lesson interaction, on the one hand, is dependent on 

their beliefs about themselves as the central participants who have already mastered the language 

of instruction. On the other hand, their affordances of their students’ deployment of LOTE were 

conditioned by its pedagogical value (Galante, 2020b). Thus, unlike the translanguaging 

practices of pedagogical values (Galante, 2020b) which were tailored according to the needs of 

the situation, the teachers embraced their translanguaging and those of their students without 

restrictions during off-lesson discussions. This finding is discussed below.   

4.3.2.2. Expressive  

Another common function in the classes I observed is the expressive function which was 

fulfilled through translanguaging practices. It differs from the explanation function in the sense 

that the teachers welcomed all the language practices. Both teachers and students shared their 

feelings and attitudes in a friendly environment, without any adherence to the notion of separate 

languages.  The teachers’ use of LOTE for the expressive function was often characterized by 

using Derja first, then followed by English. Furthermore, this use occurred interdiscursively for 

expressing feelings and indexing identities with the dominance of Derja in most examples. The 
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piece of the talk below is one of the examples of this function. 

 

Excerpt 12 

1.1G2T: …mochkil ta3 le cours li mora TD, what did the administration tell you about this 

problem the lecture that comes after the TD? doka 7na t3aksna na9raw TD manba3d lcours, 

kifash ray7in ndiro doka? what are we gonna do? 

4.1MS2G: madame, gotlo bah tbadalna cours gali lokhrin programme ta3hom maysa3dech 

bah nchanger lcours  

6.1G2T: what are we going to do? are we going to keep it as it is? or am I supposed to teach 

you what they will teach you in the lecture?  

9.1S2G8: miss, 3lah 3andna TD and lecture? 

10.1G2T: I don’t know, grammar is something practical so I think TD is enough.  Me 

personally, I focus on meaning, lma3na ma3na, grammar ila manchofesh fiha ma3na 

mandoroush biha, what is it? what do we do with it? hak ya sidi 3raftha wech dir biha, what 

do you do with it? how do you use it? Anyways, do you have any questions?  

14.Ss(chorally): no 

 

The conversation is taken from a first-year grammar class where 1G2T expressed in Derja 

her concern regarding the issue they were facing about the TD session “moshkil ta3 le cours li 

mora TD/ it is an issue of having the lecture after the TD”. Importantly, the teacher’s use of her 

own language occurred interdiscursively, unlike the function of explanation. She used English 

to enquire about unknown information, and then she repeated what she said earlier in English, 

“this problem the lecture that comes after the TD?”. After asking her question in English, 1G2T 

used Derja interdiscursively to express her confusion and worries concerning this mess “doka 

7na t3aksna na9raw TD manba3d l cours/Now we are having the TD then the lecture”. She kept 

using Derja to ask for her students’ suggestions and stress that it was a mutual issue, saying, 

“kifash ray7in ndiro doka? /What are we going to do now?” rather than “kifash ray7a ndir doka? 

Or kifash ray7in diro doka /what am I going to do now? Or what are you going to do 

now?”, using the verb in the plural form. By adopting this practice, 1G2T created a 

translanguaging space and invited her students to share their ideas and provide their suggestions 

by using English to repeat what she said in Derja, “what are we gonna do?”. There is an 

interesting aspect in this example regarding off-lesson discussion which is characterised by the 

simultaneous use of Derja and English where Derja came first. Using Derja or French first 
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followed by English was a recurrent practice in the classes I observed when teachers talked about 

off-lesson topics, unlike on-task discussions that were vice versa.  

 

In line 4, 1MS2G used only Derja to respond to his teacher’s question about the 

administration’s decision. There were indeed some French words, but they could be considered 

Derja because they became part of the students’ linguistic repertoires as they are used in everyday 

discussions about their studies. I have to mention that though it is an English language 

department, French and MSA (until the time of writing this thesis) are used for most of the 

announcements the administration makes like modules, programs, and postings of marks (see 

appendix 12). Therefore, such practices outside the classroom seem to affect the teachers’ and 

the students’ language choices inside the class. Furthermore, since there are no official 

documents that state the language policy in this department (this was reported by the teachers in 

the interviews), the teachers were policymakers (Langman, 2014; Rosiers, 2017) and individual 

agents (Rymes, 2008) in their classrooms. However, there is a mismatch between the 

presupposed micro language policy9 (Carroll, 2017) practices of proscribing LOTE inside and 

outside the class within the English language department and the teachers’ real practices. 

 

In line 6, 1G2T showed no reaction to her student’s use of his own languages. While she 

was expressing her dissatisfaction and enquiring about suggestions in English interdiscursively, 

1S2G8 asked her teacher in Derja interdiscursively alongside keywords in English, saying, 

“…3lah 3andna TD and lecture/…why do we have …?”. 1G2T again showed no reaction to her 

student’s use of LOTE and answered in English and Derja interdiscursively. Nevertheless, 1G2T 

used the equivalence of “meaning” in Derja twice “lma3na ma3na” to emphasise the importance 

of studying grammar. She then used the keyword in English “grammar” to be followed by Derja 

“ila manchofesh fiha ma3na mandoroush biha/If we cannot tell the meaning no need to study 

it”. The two languages were used as a unity by 1G2T to fulfil the function of expressing an 

opinion, which implies her identity as a grammar teacher. 1G2T used English to ask questions 

about the meaning and the functions of grammar; these questions were for further explanations 

and clarifications. Finally, at the end of lines 12 and 13, she deployed the same translanguaging 

practice as she did in the first lines of the excerpt to stress her opinion that it is useless to know 

only grammar and its rules without its real meaning. However, the everyday expression “hak ya 

                                                
9 According to Carroll (2017), the micro policies refer to policies at the classroom level. 
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sidi 3raftha/ Now you know it” is context-dependent and may refer to many meanings, yet it was 

used to express the uselessness of just knowing grammar rules in this example. To conclude, 

relying on the psychological and cultural levels, all the opinions were respected, and no defensive 

reactions took place when participants were discussing the issue. In the end, opinions and issues 

were expressed clearly through deploying LOTE. 

 

The data analysis showed that the teachers adopted translanguaging practices for the 

expressive function more than they did with the explanation function. This might mean that the 

status and the role of certain languages that teachers are familiar with outside the classroom 

shape their language practices for interpersonal communication purposes in EFL classrooms 

despite the monolingual ideologies about language teaching and learning that challenge their 

multilingual realities in this context. Furthermore, these translanguaging practices, which seem 

spontaneous and natural, occurred interdiscursively, especially in Derja. Within this function, 

unlike the previous one, the teachers did not show any negative attitudes towards the use of 

LOTE, but they created an open translanguaging space. Nevertheless, this space was open while 

the explanatory translanguaging space was limited. However, the interviewee teachers, except 

for two teachers, did not mention using translanguaging practices during off-lesson topics. Thus, 

this might confirm that translanguaging in the EFL classrooms is restricted when it is of 

pedagogical value (Galante, 2020b), but it is welcomed and valued without any language 

preferences in off-lesson discussions.  

4.4. Conclusion 

This chapter aimed to analyse the observational data obtained from the audio recordings 

associated with the field notes in the EFL classrooms. I started by discussing the existence of 

LOTE within the different types of classroom talks among teachers and students. Furthermore, I 

identified the distinct functions of translanguaging by students and teachers in various 

communicative events, relying on the three levels of analysing the classroom talks. The 

characteristics of cumulative talk, the most prevalent talk in the EFL classrooms, in the students-

students interaction were displayed in Derja interdiscursively, except for the key lexical words 

in English. However, in the teacher-student interaction, the students’ use of LOTE was affected 



 
147 

by their teachers’ practices to perform these features and sometimes other features of the other 

two talks (exploratory and disputational).  

 

When students deployed LOTE in particular contexts, the teachers allowed to some extent 

these translanguaging practices to transcend “the linguistics of systems and speakers to a 

linguistics of participation” (Li, 2018, p.15). The teachers’ talk was mostly cumulative and 

dominated using English interdiscursively. Nevertheless, their interlingual translanguaging was 

necessary for their classrooms, either for thinking or social functions. Furthermore, while the 

teachers’ multimodal resources were for explaining, the students’ embodied gestures were 

mainly for pointing and showing directions. 

 

The students and teachers translanguaged differently in form and function. The ground rules 

of the interaction shaped the simultaneous use of these distinct languages. The students’ own 

languages were deployed interdiscursively alongside English interlingually for the explanation, 

feedback and correction, and expressive functions. The teachers translanguaged for the 

explanation function interlingually and the expressive function interdiscursively. Thus, to gain 

better insights about translanguaging real practices versus the reported practices inside the EFL 

context, the following chapters discuss the findings of the teachers’ and students’ attitudes 

towards these practices. 
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Chapter 5: The analysis of the teachers’ interviews  

5.1. Introduction 

While the previous chapter dealt with the analysis of the real participants’ translanguaging 

practices and the different functions achieved through these practices during the classroom talk 

gathered through observations, this chapter aims to provide the analysis of the teachers’ 

interviews about their attitudes towards these fluid practices. The analysis in this chapter 

addresses the following research question: 

 

3. What are the teachers’ attitudes towards the translanguaging practices in the EFL 

classrooms at the tertiary level? 

 

This chapter is divided into two parts: the teachers’ attitudes towards their own 

translanguaging practices and those of their students. The findings are an attempt to understand 

the teachers’ views regarding the possibility, if any, of welcoming, valuing, or turning down the 

use of translanguaging in the Algerian tertiary EFL classrooms where English is taught and learnt 

as a major. 

5.2. The summary of the main findings 

Based on the space production dimensions proposed by Lefebvre (1991), there are reasons 

behind the teachers’ affordances and limitations of the translanguaging space (Li, 2011, 2018) 

in EFL classrooms. These reasons can be the way the teachers perceived their learners, the 

linguistic norms of teaching and learning inside the language classroom, the shared power, 

experiences, ideologies developed with other members in specific communicative events, and 

the ways such practices are lived and experienced outside and inside the classroom context (the 

socio-historical and cultural dimensions). These choices fall in with the  creativity and criticality 

the translanguaging space embraces (Li, 2011). This strategic space is regarded as an advantage 

“to give back the voice” to the own languages in the EFL classrooms that demand the use of 

English (Garcia & Li, 2014). 

 

Thus, in relation to the translanguaging space (Li, 2011, 2018), the results showed that 

teachers had different viewpoints about their use of LOTE in EFL classrooms. It is important to 

mention that the teacher participants were not familiar with the notion of translanguaging, but 
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their answers were treated from both insider’s and outsider’s (below and above) translanguaging 

perspectives (Baynaham & Lee, 2019; Otheguy et al., 2015; Pennycook & Otsuji, 2015). First, 

the teachers asserted that they used the different languages deliberately as their first option to 

accomplish different functions. In this regard, they mentioned using interlingual and 

interdiscursive translanguaging (Baynham & Lee, 2019) to raise awareness and compare 

between languages, explain technical and abstract words, and create a safe emotional teaching 

and learning space. I refer to it as an open space of translanguaging. The limited translanguaging 

space, or the tolerant space, is where teachers stated that they used LOTE as the last resort 

because of the students’ level and low proficiency and the nature of the module. Within this 

space, the teachers also showed a negative attitude towards the overuse of LOTE due to the status 

of English in Algeria, mainly, and the nature of the EFL classrooms (English as a major). Before 

moving on to explain these findings in detail with illustrations, figure 18 below is a summary of 

the teachers’ attitudes towards their own translanguaging practices in the EFL classrooms.   

 

 

Figure 18. The attitudes of teachers towards their translanguaging practices. 

 

The teachers argued that they allowed their students’ translanguaging practices during 

students-students discussions and student-teacher discussions to varying degrees.  They reported 

that they did not interfere when their students were discussing school-related topics (Rosiers et 

al., 2015) with each other. During the students-teacher interaction, the informants agreed that 

they allowed their students’ initiation of translanguaging to explain the information and help 
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their classmates understand; nevertheless, they reported that they limited their students’ LOTE 

to the level of words and phrases, interlingual translanguaging (Baynham & Lee, 2019), to 

enquire about information. The participants also emphasized that their allowance of the students’ 

use of LOTE was because of their proficiency and word difficulties, especially since they were 

EFL learners. Furthermore, they preferred simple and broken English, intralingual 

translanguaging, to deploying LOTE. Thus, by emphasizing the EFL context, it can be deduced 

that teachers created a less open space for translanguaging during student-teacher interaction. 

However, the teachers showed a negative attitude towards LOTE in writing, emphasizing the 

words which are similar to French. Figure 19 below is a summary of these main findings which 

are explained in the following sections. 

 

 

Figure 19. The teachers’ attitudes towards their students’ translanguaging practices. 
 

 

5.3. The teachers’ attitudes towards their own translanguaging practices 

5.3.1. The teachers’ labels of their own languages 

It is interesting to mention that the participants did not only use the mother tongue, native 

language, L1, Derja, or ARABIC in the interviews, but they also used terms like certain 

languages and other languages to refer to their own languages. Figure 20, taken from NVivo 12, 
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shows the teachers’ labels of their own languages. Here I mean that the teachers were not 

consistent with the notion of the language they used alongside English. However, when dealing 

with cultural issues, particularly raising awareness and comparing  languages, the teachers stated 

that they made use of full sentences, interdiscursive translanguaging, in ARABIC to refer to 

cultural values while French was used to explain cognates. Additionally, to explain technical and 

abstract words, the teachers used ARABIC to refer to their translanguaging practices in Derja 

and MSA, yet they gave examples in MSA. While they referred to these practices in these 

situations as translation, they referred to their translanguaging practices as switching when they 

were obliged to use LOTE. Interestingly, when referring to their students’ translanguaging 

practices, the participants used mainly ARABIC and AA with scarce reference to French. 

Although Tamazight was absent in the classes I observed, only one teacher, who referred to 

Tamazight as her L1, mentioned that her students used it with her. However, the students in the 

interviews did not mention the use of Tamazight with their teachers. 

 

Furthermore, most teachers mentioned that the reasons behind using French alongside 

English were the status of French in the Algerian context, its similarity with English, and their 

experiences as learners with their teachers at university who were of Francophone backgrounds. 

They also reported that ARABIC was almost absent in their classrooms when they were English 

learners. The teacher interviewees reported that they were following the same practices their 

teachers used when they were English language learners, i.e., deploying the maximum of the 

English language features. This is consistent with the findings of many scholars (Bailey et al., 

1996; Freeman, 1992; Johnson, 1994; Rabbidge, 2019). I mean the experiences of teachers as 

learners of the English language or the apprenticeship of observation, the hidden side of teaching 

that had not received much attention in SLA research (Freeman, 2002), could be seen as one of 

the factors that has shaped the teachers’ attitudes towards their language teaching in general and 

translanguaging practices in particular.  
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10 

Figure 20. The own languages as the teachers labelled them. 

5.3.2. Raising awareness and comparing between languages 

One of the main themes that emerged from analysing the teachers’ interviews was the 

beneficial use of LOTE alongside English to raise awareness about culture and compare between 

languages, especially idiomatic expressions and false friends. Based on the teachers’ examples, 

this activity was either done through English alongside ARABIC for idiomatic expressions or 

French for false friends. For instance, 1PT said: “…for example they say, “I am sensible” because 

in French, they say “je suis sensible/ I am sensitive”, these are just false friends, so these things 

should be identified in the classroom using French maybe”. Some interviewees added that 

                                                
10 “Differe” and “Sta” in the figure refer to different langauges and Standard Arabic, 

respectively.  
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deploying LOTE was a way to encourage tolerance and acceptance of others’ cultures and 

backgrounds. In this regard, 2LT said: “…I use other languages for the sake of tolerance and 

acceptance, you are different … I respect you; I accept you as you are… you can never teach 

language without culture”. 

 

The deployment of LOTE for these purposes might be linked to the linguistic and cultural 

diversity in Algeria and the shared backgrounds between the teachers and their students. This 

finding was reflected in all the teachers’ answers to questions about the benefits of using only 

English or LOTE alongside English in the classroom. This is exemplified by the following quote: 

 

For me, for our context as Algerians, one language does not work because 

our background as both teachers and learners is a mixture of cultures and 

languages. We have the Standard Arabic, the Derja, the French, which both 

I mean ehh the one which we use officially in certain institutions and the 

one which we call in Algeria broken French. So, it is our case, and because 

of the context of Algerians specifically, I use certain languages in the classes 

(1RMT). 

 

As stated above, when dealing with idiomatic expressions and structures and based on the 

informants’ examples, the teachers tended to draw their students’ attention to the meaning in 

MSA. In this regard, 2LT gave the following response: 

 

… It happens to me when I use Arabic idiomatic expressions “empty-

handed”, when you return empty-handed ehh...this idiomatic expression, we 

don’t say it this “raja3a farigha lyadayn”, we say “raja3a bi khofay 7anin” , 

and vice versa, we cannot translate this “raja3a bi khofay 7anin” ehh “he 

returned with 7anin’s shoes”, it doesn’t exist in English , you just highlight 

this, you see how we say it in Arabic, and how we say it in English ehh 

(...)for example, we say “you are the apple of my eye”, we don’t say in 

Arabic “anta tofa7ato 3ayni”, we say “anta 9orato 3ayni” in Arabic… 

 

From the quotes above, it can be noticed that the teachers’ use of ARABIC occurred 

interdiscursively. Thus, the use of translanguaging could facilitate understanding of full 

information by exploiting the existing knowledge to enhance learning the new one. The reason 
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behind the advocacy of deploying translanguaging might be linked to the teachers’ beliefs that 

they were not only teaching subjects in English but also cultures. They stated that they had to 

refer to ARABIC (MSA, mainly, which was identified through examples) to avoid negative 

transfer and enhance intercultural competence. For instance, 3TEFLT said,  

 

… I gave them the example of “tell me about it” which is an 

idiomatic expression, which means I know exactly what you are 

talking about ehh (…) but I said when you are going to translate it 

into Arabic, the translation seems completely the opposite, it’s like 

“lada3i likhbari bidalika/don’t tell me about it” (… )…so when 

someone tells you “tell me about it” you are not going to tell them… 

 

From the above quote, it can be noticed that for cross-cultural comparisons, the teachers 

asserted that the aim when using interdiscursive translanguaging was not to translate word by 

word but rather to establish the reception of the ideas’ general meaning successfully. 

Furthermore, to avoid negative transfer, the deployment of LOTE was an awareness raising 

activity as students could not always rely on word-to-word translation to achieve the meaning in 

the TL. This is dissimilar to Hall and Cook’s findings (2014) where teachers reported less 

concern about negative interference of their own language. This is illustrated with 1PT’s answer 

below.  

 

You have to give them examples from ARABIC (…) the mistakes that they 

should avoid, for example the writing skills itself, in ARABIC, they give 

what we call (…) announcement “hada lma9alo sayatanawalo/this article 

will deal with”, while in English announcement thesis is not allowed (...) 

ehh they taught them in ARABIC that the essay could be started with “hada 

lma9alo sayatanawalo”, in English, we cannot say “this essay will” which 

is an announcement, we will directly write what we call the thesis 

statement… So, if you don’t mention things in ARABIC through repetition 

and examples, they cannot really notice the mistakes because it’s a transfer, 

they are going to commit the mistakes. 
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The teachers also mentioned that using LOTE alongside English in the EFL classrooms was 

an advantageous practice to prepare the students to overcome cultural barriers in English-

speaking contexts.  2LT reported, 

 

The smallest aspect of the culture is neglected if not overlooked 

inside our classes …in ARABIC is quite different from that in 

English…so as a teacher I highlight such aspects in my classrooms 

through using ARABIC and English……I am not going (…) ehh to 

let this burden be on the shoulders of the learner, especially when 

they communicate in English-speaking communities. 

 

In line with the teachers’ views above, interdiscursive translanguaging was allowed in their 

classrooms as a resource rather than a problem (Aghai et al., 2020) to enhance the understanding 

of culture and language learning (Daryai-Hansen et al., 2017; Jones, 2017; Lewis et al., 2012a). 

Therefore, it can be inferred that these pedagogical translanguaging practices (as discussed in 

Chapter 2) as advocated by multilingual and bilingual researchers (Creese & Blackledge, 2010; 

Cenoz & Gorter, 2017b) were used “to relate ideas about the content to the lives of students” 

(Mazak et al., 2017, p.87) and encourage them to extend their focus on learning the language per 

se. Furthermore, these practices showed “a social justice strategy with equity and tolerance for 

the students’ languages and cultures” (Svensson, 2021, p.99; Garcia, 2009) which could lead to 

raising their awareness of choosing and deploying their linguistic resources effectively and 

strategically, achieving intercultural closeness and being dependable members (Rodríguez et al., 

2014). It is worth noting that, unlike the observational data, the students’ interview data did not 

reveal these practices reported by the teachers. Although the teachers found it useless to 

excessively use LOTE to explain other parts of the lesson content, they thought that 

translanguaging was beneficial to explain technical and difficult words, i.e., interlingual 

translanguaging. This turns the discussion to the following section. 

5.3.3. Explaining technical and abstract words (translation) 

Consistent with the findings of the observational data, most teachers appeared to stress their 

use of LOTE with English to explain technical and abstract words, interlingual translanguaging, 

to save time and benefit from the diverse repertoire they shared with their students. The 

participants’ responses showed that explaining these words in LOTE, especially French to enrich 
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their students’ repertoire in this language, alongside English was to make sense of their input. 

1RMT said: “… for me as a teacher I sometimes use ARABIC or Tamazight with them, but 

much more I use French since French and English have the same origin. It is also a way to enrich 

their vocabulary in French”. Thus, translanguaging was used in the EFL classrooms to achieve 

a purpose in the English language. 

 

Ten interviewees asserted that translanguaging was beneficial when they encountered 

difficult vocabulary or words that were unique to the module being taught. In this context, they 

deployed the languages at their disposal, interlingual translanguaging, as the first option to make 

sense of the new meaning (Creese & Blackledge, 2011) through vocabulary discovery strategy 

(Rabbidge, 2019). For instance, 1LT mentioned: “I use English, but sometimes I use (…) ehh 

ARABIC, French (…) or both, especially to explain technical terms I use ehh (...) equivalents…”. 

1PT said: “… I don’t explain in ARABIC. I use it when explaining vocab, a word which is 

difficult or … I mean the terminology, specific terminology which is related to the module… we 

have to tell them this is the equivalent in ARABIC or French”. From these quotes and other 

teachers’ answers, when the teacher became more concise about explaining specific terminology, 

they did not use terms like other languages or certain languages, but they referred to ARABIC 

and French. 

 

Based on what has been explained earlier, the finding regarding the teachers’ use of different 

languages to clarify vocabulary words differs from the previous one about raising awareness 

activity at two apparent levels and one blurred. Firstly, using LOTE to assist in explaining those 

words occurred interlingually. It is what ten teachers referred to as translation or providing the 

equivalent. For example, 2GT argued, “It is useful like... in explaining vocabulary (…) 

translation (…) the use of the mother tongue is very beneficial in order not to waste time and act 

as a clown, so I can directly give the word”.  

 

From this quote, unlike the previous findings where the general meaning of the information 

was given interdiscursively, teachers in this context reported that they tended to directly translate 

the word, using the languages they know simultaneously. Furthermore, they prioritised this use 

over different modes like simplifying the English language and multimodal resources, i.e., 

intralingual and intersemiotic translanguagings, respectively (Baynham & Lee, 2019). Based on 

these findings, all teacher participants agreed that deploying LOTE alongside English should be 

appropriate to the difficulty of the concepts they tried to explain.  Here it may mean that if the 
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lesson is clear and simple, then the deployment of translanguaging would be regarded as a 

counterproductive practice. This view was echoed by 2PT who declared that “… it depends on 

the lesson itself if it is easy or not, if the notions like concepts or technical words are difficult, 

we need to use ARABIC or French”. 

  

Secondly, unlike using translanguaging interdiscursively for intercultural purposes, teachers 

said that they used ARABIC or French to explain one or two vocabulary words and expand their 

students’ conceptual knowledge (Cummins & Persad, 2014) rather than providing full 

explanations in LOTE. 1PT argued, “I explain in English, just the word, which is not understood, 

I give it in Standard Arabic or French, but I never ever give the whole explanation in French or 

Standard Arabic”. Deploying MSA and French mainly can be related to the nature of the words 

addressed, I mean jargon versus words used in everyday communication. This may mean that 

MSA and French are used for academic and formal contexts, while Derja is used for colloquial 

and trivial words (this was also found in the classroom observations) like transitional words. This 

finding is in line with Ditsele’s (2016) claim that local or home languages are regarded as 

unbefitting to address and discuss technical topics. 

 

Thirdly, another finding with explaining vocabulary is the ways teachers deployed their 

translanguaging practices. When the teachers were asked whether the use of their own languages 

was planned or spontaneous, all the interviewees said that they planned their lessons in English 

which was not the final executed lesson plan because of the dynamic nature of their classrooms. 

2ESPT declared, “when I plan my lesson of course ehh I prepare it in English, and I ehh I think 

in English”.  However, all the teachers agreed that the translanguaging practices taking place in 

their classrooms were spontaneous and not pedagogical, planned, or intentional practices (Cenoz, 

2017; Hopewell, 2017; Junvonen & Källkvist, 2021). The teachers’ understanding, however, of 

pedagogical or planned translanguaging practices in this study was not restricted only to its use 

in the classroom as discussed in the literature. For them, a planned translanguaging practice 

means planning it at home in a similar way they plan their lessons in English. The interesting 

finding is that after the teachers said that they used LOTE randomly, they then developed their 

answers to emphasize that they knew when and how to use these languages, resulting in a planned 

and purposive practice. For example, 1LT said, 

 

… Especially like I said the technical terms sometimes I do have the 

technical equivalent in ARABIC or French, but sometimes I have to 
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check the exact technical equivalent because it’s not ehh (…)like 

usual words like the words you use every day, it’s easy to find a 

substitute, a synonym or whatever but ehh (…) when it comes to 

linguistics and linguistic terms I have to be very specific I do 

sometimes research at home … anticipating what that they wouldn’t 

understand and they will ask for an equivalent. 

  

From the quote above, it can be noticed that teachers did not use translanguaging randomly 

or spontaneously, but unfortunately, they were unaware that the ways they deployed it were 

strategic. This practice is strategic since the teachers made the necessary shifts (Garcia et al., 

2017) and used the resources available at their disposal to serve pedagogic purposes. 

Additionally, one of the purposes behind the strategic use of translanguaging for teaching is to 

help the students to engage with and comprehend the content (Garcia et al., 2017). What 

differentiates this finding from the one explained above is that when dealing with the latter, 

teachers said that they prepared and planned activities in LOTE and English simultaneously. 

Cummins (2007) refers to such particular activities and lesson content as bilingual instruction 

strategies. For instance, 3RMT justified, 

  

…I prepared an activity and (…) ehh asked them to write five 

refusals in ARABIC and five requests in ARABIC in their L1, then 

the second step reflecting, I asked them to reflect on their ARABIC 

and their ehh requests and refusals in ARABIC, they classified them 

into types and strategies, the third phase they received the English 

instruction about requests and refusals then at the end what was the 

activity, compare your refusals and requests in ARABIC, your L1, 

with those in English, your L2, what are the similarities and 

differences? In this case, the similarities they are going to learn, they 

may translate directly, differences they have to learn the differences 

of the L2 to avoid any pragmatic failure, any communication 

breakdown this is the only activity where I used ehh… the L1 as an 

awareness raising activity to the culture 1 culture 2, L1, L2… 

  

The findings in this section showed that teachers regarded translanguaging as a beneficial 

practice in their classrooms for explaining abstract and technical words. Though Mazak and 
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Herbas-Donoso (2015) highlighted how translanguaging can be used in science education, their 

findings are similar to what has been discussed in this section. They found that translanguaging 

helps the teacher teach a specific vocabulary to make their students “understand and appropriate” 

(p,708) these key terms and terminology. Like the findings of Chapter 6, all the teachers used 

translation to describe their translanguaging practices (interlingual translanguaging); 

nonetheless, they rarely used other terms like switching and integrating to refer to this practice. 

This is in line with Lemke’s suggestion (1990, as cited in Lin, 2019) that 

 

…The teacher will need to use these different varieties of language 

as well, and keep them straight for the students. In order for this to 

work, and in order to increase students’ fluency and flexibility in 

using the foreign register of science when dealing with topics that 

are initially equally unfamiliar, they need practice in translation as 

well (p.13). 

  

By prioritizing, in the end, their students over the code and transcending the notion of the 

socially named languages (Otheguy et al., 2015), the teachers asserted that the advantage of using 

these practices was to enhance their students’ understanding of the information being delivered 

and enrich their repertoires, especially in English and French. Furthermore, it seems that the 

teachers were not fully aware that their pedagogical practices were planned, assuming that they 

occurred spontaneously and naturally.  Therefore, the teachers’ attitudes in this context towards 

translanguaging were driven by the shift and stance dimensions of translanguaging in classroom 

instruction while the design was absent (Garcia et al., 2016). Thus, considering the students and 

opening a space for “using elements from the whole linguistic repertoire multilingual students 

have at their disposal” (Leonet et al., 2017, p.219) as a resource was beneficial in creating a 

context of an emotional safe teaching and learning space. This finding is displayed in the 

following section. 

5.3.4.  Emotional safe teaching and learning space 

 Garcia (2009a) states that bilinguals translanguage in their bilingual communities of 

practice not only to construct and make meaning of their bilingual world but also to include all 

these members in the discussion taking place. The interviewees argued that moving fluidly 

between languages without adherence to the monolingual approach eliminates their students’ 
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fear, enhances their engagement and participation (Rabbidge, 2019), and honours the languages 

and identities inside the classroom (Dutton & Rushton, 2020). Regarding the last outcome, 

teachers asserted that when they initiated translanguaging, especially meaning that it is similar 

to the ones in ARABIC, their students became happy and proud that what has been explained 

exists in their own languages. This finding is exemplified by 2LT’s response when she said: 

 

…what does “dichotomy” mean? In Arabic, it is “thouna2iya”, so 

they said miss thouna2iyat… the relationship absentia “3ala9at 

ghiyab”, and they loved it as if ehh (…) this self-confidence because 

they were happy ehh(...)these terms exist in their language, these 

concepts are there, have a place in their language, it is nice to use 

ARABIC. 

 

Thus, the teachers argued that using translanguaging in the classroom was beneficial to 

create a context of tolerance and acceptance. This is what Garcia and Li (2014) call a space of 

tolerance. In their book, this space is discussed in relation to the teachers-students interaction 

and how the teacher was telling her students that they should accept and respect others’ opinions. 

In this study, this space is about the teachers’ tolerance and use of LOTE alongside English in 

EFL classrooms. 3WET said that a teacher is a psychologist, and they should consider the 

environment they work in, including the use of LOTE. Teachers asserted that the more their 

students felt safer and secure, the more their English language learning and understanding of the 

content were developed (Baker, 2011) as indicated in 1WET’s view, “.…using different 

languages to make them safer because once they are psychologically relaxed, they will be able 

to (…) think about other things, understand English more…So, yes, it is important to consider 

students’ feelings to make them learn better”. 1LT also said: 

 

You see this sense of security, I am with you, I know the language 

you are speaking, yes, I know, sometimes I say “sa7 3ando lha9/he 

is right” you are right, I say it in ARABIC or a joke ehh... to make 

them feel better and create this healthy atmosphere in the EFL 

class… 

 

From the quotes above, the teacher participants argued that using translanguaging, with an 

emphasis on ARABIC enhances wellbeing (Dutton & Rushton, 2018a, 2018b, 2020) which 
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might facilitate the meaning making process. Furthermore, they asserted that they opened a room 

to construct this “ongoing, lifelong” space (Li, 2011, p.1223) for themselves and their students. 

Although this space was limited for teachers and students by the teachers who were acting like 

policymakers in their classrooms (Langman, 2014; Rosiers, 2017) and individual agent (Rymes, 

2008), it took place without boundaries during off-lesson discussions as found in the classroom 

observations.  This is within the cognitive dimension of the translanguaging space proposed by 

Li (2011, 2018). Here it means that the teachers perceived the boundaries between languages and 

creatively surpassed them to facilitate content learning and make students at ease. Additionally, 

the fact that the teachers, and particularly students, were in the EFL context was one of the 

reasons that led to creating translanguaging space. This context is considered a factor in the 

degree to which translanguaging practices should be included or excluded (see section 5.3.5.3). 

  

The teachers emphasised that they were aware that their students were learning a language 

that is different from their own languages and not encountered in society.  One of the teachers 

argued, “we cannot use only a foreign language in the classroom with a learner who ehh… whom 

that language remains strange for him, let’s say between brackets ‘strange’ that’s why the use of 

the mother tongue is very useful” (2WET). In this regard, teachers said that they considered their 

personal histories, experiences, values, and the ones of their students by taking advantage of such 

practices to enhance the new ones and avoid any problems in the future. In addition to this, they 

argued that they were attentive to their students’ feelings and that one way to make them safer 

was deploying their own languages, with emphasis on ARABIC. Commenting on this, 1WET 

said: 

 

Concerning the psychological side, it makes my students feel safer, 

it means they are not absolutely ehh(...) in a different world, when I 

use ARABIC, they feel safe as if English it’s OK, it’s just like 

ARABIC, just like French or Tamazight, it’s just a means of 

communication simply… 

  

Among the 13 participants, only one teacher (2PT) mentioned including international 

students in the learning process through her use of French. She said, “… it’s mixed, why? I 

always have foreigners from Mali, Togo, so sometimes I move a little bit to French…to make 

them understand the lesson”. This might mean that using translanguaging is beneficial to 
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maintain social justice (Garcia & Leiva, 2014; Paulsrud et al., 2017) for minority students (i.e., 

international students whose first language is French in the context under study). 

  

The findings in this section showed that the teachers used translanguaging and deployed the 

shared experiences and values to create a context of tolerance and consider the students’ 

wellbeing and learning. This space created by teachers was the outcome of a wider social space, 

which is similar to Lefebvre’s quote below, 

 

Human beings do not stand before, or amidst, social space; they do 

not relate to the space of society as they might to a picture, a show, 

or a mirror. They know that they have a space and that they are in 

this space. They do not merely enjoy a vision, a contemplation, a 

spectacle – for they act and situate themselves in space as active 

participants. (1991, p.294) 

 

Although the teachers were active participants in this space, they were in control of it. Since 

the context is for teaching EFL, the teachers thought that LOTE should be limited and used when 

necessary as the last resort, considering the students’ level, the module nature, and the lack of 

practicing the English language outside the classroom. These findings are discussed in the 

following section. 

5.3.5. Translanguaging as the necessary evil: the last resort (switching) 

The participants in the previous section reported that the use of LOTE with English as the 

first choice was equal to using English only. However, the findings in this section can be labelled 

as ‘the necessary evil’. The teachers’ answers showed that translanguaging could be a necessary 

practice and “quelque chose que tu ne peux pas/something that you cannot, something that you 

can’t escape” (3CT). In many parts of their responses, excluding the results above, they referred 

to translanguaging practices as an escape or a last resort, with an emphasis on encouraging the 

use of English as number one in their classrooms. In line with this, the interviewees argued that 

they used simple English (intralingual translanguaging) and multimodal resources (intersemiotic 
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translanguaging) before interlingual translanguaging practices.  To illustrate this finding, 2WET 

declared, 

I don’t go to that word in ARABIC, I try to use some gestures ehh…I 

mean I try to put that word or phrase in different contexts then I go 

to ARABIC, I try to explain it in different ways, I mean in the foreign 

language, if they don’t understand I go back to the native language. 

 

Thus, when the teachers were questioned about their use of their own languages in their 

classrooms, they stated that the students’ low proficiency and level (beginners or first-year 

students) and the nature of the module (content-focused versus language-focused) were the 

factors that obliged them to deploy LOTE in their classrooms. These factors are interrelated 

because when the participants mentioned the level, they were referring to the situation (the 

module) they were dealing with.  They argued that they found themselves obliged to “switch, 

resort, move and shift, mix, divert” to ARABIC or French to enhance understanding and keep 

the lesson moving.  In line with these practices, Garcia and Sylvan (2011) explain that 

translanguaging embraces code-switching and translation, yet it is not limited to these two 

widespread practices because translanguaging refers to the bilingual process the individuals go 

through in the different learning and teaching activities like “reading, writing, taking notes, 

discussing, signing, and so on” (p.389). Unlike the findings about explaining technical and 

abstract words where the terms translation and equivalent were used, teachers tended to use 

mostly switching and resorting in this limited space.  The labels of these practices in this space 

are mentioned in the hierarchy chart below, taken from NVivo 12. 

 

https://www.degruyter.com/document/doi/10.1515/cercles-2018-0004/html#j_cercles-2018-0004_ref_016_w2aab3b7b3b1b6b1ab1b4c16Aa
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Figure 21. The teachers’ translanguaging practices as necessary practices. 

 

Before discussing the findings, it is worth mentioning the reason these practices were 

discussed through translanguaging lenses. Li (2014) states that translanguaging practices should 

not be considered equally with a deficiency in linguistic, social, or cognitive practices. Therefore, 

the deployment of LOTE as a necessary practice in relation to the students’ low linguistic 

proficiency and the nature of the module is seen through translanguaging lenses because the 

teachers prioritized the learners and their grasp of the content over the social named languages. 

This is exemplified by 2GT’s response below, 

 

I use ARABIC, c’est obligé puisque première année thani msaken 

yjiw walo, à quoi ça sert ki yodkhol l’enseignant w yahder l’anglais 

perfectly une heure et demi, yahdarha perfectly w l’etudiant yokhroj 

mafahem walo, so what matters for me is the learner and his opinions 

rather than the perfect language / …it is obligatory because first year 

are limited English proficient students, what is the point if the 

teacher speaks English …for one hour and a half, speaking it…, but 

the student leaves the class with understanding nothing… 
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5.3.5.1. The students’ low proficiency and level (beginners or first-year 

students) 

One of the reasons that made the teachers use translanguaging as a necessary practice was 

their awareness of the students’ lack of language mastery. They also stated that they considered 

their students’ level whether they were beginners (they referred to it as first-year students) or 

advanced (they referred to it as any level above the first-year). In this regard, 1LT said: “… my 

own students are freshmen (…) I allow myself to use other languages ehh because I know it’s 

new to them it’s difficult transition from secondary school to university… I want them to use the 

target language but gradually”. In relation to the students’ proficiency in the TL, the teachers 

asserted that the students’ group heterogeneity and their various degrees of understanding in 

addition to the time constraints were the reasons behind the feeling of obligation to deploy LOTE 

alongside English. This is illustrated by 1PT’s response below, 

 

I told you before we are obliged to it's like an obligation I have 40 

students in the first-year classrooms, but only a few who already 

understood the lesson and more than the half they didn’t get it, for 

me, it means not a plus for me, not a plus…the students are 

numerous and as told you because they can’t master the language 

that’s why we are obliged to speak in ARABIC and also to save time. 

 

Consistent with the findings of the students’ interviews and not with those of the 

observational data, the teacher participants asserted that they translanguaged with first year 

students more than they did with other levels. This is consistent with the study of Carroll and 

Van de Hoven (2017). In this study, most of them agreed that the majority of first-year students 

were not qualified to be specialised in the English language because of their poor linguistic 

baggage and their struggles to produce simple English. 2ESPT argued: “… the level of the 

students, especially these two last years is very low, unfortunately, they lack the basic 

vocabulary”. They added that the approach, the GTM as they referred to it, and the overuse of 

LOTE that the students were taught through in the middle and secondary schools were fruitless 

and the main cause behind this lack.  This is exemplified by 1PT’s view, “…I mean ehh the 

approach in middle and high school (...) ehh giving the whole explanation in ARABIC, why 

should I continue with the same approach, and it didn’t work”. However, the teachers mentioned 
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different views regarding their students’ competencies. While some felt that their students lacked 

proficiency in using the language to communicate effectively which lies within communicative 

competence, others emphasized the linguistic competence low proficiency.  

  

Another reason behind the necessity of deploying translanguaging was the educational 

assessment system before being an EFL university student. Teachers criticised the educational 

system and the ways students were assessed through to pass from secondary schools to 

university. They said that in addition to the writing exam, their students should be evaluated on 

oral skills before offering them the speciality of EFL at university. The lack of the evaluation of 

the oral skills resulted in low performance in different communicative situations. This is 

exemplified by 2LT’s answer where she emphasised: “… why don’t we have in the Algerian 

contest half of the mark, especially in the baccalaureate exam …why don’t we have a part written 

and a part oral… because being assessed on only writing resulted in poor communication skills”. 

Therefore, based on this familiarity with the Algerian context and the students’ low level, 

teachers considered it necessary to “use inclusive language practices for purposes of teaching” 

(Garcia & Sylvan, 2011, p.397), that is meaning making and helping their students to expand 

their repertoire in the TL. 

 

Nonetheless, consistent with the findings from the students’ interviews but not with the 

findings of the observational data, the teachers raised again the notion of limiting the 

translanguaging space because of the nature of the EFL context, asserting that this use should be 

minimised gradually to be totally avoided through time, especially with advanced levels. 1WET 

emphasised that “…using different languages is good to simplify things, I am talking about 

beginners…then we try to minimise the level or the way we are using the different languages and 

we depend gradually on the English language, simple English…” This finding is not in line with 

the advocacy of Williams (2002, as cited in Lewis et al., 2012b) that translanguaging 

 

may not be valuable in a classroom when children are in the early 

stages of learning and developing their second language. It is a 

strategy for retaining and developing bilingualism rather than for the 

initial teaching of the second language (p.644).   

  

The teacher and students in this study were neither at their early stages of teaching and 

learning the English language nor did they aim to be proficient in both languages, except for 
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cross-language connections and scientific terms. However, the main priority for both was to 

teach, learn, and expand English language practices.  This, hence, can be the reason behind the 

teachers limiting their pedagogical translanguaging practices in relation to the students’ 

proficiency and module nature. The latter is discussed in the following section. 

5.3.5.2. The nature of the module 

Addressing subject-determined translanguaging, Lewis et al. (2012a) highlight that “the use 

of translanguaging as a pedagogy may depend to some extent on the subject content being 

taught” (p.663). They found that translanguaging practices were more prevalent in humanities 

than in scientific subjects. This research, nevertheless, focused on a specific field in the 

humanities and social sciences, that is teaching and learning English as a foreign language. 

Hereof, unlike the findings discussed in Chapter 4 where there was no notion of the module but 

consistent with the findings from Chapter 6, the findings in this study showed that the teachers’ 

use of translanguaging for explanation purposes in content modules was more necessary than in 

language modules. These two terms were developed according to the teachers’ answers and the 

context under investigation. On this account, the content module can refer to “the focus on 

knowledge about the subject” while the language module refers to “the focus on the form”. For 

instance, introduction to literary texts, linguistics, and research methodology are content 

modules, while written expression, grammar, and oral expression are language modules. Twelve 

teachers had the experience of teaching the form-focused modules at the beginning of their 

careers; however, only one teacher started teaching content modules in English. After a certain 

teaching experience, tutors were given the chance to teach both types, either in the form of 

lectures or TDs. 

  

The interviewees, when asked about their translanguaging practices and the situations where 

they deployed them in the EFL classrooms, they reported the notion of the nature of the module 

explained above. All the teachers declared that the use of their languages depended on the aim 

and the content of the module. For instance, 1GT reported, “… the nature of the module decides 

whether to use or not other languages… I am giving you the example of teaching academic 

writing or creative writing, I don’t feel you need to use the other languages…but in SLA, yes”.  

They also mentioned that if their main aim was linguistic competence, then the English language 

should be practiced more. However, if they aimed to enhance the students’ understanding, then 

LOTE might take place. In line with this finding, 2GT asserted, 
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…if we are teaching let’s say subjects, not just the language like for 

example content modules, or like the one which I am teaching 

techniques du travail universitaire/ research methodology, we need 

our students to understand to be able to practise to communicate OK, 

not only the language, if I think that using this would enhance my 

students’ understanding, I have to use it … 

 

This finding seems to raise again the notion of pedagogical translanguaging (Cenoz, 2017; 

Cenoz & Gorter, 2020a, 2020b; Junvonen & Källkvist, 2021). Consequently, translanguaging in 

relation to the content of the module was not random, but rather it was a strategic practice that is 

dependent on the module objectives and the learners’ needs. In this regard, 1RMT reported: 

“…the extent to which I am using them (means LOTE), it varies according to the needs of the 

learners and the objective of the module”. 

  

Furthermore, when justifying the nature of the modules to achieve meaningful learning, the 

teachers emphasised that students should be exposed to the maximum amount of English and 

practice it whenever possible. Though the participants agreed that ARABIC and French were not 

used alongside English in form-focused courses, they said that it occurred at the vocabulary level, 

not necessarily abstract and scientific words, to clarify and make sense of the information. Even 

in the oral expression module where both teachers and students were supposed to practice 

English, teachers mentioned that they used their own languages when they either felt that their 

students lacked understanding or enquired about specific words. Therefore, this finding may 

challenge what Aghai et al. (2020) reported in their study that translanguaging could be a 

problem in oral classes but a natural practice and resource in grammar and writing tasks. In my 

study, all of these lessons and tasks (i.e., oral, grammar, and writing classes) were related to 

developing language but not content. In the modules related to the content, however, the use of 

translanguaging could transcend the word level, interlingual translanguaging, to the sentence 

level, interdiscursive translanguaging. The focus, in the end, was more on the meaning and the 

learners rather than developing proficiency in the TL. 

 

Teachers also stressed the notion of the module when talking about the language policy that 

governed their translanguaging practices. All the participants declared that there is no language 

policy or official document that states the allowance or the prohibition of using LOTE in the EFL 
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classrooms. Consequently, the teachers’ deployment of LOTE was neither governed by macro 

(at the level of the MHESR) nor by meso (at the university level) language policies11. However, 

the teacher interviewees were acting as policymakers in practice (Croll et al., 1994; Langman, 

2014; Rosiers, 2017) as their language use was their choice (at the micro level). 

 

Interestingly, the only document that was used at the level of the department was “the 

canvas” which was unique to each module. The administration assigns a tutor to design a 

document that is specific to the module they are in charge of for the whole academic year. 

Nevertheless, this canvas entailed general information about each course, but there is no section 

about the language practices whether to use only English or include LOTE. Consequently, the 

teachers said that their translanguaging practices were driven by experience, training prior to 

teaching at university (middle or secondary schools) and the module’s aims and objectives. This 

is exemplified by the response of 2WET below, 

 

No, we don’t have such documents ehh (…) But we are not obliged 

to use English only or to opt for any other language in our 

classrooms, we are free ehh (…) so we can use other languages 

based on the module’s aims and out of experience , but we have 

canvas and we plan our lessons according to the points to cover ehh 

and we have the responsible for the module “prof charge de 

module”, we have some meetings with her or him to decide what to 

deal with when teaching the module… 

 

The findings in this section overlap with the ones explained about the teachers’ beliefs that 

translanguaging was advantageous in the EFL classrooms to raise awareness, explain abstract 

words and create a healthy atmosphere. The findings discussed above showed that teachers did 

not feel the necessity to deploy LOTE while within the nature of the module’s findings, teachers 

stated that they found themselves obliged to translanguage for explanation purposes. 

Translanguaging in this finding was the last option teachers considered.  Thus, this was the 

reason behind categorizing this finding as a tolerant rather than advantageous practice. Though 

the interviewees’ answers varied between accepting translanguaging as an advantageous practice 

                                                
11 According to Carroll (2017), the macro policies refer to the national level while the meso 

policies refer to the institutional level. 
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in a specific situation and using it as a necessary practice, they mentioned that they had a negative 

attitude towards their excessive use of LOTE. These findings are explained below. 

5.3.5.3. English is not practiced outside the classroom  

This section shows the main reason why the teachers were against the excessive deployment 

of their own languages. Nonetheless, when the interviewees were asked about the general attitude 

in the English language department towards the use of LOTE in the EFL classrooms, they said 

that they have never discussed this topic because it depends on each teacher. In this regard, since 

the teachers were specialized in teaching the English language, they agreed on encouraging the 

practice of English for them and their students, either inside or outside the classrooms to improve 

their skills and competencies. They also felt that it was needless to opt for the excessive use of 

LOTE, especially that it encouraged dependency and laziness. The participants argued that they 

were against using explanations and translation of full information, i.e., interdiscursive 

translanguaging.  2PT declared, “…giving them sentences in ARABIC, this is impossible…”. 

This was not consistent with the students’ attitudinal and observational data findings, where 

teachers used Derja and French interdiscursively. In accordance with Rabbidge’s findings (2019) 

and different from Liu et al.’s (2020) and Creese and Blackledge’s findings (2010), the teachers 

reported no sense of guilt about their deployment of LOTE in the EFL classrooms. Therefore, 

the teachers’ beliefs towards producing excessive translanguaging in the EFL classes seem to be 

context-dependent (Zhang & Liu, 2014).  

 

The EFL contexts, as defined by Rabbidge (2019), “are typically characterized as those in 

which English language learners study English almost exclusively in the classroom” (p.16). 

Teachers, therefore, stated that the EFL classroom is an English-speaking zone, and it is the only 

place for them and their students to enhance their language. For instance, 3RMT said, 

 

Being a teacher of English and a learner of English, you are meant 

to improve your English through the use of English, native speakers, 

audio-visual material, authentic materials, anything but English. So, 

teaching subjects related to the English language, there is no need to 

use other languages. English is a language of power, but with the 

language use and cross-cultural differences and similarities, yes, I 

am with the use of different languages. 
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This seems to be also related to the status of English in the Algerian context, where teachers 

and learners are not exposed to the language outside the classroom context. This is exemplified 

by the response of 1PT who said, “…we have to speak in English, sometimes even outside, 

because it’s a language that we don’t encounter outside the class, so imagine if we minimise the 

opportunity of talking in English inside the classroom”. From this quote, it can be noticed that 

the teachers were with maximum use and interaction in English, but not with a total exclusion of 

LOTE unlike the findings of Doiz and Lasagabaster (2017). Since English was not practiced at 

the level of the English language department, and it was restricted to the classroom only, the 

participants further added that the teacher is a model and guide to their students. This is in line 

with the findings about the students’ attitudes towards translanguaging. 1GT reported that “the 

teacher in university is to guide the students at least acquiring the speciality he is supposed to 

study, it’s not the teacher’s job to build other skills like acquiring French or ARABIC, but 

English”. This might mean, again, that teachers were not against the total ban of other languages 

but against enhancing skills and knowledge in the languages that students are already familiar 

with, except for the findings explained above. Consequently, all the teachers had a strong belief 

that the best way to learn the language was through practice and communication in the TL. Eight 

teachers emphasised that they focused on developing their students’ communicative competence 

by following the CLT approach. 

  

Additionally, similar to what the students reported in Chapter 6, the focus on the target 

language was a way to eliminate the students’ dependency and laziness. Seven participants stated 

clearly that using always ARABIC, mainly, and rarely French for explanation purposes, made 

the students less independent and less motivated to use the TL. This is the reason they made use 

of more English to enable their students to enrich their vocabulary and develop their thinking in 

the language they specialised in. Not only the main aim was to develop their proficiency in the 

language, but also to prepare them for their future careers “like teachers and conference 

speakers” (3WET). 

 

This section dealt with the teachers’ attitudes towards their translanguaging practices in their 

classrooms which varied between a total acceptance, restricted allowance of LOTE, and a call 

for maximum use of the English language practices, depending on the different conditions 

explained earlier. The following part of the chapter deals with the teachers’ attitudes towards 

their students’ use of their own languages. 
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5.4. The teachers’ attitudes towards their students’ translanguaging 

practices 

The findings in this section present the teachers’ attitudes towards their students’ 

deployment of LOTE in EFL classrooms. Those findings emerged from asking questions about 

the students’ use of their own languages, the reasons, the benefits behind adopting such practices, 

and the teachers’ reactions when such practices took place in the classrooms. The teachers argued 

that using different languages was dependent on the addresse (student versus teacher) and the 

function to be fulfilled. Thus, they said that they did not interfere during their studnets’ 

discussions of peer-related or school-related topics (Rosiers et al., 2015). However, the 

participants, on the whole, demonstrated that they restricted the use of LOTE during student-

teacher interaction, taking into consideration their students’ reasons behind using different 

languages alongside English. These findings are explained below. 

5.4.1.  Determinism versus agency 

As found in the classroom observation and the students’ attitudes findings, the teachers 

stated that they did not comment on their students’ use of their own languages, mainly Derja, 

with rare use of French, when discussing peer-related or school-related topics (Rosiers et al., 

2015). Therefore, the teachers, in this student-student interaction, did not focus on the mastery 

of the form which is “deterministic and fails to give agency to learners” (Canagarajah & Wurr, 

2011, p.7). This is then in line with the binary Determinism versus agency that Canagarajah and 

Wurr (2011) provide. They argue that 

 

What we find in multilingual communities is that subjects shape 

language to suit their purposes. We have to be open to the new norms 

and meanings constructed by learners. We have to give agency for 

learners to creatively appropriate the language according to their 

own values and interests (p.7). 

  

All the participants agreed that they neither interfered nor obliged their students to stick to 

English only during their interaction with each other, yet the output should be in English only. 

For example, 1LT said, 
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Inside the classroom, when I put them in groups, for group work in 

general they still use Algerian Arabic… I am not going to interfere, 

am not going to stop them… I know, for group dynamics and when 

they try to explain things to each other and for the negotiation of 

meaning they make use of ARABIC. 

  

The reason behind the students’ use of mainly but not only ARABIC and not French can be 

related to their Arabophone backgrounds. This is illustrated by 2WET’s response when he said, 

“… they are Arabs, they come from Arab societies, trying to explain to each other, I think ehh 

(…) that the use of ARABIC is more beneficial in this context”. For teachers, this space of the 

students’ interaction with each other where the process of negotiating and co-creating meaning 

and enhancing equity (Patterson, 2019) among the group members was prioritized over the 

named languages. 

 

The interviewees mentioned different reasons behind their positive attitude towards their 

students’ deployment of their own languages during interaction with each other. They asserted 

that these translanguaging practices were beneficial. In this regard, 2ESPT argued that “it’s 

useful when they make (…) group dynamics and they try to solve a task together, and when they 

use ARABIC, I don’t stop them”. Viewing the use of LOTE in group work as advantageous was 

explained differently by the teachers. For instance, 3WET and 1LT said that they did not 

discourage their students when using dialect or Arabic, as they referred to respectively, to 

collaborate, help, and explain to each other. “It’s helpful I don’t discourage that, it’s peer 

collaboration it’s OK”, said 1LT. They considered such practices as a result and a sign of 

mastering the language and understanding the activity instructions and the teachers’ input. 

Therefore, it seems that teachers gave importance to higher cognitive engagement (Duarte, 2019) 

among students since they were able to share the information and help each other. 

  

Moreover, the teachers asserted that the students negotiated the meaning and understood the 

information better when it was explained and simplified by their classmates. This finding is 

consistent with that of Canagarajah (2007b) who emphasises that meaning was not in existence 

earlier, but rather it is constructed through interaction to achieve the aims and interests of the 

communicative event. This positive attitude might be in relation to Patterson’s argument (2019), 

regarding learning in small groups, that “students learn most when they work and talk 

collaboratively” (p.363). Thus, according to the teachers, the students’ translanguaging practices 
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could help them use the languages that were at their disposal and adapt them to their group 

members’ needs (Fernández, 2019) to keep “the task moving forward” (Creese & Blackledge, 

2010, p.110) and provide the final written or oral output in English only. In addition to 

collaborating through translanguaging, saving time to solve the task or explain information was 

echoed by most of the informants. 1GT reported, 

  

…sometimes, for example, you ask them to write and you give them 

a limited time ehh 20 minutes to write (…) if they use English to 

communicate their ideas they will spend their time trying to speak 

in English instead of writing…So students using other languages is 

beneficial in such cases 

 

The common view amongst the respondents regarding the status of the English language in 

the Algerian context in relation to the students’ low level was raised again. All interviewees 

argued that the students’ lack of English language mastery and inability to use it inside the 

classroom, especially with each other, is one of the reasons behind their allowance of 

translanguaging during group and peer task-related interaction. For instance, 3RMT stated, 

 

I allow them to use any language when they are talking to each other 

because they are not linguistically proficient enough. I have third-

year and Master students, there is a difference in the level… (…) 

…they do not practice speaking the English language here in the 

English department inside and outside the classroom, we are not 

used to using English with ehh (...) each other outside the classroom. 

  

Since the teachers were aware that the lower the affective factors are, the best the learning 

process is (Krashen, 1981); they reported another positive reaction towards the students’ 

translanguaging practices between each other in relation to the students’ feelings and the value 

of ARABIC (Derja, mainly). The teachers commented that the students felt more confident and 

comfortable when using Derja amongst each other. For instance, 3WET commented, “they feel 

more comfortable in using their mother tongue, this is (...) a universal truth, we feel more 

confident with the language that we have ehh(...) control of, and the language that we think we 

have more vocabulary in”. Furthermore, All the teachers argued that they allowed the students’ 

LOTE because it was a way to avoid problems of making mistakes and judgments like sarcasm 
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and disparaging either inside the class or in society. They also argued that using Derja gave the 

students a sense of comfort and security.  This is exemplified by 2GT`s comment below. 

 

I allow them to use whatever they want to talk with each other 

because (…)7eta talgay l’etudiant 7ab yahder l’anglais m3a s7abo 

yalga hadek sarcasm sokhriya ta3 les collègues, l’environment …the 

student will say I will save myself the trouble and (…) speak in 

ARABIC, he uses ARABIC or French and he solves the problem, he 

will not be judged (…) we tend to be judgmental about each other 

…especially when (…) we are listening and when we are not the 

ones who are using the productive skill whether it’s writing or 

speaking skills/… even if the student wants to speak English with his 

classmates, he will face …sarcasm from colleagues and the 

society… (2GT). 

  

Another reason behind the teachers’ tolerance of the students’ incorporation of their own 

identities and languages was their awareness that their students could “decide who they want to 

be and choose their language practices accordingly” (Garcia, 2010, p.524), especially when 

interacting with each other. This view was echoed by another informant, who mentioned that 

when she asked her students the reason behind their use of ARABIC in group work, they said 

that they felt abnormal and strange to address their peers or group members in English. She stated 

that “…they say, yes we feel shy, we feel like abnormal, we feel ehh (...)like this is not us, like 

what is this that I speak with my friend only in English? …” (3TEFL). As can be noticed from 

the quote, the students thought that speaking in English only with their classmates did not really 

represent them. Another informant stated that the students might think that the use of the TL 

would lead to a fear of losing their Arab identity. This is exemplified by her response below. 

 

…many students are afraid, and this is a problem of language and 

identity and ehh (...) because we are always saying to ourselves as 

foreign language learners and when communicating with 

classmates, are we going to be no longer Arabs? Are we going to 

change our identities? (2LT) 
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This finding showed the value of deploying the own languages to maintain a sense of identity 

and belonging to the group, mediate and organize understanding, make meaning, and enhance 

learning (Baker, 2011; Lewis et al., 2012b; Wedin, 2021) without adherence to language 

boundaries. Although the teachers referred to the identity and sense of belonging to both peer-

related and school-related topics, the students in Chapter 6 reported these feelings in off-lesson 

but not on-lesson discussions. 

 

 As can be noticed from the findings above, the teachers valued their students’ use of their 

own languages during their interaction with each other. Although this deployment of languages 

in the EFL classrooms was for task-related discussions and “despite the policy of linguistic 

compartmentalization in the classroom, teachers cross these artificial boundaries” (Garcia & Lin, 

2017, p.122) by allowing their students to translanguage during their discussions with each other. 

Thus, the students’ use of translanguaging enabled them to finish the task without the teacher’s 

assistance.  Surprisingly, only two teachers mentioned that they allowed their students’ to 

incorporate LOTE to talk about off-lesson topics. For instance, 1LT asserted that when her 

students talked about something that was of their interest, they made use of AA. She said, “they 

throw one or two words in English, but the rest of the conversation is in Algerian Arabic, 

especially when talking about something they are passionate about”. 2WET stated, “I have no 

problem if my students use their native language when they are working on a task or when they 

are chatting”. Nevertheless, he added that he preferred them to use English with him. In this 

sense, he commented, “but when I ask them a question, I prefer them to use only English with 

me”. Based on this quote, which states clearly that teachers preferred and limited their students’ 

translanguaging practices during student-teacher interaction, the ensuing section discusses these 

findings. 

5.4.2.  The power relationship 

The notion of the addressee shaped the teachers’ attitudes towards their students’ use of 

LOTE alongside English in the classrooms. The interviewees asserted that when their students 

addressed them, they tended to encourage the maximum use of English. They further added that 

they preferred broken and incorrect English or multimodal resources, intralingual and 

intersemiotic translanguaging, to the deployment of LOTE, especially when their students were 

not asked or invited to use them.  These results are consistent with the data discussed in Chapter 

6. The teacher informants stated that they allowed and praised the students’ use of LOTE to 
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explain the teacher’s input and help others understand.  However, they asserted that they limited 

their students’ deployment of their own languages when enquiring about information. This does 

not appear to be the case in the classroom observations, where teachers reacted negatively only 

to the interjections and basic words (like pronouns) in Derja. They also emphasised that they had 

a negative attitude towards writing in LOTE, especially French which is similar to English. Thus, 

unlike the student-students interaction space where translanguaging was used freely, it was 

limited in the student-teacher interaction. These findings are better explained with illustrations 

below. 

 

Most of the respondents agreed that they welcomed their students’ use of LOTE to 

demonstrate knowledge (Garcia, 2009a). They considered this practice as a sign of their students’ 

intelligence and not a shortage in their linguistic baggage. The teachers argued that it was helpful 

when the students provided vocabulary words and explained the teacher’s input to the whole 

class. For instance, 3CT said, 

 

… I was explaining… how William the conqueror claimed the 

throne of England ehh (...) so I explained it with a family tree, they 

couldn’t understand ….one of them started explaining in Derja …, 

he said ok howa wech ismo Edward the confessor 3ando khto w khto 

mazawja l Norman Robert jabo Robert wa7ed okher hadek Robert 

hadek jab William (his name is …he has his sister who is married 

to…they gave birth to ….he had…) and they say aaahhh, and I say 

yes, this is what I was saying the whole day.  

 

From the 3CT’s response and the other participants’ answers, it can be noticed that the 

student initiated translanguaging in front of the entire class to show their understanding and 

knowledge and assist their classmates to understand the lesson content. For this purpose, the 

translanguaging practices adopted by the students challenged both the power in the classroom 

context and the presupposed monolingual approach in EFL classrooms (Toth & Paulsrud, 2017). 

Therefore, in this situation, the teachers gave up their linguistic authority and acted as learners 

and collaborators by giving agency to their students. Though there was no explicit instruction 

from the teacher to use all the linguistic resources that the members of the class shared, the 

students’ agency in deploying their own languages afforded them the chance to take part in 
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explaining the information and scaffolding learning the content that the teacher failed to convey 

to the whole class (Toth & Paulsrud, 2017). 

 

Consistent with the observational and students’ attitudinal findings, the participants said that 

they tolerated the students’ use of LOTE to give examples. For instance, 2GT said, “… but with 

me as well they use the ARABIC and French for example words to show me that they have 

understood or to give me concrete examples, I don’t mind, I like it”. This may mean that teachers 

encouraged the occurrence of the students’ interlingual translanguaging, i.e., providing the 

translation of words in LOTE. These teachers’ view about the students’ translanguaging practices 

was similar to what Rabbidge (2019) called the concept-confirmation translanguaging strategy, 

through which students showed their understanding. However, in Rabbidge’s study, the students’ 

translanguaging practice was a reaction to the teacher’s concept-checking translanguaging 

strategy, which is different from the findings in this study. The teacher neither reported that they 

initiated the use of LOTE nor invited their students’ translanguaging, yet it was initiated by the 

students to make sense of the teacher’s input. However, only one teacher, 3TEFL, stated that 

when explaining the tenses in English, she used MSA to illustrate the similarities and differences 

between the two languages. She added that she invited her students to provide the equivalent in 

MSA. This is explained by her following quote: “…I give examples, sometimes the picture is 

clear, and sometimes I ask them how to say this tense in our language? So, they tell me ‘sa akoun 

9ad intahayto/ I will have finished’, I say that’s wonderful, you got it”. Thus, in accordance with 

data obtained from the classroom observations, this may mean that teachers might overtly allow 

their students’ use of LOTE when they opened the space for such fluid practices. 

 

Furthermore, all the participants added that they did not prevent their students, especially 

with low proficiency, from asking for a translation or specific terms, using their own languages. 

Nevertheless, they limited this use by encouraging the deployment of English and body language 

first. 1WET declared, “I say use English, make mistakes, use your body language (...)to convey 

the message to me (…) once they don’t know the words (…) I give them the light to express it 

in French, ARABIC or Tamazight”.  

  

As a result of the allowance of these low proficient students’ use of translanguaging for 

clarification purposes, the teachers found themselves obliged to follow the same translanguaging 

practice their students deployed, yet this was the main event where the teachers reported 

changing their language practices as a reaction to those of their students. 1GT commented, “they 
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get themselves obliged to speak in ARABIC, and you as a reaction are obliged to use ARABIC 

in order to answer let’s say their enquiries”. Although this was not found in the observational 

data, the teachers stated that they gave more importance to their students’ emotions, ideas, and 

engagement in the classroom over the language. In this case, 3TEFLT said, 

 

…when they don’t know the words, I say can you explain to me? 

So, they tell me the word in ARABIC, I say ok, in English we say it 

like that … just like this ehh to help keep them talking (…) and don’t 

be afraid of talking…so once they start saying two words to you this 

is something very beautiful… 

  

Although the teacher mentioned that it was beneficial that students participated using LOTE, 

they kept focusing on the use of interlingual rather than interdiscursive translanguaging.  They 

further added that translanguaging practices were not accepted if the students used them to skip 

using English. Moreover, in line with Al-Bataineh and Gallagher’s study (2021) and contrary to 

Aghai et al.’s study (2020), all the informants showed a negative attitude towards their students’ 

use of LOTE when writing. They asserted that they did not interfere when students 

translanguaged during the process of writing, but they did not accept LOTE in the final output, 

including spelling mistakes in French. For instance, 1PT said, “many words are written in French 

in their essays … writing in French? No this is not an advantage at all (…) for me this is a serious 

problem, I am totally against these practices in writing” (1LT). 

 

Another finding was when the interviewees were asked whether there was a need to teach 

their students about the different situations where they could or could not deploy LOTE. Four 

teachers stated the notion of the module. Two teachers focused on the oral expression module, a 

form-based module, and its important role in teaching students about the appropriate situations 

where they can deploy their own languages. For example, 1GT argued, “…so I believe that the 

teacher of oral expression is responsible for teaching or helping their students to know whether 

to use the other languages or not”. The other two teachers stressed the notion of the content 

modules, where teachers could raise cultural issues and inform their students whether they are 

allowed or not to use LOTE in the classroom. In this regard, 3RMT put it: “yes, we have to teach 

them when to use the L1 and when not to use it, in modules like pragmatics”. As explained in 

the previous sections, again, this may stress the module as a factor that shapes the teachers’ 

attitudes towards their students’ use of the different languages inside the EFL context in 
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multilingual settings. However, although the rest of the participants argued that the learners 

should know the context where they could deploy their own languages effectively, they stressed 

the fact that they have always encouraged their students to use and practice English. For instance, 

2WET, thought that “English is better, but I think the learner is able to know where to use French 

and ARABIC”.  

 

The finding regarding the teachers’ attitudes towards their students’ use of LOTE to 

demonstrate knowledge and make access to the teacher’s input showed that the interviewees 

allowed these translanguaging practices and became co-learners in their classrooms since their 

aim was to include and engage the students in the classroom discussion as well as to assure 

comprehension of the content. This situation witnessed a less open translanguaging space. 

Additionally, the findings showed that the teachers allowed their students’ translanguaging 

practices to elicit information about vocabulary words. The reason behind such tolerance was 

the students’ low proficiency and feelings. The teacher participants thought that by creating a 

space, a controlled and limited space, for students to use LOTE for clarification purposes, they 

could encourage and motivate them to participate more and overcome the fear of speaking in 

English in the classroom. 

5.5. Conclusion 

This chapter provided the findings about the teachers’ attitudes towards translanguaging 

practices in EFL classrooms through the lenses of the translanguaging space. The first part dealt 

with the teachers’ attitudes towards their fluid language practices. The findings showed that 

teachers held dissimilar views about the combination of languages (Creese & Blackledge, 2010). 

They thought that translanguaging practices were valuable to raise awareness and compare 

languages, explain technical words, and create an emotional safe teaching and learning space. 

However, they stressed that these fluid practices should be limited because of the nature of the 

EFL context they were engaged in. LOTE should be used as the last resort with the preference 

for simple English language features and multimodal resources, intralingual and intersemiotic 

translanguagings. They considered the students’ low proficiency and the nature of the module 

they were teaching as the two factors that limited their translanguaging space. Furthermore, the 

teachers did not show a negative attitude towards their use of LOTE to accomplish certain 

functions; nonetheless, they asserted that they were against the overuse of these languages since 

they were English language teachers to students who chose English as a speciality at university. 
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In line with this argument, they emphasised the status of the English language in the Algerian 

context, where there is no exposure to this language outside the classroom doors. 

  

The second part aimed at providing an explanation of the teachers’ attitudes towards their 

students’ use of LOTE. Though teachers reported that their students used mainly but not only 

ARABIC. The respondents indicated that they did not interfere when their students 

translanguaged during their discussions with each other. With a lack of reference to off-lesson 

topics, they focused on the students’ translanguaging for pedagogical purposes to keep the task 

moving (Creese & Blackledge, 2010). However, the interviewees reported that the 

translanguaging space was limited during the student-teacher interaction. They indicated that the 

students were allowed to use their own languages to explain the teacher’s input, give examples, 

and demonstrate knowledge. Nevertheless, they argued that they encouraged their students’ 

intralingual and intersemiotic translanguaging before deploying interlingual translanguaging to 

enquire about information, mainly vocabulary words. 

  

The next chapter addresses the students’ attitudes towards translanguaging practices in EFL 

classrooms. It examines the data gathered through qualitative and quantitative tools from 

different levels. The findings displayed in the final chapter alongside the findings of this chapter 

have provided a better understanding of the translanguaging practices in the EFL university 

classrooms from the perspectives of both agents, teachers and students. 
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Chapter 6: The analysis of the students’ interviews/FGDs and 

questionnaires 

The meaning and the language come interchangeably ehh they 

complete each other  …ehhhh (…) to reach the meaning you have to 

simplify ya/either English ya/or French ya/or Arabic ya/or Italian, 

so without language, you cannot transmit the meaning but 

sometimes you cannot restrict yourself to the choice (…) so you 

have to ehh as I said the right word at the right time for the right 

person, it’s my message, so I have to pay attention to all the details 

concerning the level, the students, the message, the situation, the 

receiver (3MS2). 

6.1. Introduction 

This chapter presents the findings of both qualitative (interviews and FGDs) and quantitative 

(questionnaires) data about the students’ attitudes towards translanguaging practices in the EFL 

context. This chapter aims to answer the following research question: 

 

4. What are the students’ attitudes towards the translanguaging practices in the EFL 

classrooms at the tertiary level? 

 

This chapter is divided into three sections. In the first section, I present the students’ attitudes 

towards their own translanguaging practices during their interaction with each other and with 

their teachers. I then move on to the next section to discuss the students’ views of their teachers’ 

translanguaging practices inside the EFL classrooms. Finally, I conclude the chapter with the 

teachers’ reactions and attitudes towards their students’ use of their own languages from the 

students’ perspective. 

6.2. The students’ attitudes towards their own translanguaging practices 

In this section, I discuss the students’ attitudes towards the deployment of their own 

languages alongside English with each other and with their teachers. During their interaction 

with each other, broadly speaking, the findings showed that the shared view amongst the English 

language students, unlike the teacher interviewees in Chapter 5, was ambivalent towards using 
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LOTE. They gave diverse viewpoints, depending on the communicative event and the addressee. 

The student participants, on the one hand, showed a positive attitude towards using LOTE in 

their off-lesson discussions. They argued that the relationship between each other is less formal; 

thus, interdiscursive translanguaging (Baynham et al., 2015, 2017a; Baynham & Lee, 2019) was 

the appropriate practice. However, the student participants reported that they used 

translanguaging as a necessary practice because of their inability to discuss and establish 

understanding in English, especially during their task-related interaction. Within this 

communicative event, the students reported a sense of guilt because of the nature of the 

classroom and their beliefs that were governed by monolingual ideologies.  

 

On the other hand, the informants reported that when interacting with their teachers, they 

tended to limit the use of their languages to participate at the word level, particularly technical 

and keywords, i.e., interlingual translanguaging, but not entire sentences (Baynham et al., 2015, 

2017a; Baynham & Lee, 2019). Interestingly, the respondents demonstrated a negative attitude 

towards their use of interdiscursive translanguaging with their teachers because of the social 

norms of the Algerian context that shape the relationship between the teacher and the students. 

Another interesting finding was the students’ negative attitudes towards their teachers’ intolerant 

reactions when they used LOTE, especially in front of the entire class. According to the student 

participants, the teachers should be more tolerant when expressing their rejection of LOTE 

(emphasis on Derja). Nevertheless, they reported a positive attitude towards their teachers’ 

persistence on them to use English inside the classroom. The overall findings, then, showed that 

deploying the maximum of the English language practices in the EFL classrooms is preferred, 

and any other language should be used when necessary only. These findings are explained with 

excerpts below. 

6.2.1. The linguistic demography of the student participants: the spoken or 

known languages  

Like their teachers, when the students referred to ARABIC, they did not specify whether it 

was Derja or MSA. Generally speaking, the student participants referred to ARABIC and French 

as the languages that they could understand when communicating their ideas. However, when 

giving examples, especially for abstract and scientific words, they used MSA. Although the 

students did not refer to Derja but based on the examples they provided to illustrate how 

expressive these languages were, it was clear that they were referring to Derja and not MSA. It 
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is interesting that although the participants had the opportunity to name languages in the 

questionnaires, their responses did not reveal any notion of the named languages. I have also to 

clarify the use of “languages” rather than specifying the name of the language or choosing the 

singular form “language” when reporting the findings. The reason behind this choice emerged 

from the students’ responses because in most cases they used “languages” rather than “language” 

or directly naming the language. Therefore, when elaborating on their answers, most respondents 

referred to both ARABIC and French.  

  

Before discussing the findings, it is worth noting to mention the languages the student 

participants knew and/or could speak. When I asked the students about their own languages, only 

one student among the interviewees stated that her home language was Tamazight. The majority 

of Arabic speakers followed their answers of “ARABIC” with “Derja” to refer to the fact that 

they precisely speak AA and not MSA. For instance, 3MS said, “I speak ARABIC, Algerian 

Arabic”. In the questionnaires, 341 students reported that their home language was ARABIC, 

while 18 students wrote Tamazight. Only two students mentioned that French was their L1. 

Furthermore, when answering the question in both interviews and questionnaires about the 

languages the students knew or could speak, most of the participants mentioned German because 

they were exposed to it in secondary schools. Thus, 168 students among 361 could speak fluently 

or had a basic knowledge of four languages (Arabic with its varieties, French, English, and 

German). However, there were answers about other different named languages such as Spanish, 

Korean, Italian, Portuguese, Hungarian, Japanese, Turkish, and Chinese. The reason behind 

asking this question was to check whether the students used the languages (ARABIC, Tamazight, 

and French) that create the sociolinguistic diversity in Algeria or included other languages 

alongside English. For the reason they considered their classmates, the interviewees stated that 

in the classroom they mostly used the languages they shared but rarely the ones they knew12. The 

respondents of the questionnaires mentioned that they used the languages they shared with their 

classmates to accomplish different purposes. Nevertheless, they reported that they sometimes 

used them to teach each other the languages they were not familiar with.  The chart below 

                                                
12 The language that the students shared means the language they could understand and 

speak with their classmates; however, the language they knew refers to the languages that 

their classmates neither understood nor spoke. 
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displays the number of languages spoken or known by the participants from the questionnaires’ 

data. 

 

 

Figure 22. The number of the different languages the students knew or could speak. 

6.2.2. Speaking English always is peculiar among us: enough is enough in 

non-task related interaction 

The findings overall showed that the student participants indicated that they had a positive 

attitude towards using LOTE with each other, depending on the close relationship with the 

classmates (or group) they were discussing with them and the aim they wanted to achieve. Thus, 

generally speaking, it can be said that these students’ attitudes were oriented towards enoughness 

(Blommaert & Varis, 2013) of using English with their classmates during their non-task-related 

discussions. 

 

When the students were asked about whether or not they used LOTE in the classroom, all 

the interviewees commented that they always used other languages inside the classroom. The 

data from the questionnaires showed that 321 students (88.9%) ticked “yes” while only 40 

students (11.1%) answered “no”. Figure 23 below presents these findings. 
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 Figure 23. The frequencies of using LOTE in the classroom. 

 

Following this question, I asked the participants with whom this language practice occurred 

most of the time. All the student interviewees stated that they used it with their classmates. Figure 

24 below illustrates the responses from the questionnaires to this question. However, only two 

groups among the ten FGDs did not differentiate between the notions of friend versus classmate 

when using LOTE (this is explained in the following sections). The student participants argued 

that they considered the person (either friend, classmate, or teacher) they were addressing when 

deploying LOTE. Although these participants stressed that they used the linguistic resources that 

were at their disposal with their classmates (friends or classmates) more than with their teachers, 

they reported that they also considered the communicative event (i.e., on-lesson versus off-lesson 

communication). They further added that their translanguaging practices with their teachers 

depended on those teachers’ attitudes towards these practices.  These findings are explained in 

the following subsections. 

 

 

Figure 24. The frequencies of the students’ answers about the addressee with whom they used 

LOTE. 
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Most of the participants reported that, despite the nature of the EFL classroom, their use of 

only English when interacting with their classmates during off-lesson and interpersonal 

communication created formality and feelings of boredom and strangeness. For instance, 185S 

said, “To change somehow the routine of speaking English only in the class, we chat in different 

languages”. Another informant reported that using different languages “entertains the discussion 

and I don’t feel bored, we are not studying, we are just chatting” (241S). Interviewee 1S1stated, 

“ki cheghol ki nchaykho b l’Anglais twali rasmiya bezaf binatna ki cheghol tahadri ehh Anglais 

tsama chwiya mash normal/ It’s like when we chat in English, the situation becomes very formal 

among us, it’s like …when you speak in English, it is a bit abnormal”. As illustrated by the 

extracts above, the students brought their daily life language practices to the classroom to break 

the boredom and the routine of being exposed to English for the time they spent inside their 

presupposed English-speaking community.  

 

According to the student informants, addressing a classmate in the teacher’s absence is 

neither an official nor a formal situation. Hence, it does not require using only English but a fluid 

use of LOTE alongside English. This view was echoed by 3MS1 who said, “because as I told 

you the situation when you chat with your classmates is not serious…” The reason that the 

students argued that this space of communicating with each other about non-task related topics 

was not formal can be related to their beliefs that they were more concerned with conveying and 

understanding the message than with expanding the English language features. Furthermore, the 

students stated that they were used to deploying different languages outside the class, so it was 

logical that they would use the same practices inside the classroom. This means that the 

translanguaging space (Li, 2011, 2018) is created through the complexity of their daily practices 

(Garcia & Li, 2014). I mean the flexible deployment of the linguistic resources they had outside 

and inside the classroom. In this regard, most of the participants referred to the use of their own 

languages, as “a habit”, “we are used to speaking in this way”, or “this is the way we speak in 

our society”. The questionnaires’ findings showed that among the reasons the students used their 

own languages in the same communicative event was the fact they are “Algerians”, precisely 

“Setifians”. This justification emerged as the fourth key reason behind the students’ deployment 

of their own languages in EFL classrooms. For instance, among the 30 (8.3%) respondents’ 

answers, 153S argued, “because we the Algerians we mix the languages”. Another informant put 

it, “because I am Setifian, so automatically I will use different languages” (34S).  It is significant 

to mention that the participants when elaborating on their answers about deploying their own 

languages during their interaction with each other, they used terms like mixing and switching. 
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Another finding was that the respondents argued that they cared about the addressee, their 

perceptions, and judgments when deploying only English during the communicative event. 

According to the participants, speaking English with classmates was a sign of “showing off”. 

3S1 argued, “We don’t use English all the time with our friends, but when we talk with someone, 

we say “a3tini korassek” or mash give me your book, he thinks that you are showing off, so you 

use Arabic”. They emphasized that for requests, questions, and other basic messages, they used 

LOTE alongside English. This does align with the study of Palfreyman and Al-Bataineh (2018) 

where the participants reported a negative attitude towards translanguaging practices inside the 

classroom and deemed them as an Arab-franko language. 

 

Furthermore, the students argued that they chose the language practices that were suitable 

for the given communicative situation according to the person they were addressing.  For 

instance, 160S said, “I didn’t get used to speaking and chatting in English or any foreign language 

with my classmates, so most of the time, I speak Tamazight with my Amazigh friends and Arab 

with others”. Therefore, this aligns with the Ubuntu principle: “I am because you are, you are 

because we are”, suggested Makalela (2017, p.17). Ubuntu stresses that the individuals’ 

linguistic repertoires are dynamic rather than fixed to facilitate understanding and enable 

communication.  

 

Generally speaking, the respondents expressed their feelings of discomfort, especially in 

qualitative data, when using only English with their classmates. They stated that it is unnatural 

to speak English with each other. Commenting on this, one of the interviewees, 2S1said, “I just 

want to be ehh comfortable with them (…) I just want to talk ehh share everything with them, if 

I speak in English only, I don’t know how it feels”. Another answer from the questionnaires was 

that “the mother tongue is dominant, and we feel safe to use it when we are not in the learning 

process, discussions with classmates” (346S). However, the interviewees raised the notion of 

how close the receiver was to them. They stated that the closer they were, the less English was 

used. This was found in their responses through using “friends” rather than “classmates”. This 

view was echoed by one of the informants, who put it, “I don’t feel comfortable when I speak 

English with my friends” (1S4).  

 

Finally, the students in both questionnaires and interviews/FGDs argued that they used 

LOTE to express their feelings and show emotions (Seltzer & Collins., 2016). For them, 
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ARABIC is more expressive than English. This is illustrated by the quote of 1MS who reported, 

“hih kayen lmacha3ir man9adrouch nconveywhom en Anglais/ yes, we cannot convey our 

emotions in English”. Another student argued that ARABIC is more touchable13 than any other 

language. 3S4 said, “L’Arabe is more touchable… hiya li n7aso biha bezaf. par exemple, I hate 

you, ji 7nina besa7 nakarhak hahaha ji wa3ra/ Arabic is …we can really feel it, for example, …is 

soft, but I hate you … is harsh”. Of the 326 students who answered the question about using 

different languages in the classroom, 61 (18.7%) respondents commented that they could express 

their feelings and themselves easily in their own languages when they were chatting with each 

other. This was the second theme that emerged after the use of LOTE for establishing 

understanding and clarification theme (29.4%). 174S stated, “Because I can express myself the 

way I want, I can express what is inside me”.  

 

The findings from the students’ responses and perceptions about the use of their own 

languages alongside English discussed during the student-student off-lesson interaction showed 

that the students were with “enough English” and more “use of LOTE alongside English”.  By 

considering these “degrees of enoughness”, students set “too much" of their different linguistic 

resources and “enough” of English as the symbolic features “to be ratified as an authentic 

member of an identity category” (Blommaert & Varis, 2013, p.146). This identity category or 

class is the stratified distinctions inferred from the students’ responses: “classmates” and 

“friends”, “student” and “teacher”, “Algerian” and “Setifian”, “Arab” and “Amazigh”. Thus, the 

students’ deployment of the full linguistic repertoire by raising the notion of “enough English” 

during student-student off-lesson communication is a way of performing their “identity 

repertoire” (Blommaert & Varis, 2013, p.157). However, as students of English, the participants 

were aware that the “configuration of features and the criteria of enoughness can be adjusted, 

reinvented, amended” (Blommaert & Varis, 2013, p.147). Therefore, what is enough of English 

in this communicative event could be too little in other events (lesson-related discussions or 

interactions with teachers). Here, I mean the students’ identity repertoire is not restricted to their 

daily language practices outside the classroom; it is also adjusted to embrace and expand the 

                                                
13 Touchable in this context was taken from the word “tguis, the literal translation is touch” 

in Derja. However, when something is touchable (positively or negatively), it means that it 

is felt deeply and profoundly. 
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symbolic features of the English language “at least simple English” to be an English language 

student. 

 

Furthermore, Fernández (2019) argues that the translanguaging strategy can be easily used 

when students work in small groups. However, the student participants did not refer to the size 

or the number of the group members, but rather they stated that the communication that took 

place among them was not similar to the one when they addressed the entire class.  The “front 

of the class” space (Fernández, 2019, p.386), on the one hand, is characterized by “too much” 

English language features because of the classroom nature and the teacher’s presence. On the 

other hand, in the space where students were interacting with each other, the deployment of 

linguistic resources was more likely to occur. As discussed in the previous chapters, this 

translanguaging space that is created through and for translanguaging practices (Li, 2011, 2018) 

embraces mainly but not only spontaneous translanguaging (Cenoz & Gorter, 2017a) or natural 

translanguaging (Williams, 2012) as “a spontaneous human communicative phenomenon” (Lin, 

2020, p.1) deployed by the students for interpersonal communicative purposes. Thus, according 

to Li (2011), the students’ agentive multilingual ways in open spaces and without adherence to 

the boundaries between the named languages could creatively “generate new identities, values 

and practices” (p.1223) which were found from the observational data. Nevertheless, the students 

stated that they were ‘obliged’ to use their linguistic resources for clarifying and enhancing 

understanding during on-lesson discussions. This finding is discussed next. 

6.2.3. The wish to use English versus the necessity to use LOTE: on-task 

related interaction 

This subsection seems to establish the incessant quandary between beliefs, attitudes, and the 

actual practices that language users generally have. Although both qualitative and quantitative 

data showed that the students used LOTE alongside English for understanding and clarification 

purposes because of their inability to speak English, they expressed their sense of guilt for not 

taking advantage of the only situation where they could practice the English language. 

Accordingly, the students showed a tolerant attitude towards using their own languages as a 

necessary practice to make sense of the communicative situation. Furthermore, they stated that 

they felt, as English language learners, obliged to use some words in LOTE to convey the 

message to the teacher (see Chapter 4). However, they showed a less tolerant attitude to a 
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negative attitude towards the use of LOTE with their teachers (this is discussed in 6.3.) compared 

to the tolerant attitude with their classmates.  

 

Similar to the findings of the observational data which showed that the students chose the 

language practices that were suitable for the given communicative situation during the student-

student on-lesson interactions, the respondents reported that they mostly used interdiscursive 

translanguaging with rare cases of translation or interlingual translanguaging to clarify, facilitate 

understanding, express ideas, and explain the teacher’s input to their classmates. The students 

aimed to make sense of the content, which could be achieved through interdiscursive 

translanguaging. For instance, 179S said, “to explain or for more understanding the lesson, for 

giving examples, sometimes we cannot understand all of what the teacher says, so we try to 

explain to each other in another language to understand the meaning”. Here it means that they 

did not opt for translating word by word; however, the effort “to draw together or mediate 

different discourses is in play” (Baynham & Lee, 2019, p.24). As discussed in Chapter 5, the 

teachers reported a positive attitude towards their translanguaging practices to raise and develop 

the students’ metalinguistic abilities; therefore, this might mean that the students developed a 

sense of linguistic awareness and the negative effects of translating word by word.  Commenting 

on their interdiscursive translanguaging, 1S1 argued,  

 

It is just to clarify because we cannot (…)  translate from one 

language to another ehh (…) I mean the meaning is not the same, for 

example, a sentence in ARABIC, the same words but not the same 

meaning of the sentence in the English language, so we can’t ehh 

(…) translate all words in another language. 

   

As  can be seen in these extracts, the students again emphasized the complexity of their daily 

practices when performing task-related interaction in the English language context. They also 

showed a positive attitude towards translation or interlingual translanguaging strategies to 

explain words, especially keywords, and not whole sentences. For instance, 2MS indicated, 

“sometimes, my friend does not ehh understand the word or look for a word, if I know, I tell him 

or her in ARABIC ehh French or Tamazight, I really like translating words that we need”.  

 

Moreover, the students mentioned that it was significant to consider their classmates with 

low proficiency and include them by using the languages they shared and understood (Creese & 
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Blackledge, 2010). In this case, Amazigh students indicated that they did not use Tamazight to 

explain or ask for clarification about English content with those who could not understand their 

language. They argued that they deployed the language practices that could serve the purpose of 

the given situation. For instance, 189S stated, “to share ideas, but some of the classmates do not 

understand my mother tongue, Tamazight, I prefer to explain my ideas in their mother language”.  

 

The students alluded to the notions of the feeling of shyness, fear of their classmates’ 

reactions, committing mistakes, and losing the ideas they wanted to convey, which they could 

face when communicating with their classmates in English only. Among the interviewee 

students, more than half of the respondents (18 students) reported that they preferred deploying 

their different linguistic resources because of being shy to speak only English and committing 

mistakes in front of their classmates. For example, one informant argued that “English is better 

but hahaha ma3labalich kifah b l Anglais na7achmo men ba3dana wela ma3labalich surtout when 

we are discussing the lesson/…is better…I don1t know how, we feel shy of each other or I don’t 

know when we speak in English, especially…”.  Taken from the open-ended questions in the 

questionnaires, 357S said, “I feel that I will make mistakes when discussing a task, especially 

with unfamiliar words”. Another informant, 302S put it, “I sometimes don’t find the words; I 

feel shy and embarrassed”. This might mean that the students’ feelings about their 

translanguaging practices are dependent on their familiarity or unfamiliarity with the words they 

wanted to use. It also might mean that despite learning English for 8-11 years, the students were 

still afraid of speaking the language because of the perceptions these students had about speaking 

a foreign language with each other. Furthermore, it can be said that the students’ language 

practices inside the classroom are affected by the ways society judges them when deploying a 

named language that is not well used outside the classroom context. For instance, 3MS1 said, 

“…in society if you talk in English, they will look at you, it means ehh (…) You are trying to 

show off…” 

 

Although the question about the extent the participants felt comfortable when using their 

own languages was asked in a general way, the open-ended answers revealed that most of the 

participants focused on the feelings of comfort in relation to their ability to understand the 

content and be understood. When the students were asked about the extent to which they feel 

comfortable or not when using English only, 88 students (24.3%) indicated that they felt very 

uncomfortable, and 68 students (18.8%) reported that they felt uncomfortable.  However, 186 

students (51.5%) expressed their feelings of comfort when using English, and 14 students (3.9%) 
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indicated that they felt very comfortable. There was not a very significant difference between 

this finding and the one regarding the students’ feelings of comfort when using LOTE. Among 

the 356 students who answered this question, 219 students (60.5%) indicated that they felt 

comfortable using different languages simultaneously, while only 75 respondents (19.9%) felt 

very comfortable when deploying LOTE. Furthermore, 50 students (13.8%) commented that 

they felt uncomfortable, whereas only some informants (15 students, 4.1%) stated that they felt 

very uncomfortable when using LOTE. These findings are displayed in Figures 25 and 26, 

respectively.  

 

 

Figure 25. The frequencies of the students’ responses about their feeling of comfort when 

using English only. 

 

Figure 26. The frequencies of the students’ responses about their feeling of comfort when 

using LOTE. 

 

The respondents, unlike their teachers, reported a sense of guilt for using LOTE and the wish 

to use only English when interacting about lessons and tasks. For instance, 1S1 said, “Je me sens 

coupable, n7as comme c’est maranish mada l English 7a9ha when I use other languages/ I feel 
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guilty, I feel like I am being unfair to English…” Another student, 2MS put it, “hih sa7, 7na li 

maranech ndiro f efforts, kon 3aynek t speaker l’Anglais, kon bditi m3aya men nhar lowal, kon 

doka rana fluent wkolech/yes, that’s true, we are not making efforts, if you really wanted to speak 

English, you should have started from the beginning (addressing her friend), we could have been 

fluent by now”. Nonetheless, they felt that they had low proficiency in English, and they still face 

difficulties when trying to convey their messages, especially first-year students. Accordingly, 

some informants stated the lack of practice and motivation to speak English, while others referred 

to the fact that they were learners of languages and not native speakers. For instance, 3S4 argued,  

 

…because if you have a wide range of vocabulary and you can speak 

fluently (…) you won’t need to use ARABIC (…) if you have a wide 

range, but if the level is a bit low, then you have difficulties in 

finding some words, so you are obliged to say the word in ARABIC 

to convey your message. 

 

Thus, from these extracts, despite the fact the students insisted on having the interview 

questions in English, they provided their answers in LOTE alongside English. When asking the 

students about the reason behind using these linguistic resources, they said that they were 

focusing on fulfilling the goal of the discussion (i.e., answering the questions and sharing ideas). 

However, they did not show any kind of regret to deploy their translanguaging in that case. This 

again may suggest the importance of the language users’ stances and the context where 

translanguaging could be seen as either an effective or a disadvantageous practice.  

 

According to the students, the reason behind this sense of responsibility towards these 

language practices can be linked to the nature of the EFL context which requires the maximum 

deployment of the English linguistic features. For these students, the goal behind being in the 

classroom was to speak English fluently and correctly. For instance, 1S2 commented, “use it 

outside (she meant LOTE), I don’t know, in the English classroom, we should keep using English 

only, we came to practice English”. They also stated that they were English language learners 

and referred to their level as advanced; thus, English should be used more when working on 

lesson-related topics. The students argued that using LOTE would be advantageous and work 

effectively with early levels (middle and secondary school levels). For example, 1MS argued,  
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It’s ok in the first year in middle school, this is our eighth year 

studying English, like come on we should ehh (…)speak like one 

line correct in English so this is why I think it’s a good idea to think 

in English, not in Arabic, you should use English, Arabic when 

necessary, rarely when it is like no way to understand, I feel so upset 

when we use other languages. 

 

Although the students had this attitude towards practicing English, their practices in the 

classroom (Chapter 4) upheld the continuous discrepancy between beliefs and practices. 

Commenting on this, Goodman (2017) points out that “the English-only ideology competes with 

a multilingual reality, and in the context of classroom group work, the multilingual reality 

prevails” (p.63). 

 

In Makalela’s study (2017), all participants had a positive attitude towards using different 

languages, whereas in Hopkyns et al.’s study (2020), one-third of their participants had a 

negative attitude towards the deployment of LOTE, and the others showed either positive or 

neutral attitudes. Nevertheless, there was no reference to the participants’ level in both studies. 

Thus, since the students in this study mentioned the level and after coding the answers to the 

aforementioned open-ended questions, I ran a correlation analysis to check if there is any relation 

between the students’ simultaneous use of LOTE nominal variable and the level ordinal variable. 

As discussed in Chapter 3, the estimate of Pearson’s correlation value is between -1 and +1. The 

former indicates a strong negative correlation, while the other indicates a strong positive 

correlation.  

 

From Table 9 below, the results showed that the estimated correlation is -0.1. This means 

that there is a very weak negative relationship between the students’ level and their use of their 

own languages. Therefore, although the students used their languages for different purposes, 

particularly enhancing understanding, the extent to which these practices took place was not 

shaped by their levels. Additionally, by aggregating the attitudinal questions as the dependent 

variable (DV), I ran a linear regression analysis to predict the relationship, not a cause-effect 

relationship, between the attitudes as the DV and the participants’ level as the independent 

variable (IV). The results in table 10 depicted that the significance (the p-value) is less than alpha 

(0.5). F (1,359) = 4, 08, p=0.04< 0.05, which means that there is a significant statistical difference 

between the IV and the DV. 
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Table 9. The correlation between the level of the students and their simultaneous use of the 

different languages in the classroom. 

Correlations 

 Level of 

Respondent

s 

Why do you use more than 

one language simultaneously 

in the classroom? 

Level of Respondents Pearson 

Correlatio

n 

1 -.099 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

 .073 

N 361 326 

Why do you use more than 

one language simultaneously 

in the classroom? 

Pearson 

Correlatio

n 

-.099 1 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

.073  

N 326 326 

 

Table 10. The relation between the level and the students’ attitudes towards the 

translanguaging practices in the classroom. 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

1 Regression 3.542 1 3.542 4.084 .044b 

Residual 311.333 359 .867   

Total 314.875 360    

a. Dependent Variable: Attitude 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Level of Respondents 

 

To check for differences in attitudes between groups (1st, 2nd BA, and 1st year MA), a Post 

hoc test for statistical inference testing was conducted. The test (Table 11) showed that 

p=0.04<0.05, indicating that first-year students and first-year MA are significantly different. 

However, no significant differences were selected between second-year students and both first-
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year BA and MA. The results showed that p=0.28>0.05 for both groups. From these results, it 

can be inferred that the level has a role in shaping the students’ attitudes towards their languaging 

practices, especially for those in early stages (i.e., first-year students). Thus, it might be said that 

the informants’ attitudes range from a tolerant attitude for first-year students to a neutral for 

second-year students to a negative attitude for MA students (more advanced level).  

 

Table 11. The differences in attitudes between groups. 

Multiple Comparisons 

Dependent Variable:   Attitude   

LSD   

(I) Level of 

Respondents 

(J) Level of 

Respondents 

Mean 

Differenc

e (I-J) 

Std. 

Error 

Sig. 95% Confidence 

Interval 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

1st year 2nd year .125 .116 .283 -.10 .35 

1st year Master .257* .124 .038 .01 .50 

2nd year 1st year -.125 .116 .283 -.35 .10 

1st year Master .133 .123 .280 -.11 .37 

1st year Master 1st year -.257* .124 .038 -.50 -.01 

2nd year -.133 .123 .280 -.37 .11 

*. The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 

 

The findings in this subsection showed that though the students used selected features from 

their linguistic system to explain, clarify, and share ideas, they stressed the notion of obligation 

and the necessity of the communicative event with a sense of guilt. This can be related to the 

nature of the EFL context and being majored in English. This is evidenced by the students’ 

answers when they were asked about the reasons behind their choices of studying English. They 

reported that it is the language of the world and the language that would benefit them in the 

distant future, especially in English-speaking communities. Thus, governed by monolingual 

norms, deploying mostly English practices than LOTE practices is of paramount importance. 

This finding contradicts Makalela’s findings (2017) where the preservice teacher students in a 

South African University reported positive attitudes towards the use of different languages and 

not only or mostly Sepedi language (similar to English in this study). Although the students in 
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this study knew several languages like Makalela’s participants, they viewed themselves after 

finishing their studies, considering the powerful status of English, as fitting in the imagined 

English-speaking communities (Norton, 2000; Pavlenko & Norton, 2007). 

 

Additionally, these findings align with those of Goodman (2017) where Ukrainian students 

argued that they used three languages (Russian, English, and Ukrainian) inside the EMI class, 

but they should have control over these translanguaging practices.  The student participants in 

this study did not argue for their wishes to minimise their use of LOTE with their classmates, 

but also with their teachers. This, then, turns the discussion to the following subsection about the 

students’ attitudes toward their translanguaging practices with their teachers. 

6.3. The students’ attitudes towards their translanguaging practices 

during student-teacher interaction 

This subsection discusses the findings about the students’ attitudes towards using LOTE 

with their teachers. Overall, the findings showed that the students reported that they could not 

deploy their different languages freely during their interaction with their teachers inside the 

classroom. This is because of the nature of the space within which the communication took place 

and the teacher’s role in teaching English and the students’ role in learning English. The findings 

are in line with power distance and uncertainty avoidance dimensions (Hofstede, 1986). These 

dimensions are mainly about the teacher’s role and status as English language teachers in the 

Algerian context, where they are deemed as the knowledge holders and role models in the 

classroom. These results align with those discussed in Chapter 5 where teacher participants stated 

that they restricted their students’ use of LOTE when addressing them. Nevertheless, the data 

from the observations revealed that the teachers did not show any reactions to the students’ 

participation in LOTE for pedagogical reasons. However, some teachers showed a total rejection 

of using basic words in LOTE, mainly Derja, like pronouns, linking words, and interjections. 

 

When asked about using English in the classroom, the student participants were unanimous 

in the view that they used English with their teachers for different reasons, which shaped their 

views about their translanguaging practices during this type of interaction. Almost all the 

respondents in the questionnaires (305, 84.5%) reported that they used only English with their 

teachers, while 27 (7.5%) students mentioned that they used only English with their classmates. 

Figure 27 below illustrates these findings.  
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Figure 27. The frequencies of the students’ responses about their feeling of comfort when 

using different languages. 

 

I conducted a cross-tabulation analysis to show the relationship between the students’ level 

and their use of only English with their teachers, especially since 27 students indicated their use 

of English with their classmates. The results showed that most of the respondents (19 out of 27) 

who stated that they used English in their classrooms were MA students. This may mean that the 

more students are advanced in their studies, the more they engaged in communication using 

English. These findings are displayed in Table 12 below. 
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Table 12. The relation between the use of only English and the students’ level inside the 

classroom. 

Level of Respondents * With whom do you use English only in the classroom? 

Crosstabulation 

Count   

 With whom do you use only English in 

the classroom? 

Friends Teachers/Lecturers 

Level of Respondents 1st year                           

3 

104 

2nd year 5 104 

1st year Master 19 97 

Total 27 305 

6.3.1. The teacher obliges us to use English  

When asked about their reasons behind their translanguaging practices with their classmates 

and not with their teachers, the students argued that there was a sense of obligation from their 

teachers to make them use English. For instance, 3S4 put it, “between us the students, we use 

most of the time ARABIC, but with teachers, we use English, we are obliged to”. For them, it 

seemed reasonable when their teachers forbade them from using LOTE alongside English 

and obliged them to use only English to participate. This is different from the finding presented 

by Rosén and Lundgren (2021), where “no teacher gave voice to a view that students should use 

only” the main language of instruction in the classroom “to the exclusion of other linguistic 

resources” (p.210). The student participants in this study reported a positive attitude towards 

their teachers’ restricted reactions to their translanguaging practices. According to the 

informants, their teachers’ persistence was the only way that helped them to try to get used to 

the language and develop their skills. For example, 3S3 stated, “yaw ana kon maygololich lazem, 

wellah manhder, manhderch marah Anglais/ if he does not oblige me, I swear to God I will not 

speak, I will never speak in English”. 335S argued, “they don’t allow us to use other languages 

with them, so we master the English language”. Another interviewee emphasised the role of the 

teacher to guide and push them to use English only, he said,  
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You know, I believe that desires are blind (…) so if we follow our 

desires ehh we wouldn’t think or write in English, just in Arabic or 

other languages, so here the role of the teacher is really crucial to 

guide you (…) to push you and to prevent you use another language, 

I think the role here is more positive than negative (3MS1). 

 

The students further added that if the teachers’ input or question was in English, then the 

output should be in the same language. They reported that they discussed with each other using 

translanguaging practices, but the answers should be in English because the teacher did not 

usually allow, accept, or tolerate their fluid practices, especially whole sentences or when the 

words were clear and basic. For instance, 2MS mentioned,  

 

The teacher asks in English, and we should answer in English (…) 

the teachers refuse our answers in another language (…) surtout les 

phrase ehh we discuss between us in different languages, but we 

have to answer in English/…especially sentences… 

 

It is worth noting that the student interviewees indicated that some teachers might tolerate 

to a certain extent their students’ use of French and English, but not ARABIC. They thought this 

was useful because it was their chance to improve their knowledge of French and English 

languaging practices simultaneously. 1S2 suggested, “they told us if you want to clarify 

something and you don’t know the meaning in English, you can say it in ehh and translate it in 

French, but not ehh never ever use Derja because it won’t help you”.  Based on this finding about 

the teachers’ preference for their students’ deployment of French to ARABIC, this might mean 

that despite all the demands for embracing more English than French in Algerian society, French 

still has a high status and is perceived as a prestigious language in a formal setting (English 

classrooms in this case). However, the teachers’ tolerance of the students’ use of French over 

ARABIC was neither found in the classroom observations nor in the teachers’ interviews. 

6.3.2. The nature of the module  

The students’ notion of the nature of the module in relation to the use of LOTE in the EFL 

classrooms was different from the one their teachers raised in Chapter 5. The students stated that 

the translation or the German modules were the appropriate spaces where they could deploy the 
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different languages, unlike the other modules, where English should be used most of the time. 

For instance, 1MS argued, “the translation module is fine, but the others ehh we are obliged to 

use English only like in literature ehh or civilization, we are obliged to use English (…) we can’t 

say for example (…) al 7adara amrikiya kanet/ the American civilization was”.  

 

They also stated that they were more concerned with using English with their teachers in the 

oral expression modules than the other modules because oral expression sessions were the 

appropriate situations where they should practice more English. 1S3 argued, “oral expression we 

are obliged to speak in English even if we don’t have words (…) we try in English ehh simple 

English; it is the best session to speak and listen to English”. Therefore, in line with Aghai et 

al.’s findings (2020), translanguaging could be regarded as a problem in oral communication for 

students (oral expression sessions in my study and not oral communication in general). However, 

regardless of the nature of the module, the informants reported a positive attitude towards their 

translanguaging practices with their teachers regarding vocabulary or keywords, interlingual 

translanguaging, to convey their messages. This finding was also found in all the sessions I 

attended where students provided word explanations and sometimes entire explanations using 

LOTE. This finding is similar to the teachers’ positive attitude towards their use of LOTE to 

explain only technical terms and jargon, especially of particular modules. However, this finding 

emphasizes that the students’ selection of the language features was not related to the 

terminology of the module, but to the needs of the communicative situation. In line with the 

findings from Chapter 5 and concerning the teachers’ reactions in this situation, the students 

argued that their teachers were tolerant of their interlingual translanguaging practices. 

6.3.3. Teacher and student as an archetypal pair 

The student participants stated that they believed that using English with their teachers 

represented respect and a chance to develop their English. They mentioned that unlike their 

interaction with their classmates who had the same level, it was their opportunity to obtain 

feedback and develop their English linguistic baggage within “the archetypal teacher-student 

interaction” (Hofstede, 1986, p.302). The aim behind developing English language skills was to 

obtain a better job and be perceived as an English language speaker in their society. This aligns 

with the individualism/collectivism dimension proposed by Hofstede (1986). The former 

prioritizes the individual over the group, while the latter is vice versa. According to him, 

education in collectivist societies, like the Algerian society, “…is a way of gaining prestige in 
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one’s social environment and of joining a higher status group” (p.312). Hereof, the informants 

felt that this type of interaction might help to oil the wheels of achieving success in the English 

language. This view was echoed by 3S2, who stated, 

 

…but when you speak English with your teacher (…) the teacher 

speaks English better than you ehh he knows grammar more than 

you (…) he knows vocabulary more than you ehh I think it’s better 

if we make it with the teachers (…) if you make some grammar 

mistakes ehh he will correct you or teach you something ehh you 

will improve your skills (…) you can be a good teacher or translator 

in the future (…) yeah ehh, so I think this is the difference between 

communicating with the teacher and your colleague.  

 

This finding also emerged from the questionnaires. Most of the respondents argued that 

English was their speciality; hence, it was with their teachers they could develop their skills, 

especially speaking skills. In this regard, the participants referred to their talk with their teachers 

as a formal and academic situation that should embrace the English language features only. The 

following quote by 3MS1 exemplifies this finding. He argued, “…it is serious, and it is official 

between your teacher and you, you use English (…) it is more formal and more respectful”. 206S 

indicated, “Because speaking in ARABIC is disrespectful to teachers”. Another informant 335S 

put it, “I use English with teachers means I respect the teacher and respect the language we are 

studying”. Thus, the participants’ reported notion of disrespect to their teachers when deploying 

LOTE which might imply disrespect to the English language contradicts Palfreyman and Al-

Bataineh’s finding (2018). The participants in Palfreyman and Al-Bataineh’s study argued that 

deploying translanguaging (English and Arabic) is a violation of “linguistic integrity or respect” 

(p.92) to Arabic but not English.  

 

Furthermore, the data revealed that the informants upheld the use of simple English, 

intralingual translanguaging, over their engagement and participation in LOTE when it was not 

necessary. For example, 1S3 stated, “wechno lhadaf mala ki 3odna na9raw Anglais ki 3odna f l 

classa badet manhadrouch Anglais m3a les profs, au moins simple English wela Anglais mkasra 

chwi khirman different languages / what is the point then from studying English if we are not 

using English with our teachers in the classroom, at least …or broken English are better 

than…”.   
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However, the participants commented that they had to prepare their answers and think 

carefully in English before participating because they were afraid of making mistakes and their 

teachers’ reactions. They further added that they would not be able to raise their hands if they 

felt that they would struggle. In this case, when the student interviewees were asked if they 

wished their teachers would allow them to use their own languages, all interviewees rejected the 

idea, except for difficult words and terminology. However, it is significant to emphasise that 

most of the students stressed the way the teachers should react to their translanguaging practices 

and the mistakes they might make when using English only. 3MS1 commented, “tkoun b wa7ed 

la façon matkounech ehh (…) maygolhalakch b la gentillesse, ygolhalek b façon y7achmak bin 

lajma3a, Hadi hiya/ it should be (she meant the teacher’s reaction) in a way that is not ehh (…) 

they do not say it softly, they say it in a way that embarrasses you in front of the entire class, 

that’s it”. Thus, for the student participants, this may lead them to cease participation even in 

English and be reluctant to take risks in their language-learning journey.   

 

Overall, the results presented in this subsection indicated that the EFL students showed a 

negative attitude towards their translanguaging practices when addressing their teachers inside 

the classroom. Nevertheless, they felt that using their own languages was a necessary practice 

when they were in a need of only certain keywords to fulfil their communicative goals. They 

also stated that their teachers restricted their deployment of LOTE alongside English, but they 

showed a positive attitude towards these reactions. This positive attitude might be linked to the 

fact that they were English language learners and their views about their teachers as the reliable 

source to practise English with inside the classroom. However, they felt that their teachers should 

consider the ways they address them when reacting to their fluid language practices. Since the 

students in this communicative event showed more concern with the named languages to make 

sense of their interaction, these findings might seem to align with the external socially named 

languages or the outsider’s perspective (language form above) of translanguaging (Baynham & 

Lee, 2019; Garcia & Li, 2014; Otheguy et al., 2015, 2018; Pennycook & Otsuji, 2015; Li, 2017). 

This “social construction of named languages is important and real, and bilinguals have to learn 

to gauge when to use what features for what situation and with whom” (Garcia & Kleifgen, 2018, 

p.63).  

 

When interacting with their teachers, the students selected linguistic features, English 

mainly, except for keywords where they deployed their own languages. This selective choice of  

English language features was based on the social norms that governed the communicative 
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situation they were engaged in and not the cognitive-linguistic reality (Garcia & Li, 2014; 

Otheguy et al., 2015, 2018). These social norms could be, according to the students, linked to 

the differences in the student-teacher interaction within the power distance and uncertainty 

avoidance dimensions (Hofstede, 1986). According to Hofstede, “the power distance as a 

characteristic of a culture defines the extent to which the less powerful persons in a society accept 

inequality in power and consider it as normal” (p.307), whereas Uncertainty Avoidance, 

 

As a characteristic of a culture defines the extent to which people 

within a culture are made nervous by situations which they perceive 

as unstructured, unclear, or unpredictable, situations which they, 

therefore, try to avoid by maintaining strict codes of behaviour and 

a belief in absolute truths. (p.308).  

 

Within the first dimension and in relation to the roles identified by Hofstede (1986), during 

their interaction with their teachers, the students’ attitudes towards their translanguaging 

practices might be interpreted within the large power distance. In this regard, the informants 

argued that they deployed their English languaging practices with their teachers because they 

regarded them as knowledge holders and competent speakers, unlike their classmates or friends. 

Furthermore, they added that the teachers and the language they were studying deserved respect, 

which could be expressed by selecting the English language features only. However, this power 

distance role is shown differently in relation to the students’ language practices outside the 

classroom. They reported that they used different languages when addressing their teachers 

outside the classroom context. This again stresses the importance of the context when 

investigating translanguaging (Gort, 2015). The final role is the students’ expectations of their 

teachers to shape and frame their use of LOTE. According to them, the teachers should restrict 

these practices, except for specific words, resulting in allowing the students to take advantage of 

this social interaction to expand the new linguistic features to be embodied in the unitary full 

linguistic repertoires. This is what Garcia and Li (2014), and Otheguy et al., (2015) refer to as 

“the teachers’ interactional affordances” which are specific, strategic, and appropriate to the 

teaching and learning context these participants are engaged in it, the EFL context in this study.  

 

For the second dimension, the informants’ views of their selective English linguistic features 

with the complex nature and norms of the Algerian context and the EFL classroom might 

fall under the strong uncertainty avoidance society roles (Hofstede, 1986). Three roles can be 
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discussed within this proposed dimension. Within the first role about feeling comfortable in 

structured learning situations, the EFL students reported that they did not feel comfortable 

participating in English if they did not have their input prepared well in advance; however, they 

argued that this preparation involved their fluid languaging practices. The second role is the 

teachers’ rejection of LOTE which contradicts the innovative approach to problem-

solving (Hofstede, 1986). This approach might lead to the creative selection of the linguistic 

features from the unitary linguistic repertoire that fit and keep the communicative situation 

moving rather than focusing on the language (i.e., English). Finally, the students and teachers 

should not overcome emotions in this language learning and teaching context. Thus, the students’ 

attitudes towards their translanguaging practices with their teachers were shaped by the possible 

intolerant ways the teachers might show to these fluid practices. This, then, might lead the 

students to avoid taking risks and participating unless they were compulsive. Hence, the teachers 

might consider their students’ emotional affective status, especially when they deploy LOTE 

alongside English. By discussing the teacher’s role at the end of this subsection, the next section 

focuses on the students’ perspectives on their teachers’ fluid practices inside the EFL 

classrooms.  

6.4. The students’ attitudes towards their teachers’ translanguaging 

practices 

This section turns the discussion to the students’ views of their teachers’ use of different 

languages in the EFL classroom. Having asked the students about the actual language use in their 

classroom, they reported that their teachers sometimes used English alongside ARABIC and/or 

French to explain and establish understanding. For instance, 3MS1 said, 

 

…for instance, ehh some teachers like to teach only in English (…) 

he starts speaking only in English, but there ehh are others who mix 

English and French… and there are those who mix Arabic and 

English, they speak in English and they turn to Arabic…for me use 

neither Arabic nor French (…) use them only if the situation can’t 

(…) be sorted out hadi hiya/that’s it. 

 

The students asserted that the teachers’ use of LOTE in the EFL classrooms depended on 

their linguistic ideologies. Some teachers chose to deploy only English linguistic features by 
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following the social norms of the context they were involved in it. Other teachers preferred not 

to abide by these norms and bring the translanguaging practices they deploy outside the 

classroom. These practices involved ARABIC and French to varying degrees. Thus, the 

deployment of one language over the other, either languages or any other languages that are not 

used in Algerian society alongside English to accomplish different goals, might be related to the 

teachers’ subjective language preferences. 

 

The findings overall showed that the students reported a negative attitude towards the 

teachers’ interdiscursive translanguaging. Moreover, they argued that teachers should be 

selective and use LOTE to explain or translate difficult words, interlingual translanguaging, that 

were significant to make meaning of the teacher’s input. All the participants argued that the 

teacher was a role model, especially that English is a foreign language in the Algerian context 

and not practiced outside; hence, if other languages were to be used in the classroom, then 

LOTaD were preferred. These findings are discussed below in detail.  

6.4.1. Teachers should be selective: intralingual then interlingual 

translanguaging, but not interdiscursive translanguaging  

When the interviewee students were asked if their teachers’ use of English was always 

beneficial, all of them reported that they preferred this practice. They also stated that their 

teachers should consider the fact they were English language learners and use LOTE when 

necessary only. This is consistent with the findings of Daryai-Hansen et al. (2017), where 

students claimed that translanguaging should be “a transitory phenomenon ... and not ... as a 

stable phenomenon and common communication strategy” (p.43). The students argued that the 

teachers should use simple English, intralingual translanguaging, because it might help them to 

acquire new vocabulary and expand their linguistic repertoire that can fit the monolingual norms 

specific to the context they were engaged in it. According to them, achieving language-related 

learning goals could be achieved by using English only. This practice might enable them to 

embrace these new language features, which will serve their futuristic desired communicative 

and sociocultural needs (Lin, 2000). This view was echoed by 2MS2 who reported, “ana gotlak 

fah tkoun mli7a, tkoun mli7a par exemple ki ykoun teacher yahder m3a students ta3o ghir b 

l’Anglais, w lkalma li mayfhmouhech, yachra7alhom b l’Anglais simple, hakda vocabulary tzid 

tatla3/ I told you (using English only) in which context is beneficial, for example when the teacher 

is explaining to his students in English only, and they don’t understand a word, then he explains 



 
208 

again in simple English, so, we acquire more vocabulary”. 40S stated, “the teachers use English 

is the right way to explain things, to improve communication skills that help you get a job and 

be something in the future”.  These students’ tendency towards intralingual translanguaging and 

not LOTE is in line with the findings of many scholars. These findings showed that the overuse 

of the majority language (the home language) reduces exposure to the main language of the 

classroom (Swain, 2000; Turnbull, 2001; Turnbull & Arnett, 2002), especially in contexts where 

the students have limited or no opportunities to experience the language outside the educational 

context.  

 

Nonetheless, generally speaking, the findings demonstrated that the participants alluded to 

the notion of the teachers’ use of LOTE to establish understanding and explain words. In this 

case, 2MAS argued,  

 

It’s only useful in case the teacher is explaining ehh something and 

we don’t understand a word, not the whole sentence (…) if we don’t 

understand a whole sentence ehh the problem is in us not the 

language or the teacher, but sometimes they forget we are only 

students and we are just learning, they use like complicated words, 

here we find it better if they use ARABIC or French and translate 

these complicated words. 

 

As it can be seen from the quote above, the students emphasised the teachers’ use of 

translation, interlingual translanguaging, to explain difficult keywords because they were still 

language learners, and “they did not have enough TL to understand the teacher” (Rabbidge, 2019, 

p.26).  The translation theme, which can be considered a pedagogical translanguaging practice, 

emerged when the students reported the teachers’ different translanguaging practices in the 

classroom in the qualitative and quantitative data.  Similar to what I did in the previous chapter 

regarding the different labels that the teachers reported, explaining their fluid deployment of 

LOTE, Figure 28 taken from NVivo 12 illustrates the students’ description of the translanguaging 

practices that took place in the classroom.  
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Figure 28. The students’ labels of the translanguaging practices. 

 

From the figure, the students used translation and mixed languages to explain the 

deployment of the linguistic systems they and their teachers had. However, when elaborating on  

their answers and using the two previous most recurrent practices (translation and mixing 

languages), a few students added terms like escaping, combining languages, and changing 

languages. While students referred to their translanguaging practices during their communication 

with each other as mixing, they used translation to describe the fluid use of their languages during 

the teacher-student interaction to explain technical and jargon words. For example, 3S2 

commented, “Ih Kima ykouno des mots scientifiques, Kima nerves a3sab wela lkhalaya Kima 

na9raw f psychology 3la l brain, kalmat hado presque Kamel ygolhomona en Arabe/yes like 

scientific words, like nerves and cells, in psychology we study about the brain, almost they use 

Arabic to explain these words”. This finding aligns with the one discussed in Chapters 4 and 5 

where the teachers reported a positive attitude towards this pedagogical practice to explain 

specific words and considered it an effective cognitive strategy for learners (Hummel, 2010). 

 

Regarding the languages that students preferred to use for translation purposes, interlingual 

translanguaging, the majority of the participants emphasised using French or any other language 

over ARABIC. However, five groups out of 10 FGDs had a negative attitude towards their 
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teachers’ use of French. They considered it as a sign of showing off and prestige. 2MS 

commented, “yes, some of them think that it is the language of prestige, it means if he speaks 

French (…) he is from high class”. However, the rest of the interviewee students and those who 

were surveyed stated that if teachers were to include LOTE, it should be LOTaD, but not 

ARABIC (Derja, mainly) since it is their home language. A student interviewee asserted, “I think 

it’s beneficial when they use language instead of Arabic, Derja, we do understand the whole 

words in Derja” (2S). For them, using LOTaD might help them to enrich their vocabulary and 

learn different languages simultaneously. In this regard, 1S1 argued,  

 

Arabic is our mother language (…) so it ehh is easy for us to speak 

it and to understand it so we don’t need to practise it with the 

teachers (…) it won’t help us ehh so it’s beneficial to us to get two 

languages French and English for example.  

 

Additionally, in the questionnaires, the 90S put it, “I would prefer if the teacher would use 

multiple languages like French, for example, words in French, so we would learn it also”. This 

seems to be different from the findings of Belmihoub (2018b). In his study, the Algerian 

Arabphones students showed a negative attitude towards the French language. The reason behind 

the students’ positive attitude towards French, in my study, could be related to the fact that they 

were language learners, and they liked learning different languages. This is evident in their 

answers when they were asked about the languages they knew or could speak (see Figure 22). 

Therefore, the following equation summarises the teachers’ language use in EFL classrooms for 

task-related purposes according to the student informants’ views. 

 

 

Translation in this study as an applied practice is seen through translanguaging as a 

theoretical lens (Baynham & Lee, 2019) as discussed in Chapter 2. Translanguaging shifts the 

focus from language to selecting the resources that people have in their repertoire to achieve the 

goal of the communicative event (Creese et al., 2018). Thus, through these lenses, translation 

“not only reflects and transfers existing knowledge but continuously creates a new knowledge” 

(Wolf, 2011, p.20). Based on the students’ reported answers, this applied practice helps the 

Teachers’ translanguaging practices= English only or with any other language –Derja 

Or Teachers’ translanguaging practices= English only or with LOTaD 
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participants to find a common ground (Clark, 1996; Creese et al., 2018) through which they 

received the message effectively and expanded the new features in their linguistic repertoire.  

 

Hereof, to conclude, there are different reasons behind considering translation as interlingual 

translanguaging. The first reason is the translanguaging shift (Garcia et al., 2017) the EFL 

teachers made to respond to their students’ needs when explaining the words that helped to 

convey the meaning. The second reason is the teachers’ affordances of the translanguaging 

moment (Baynham & Lee, 2019) when they allowed their students to deploy their own languages 

through translation practices to scaffold others and establish understanding. These pedagogical 

practices “support the learners’ subjectivities and ways of learning as active bilingual subjects” 

(Garcia et al., 2020, p.88). The other reason is that translation is usually associated with the 

separation of languages, the use of the colonial language, and “the ways of saying things in the 

language of the other” (Gracia et al., 2020, p.88). However, from the findings, there was a 

tendency to use the students’ own languages, including, yet not limited to French. This selective 

and strategic use of interlingual translanguaging, translation, goes beyond the monolingual 

norms, which shape the EFL classroom context, adhering to the valuable role of the students’ 

own languages and their experiences (Garcia et al., 2020) to make sense of specific events.  

 

Therefore, the teachers’ word translations or interlingual translanguaging was the preferred 

practice for scientific jargon and keywords, while their interdiscursive translanguaging was 

rejected. Consistent with that of the findings in Chapter 5, the student participants asserted that 

excessive use of LOTE, despite the fact they understood them, might lead to confusion, less 

exposure to the English language, and doubt of the teacher’s role. This practice was not preferred, 

particularly when the full explanation was provided in English followed by the same explanation 

in another language, especially Derja, i.e., passive interdiscursive translanguaging. For example, 

2S put it, “gotlak yachra7 mathalan b l’Anglais, yzid yachra7eha bel français, yzid yachar7eha 

bel3arbiya, hakda mach mlih7, matdkholich f bali besa7 hakda mathazich vocabulaire, walo/ I 

told you, for example, he explains in English, then he explains it in French, then in Arabic, this 

is not effective, I get nothing, I can’t learn new vocabulary, nothing”.  51S justified, “he is an 

English teacher, he has to speak English, when he uses other languages as if he is outside the 

class, this means he is not qualified”. One interviewee asserted, “there are some ehh for example 

when one teacher comes to the class, I go out (…) because he is using awful English with a lot 

of ARABIC, and you will find that most of them are doctors” (1MS). Thus, in line with the 

findings of several studies about teaching languages (Carroll & Van de Hoven, 2017; Fallas 
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Escobar 2020; Rosén & Lundgren, 2021) where the teachers’ use of other linguistic resources 

“might raise questions about them being professional” (Rosén & Lundgren, 2021, p.210), the 

students in this study confirmed these findings. Nevertheless, they related the teachers’ lack of 

professionalism to the overuse, particularly interdiscursive translanguaging or when 

unnecessary, but not to the actual use of LOTE 

 

The students, regardless of their levels, tended to frame their teachers’ use of languages in 

the classroom context within the monolingual speaker norms (May, 2011) and the deployment 

of the maximum of the English linguistic features in the different communicative events. These 

expectations about the teachers can fall within the teachers’ knowledge models proposed by 

different scholars (Elbaz, 1983; Shulman, 1987). These researchers identified different 

categories of teacher knowledge, where the knowledge of the content or the subject matter was 

the first domain. However, Shulman (1987) organized these classifications into two groups that 

seem to align with the students’ responses in this study. These two types are content and 

classroom skills. The former refers to the knowledge of the subject matter which goes with what 

students referred to as English language teachers. The latter, the classroom skills, refer to the 

teacher’s ability to convey the content to the students effectively and successfully with selected 

and appropriate linguistic features, including LOTE only when necessary. This might be 

associated with teacher competence.  

 

From a translanguaging perspective and based on the translanguaging sort card developed 

by Witt (as cited in Garcia & Li, 2014), this passive interdiscursive translanguaging is not a 

translanguaging practice. This could have been considered an effective translanguaging practice 

if the teacher ensured that their students were “receiving the appropriate linguistic input and 

producing the adequate linguistic output in meaningful interactions and collaborative dialogue” 

(Garcia & Li, 2014, p.92). Thus, this emphasizes the importance of the discursive process 

whereby the participants jointly produce and construct knowledge when translanguaging is 

adopted. 

 

Furthermore, the student participants raised the notion of the students’ needs and 

competence in relation to the difficulty of words. Interestingly, in line with those who preferred 

the teachers’ use of LOTE to explain words, the notion of content modules emerged. This is a 

similar finding to the one in Chapter 5 where the teachers said that the nature of the module and 

its aims shape the translanguaging space. In this respect, 181S commented, “for example, in the 
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TTU, there are some scientific words, in civilization some old words I can neither understand 

nor write”. Another informant, 259S, put it “in case if I had to deal with something new or hard 

somehow, I would like the teacher to use other languages, especially new words or vocabulary 

which are not familiar to me like in literature, SLA”. Nonetheless, the students called for more 

selective and limited teachers’ use of LOTE or what many researchers (Cenoz, 2017; Cenoz & 

Gorter, 2020; Galante, 2020b; Junvonen & Källkvist, 2021) call pedagogical translanguaging 

(see Chapter 2).  

 

To understand this finding about the level, I ran a crosstabulation analysis. As can be seen 

in Table 13 below, while second-year students showed almost a neutral attitude, 79 first-year 

students preferred the teachers’ use of different languages when delivering their modules or 

explaining particular lessons. They argued that they were still beginners, and they were used to 

simple English in secondary schools. In this respect, 327S mentioned that “other languages 

should be used sometimes to understand better, to increase motivation, reduce anxiety, maybe 

create a healthy atmosphere, we are still beginners, this is just our first year”. However, most 

MA students (59 students) were against these fluid practices, regardless of the nature of the 

module.  The reason behind this discrepancy in attitudes within the three levels, especially 

between first-year BA and first-year MA students, could be related to the lived students’ 

experiences in this context.  Here, based on the students’ responses to the open-ended questions, 

MA students reported that their English linguistic features were expanded compared to their first 

experiences in the EFL university environment. 309S commented, “no need to use another 

language to explain the lesson, it is not like when we were first or second year, we have a better 

level now”. They further stressed the maximum use of simple English instead of any other 

language, except for words that are key to comprehending the output. This view, for example, 

was echoed by 283S, who wrote, “I don’t prefer the teacher to use other languages, except if the 

students find it difficult to understand a word or expression, simply because students will get 

used each time to the teacher translating into ARABIC or French”.  
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Table 13. The relation between the students’ level and their preferences for their teachers’ use 

of LOTE in particular modules. 

Level of Respondents * Are there any modules or particular lessons you prefer that 

your teacher (s) would use languages other than English (Arabic, French, or 

Tamazight) Crosstabulation 

Count    

  Are there any modules or 

particular lessons you prefer that 

your teacher (s) would use 

languages other than English 

(Arabic, French, or Tamazight) 

    Yes No 

Level of Respondents 1st year 79 47 

  2nd year 71 61 

  1st year 

Master 

44 59 

Total   194 167 

 

I ran a correlation analysis to gain insight into the relationship between the students’ level 

and the preferences for the teachers’ translanguaging practice. In section 6.2.3., regarding the 

wish to use English versus the necessity to use LOTE, I aggregated the attitudinal questions that 

are related to the students’ translanguaging practices. However, in this section, the attitudinal 

questions about the teachers’ practices were aggregated. The results in Table 14 below show that 

the estimated correlation is -0.05, which is very far from -1. This means that there is a very weak 

negative relationship between the students’ level and their attitudes towards their teachers’ use 

of different languages. Furthermore, the significance (the p-value) is greater than alpha. 

P=0.3>0.05 which means that there is no significant statistical difference between the students’ 

level and the teachers’ deployment of LOTE, unlike their attitudes towards their own practices. 

The reason behind this variance between attitudes might be related to the stance the students 

have about themselves as language learners.  For them, by being language learners, they needed 

to expand and master the new linguistic features (English language resources) to be deployed 

effectively and successfully in any communicative situation that requires these features only. 
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Table 14. The correlation between the students’ level and the teachers’ translanguaging 

practices. 

Correlations 

 Level of 

Respondents 

teachersuse_1 

Level of Respondents Pearson Correlation 1 -.053 

Sig. (2-tailed)  .311 

N 361 361 

teachersuse_1 Pearson Correlation -.053 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .311  

N 361 361 

 

6.4.2. Being exposed to English Develops self-reliance and independence 

Another positive view the students reported about their teachers’ deployment of the English 

features was developing self-reliance and independence. Seven out of the 15 qualitative data 

participants asserted that the teachers’ use of English most of the time encouraged them to be 

independent and autonomous learners. They further added that it helped them to improve their 

research skills and memorisation of words. For instance, 1S1 commented, “to remember it 

because when you search for the word by yourself (…) ehh you will remember it ehh better than 

the teacher gives it to you or translates it to you”. The students emphasised this view when asked 

if they wish to have a native English language teacher. The participants overall demonstrated 

their wish to be taught by a native speaker. Moreover, they reported that because their teachers 

knew their languages, this led them sometimes to feel lazy to search for the words they did not 

know. In addition to their focus on improving their accent and achieving fluency, the informants 

argued that the teacher’s unfamiliarity with their languages might motivate them, improve their 

academic performance, and raise their awareness of the new linguistic features they needed to 

expand. In this regard, one interviewee stated that “7na ki ta3tihalo bel3arbiya howa ya3tihelk 

en Anglais besa7 m3a hadek nti li taba7thi wa7dek/ if you tell the teacher the word in Arabic, he 

will say it to you in English, but (with the native speaker teacher) you have to search” (3S1). 1S2 

put it, “if we don’t get that word or something like that, we have to make efforts to learn it, we 

have to do research”. This finding differs from Carroll’s recommendation (2017) that 
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policymakers should hire teachers who share the same languages with their students to promote 

translanguaging practices in higher education. 

 

This finding of encouraging research also emerged from the open-ended questions in the 

questionnaires when the students were asked about whether the teacher should stick to English 

only or use different languages. For instance, 29S wrote, “so we can be more independent, and 

do our research on what we can’t understand”.  The interviewees further added that if the student 

could not understand the teacher’s input, they were not eligible to be English language students.  

In this regard, 3MS1 argued, 

 

The student his role is what? His role is to understand the message 

in English (…)if you ehh give him data in another language, then the 

student will get used to that language ehh if you have an idea and 

you speak in ARABIC (…), the students will get used to ARABIC, 

not English, in the first time he will find it difficult to understand the 

message in English (...) but by the time he will understand in English 

because he has to understand in English, maybe just one or two 

words in ARABIC, here it’s an English class if you don’t understand 

English don`t choose English. 

 

The quote above states that teachers should use English from the beginning; it is the 

students’ role and responsibility to make effort to understand. In this sense and in line with the 

teachers’ languaging practices, the student participants seemed to prioritise language, except for 

words, which could be the result of “the hegemonic ideologies about language, language use and 

language learning and teaching” (Mahboob & Lin, 2016) that are associated with the fallacies in 

English language teaching proposed by Philipson (1992).  Moreover, it seems that EFL students 

did not have a problem understanding the general idea of the teachers’ input, but their problem 

appears to be at the level of selecting and deploying features of the English features as an output. 

The students in the classroom observations did not ask for clarifications of the teachers’ input in 

LOTE, but only words as explained previously.  

 

The results in this section provide an understanding of the students’ attitudes towards their 

teachers’ translanguaging practices. The informants in this study reported that their teachers 

should deploy the maximum of the English language features in the classroom. The most 
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surprising finding was that the respondents’ level in the questionnaire data did not appear to have 

a correlation with their attitudes regarding their teachers’ translanguaging practices. Thus, it 

seems that a deeper investigation of this variable is needed. Furthermore, a negative attitude was 

reported towards full explanations in LOTE; however, a positive attitude was shown regarding 

the translation of words, i.e., interdiscursive versus interlingual translanguaging, respectively. 

6.5. The teachers’ reactions to their students’ translanguaging practices 

from the students’ perspective 

After presenting and discussing the findings about the students’ attitudes towards their own 

translanguaging practices and those of their teachers, I move on to discuss the findings about the 

situations where the teachers allowed their students’ deployment of LOTE in the classroom from 

the students’ perspective. When the students in the interviews/FGDs were asked about the cases 

the teachers tolerated their use of ARABIC, French, or any other language, all the informants 

reported that their teachers were against using LOTE in the class, except for off-lesson 

discussions. However, they argued that there were some situations where the teachers showed a 

tolerant or permissive attitude towards the use of the students’ own languages. These findings 

are explained below.  

 

Being English teachers and learners, as discussed earlier, was the reason behind the teachers’ 

negative reactions towards the students’ simultaneous use of LOTE. Within these findings, the 

interviewee students (9 out of 15 interviews/FGDs) were unanimous in the view that their oral 

expression teachers were very strict and sometimes uncompassionate with their use of LOTE. 

The reason could be related to the goal of this language module, as it focuses on developing the 

students’ communicative skills, especially listening and speaking. For instance, 131S said, 

“teachers obliged us to use English, especially in oral expression”. 

 

Although some teachers in the previous chapter stated that oral expression sessions could be 

the appropriate context where the students might learn about the selectivity of the linguistic 

features that fit the different situations, the students’ responses seemed to suggest the opposite. 

For instance, this view was echoed by 1S3 who said, “oral expression, she obliges us to speak in 

English even if we don’t have words, she tells us (…) talk in English”. Another student put it, 

“kayen ta3 l’oral kanet wa7da tachra7 Wmnb3d ra7tahla lkalma galteha bel3arbiya, hiya ki 

cheghol kanet dir f presentation gatalha minus, it’s a lack of vocabulary / a female student was 



 
218 

presenting in an oral expression session, she forgot the word in English, so she said it in 

ARABIC, the teacher told her that she will get … because this means …”. However, while 

observing the classes, the oral expression teachers neither showed intolerant attitudes towards 

their students’ translanguaging practices nor stopped them from participating.  

 

It is worth noting that some of those surveyed alluded to the notion of the teachers’ negative 

attitude towards Derja. By way of illustration, 172S commented, “teachers don’t even listen to 

our dialect, so we must use English”. This may mean that Derja in the EFL classrooms is of low 

status. However, this seems to suggest the mismatch between the self-reported practices and real 

practices in the classroom, especially since the findings from the teachers’ interviews and 

classroom observations did not reveal these attitudes towards Derja, except for some basic words.  

Moreover, the students stated that if anyone was to speak LOTE in the classroom, then it would 

be the teacher since they informed them that they were the only ones allowed to use ARABIC 

and French. As an exemplification, 2MS indicated, “there are teachers who say directly ehh don’t 

use the ARABIC language in my class ehh when I come don’t use ARABIC language, it’s just 

me who can speak it”.  

 

However, when addressing their teachers or sharing their ideas in front of the whole class, 

the participants said that some teachers allowed them to use only words in ARABIC or French, 

while others prioritised the English language over participation. For instance, 3MS asserted, 

“kaynin okhrin ki tabdi tahadri hakda wtro7lak ygolak use ARABIC, yes wkhrin ki toskti 

khlas/ there are some teachers when you don’t recall the word, they ask you to …yes, for others 

when you keep quiet, It’s fine by them”. Nonetheless, the participants asserted that some of their 

teachers praised their contribution and peer scaffolding to help others understand the content, 

especially when they asked them to explain words using LOTE. For instance, 1MS stated, “they 

ehh prefer to use English only because it’s an English class (…) ehh but if ehh in special 

condition like when someone does not understand and ehh you explain to them, they allow it, 

some teachers like this”. What can be noticed from these findings is that the teachers seem to 

value and welcome the students’ initiation of translanguaging of pedagogical value (Galante, 

2020b) in these specific cases, rather than being always the ones who created space of and for 

these fluid practices. This finding supports the ones discussed in Chapters 4 and 5.  

 

Although the students showed positive attitudes towards their teachers’ obligation to use 

only English in all the lesson-related communicative events, except new words, they did not 
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mention that the teachers should restrict and oblige them during off-lesson discussions. Thus, 

they asserted that their teachers neither interfered nor commented on these translanguaging 

practices. For instance, 3S1 argued, “even for example someone is working, and the others are 

chatting, it’s fine for them (she meant teachers)”. This might be interpreted that the students think 

that using English and their teachers’ obligation to use it could be linked mainly to lesson-related 

topics. However, chatting and establishing social relationships in the classroom should be 

embraced within an open translanguaging space, transcending the social norms of the EFL 

context they were engaged in it. This finding is consistent with the reported teachers’ attitudes 

towards their students’ use of LOTE discussed in Chapter 5. Most of the students argued that 

their teachers allowed them to use their own languages alongside English when working in 

groups, but they added that some teachers always kept reminding them of using English during 

their discussions about lesson-related topics. In line with the findings of the teachers’ allowance 

of LOTE in group work, the following extract taken from an FGD with four third-year students 

exemplifies these views. 

 

3S2: it’s group work, they don’t care. Sometimes they ask us to 

speak in English. 

 3S4: they care about the answers and with the person providing the 

answer.  

3S3: they care about the representative of the group who ehh should 

speak in English ehh but when we are discussing (…) they don’t 

interfere dima/ always, even if we speak in ARABIC. 

 

The reason behind some of the teachers’ tolerant or indifferent attitudes towards their 

students’ use of LOTE could be related to their focus on the process the students go through as 

long as the outcome is in English. This is within the sociocultural theories, which “emphasise 

that learning is a social dynamic process and that learners learn when interacting with one 

another” (Dale & Tanner, 2012, p.12). Thus, this joint construction of knowledge might be 

reached easily and effectively through the translanguaging practices that the students might 

deploy in their group works to produce a product with selected features of English only.  

 

The findings in this section showed that the teachers in the Algerian EFL context tended to 

limit and restrict their students’ use of their fluid practices. In this context, according to the 

student participants, English should be the only language used to learn and teach. However, 
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according to them, some teachers were considerate of including them to make meaning and keep 

the task moving (Creese & Blackledge, 2010) through allowing moments to deploy the complex 

linguistic features that might fit the goal of the communicative event. From the findings, the use 

of only English features and the teachers’ potential reactions to their students’ translanguaging 

practices seem to be associated with practices of pedagogical values (Galante, 2020b).  Thus, 

despite the monolingual ideologies, which governed the context and aimed to focus on 

developing the majority language (i.e., English, yet it is a minority language in the society), 

translanguaging moments seem to transcend these ideologies and index the multilingual realities 

of the participants to make meaning of the situation. 

6.6. Conclusion 

This chapter presented the findings of the qualitative and quantitative data about the 

students’ attitudes towards the use of LOTE alongside English in EFL classrooms. In summary, 

the findings showed that the students had ambivalent attitudes when deploying their own 

languages, depending on the communicative situation that they were involved in it. For 

communicative purposes during off-lesson interaction with each other, the student participants 

showed a positive attitude towards “too much” of their fluid practices and “enough” of only 

English, regardless of the EFL context nature. Within this communicative event, Derja was the 

most preferred language, over MSA and French. Thus, in less formal and academic 

communicative events, “the use of various languages allows for other ‘voices’ to be heard and 

have a place within social and educational norms” (Tsokalidou & Skourtou, 2020, p.23).   

 

The findings also showed that translanguaging is a necessary practice to make meaning 

during the students’ task-related discussions. Moreover, the participants alluded to the notion of 

a sense of guilt, which was not revealed in the findings of the teachers’ attitudes towards their 

translanguaging practices. The students’ translanguaging practices were identified during the 

classroom observations (Chapter 4), yet the students neither interfered nor commented on each 

other’s deployment of LOTE. Thus, this bewildered students’ feeling between using 

translanguaging as a necessary practice and the desire to use only English appear to adduce the 

challenge between the multilingual realities of their everyday lives versus the monolingual 

ideologies of learning a language (Simpson, 2020) and their perceptions of English superiority 

and importance for their future. Furthermore, the level seemed to play a role in shaping the 

students’ attitudes towards their use of their full linguistic repertoire that was not restricted to 
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only one named language. The more the students advance to higher levels, the more their 

linguistic ideologies are impacted by the monolingual theories. Nevertheless, these complex and 

conflicting norms challenge the real practices in the EFL classroom.  

 

The students’ repudiation of their unnecessary translanguaging practices with their teachers 

was among the main findings discussed in this chapter. The power dimensions and the imagined 

expectations they had about the teachers’ knowledgeability were among the factors behind 

limiting their translanguaging practices with their teachers. Nonetheless, while the students 

showed a positive attitude towards the purposeful and necessary use of their linguistic repertoire 

to fulfil their linguistic needs, negotiate meaning, and be part of the classroom interaction, they 

raised the notion of the teachers’ intolerant reactions to their LOTE practices. Thus, this finding 

might help language teachers to reflect on their attitudes and reactions when LOTE alongside 

English are deployed. Although Martínez-Roldán (2015) argues that bi/multilingual teachers 

“need time to reflect on their own biographies, to interrogate their understandings and valuing 

of bilingualism, and teacher education programs should provide such opportunities” (p.55), this 

finding seems a tempting opportune moment to “improve teacher education for multilingual … 

student population” (Knappik et al., 2020, p.179), especially in a context that is influenced by 

monolingual theories. Additionally, there was a negative attitude towards the teachers’ use of 

interdiscursive translanguaging. Through translanguaging lenses, however, the teachers’ 

strategic translation, interlingual translanguaging, of key and scientific words received a positive 

attitude from the students.  

 

The last section dealt with the teachers’ attitudes towards their students’ translanguaging 

practices from the students’ stance. According to the students, the EFL context, which is 

supposed to improve skills and embrace the exclusive use of the majority language in the 

classroom, was the main factor behind the teachers’ ideological linguistic rejection of the 

multilingual everyday practices in the classroom. Although the majority of teachers did not 

tolerate most of the cases where the students deployed their plurilingual everyday practices, 

especially features from Derja, the student informants showed a positive attitude towards these 

reactions. This could be an outcome of the monolingual assumptions that they had about English 

or any other language learning. Interestingly, according to the students, their teachers’ 

monolingual ideologies regarding the maximum to the exclusive deployment of the English 

language practices were more executed and predominated in contexts where power and formality 

(teacher-student relationships) are the norms. However, the findings revealed that some teachers 
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seemed to value their students’ translanguaging practices of pedagogical values (Galante, 2020b) 

to explain words or scaffold their classmates. 

 

After investigating the students’ and teachers’ translanguaging practices and attitudes 

towards such practices, from Chapter 4 to Chapter 6, the final chapter provides a summary of the 

thesis. It aims to discuss and summarise the research questions and points out the contribution of 

the study, the limitations, and recommendations for further research.  
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Chapter 7: Discussion and Conclusion 

7.1. Introduction 

Babino and Stewart (2020) put forward that it is valuable to examine translanguaging 

“across the educational landscape to understand the language practices in educational contexts 

such as South Africa, India, and other places in the Global majority” (p.100). The purpose of this 

study was to contribute to the ongoing scholarship on translanguaging as pedagogy in a part of 

the world, Algeria, which is characterised by colonial history, linguistic, and cultural diversity. 

By adopting translanguaging as the theoretical framework in this study, I investigated the 

deployment of the different linguistic resources that teachers and students had at their disposal, 

the functions fulfilled through these practices, their attitudes, and their reactions towards each 

other’s translanguaging practices in the Algerian university EFL classrooms. Therefore, this 

chapter summarises and discusses the main findings concerning the aims and the research 

questions of the study.  Furthermore, it presents the contribution of the study, the limitations, and 

the recommendations for further research.  

7.2. Summary and discussion of the findings  

This section summarises and discusses the research questions of this exploratory case study 

based on the analyses in Chapters 4,5, and 6. I first present a summary of the main findings, and 

then I report their importance and relevance to the main aims of this research.  

7.2.1. How does translanguaging manifest itself within the different characteristics of 

classroom talk in the university EFL classrooms?  

7.2.2. What are the functions behind the teachers’ and students’ translanguaging 

practices that are evident in the university EFL classrooms? 

Key findings emerged about the actual and the reported translanguaging practices the 

teachers and students deployed and the different functions behind these practices when engaging 

in classroom talk. Thus, the teachers’ and students’ deployment of their linguistic resources 

within the distinct features of the cumulative and exploratory talks varied, depending on the 

functions they wanted to fulfil and the addressee(s). The teachers’ talk features were mostly 

related to the lesson content to achieve two main functions: the explanatory and expressive 

functions. The students’ classroom talk features were deployed within school-related and 
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interpersonal communication for three functions: eliciting information and explanation, feedback 

and correction, and expressive functions. 

Firstly, the teachers’ processes and products were dominated by the English language 

practices, especially for explaining, with instances of Derja, MSA, and French, resulting in 

interlingual translanguaging.  Notably, the teachers’ translanguaging practices were not a 

reaction to their students’ practices. However, the teachers’ moves or shifts as Garcia and Kleyn 

(2016) refer to, were according to the communicative situation needs they were engaged in, 

prioritising, in the end, their students and their repertoires over the notion of languages. Within 

the explanation function, the teachers welcomed the students’ intralingual and interlingual 

translanguaging practices.  For the classroom talk features to achieve the expressive functions, 

the teachers used Derja linguistic practices alongside English interdiscursively more than the 

other language practices, especially for religious words that are part of their Islamic and national 

identities. These interdiscursive translanguaging practices were embraced with an open 

translanguaging space, transcending all the contextual factors that might shape the language 

teaching and learning context. The findings also showed that, for this function, the teachers 

deployed Derja followed by English while it was the opposite for the explanatory function.   

Secondly, the different features of the students’ cumulative and exploratory talks depended 

on the communicative event and the person they addressed in the type of interaction they were 

involved in (student-student versus student-teacher). Therefore, whereas the translanguaging 

space (Li, 2011, 2018) was open during the students’ interaction with each other, it was restricted 

and afforded by the teacher’s potential translanguaging practices, except for non-pedagogical 

purposes.  

During the students’ interaction with each other, these features were characterised by 

deploying Derja alongside English, interdiscursive translanguaging, with rare use of other 

practices such as MSA, simple French words, Derglish- the first part is Derja while the second 

part is English-, Englirja- the first part is English while the second part is Derja-, and others that 

are not used in the society (e.g., German). Thus, the process was through translanguaging 

practices, yet the output (product) was in English. However, during the feedback and correction 

function with group members with whom the students did not share an intimate relationship, 

deploying translanguaging practices was limited. This finding may lead us to infer that the 

students’ translanguaging practices, including some practices during interpersonal or non-

pedagogical communication, do not always occur spontaneously or naturally inside the 
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classroom. These practices depend on the person (including relationships) they are talking to and 

the purpose they want to achieve, resulting in strategic translanguaging practices. 

The dominant use of English linguistic features characterised the students’ talk with their 

teachers. The students used interlingual translanguaging practices, mainly but not only, to 

explain or give feedback, show expertise, and establish an understanding of the teacher’s input. 

During this type of interaction, the teachers encouraged the use of intralingual translanguaging, 

i.e., the use of English, including broken English over the use of LOTE or LOTaD-Languages 

Other Than Derja-. However, there were some moments (Baynham & Lee, 2019; Li, 2018) 

where the teachers prioritised their students and their participation over the dominant language 

of instruction through scaffolding. Although translanguaging goes beyond scaffolding (Garcia & 

Sylvan, 2011), this finding suggests that the teachers’ translanguaging shift (Garcia & Kleyn, 

2016) aligns with the nature of effective temporary scaffolding (Hammond, 2001). Therefore, 

the teachers’ “timely support” (Hammond, 2001, p.17) that depends on the students’ needs when 

affording the deployment of LOTE can have a significant role in engaging the students and 

making sense of the given situation.  

These findings of the classroom talk features in different languages and the functions 

achieved through such practices could contribute to understanding the translanguaging process 

and how the teachers and students can use their languages effectively to make sense of the 

situation. This means that the focus on these different features of the students’ talk could lead to 

a better understanding of the students “translanguaging as a practice (not a natural competence)” 

and that “making opportunities for critical analysis will help students develop their 

translanguaging proficiency further” (Canagarajah, 2011a, p.9), especially that students’ 

translanguaging practices have always been described as random and spontaneous. Furthermore, 

this could help teachers understand the dynamic and the processes of their communication and 

those of their students that draw on the full linguistic repertoire they have at their disposal as 

well as the different components that may boost translanguaging (stance, shift, and design) 

(Garcia & Kleyn, 2016) in language instruction. These findings also suggest that despite the 

contextual factors and the norms that shape the EFL classrooms, translanguaging practices for 

interpersonal communication, which were different from those of pedagogical values, made it 

possible for teachers to index their national and religious identities. Therefore, this draws our 

attention as researchers and educators to the importance of understanding the teachers’ 

spontaneous (mainly the ones of non-pedagogical value) and not only pedagogical 
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translanguaging practices, so that we cut short the “long way to go in developing” the 

translanguaging strategies (Canagarajah, 2011a, p.8) that are valuable and effective for 

multilingual teachers and students in the language classroom. Furthermore, this study showed 

that learning a language might shape and change the translanguaging practices the students were 

used to outside the classroom context when talking about topics like national and cultural issues 

and everyday practices that are discussed usually in the most spoken or known languages in 

society. Moreover, allowing translanguaging in the classroom could help students identify 

themselves as multilingual foreign language learners by creating new practices to adapt to the 

needs of the given communicative situations. 

 

7.2.3. What are the teachers’ attitudes towards translanguaging in English language 

pedagogy at university?  

Firstly, two key findings were identified about the teachers’ attitudes towards their own 

translanguaging practices in relation to the translanguaging space (Li, 2011, 2018). These are the 

open translanguaging space (positive attitude) and the limited translanguaging space (tolerant 

attitude to negative attitude towards the overuse of LOTE).  

The teachers stated different factors and aims that shaped and were shaped by their use of 

LOTE. For the open translanguaging space, the teachers stated that using LOTE (MSA, Derja, 

and French) alongside English was a valuable practice in the EFL university classrooms to raise 

awareness and compare between languages, explain technical and abstract words (translation), 

and create emotional safe teaching and learning space. The teacher interviewees reported that 

their translanguaging practices were deployed within limited translanguaging space or as the 

necessary evil because of the students’ level and low proficiency and the nature of the module. 

Furthermore, the teachers, within this space, did not claim a total exclusion of linguistic features 

other than the English ones. They aspired to an English-only classroom because of different 

factors: the status of English in Algeria mainly, their roles as English language teachers, and their 

personal experiences. For them, being an English teacher and based on their experiences as 

former English language learners in a context where both teachers and students have limited 

exposure to English have an impact on their teaching practices, including their language 

practices. Therefore, to expand the English language practices, they attempted to encourage the 

predominance deployment of these practices for them and their students. 
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Secondly, two key findings emerged about the teachers’ attitudes towards their students’ 

translanguaging practices: determinism versus agency (Canagarajah & Wurr, 2011) and the 

power relationship, depending on the addressee (teachers versus students) and the function to be 

fulfilled. The teachers stated that they did not interfere in their students’ process of negotiating 

the meaning with each other, which was done through translanguaging, as long as the output was 

in English only. However, they expressed a less tolerant attitude to their students’ deployment 

of LOTE with them, except for interlingual translanguaging.  The teachers also reported that they 

changed their languaging practices and adapted them to their students’ translanguaging practices 

for inquiry purposes only. 

 

 These findings emphasise the significant role that translanguaging when embraced with an 

open space could play in specific situations in multilingual contexts to develop the students’ 

metalinguistic abilities and understand the lesson content by drawing on the different available 

linguistic resources (Mazak & Herbas-Donoso, 2015). Therefore, the deployment of distinct 

languages strategically could enable multilingual students to “become critical language users” 

and understand “when, where, with whom, and especially why some features are accepted in 

some situations and not in others” (Garcia & Kleyn, 2016, p.23). This study also showed that the 

teachers argued that they knew when and for which purposes to make the necessary shifts (Garcia 

et al., 2016; Garcia & Kleyn, 2016) that fitted the given situation regardless of their belief that 

planning translanguaging practices (the design dimension of translanguaging in language 

instruction), except for raising awareness and comparing between languages instructional 

activities, was not part of their lesson plans. This study showed that translanguaging as an 

advantageous practice aligns with the stance and shift dimensions of translanguaging only while 

the design was absent. Furthermore, in the EFL classrooms, because of the absence of the macro 

and meso policies14 in the context-under study (Carroll, 2017), the teachers are individual 

agents (Rymes, 2008) who afford or constrain the translanguaging space. Therefore, to better 

understand translanguaging in higher education language classrooms, how and why it is used, 

and the possible opportunities to constrain or afford the implementation of translanguaging 

practices in general and pedagogical translanguaging in particular, the teachers’ awareness of 

and familiarity with translanguaging, its pedagogical strategies, and its dimensions are needed. 

Finally, when the teachers give up their power to certain degrees and give their students the 

                                                
14 According to Carroll (2017), the macro policies refer to the national level while the meso 

policies refer to the institutional level. 
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opportunities to use interlingual translanguaging practices productively in the language 

classrooms to make sense of the situation, translanguaging could be a valuable practice in the 

EFL classrooms. 

7.2.4. What are the students’ attitudes towards translanguaging in English language 

pedagogy at university?  

The findings of the study showed that during the student-student interaction, two key 

findings emerged, depending on off-lesson or lesson-related topics. These findings are: speaking 

English always is peculiar among us-between students- (enough is enough) and the wish to use 

English versus the necessity to use other languages, respectively. During their interactions with 

teachers, the students showed ambivalent attitudes because of the relationship between the 

students and teachers in the Algerian context. They reported a negative attitude towards the use 

of interdiscursive translanguaging compared to interlingual translanguaging. The students 

declared that deploying LOTE was a sign of disrespect for their teachers and the English 

language since it was their field of study.  Furthermore, they expressed their negative attitudes 

towards the intolerant ways their teachers reacted to their translanguaging practices, especially 

Derja.  

First, during their off-lesson discussions, the students reported that they deployed their 

languages alongside English because using only English was deemed as a sign of showing off. 

Although they reported that deploying LOTE interdiscursively more than interlingually when 

discussing lesson-related topics creates a sense of comfort (Ebe, 2016), the students also 

expressed a sense of guilt about it. A remarkable result from the analysis of the students’ 

questionnaires was the relationship between their levels and their attitudes towards their own 

translanguaging practices. In this research, the students’ level (i.e., first-year BA versus first-

year MA) shaped their attitudes towards their translanguaging practices. These attitudes can be 

ranged from a tolerant attitude for the first-year to a neutral for second-year BA students to a 

negative attitude for first-year MA students. 

Second, when interacting with their teachers, the students reported a positive attitude 

towards their interlingual translanguaging or translation of keywords yet a negative attitude 

towards interdiscursive translanguaging. They also stated that they appreciated that their teachers 

expected them to use English. Another interesting finding in this study was that the students did 
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not have a problem with their teachers’ intolerance of their translanguaging practices; however, 

the issue was with the ‘harsh’ ways their teachers expressed their reactions. 

Third, regarding the students’ attitudes towards their teachers’ practices, they reported that 

LOTE should be used when necessary interlingually but not interdiscursively. They also 

preferred the deployment of LOTaD alongside English. Furthermore, the findings showed no 

correlation between the students’ level and their different attitudes towards their teachers’ 

translanguaging practices. The most appealing result was that the students referred, on the one 

hand, to switching and mixing languages when reporting their translanguaging practices during 

their communication with each other. On the other hand, translation refers to their teachers’ 

translanguaging practices and their own practices with their teachers. Interestingly, the students 

preferred having teachers with a different linguistic repertoire from their own (especially, Derja).  

These findings may indicate the importance of giving students the opportunities to share 

their views and perspectives on deploying LOTE, especially when the so-called L1 is not 

preferred, in language classrooms in multilingual societies. Thus, this helps to gain a more 

comprehensive understanding of their real and reported translanguaging practices, their teachers’ 

translanguaging practices, and what the potential benefits are. Whether in school-related or 

interpersonal discussions, the study also showed the significance of the status of English outside 

the classroom, the context, the moments where translanguaging can be used, and the relationship 

between participants to the affordances, limitations, or avoidance of deploying different 

linguistic features in the higher education English language classrooms in multilingual societies 

for teachers and students. Furthermore, these findings emphasise the importance of investigating 

the students' level, which can be a significant factor, to develop the appropriate translanguaging 

strategies for each level and identify the differences and similarities, if any, between the different 

levels when deploying LOTE in the EFL classrooms. As it has always been a debatable topic 

about the differences between translanguaging and code switching, translation, the L1, and other 

linguistic phenomena, this study draws researchers’ attention to investigate how students 

describe their own translanguaging practices and those of their teachers to the level and the 

communicative situation in education in general, and the language classroom in particular. 

Finally, the results about the students’ attitudes call for the significance of including different 

language users (mainly native English speakers) in multilingual contexts to understand the 

translanguaging processes and the creativity of these speakers to achieve successful 

communication. Moreover, in addition to their awareness of their students’ translanguaging 
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practices, teachers, mainly language teachers, should be aware of their reactions towards these 

practices if they would like to maximize, limit, or exclude their students’ use of their languages.  

7.3. The contribution of this research 

The findings from this study offer contributions to theory and practice, as discussed in the 

following sections. 

7.3.1. Contributions to the theory  

The findings in this study have provided an understanding of translanguaging in tertiary EFL 

classrooms in relation to the features of the teachers’ and students’ classroom talk to achieve 

different functions. Based on how the teachers and students deployed their translanguaging 

practices to the type of interaction they were involved in, this study has provided three definitions 

of translanguaging. It is significant to mention that these definitions are in line with an 

individual’s insider perspective of translanguaging or language from below (Baynham & Lee, 

2019; Otheguy et al., 2015; Pennycook & Otsuji, 2015) that emphasise the unitary linguistic 

repertoire and focus on the practices of the language user. 

Starting with students’ communication with each other, the students’ translanguaging could 

be defined as the deployment of the different available linguistic and non-linguistic resources, 

interdiscursive translanguaging, including the creativity of creating a new translanguaging 

practice that combines the societal and classroom translanguaging practices. In other words, the 

students’ translanguaging in the students-students interaction is the deployment of more LOTE 

with some new language practices than English alongside English.  

During the student-teacher interaction, translanguaging is the deployment of LOTE 

interlingually while English intralingually and interdiscursively. Thus, there are more sentences 

in English and words in LOTE, depending on the teacher’s translanguaging practices and their 

affordances of these practices.  

Translanguaging in teacher-student interaction could be defined as the use of English 

sentences mostly, interdiscursive translanguaging, with the selective use of LOTE and non-

linguistic resources, depending on the teacher’s beliefs and attitudes towards their multilingual 

realities and those of their students. 
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While Gort (2015) states that the context is significant when investigating translanguaging, 

Carroll (2017) recommends that to promote translanguaging in education in general, and higher 

education in particular, we should “look beyond Western education models where a monolingual 

lens has been the norm” (p.183). This research has opened the door for exploring a part of the 

Algerian postcolonial context where various languages coexist, with different histories, symbolic 

power, and prestige. The investigation of this context might expand our understanding of 

translanguaging practices and how they could be used differently according to the contextual 

factors that shape the EFL classrooms so that these various languages could be adopted 

effectively in similar educational contexts (i.e., nationwide or worldwide). Notably, the findings 

from this study support and extend the idea that languages are societal names and that they are 

part of a single linguistic repertoire in speakers’ minds (Baynham & Lee, 2019; Canagarajah, 

2011a; Creese & Blackledge, 2010; Garcia, 2009a, 2020; Lewis et al., 2012a; Otheguy et al., 

2015, 2018).  

The findings showed that within this multilingual context, there was a preference for LOTaD 

translanguaging practices of pedagogical values while Derja and other creative practices were 

preferred for interpersonal communication. Therefore, translanguaging of pedagogical values 

(Galante, 2020b) in multilingual societies does not always refer to the deployment of the most 

used language practices outside the school or the language features that participants have 

proficiency in, but it transcends the preference of these practices and embraces other practices to 

expand the features of the new language practices. However, using more familiar language 

practices in the classroom in similar diverse linguistic contexts seems to be for interpersonal 

communication and indexing national and religious identities.  

7.3.2. Contribution to practice  

Regardless of the nature of the EFL classrooms, which are governed by monolingual 

ideologies (Chavez, 2016; Hall & Cook, 2012; Rabbidge, 2019, Simpson, 2020; Svensson, 

2021), the identification of the different translanguaging practices and their potential benefits to 

think jointly and make meaning of the situation support the idea of dynamic bilingualism and 

that “monolingual education is no longer relevant in our globalized world” (Garcia & Sylvan, 

2011, p.398). However, this study points to the importance of how teachers in the Algerian 

context and similar contexts should use the linguistic resources available to them effectively and 

productively to make sense of the situation. Furthermore, it raises the students’ awareness of 

their own translanguaging practices and those of their group members, especially those practices 
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of pedagogical values (Galante, 2020b), so that they could adjust and deploy them effectively, 

considering their “singularities in the pluralities” that form their language classrooms (Garcia & 

Sylvan, 2011, p.385).   

Although previous research focused on the translanguaging pedagogies to make sense of the 

lesson content, this study draws attention to the fact that in the EFL classrooms in contexts that 

are characterised by their linguistic diversity, and where each language has its unique “socio-

cultural position” (Le Roux, 2017, p.113), teachers and students deploy the linguistic resources 

available at their disposal differently for pedagogical and non-pedagogical purposes (i.e., 

expressive functions). Thus, this study shows how the contextual factors such as the different 

roles of languages, the relationship between the participants, and the aims of the communicative 

event, that shape and are shaped by the translanguaging practices can contribute to gaining 

insights into the differences and similarities between these practices for pedagogical and non-

pedagogical purposes, the extent to which they can be used, and how they are deployed. For 

educators and researchers, then, to develop teachable and pedagogical translanguaging practices, 

it would be better if they do not emphasise only the translanguaging practices of pedagogical 

values in the language classrooms. Educators and researchers, especially in EFL contexts where 

the use of other linguistic resources has always been a debatable topic in multilingual contexts, 

should shift their attention to the teachers’ and students’ use of their linguistic resources to 

establish social relationships as they are the moments where the multilingual identities and 

creativity could prevail.  

For educators and policymakers to engage with translanguaging in the language educational 

context in general and the EFL classrooms in particular, they need all the participants’ 

perspectives engaged in this context. By investigating both the translanguaging practices, the 

functions achieved through these practices, and the teachers’ and students’ attitudes towards the 

use of LOTE, the findings of the potential benefits of these practices in the EFL classrooms do 

not only aim to inform teachers about what translanguaging is and its benefits in the classroom 

but also to reflect on their translanguaging practices, their roles as educators who “must practice 

noticing the learner as he or she is engaged in meaningful instructional activities” (Garcia & 

Sylvan, 2011, p.398), and their attitudes when their students deploy such practices in the EFL 

classrooms. Furthermore, since the students’ attitudes towards the use of different languages in 

language learning contexts have a significant role in their academic achievement, the findings of 

the discrepancy between the students’ attitudes and their practices call for further research to 
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understand the functions and the processes of the translanguaging practices deployed in the 

classroom. The findings about the students’ attitudes could help educators to understand how 

they can design instructional activities that might include the use of the different resources 

available to them to make learning successful. Additionally, the findings contributed to revealing 

one of the potential factors to understand translanguaging in multilingual contexts which is the 

students’ level in relation to their attitudes towards their translanguaging practices and those of 

their teachers. Therefore, more work should be conducted in tertiary EFL contexts about the 

factors that could make translanguaging an effective or disadvantageous practice.  

Carroll (2017; cf. Jonsson, 2019) recommends that policymakers and educators in higher 

education should “actively look to hire professors who have similar linguistic backgrounds as 

the students will be teaching” (p.183). However, the findings from this study about the students’ 

attitudes draw attention that in diverse linguistic contexts, it might not be always preferred to 

have teachers and students who share the same language resources when engaging in pedagogical 

practices to make meaning and establish understanding.  

Although it was not discussed thoroughly in this study, the teachers stated that their wish to 

undergo training to learn about new approaches to teaching and learning languages, including 

training about translanguaging to decide whether it should be avoided or be part of their teaching 

practices. This finding might drive policymakers’ attention to reflect on the content of the 

teachers’ training for university language teachers and the possibility of including them in the 

design of this training. 

7.4. The limitations of the study  

The methodological limitations were outlined in Chapter 3. In this section, therefore, the 

findings of this study have to be seen in light of some limitations. I investigated translanguaging 

practices and attitudes with teachers and students in one university. The findings, which were 

mostly found through qualitative data, could apply to similar cases but are difficult to replicate 

in other contexts because of the different cultural, linguistic, and religious factors that might 

shape language use. Furthermore, the findings of this study were driven by the choice and 

understanding of translanguaging as a theoretical lens to analyse the participants’ language use 

and attitudes. Hence, these results do not provide a final understanding of translanguaging, but 

they could offer insights into translanguaging for further research within tertiary language 

educational domains in multilingual contexts. 
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7.5.  Directions for further research 

7.5.1. Directions for further research about translanguaging practices   

Starting with the practices that could lead to broadening our theorization and 

conceptualization of translanguaging as pedagogy, further research is needed to understand the 

functions, the limitations of the multimodal resources that make up the participants’ repertoire, 

when and how they are associated with the other linguistic resources, such as which practices 

precede the other or which language resources are deployed with these multimodal resources at 

a particular event and for which function. 

This study investigated translanguaging practices during oral communication. Thus, to 

better understand the process of meaning-making and the contextual factors that inform 

translanguaging practices in higher education, other researchers can investigate translanguaging 

with literacy, like the students’ notes, social media groups, and any potential written instances 

inside the classroom. 

Although it was not discussed thoroughly in this study, the new translanguaging practices 

that the students created when interacting with each other (Derglish and Englirja), especially 

for interpersonal communication, showed that they differed when the interlocutors were not of 

the same gender. Gender was out of the scope of this study; therefore, further studies could 

examine the translanguaging practices the teachers and students of different genders may 

deploy in given communicative events. 

7.5.2.  Directions for further research about participants  

Regarding the participants, future studies about translanguaging should include equally 

novice and more experienced teachers to gain better insights into their attitudes and practices, 

especially that some teachers reported that their old generation teachers tended to deploy French 

linguistic resources alongside English or more than the other ones. 

 

Additionally, since there is no official document about the language practices in the context 

under study, conducting interviews or questionnaires with policymakers who work on promoting 

the status of English in Algeria is needed, especially those engaged in scientific committees 

either at the departmental or ministerial levels. By exploring their stances about using LOTE in 
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EFL classrooms, new language policies might emerge to strategically underpin the multilingual 

realities or follow the hegemonic monolingual ideologies. 

As Vogel and Garcia (2017) suggest, “the implications of translanguaging for inclusion and 

equity in teaching and learning need attention” (p.13), another area of future research in Algeria 

is examining how the participants in the language classroom could engage in the communicative 

situation when they do not understand each other’s own language practices such as Tamazight 

with its varieties. Based on the findings, future researchers can look at the possibility of including 

native teachers in multilingual language educational contexts to examine the translanguaging 

practices that might occur between students and teachers who have distinct linguistic repertoires 

and the extent to which these participants could communicate and make sense of the situation 

effectively. 

7.5.3. Directions for further research about the context  

Concerning the context of the study which was the English Department at Setif 2 University 

in Algeria, there were a few students from different cities and other countries (e.g., Chad, Mali, 

and Niger). Hereof, researchers need to carry out studies in larger cities like Algiers, Oran, and 

Constantine, where there are more students and teachers from different backgrounds (Arabs, 

Chaoui, Amazigh, and other ethnicities). Another possibility is that researchers could focus on 

cities where Tamazight with its varieties is the most used language outside the EFL classrooms. 

Therefore, researchers could investigate the Amazigh participants’ practices and attitudes to 

enrich an understanding of how the context and the participants’ backgrounds might shape and 

be shaped by their use of different language resources.  

Since this study was restricted to the department of English where English is taught and 

learned as a major, a comparative study can be conducted with other English classes in which 

English is taught as a modular course (e.g., scientific classes and other humanities and social 

sciences fields). 

7.5.4. Directions for further research about the methodology  

To conclude this section, future studies could survey teachers using questionnaires to better 

understand their reported translanguaging practices. Furthermore, an experimental design could 

be adopted where translanguaging instructional activities could be used in one group, especially 
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in modules and lessons that do not focus on the forms and structures of the new language 

practices but use English as a tool.  

7.6. Conclusion  

The findings presented in this study are not conclusive about translanguaging in tertiary 

EFL classrooms in Algeria. However, this research can be regarded as the commencement of 

translanguaging research trajectory in the Algerian educational domain, in particular, and 

similar worldwide multilingual contexts in general.   Translanguaging with its transformational 

power of going beyond languages is needed, especially in a multilingual context, to understand 

and analyse the language users and their practices when engaging in different communicative 

events. Having considered how to deploy the available linguistic resources to make sense of 

the given communicative situation, translanguaging could be adopted at least in the current 

time since our understanding and curiosity about the language practices in educational settings, 

mainly language contexts, are ever-evolving and expanding to achieve efficient and effective 

transformations of “not only our traditional notions of ‘language but also the lives of bilinguals 

themselves as they remake the world through language” (Mazak, 2017, p.6). 
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List of appendices 

Appendix 1: The Status, the Functions and the Domains of the Languages in Algeria 

 

The 

language  

Status  Function  Domain of use  Users  

Derja 

(home 

language) 

The most 

spoken 

language (low 

prestige) 

The language of communication 

among Algerians   

Home, street, Everyday conversations, 

formal places with other languages  

All Algerians (except 

some Amazigh of the old 

generation)  

MSA 

(learnt at 

schools) 

Official and 

national 

language (high 

prestige) 

The language of religion, the 

language of national identity, the 

language of education  

 Education (not for scientific streams at 

university) media, publications, mosque, 

formal settings, conversations among 

colleagues and friends (some words not 

whole conversations) 

Most of the schooled 

people, people who are 

specialised in Arabic 

studies.  

Tamazight 

(home 

language 

and learnt at 

some 

schools 

Official and 

national 

language (low 

prestige) 

The language of communication 

among Amazigh  

 

Kabylian region, media (only one Tamazight 

speaking channel), some signs in other 

Algerian cities, discussions among Amazigh 

people 

Amazigh or those who 

learn it at school or a 

major at university. 
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around the 

country) 

French 

(learnt at 

schools, 

some 

families 

speak it at 

home) 

 Second 

language 

(moderate 

prestige, but 

powerful 

status) 

The language of the elite, the 

language of France (for some 

Algerians, it should not be used) 

Media (one French-speaking channel), 

formal talks, official documents, 

newspapers, literature, landscapes, 

Education for scientific streams, daily life, 

discussions among friends and colleagues 

Old generation, 

People in big cities (e.g. 

Algiers), some Amazigh, 

highly educated people, 

people who learn it at 

school 

English 

(learnt in 

schools) 

Foreign 

language (high 

prestige) 

The language of science and 

publications, international 

language, the language of 

prestige, the language of the job 

market 

Formal Education (starting from age 12), 

private schools, social media, some slogans, 

and graffiti, among people who the share 

same languages  

People who learn it at 

school, young generation,  

Translators  
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Appendix 2: The Difference between MSA, Derja and Setifian Derja 

 

PHONOLOGY 

MSA Derja Setifian Derja  Examples  

(MSA-Setifian Darja) 

 q/ (9 in Arabizi) q, g, (2) ʔ, or k q, g 9amar (moon) → 9mar/ (ق)

9ala (says) → Gal  

 j/  dj, j, z dj, j jadid (new) → jdid/ (ج)

naja7a(succeed) → ndja7 

Glottal stop or Hmaza 

(/’/) (2 in Arabizi) 

It becomes longer  It becomes longer  Ka2s(cup) → ka:s 

Short vowels  Usually, they are deleted  Usually, they are deleted  Kataba (writes) → ktab Tifl (male 

child)                     → Tfol 

Final and long vowels  The final vowels are shortened  

and the long vowels are unstressed 

The final vowels are shortened  

and the long vowels are unstressed 

Maktaba:t (libraries) → Maktabat  

 

Mi9la:t (frying pan) → Ma9la 
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diphthongs ay and aw They either remain the same or they 

become /i: / and /u: / (depending on 

the person and the place where they 

live, i.e. the city centre or the 

outskirts) 

They either remain the same or they 

become /i: / and /u: / (depending on 

the person and the place where they 

live, i.e. the city centre or the 

outskirts) 

3ayn (tap or eye) → 3yin or 3ayn  

7awsh (courtyard) → 7awsh or 7u:sh 

 

 

MORPHOLOGY 

MSA Derja Setifian Derja  Examples  

(MSA-Setifian Derja) 

The relative nouns (all 

types: alladi, alladani. 

Alladina…, etc.  /that, 

who, which, 

whose…etc.) 

It is reduced to “alli” eiher singular or 

plural forms  

It is reduced to “alli” eiher singular or 

plural forms 

Alladi yo3jiboni (that I like) → Alli 

ya3jabni 

The particle “ma:” or 

negative ma  

It is replaced with the non-MSA 

circumfix or circum-clitic ma (with a 

short vowel at the beginning) and /tsh/ 

It is replaced with the non-MSA 

circumfix or circum-clitic ma (with a 

short vowel at the beginning) and /tsh/ 

Ma: 7adarto (I did not attend) → Ma 

7dartesh  

 



 
277 

with “I, you (plural and singular, she) 

or /sh/ with “he, we, they) at the end  

with “I, you (plural and singular, she) 

or /sh/ with “he, we, they) at the end 

Ma: 7adarna (we did not attend) → 

Ma 7darnesh 

The preposition “3ala/ 

on/upon/about/to”  

-It is either spelled with the omission 

of the first vowel or reduced to the 

proclitic “3a” 

It is either spelled with the omission of 

the first vowel or reduced to the 

proclitic “3a” 

3ala alkorssi (on the chair) → 3la 

lkorssi  

or 

3ala alkorssi (on the chair) → 3a 

lkorssi 

The preposition “fiy/ in” The long vowel is replaced with schwa 

or short vowel 

The long vowel is replaced with schwa 

or short vowel  

Fiy alkhizana (in the wardrobe) → F 

lokhzana or fi lokhzana  

The preposition “min or 

mina/ from” 

The omission of the /n or na/ with 

replacement of /i/ with schwa 

The omission of the /n or na/ with 

replacement of /i/ with schwa 

Min al madrassa (from the school) → 

M lmadarsaa 

Future proclitic 

“sa/be+going to” or 

“sawfa/will”  

It is replaced with “7a or ra7” in the 

east and central parts or 

“ba/gha/ghadi” in the west and 

southern parts   with morpho-

phonemic changes  

It is replaced with “7a” with morpho-

phonemic changes 

Sa akhrojo/sawfa akhrojo (I am going 

out/I will go out) → 7anokhraj  
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Verbs are conjugated 

differently in the simple 

past with First and 

singular personal 

pronouns (I/you) 

Same conjugation of the verbs in the 

simple past with the two pronouns 

(I/you) 

Same conjugation of the verbs in the 

simple past with the two pronouns 

(I/you) 

Ana kharajto (I went out) → Ana 

khrajet 

 

Anta kharajta (you went out) → nta 

khrajet                                 

Morpho-phonemic 

spelling of the hamzated 

and un-hamzated alif (Â 

⇔ A)   

(a or 2 or i in Arabizi, 

depending on tashkil and 

position) 

It is elided (always omitted in the case 

of the definite article followed by sun 

letters)  

It is elided (always omitted in the case 

of the definite article followed by sun 

letters)  

 

Akala (eats) → kla  

Addar (house) → dar  

Sama2e (sky)  → sma 

Iben (son) → ben 

 It is omitted and only the Lam (/l/) is 

pronounced (the case of the definite 

article “AL” followed by lunar letters) 

or in rare cases replaced with /l/  

It is omitted and only the Lam (/l/) is 

pronounced (the case of the definite 

“AL” article followed by lunar letters) 

or in rare cases replaced with /l/  

Almaktab (the desk) → Lmaktab 

 Ard(sol) → lard 

Actor/doer/active 

participle (Ism al fa3il). 

The derived form is fa3il.  

The derived form is either “fa3el” or 

fa33al”  

The derived form is either “fa3el” or 

fa3aal” 

9atil (killer) → 9attal  

 

9a3id (seated) → Ga3ed  



 
279 

The indicative plural 

imperfective “the 

morpheme noun araf3 

/na/” (masculine plural 

conjugation of verbs 

“you-they”)  

Omission of the morpheme “noun 

araf3 /na/” with omitting or replacing 

the vowel (shakla) of the second sound 

of the main stem with schwa (sokoun).  

Omission of the morpheme “noun 

araf3 /na/” at the end with omitting or 

replacing the vowel (shakla) of the 

second sound of the main stem with 

schwa (sokoun). 

Yatafarjouna/tatafarajouna (they 

watch/ you(plural) watch) → 

yatfarjou/tatfarjou 

The masculine sound 

plural (the nominative 

morpheme waw /uw/ or 

the genitive morpheme 

yi: /iy/) depending on the 

function in the sentence 

The masculine sound plural is always 

with /iy/ and omission of the last 

vowel 

The masculine sound plural is always 

with /iy/ and omission of the last 

vowel 

Mo3alimuwna/mo3alimiyna (male 

teachers) → Mo3almyin 

 

 

Si7afiyuwna/si7afiyin (male 

journalists) → Sa7afiyin 

the use of the first-person 

singular pronoun “I” 

(usually with conjugation 

of verbs in the 

imperfective  

“I” is replaced with the particle “n” 

(usually with conjugation of verbs in 

the imperfective)  

“I” is replaced with the particle “n” 

(usually with conjugation of verbs in 

the imperfective 

Ana amshi (I walk) → Namshi  

 

 

 

LEXIS 
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MSA Derja Setifian Derja  Examples  

(MSA-Setifian Derja) 

momarida (female nurse) faramliya  farmliya  -Spanish  

tawila (table) Tabla Tabla French (table) 

sayara (car) tonobile, tomobile (east, southern and 

central zones), karoussa (central zone), 

loto (eastern part and southern) 

tonoblie, tomobile  French (automobile) 

akhi (my bother) khoya (said in almost all parts of 

Algeria) khoy (eastern parts), khayi 

(the western part)   

khoya, khoy  Arabic 

ayna/min ayna 

(where/from where) 

win, men win (most parts of Algeria), 

fayn (western parts) 

 Win, wayn, men win  Arabic 

asla3 (bald) fartas, gra3 fartas, agra3, gra3 Tamazight 

abkam (deaf-mute) 3agoun 3agoun Tamazight  

robama (maybe) balak balak Turkish (belki) 
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jawarib (socks) t9ashir (western parts), t9asher 

(eastern parts) 

t9asher Turkish 

si3r (price) souma, prix souma Spanish 

osbou3(week) simana (western and southern zones), 

smana (eastern and central zones) 

smana Spanish 

 

SYNTAX 

MSA Darja Setifian Darja  Examples  

(MSA-Setifian Darja) 

Passive voice (vowel 

changes) 

The verb is prefixed with “te (with 

schwa), “alif and te (with schwa) /a 

and t”, “n”, “tn or nt” 

The verb is most of the time prefixed 

with “te (with schwa)” with rare cases 

“n2 and “nt” 

shori7a adarsso (the lesson was 

explained) → teshra7 dars 

 

9oti3a alkhayto (the thread was torn) 

→ Atgata3 or ngta3 or tagta3 alkhyit 

or alkhyt 

Tamyiz construction 

(accusative of 

The specifier is always genitive. In 

comparatives, the words “bezaf or 

The specifier is always genitive. In 

comparatives, the word “bezaf” is 

Aktharo 3ordan (wider) → 3rid bezaf 

or bezaf 3rid 
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specification). The 

specifier is always 

accusative.  

yasser” are placed after the specifier, 

and sometimes it is changed to a verb. 

placed after the specifier, and 

sometimes it is changed to a verb. 

Aktharo ma3rifatan (more 

knowledgable) → Ya3raf bezaf or 

bezaf ya3raf  

VSO order  SVO order  SVO order Ghasalat omi thiyab(a) (my mum 

washed the clothes) → Ma (mama)  

ghaslat l9ash.   

Nominal sentence: 

prepositional phrase-

Predicate Subject 

(nominal).  

Subject (nominal) Prepositional 

Phrase-Predicate. The predicate. The 

subject is usullay followed by 

“rah/rahi or aw/ay which means, ‘is’”.  

Subject (nominal) Prepositional 

Phrase-Predicate. The subject is 

usullay followed by “rah/rahi or aw/ay 

which means, ‘is’”. 

3ala nari mi9late (ton) (on the fire is 

the pan) → Ma9la3la nar (or 3anar) or 

ma9la rahi 3la nar (or 3anar).  

The dual and feminine 

plural  

The omission of dual and feminine 

plural (treated as masculine plural) 

The omission of dual and feminine 

plural (treated as masculine plural) 

Katabtona(you (feminine plural) 

write) → Ktabto (masculine plural) 

  

Katabtoma (both males or females) 

(you write (dual plural)) → ktabto 

 

Ma2idatani (two tables) → Zouj 

maydat  
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Appendix 3: The Different Labels of Translanguaging 

 

Label  Domain/context  Definition  

Heteroglossia 

   

  

Applicable to all domains 

   

The umbrella term for all languaging practices. 

Crossing 

  

   

Investigated in secondary 

schools in London 

The use of languaging practices for identity purposes as a resistance to the teachers` 

authority. It indicates moving from one language to another (Rampton, 1995). 

 

Transliteracy 

 

The Welsh bilingual 

schools 

 

The language of the product is different from the one of the instructions; however, the 

process involves the dynamic use of languages. (Baker, 2003). 

Flexible bilingualism 

 

The complementary 

schools 

 

The use of languages without clear boundaries through placing “the speaker at the heart 

of interaction” to perform “the different social subjectivities” by using all the available 

resources. (Creese et al., 2011, p. 1197). 
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Transidimatic practice Adriatic region The simultaneous use and co-presence of the different languages “in a range of 

communicative channels, both local and distant” (Jacquemet, 2005, pp. 264-265). 

Nevertheless, it did not challenge the language ideology as a social construct. 

  

Polylanguaging 

  

   

Danish youth 

communication 

The side-by-side deployment of the features from different sets to communicate 

effectively (Jørgensen, 2008).  

 Metrolingualism 

/metrolingual 

metalanaguage 

 

Urban contexts 

 

The ways individuals from different backgrounds “use, play with and negotiate 

identities through language” (Otsuji & Pennycook, 2010, p.246). It moves away from 

concentration on the language to how the linguistic resources, people, and place emerge 

and are entangled in situ in urban but not all contexts (Pennycook and Otsuji, 2019). 
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Multivocality 

  

   

Kenya and Tanzania The multilingual utterances convey all possible meanings simultaneously, allowing 

speakers to “remain in the interstices of multivocality” (Higgins, 2009, p.7). However, 

there is a notion that the space controls the language user while it should be the 

opposite. 

 

Codemeshing /continua 

of biliteracy 

   

  

Writing and composition 

 

African American 

literature 

 

“Codemeshing treats languages as a part of an integrated system”. While 

translanguaging embraces all the languaging practices of the bi/multilinguals, 

codemeshing deals with these fluid practices in texts. (Canagarajah, 2011a, p. 403). 

Continua of biliteracy “has become a dynamic tool for mapping the literacy landscape 

and for highlighting the extremely limited conceptions of literacy embedded in many 

educational policies…that intentionally eradicate the multilingual literacies that 

children bring to school” (p. Cummins, 2003, p. xi). 

 

Translingual practices 

   

  

From writing to be used 

in different contexts  

“The term translingual conceives of language relationships in more dynamic terms. The 

semiotic resources in one`s repertoire or in society interact more closely, become part 

of an integrated resource, and enhance each other. The languages mesh in 

transformative ways, generating new meanings and grammars.” (Canagarajah, 2013, 

p.8). This term seems very close to the notion of translanguaging. 
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Bilanguaging Societies where the 

former colonial languages 

are dominant 

 

Bilanguaging emphasises “redressing the asymmetry of languages and denouncing the 

coloniality of power and knowledge” (Mignolo, 2000, p.231). The focus, then, is more 

on the political act than the fluid languaging practices of the language users. 

 

Digital translanguaging 

  

The African context Digital translanguaging means that “the use of translanguaging strategies revealed 

through technologically infused use of African languages disrupts etho-linguistic 

divisions based on language differences and creates opportunities for re-integration 

through digitization” (Makalela, 2021, p.15). An integration that focuses on freeing the 

left-out languages and maintaining the language users` whole identities. 
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Appendix 4 : Particpant Infiormation Sheet 

 

 

 

                                                                    Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences  

                                                                    School of Languages and Applied Linguistics 

                                                                                  University of Portsmouth 

                                                                                    

PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET 

Title of Project: Exploring Translanguaging in the Algerian EFL classrooms: The Case of Teachers 

and Students at Sétif 2 University.  

Name and Contact Details of Researcher(s): Safia Serai  

Email: safia.serai@port.ac.uk  

Name and Contact Details of Supervisor (if relevant): Mario Saraceni  

Email: mario.saraceni@port.ac.uk  

Ethics Committee Reference Number: (this may not be available at the time the form is submitted 

for review) 

1. Invitation 

I would like to invite you to take part in my research study. Joining the study is entirely up to you, 

before you decide I would like you to understand why the research is being done and what it would 

involve for you. I of will go through this information sheet with you, to help you decide whether or 

not you would like to take part and answer any questions you may have. I would suggest this should 

take about 20-30 minutes. Please feel free to talk to others about the study if you wish. Do ask if 

anything is unclear. 

I am Safia Serai, a full time PhD student at Portsmouth University in the UK. I am a student in the 

School of Languages and Applied Linguistics (SLAL). Currently, I am conducting a research about 

translanguaging in the Algerian university, particularly the EFL context.  

2.  Study Summary 

    This study is concerned with exploring translanguaging which is the use of the full linguistic 

repertoire to engage in the communicative situation, as well as the teachers` and students` attitudes 

towards the use or the avoidance of the different languages in the EFL classrooms.  The current 

study is important because it will contribute to a better understanding of this language practice in the 

Algerian multilingual context. In addition, it is an attempt to draw a link between translanguaging 

and the different approaches to language teaching and learning.  I am seeking participants from 

different levels who are teaching and learning English at the department of English at Sétif 2 

mailto:safia.serai@port.ac.uk
mailto:mario.saraceni@port.ac.uk
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University. In addition to the time limits, the study will last for roughly two-three months, 

depending on the participants` availability and acceptance. 

3.  What is the purpose of the study? 

The purpose underpins carrying out the research must be identified. One of the purposes behind this 

study is to increase a better understanding about translanguaging in the EFL context, where more 

than two languages might co-occur. It is also an attempt to identify the overlap between 

translanguaging as a teaching approach to bilingualism and the previous teaching approaches and 

methods, particularly, the communicative language teaching (CLT). Another purpose is to 

investigate interactions and attitudes of teachers and students towards the use of other languages or 

precisely the full linguistic repertoire in a class where English is supposed to be the only language 

used. In order to reach out the aims of this research, different data collection tools will be used, 

combining qualitative and quantitative approaches. Hereof, the former will entail classroom 

observation, interviews for teachers, and interviews/focus group discussion for students; however, 

the latter will include questionnaires for students. The teachers’ interviews and interviews/ focus 

group discussion (for students) will take approximately 20-30 of your time. For the questionnaires, 

they will take 15-20 minutes to fill in and give them back to the researcher. However, the classroom 

observation will last for roughly 6-8 weeks (2-3 observations per day), depending on the 

participants’ preferences and their willingness to pursue their participation.   

4. Why have I been invited? 

The reason behind choosing to conduct the study with Algerian EFL teacher and students is that 

much of the work was conducted in contexts, English speaking communities, where two languages 

co-exist like Spanish and English in the USA with emergent bilinguals, in addition to the focus on 

cultural and identity issues in the UK. Another reason behind this choice is to explore this language 

practice in the EFL classrooms at the tertiary level which is under-researched, especially where both 

participants share the same linguistic repertoire. So, in order to fill in the gap in literature, the 

participants have been chosen to partake voluntarily in the study for approximately two to three 

months.  

 

5.  Do I have to take part?  

No, taking part in this research is entirely voluntary. It is up to you to decide if you want to 

volunteer for the study. We will describe the study in this information sheet. If you agree to take 

part, we will then ask you to sign the attached consent form, dated xxx, version number, xxx. 

6.  What will happen to me if I take part? 

Participants  EFL teachers and students at the English 

department-Setif 2 University- 

Duration of the research  Pilot study February- May 2018-2019 
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Main 

study 

October-December 2019-

2020  

Teachers` interviews (10-15 teachers) 20-30 minutes. 

How they will be collected? Audio recordings or taking notes (depends 

on your preference). 

Students’ individual interviews/ focus 

group discussion (20-30 students) 

20-30 minutes. 

How they will be collected? Audio recordings or taking notes (depends 

on your preference). 

Classroom observation  6-8 weeks (2-3 observations per day). 

Students’ questionnaire  15-20minutes. 

How they will be collected? Handouts will be distributed.  

The use of the data  Please read the consent form. 

 

7.  Expenses and payments  

     The participants will not receive any kind of payment or rewards for their participation in the 

current research.  However, their cooperation and contribution to this study will be highly valued 

and appreciated, whenever they take part. A special acknowledgment and gratitude will be devoted 

to them when writing up this research. 

8.  Anything else I will have to do?  

   As far as this study is concerned, there are no instructions or restrictions that will be place on you.  

9.  What data will be collected and / or measurements taken?  

      The study is concerned with collecting data about the language practices that take place in the 

EFL classroom at the tertiary level. No instruments will be used, apart from the phone to record the 

interviews or the focus group discussion, under the permission of the participants. Furthermore, any 

personal data like names, titles or other indications will be anonymously and confidentially treated.  

10. What are the possible disadvantages, burdens and risks of taking part?  

     The study does not involve an experiment; however, it is an exploratory research. The procedures 

used within this research will not expose the participants to any physical or psychological risks. In 

case the participants face unexpected incidents or conditions like feeling unwell or tired during the 

interviews/focus group discussion, they can stop and resume to it at any time they prefer. The 

personal information shared voluntarily will be kept confidentially and used based on the 

participants` approval. So, the study is not an attempt to cause unforeseen changes in emotions or 

thoughts nor an invasion of privacy.   

11. What are the possible advantages or benefits of taking part? 
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     The current study may help you indirectly to receive a personal benefit through developing a 

better understanding about the use of your full linguistic repertoire in the educational settings. 

However, the findings will directly contribute to filling a gap in the literature by exploring 

translanguaging in the Algerian EFL tertiary context where more than two languages may co-occur.   

12. Will my data be kept confidential? 

Your information will be treated anonymously and confidentially. The raw data, which identifies 

you, will be kept securely by the researcher and her supervisor. The participants will be referred to 

as teacher 1(T1), teacher(T2) …, however, the students will be referred to as student1(S1), 

student2(S2) …, etc. the data collected will be used at two phases, while the study is taking place 

and after the study is finished. So, the data collected will be stored following the guideline while the 

research is taking place: 

Digital storage: during the field work, the data will be stored in an encrypted USB sticks and the 

phone temporarily, then they will be transferred to the researcher`s department N drive as soon as 

possible to avoid the possibility of data loss.  

      Paper records: the questionnaires, informed consent, field notes of the classroom observation and 

the notes from interviews/focus group discussion (if participants refused to be recorded) will be 

stored in a shut locker. The documents will be taken out of the locker only when they are needed.  

So, the data must be kept out of anyone`s reach who does not have the permission to access them. 

     Anonymous data, which does not identify you, will be publicly shared at the end of the project 

and made open access.  A CC-BY licence will be applied to this publicly shared data.  This will 

allow anyone else (including researchers, businesses, governments, charities, and the general public) 

to use the anonymised data for any purpose that they wish, providing they credit the University and 

research team as the original creators. No restrictions will be placed on this shared anonymised data 

limiting its reuse to only non-commercial ventures. Additionally, the raw data will be retained for a 

minimum of 10 years. When it is no longer required, the data will be disposed of securely (audio and 

paper records) destroyed. 

13. What will happen if I don’t want to carry on with the study?  

As a volunteer you can stop any participation in interviews/focus group discussion, questionnaires 

and classroom observation at any time, or withdraw from the study at any time (however, once you 

give your permission for the data to be used in the research, after fifteen days of thinking about it, 

you will not be able to withdraw) without giving a reason if you do not wish to. If you do withdraw 

from a study after some data have been collected, you will be asked if you are content for the data 

collected thus far to be retained and included in the study. If you prefer, the data collected can be 

destroyed and not included in the study. Once the research has been completed, and the data 

analysed, it will not be possible for you to withdraw your data from the study. 

14. What if there is a problem? 
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If you have a query, concern or complaint about any aspect of this study, in the first instance you 

should contact the researcher(s) if appropriate. If the researcher is a student, there will also be an 

academic member of staff listed as the supervisor whom you can contact. If there is a complaint and 

there is a supervisor listed, please contact the Supervisor with details of the complaint. The contact 

details for both the researcher and any supervisor are detailed on page 1. 

If your concern or complaint is not resolved by the researcher or their supervisor, you should contact 

the Head of Department: 

 

The Head of Department                             Mr STEPHEN CORBETT 

Department / School of Languages and Applied linguistics (SLAL) 

Phone:         +44 (0)23 9284 6080     

University of Portsmouth    

slal@port.ac.uk 

            Park Building, King Henry 1 Street 

Portsmouth 

PO1 2DZ 

If the complaint remains unresolved, please contact:  

 The University Complaints Officer 

+44 (0)23 9284 3642 complaintsadvice@port.ac.uk 

15. Who is funding the research?  

This research is being funded by the Algerian government, the ministry of higher education and 

scientific research. None of the researchers or study staff will receive any financial reward by 

conducting this study, other than their normal bursary as a student of the University.  

16. Who has reviewed the study? 

Research involving human participants is reviewed by an ethics committee to ensure that the dignity 

and well-being of participants is respected.  This study has been reviewed by the Humanities and 

Social Sciences Faculty Ethics Committee and been given favourable ethical opinion.  

 

Thank you 

     Thank you for taking time to read this information sheet and for considering volunteering for 

this research. If you do agree to participate your consent will be sought; please see the 

accompanying consent form.  You will then be given a copy of this information sheet and your 

signed consent form, to keep. 

 

mailto:slal@port.ac.uk
mailto:complaintsadvice@port.ac.uk
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Appendix 5: the consent form 

                                                                                        

 

 

                                                                        Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences 

                                                                        School of Lnaguages and Applied Linguistics  

                                                                    slal@port.ac.uk 

                                                                         Park Building, King Henry 1 Street 

                                                                                 Portsmouth 

                                                                                 PO1 2DZ 

 

CONSENT FORM 

 

Title of Project: Exploring Translanguaging in the Algerian EFL Classrooms:  The Case of Teachers 

and Students at Sétif 2 University. 

Name and Contact Details of Researcher(s): Safia Serai  

Email: safia.serai@port.ac.uk 

Name and Contact Details of Supervisor (if relevant):  Dr Mario Saraceni   

Email: mario.saraceni@port.ac.uk 

University Data Protection Officer: Samantha Hill, 023 9284 3642 or data protection@port.ac.uk  

Ethics Committee Reference Number: (this may not be available at the time the form is submitted for 

review)  

1. I confirm that I have read and understood the information sheet dated........(version........the 

above study. I have had the opportunity to consider the information, ask questions and have had these 

answered satisfactorily. 

 

2.  I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am free to withdraw at any time 

(however, once I give my permission for the data to be used in the research, after fifteen days of 

thinking about it, I will not be able to withdraw) without giving any reason.  

 

3. I understand that data collected during this study will be processed in accordance with data 

protection law as explained in the Participant Information Sheet  

4. I consent for my interview to be audio recorded.  The recording will be transcribed and 

analysed for the purposes of the research (the data will be stored on the phone, once the researcher 

will go back to her university, she will transfer the data to the University of Portsmouth N drive).  

mailto:slal@port.ac.uk
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5. I understand that the results of this study may be published and / or presented at meetings or 

academic conferences, and may be provided to research commissioners or funders. I give my 

permission for my anonymous data, which does not identify me, to be disseminated in this way. 

 

6. I agree to take part in the above study.            

 

 

 

Name of Participant:    Date:  Signature: 

 

Name of Person taking Consent:    Date:  Signature: 

 

 

Note: When completed, one copy to be given to the participant, one copy to be retained in the 

study file 
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Appendix 6: The Teachers’ Semi-Structured Interview 

 

                                                                         

 

                                                                                  Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences 

                                                                          School of Lnaguages and Applied Linguistics  

                                                                    slal@port.ac.uk 

                                                                        Park Building, King Henry 1 Street 

                                                                                 Portsmouth 

                                                                                  PO1 2DZ 

 

Teachers’ Semi-Structured Interview 

Title of Project: Exploring Translanguaging in the Algerian EFL Classrooms:  The Case of Teachers 

and Students at Sétif 2 University. 

Name and Contact Details of Researcher(s): Safia Serai  

Email: safia.serai@port.ac.uk 

Name and Contact Details of Supervisor:  Dr Mario Saraceni   

Email: mario.saraceni@port.ac.uk 

Introduction:  

          Dear teachers, I would like to thank you for accepting to participate in my study.  The research 

is about exploring translanguaging, from a pedagogical perspective, in the Algerian EFL context at the 

tertiary level. In this interview, questions will be asked about the language practices that may occur in 

the English language classrooms where the use of languages other than English might take place. 

Furthermore, this interview will entail questions about the potential reasons and your attitudes towards 

the occurrence of different languages in your classrooms.  

Date of the interview: 

Time of the interview: 

Location: 

Position of the interviewee: 

Gender:  

 

The questions: 

Part one: Background information 

1. What is your home language?   

2. How many languages do you know or you can speak? 

mailto:slal@port.ac.uk
mailto:safia.serai@port.ac.uk
mailto:mario.saraceni@port.ac.uk
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3. How long have you been teaching English? 

4. Do you teach different modules, different levels? 

5. How many classes do you teach? 

6. Have you undertaken any teaching training or do you have any teaching experience before 

becoming a university teacher? 

Part two: The language practices in the English language classroom 

1. Why do you think your students are learning English? 

2. How was your experience as a learner with using languages other than English? 

3. Do you use languages other than English in your classroom (educational or other)?  

4. Why or why not?  

5. What are the difficulties you faced/ may face when introducing something your students can not 

understand or grasp? 

6. Do you think that the use of the different languages occurs at the level of production or 

understanding? 

7. Do you think that the language of the lecture differs from the one of the TD sessions?  

8. In the cases you possibly used the students` home languages, was it a planned or unconscious 

practice?  

9. What was the reason behind such use? 

10. Do your students use languages other than English in the classroom? 

11. What are the reasons behind your students` use of their different languages? 

12. Do you allow them to use different languages freely or you control them? 

13. Why do you allow your students to use languages other than English with their classmates and 

not with you? 

14. If your students find a difficulty in understanding what you are talking about, would you use the 

languages, other than English, they know in this case? If not why? 

15. When your students ask for help, using their full linguistic repertoire, how do you help them? 

16. Is your aim to develop their communicative competences or linguistic ones? Why? 

17. How do you engage your students in the classroom if they do not understand what you are saying 

or if they cannot express themselves in English? 

18. What are the characteristics of a competent successful English student? Does this include the 

use of languages other than English?  

19. What about teachers?  

 

Part three: Attitudinal questions 

1. In your opinion, what is the general attitude in your department towards the use of different 

languages other than English? 

2. To what extent do you think the use of the students’ home language is valuable? 
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3. To what extent do you think the use of the English only is valuable? 

4. Based on your experience, when do you think the teacher should or should not use the students’ 

home languages? 

5. In case your students use languages other than English, how would you react? 

6. Do you think that training is needed to impede or uphold the use of languages other than English 

in the EFL classrooms? 

7. Do you think you need to teach your students when it is appropriate to use the languages they 

know?  

8. Is there any language policy that guides you in your teaching? 

9. If you were in charge of making a language policy related to the use of languages other than 

English in the EFL classrooms, what would it be?  

10. If you had to give advice to a both kinds of teachers, those trying to bring in other languages, 

and those avoiding it, what would it be? 

11. If you have any further comments about the existence and the use of the different languages in 

the EFL classrooms, you would like to add, please mention. 

Thank you for your participation and completion of the interview, your help and cooperation are 

valuable and highly appreciated. If you have any queries, please do not hesitate to contact me on: 

                                                  safia.serai@port.ac.uk 

 

 

                                                                                       

mailto:safia.serai@port.ac.uk
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Appendix 7: The Students’ Semi-Structred Interview/ Focus Group Discussion 

 

                                                                         

 

                                                                         Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences 

                                                                        School of Lnaguages and Applied Linguistics  

                                                                    slal@port.ac.uk 

                                                                        Park Building, King Henry 1 Street 

                                                                                 Portsmouth 

                                                                                               PO1 2DZ 

Students’ Semi-Structured Interview/ Focus Group Discussion  

 

Title of Project: Exploring Translanguaging in the Algerian EFL Classrooms:  The Case of Teachers 

and Students at Sétif 2 University. 

Name and Contact Details of Researcher(s): Safia Serai  

Email: safia.serai@port.ac.uk 

Name and Contact Details of Supervisor:  Dr Mario Saraceni   

Email: mario.saraceni@port.ac.uk 

Introduction:  

             Dear students, I would like to thank you for accepting to participate in my study.  The research 

is about exploring translanguaging, from a pedagogical perspective, in the Algerian EFL context at the 

tertiary level. In this interview/focus group discussion, questions will be asked about the language 

practices that may occur in the English language classrooms where the use of languages other than 

English might take place. Furthermore, this interview/focus group discussion will include questions 

about the potential reasons and your attitudes towards the occurrence of different languages in your 

classrooms.  

Date of the interview: 

Time of the interview: 

Location: 

Degree of the interviewee(s): 

Gender:  

The questions: 

Part one: Background information 

1. What is your home language? 

mailto:slal@port.ac.uk
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2. How many languages do you know or can you speak? 

3. Why did you choose to study English? 

Part two: The language practices in the English language classroom 

1. How was your experience with the use of the different languages in the middle and the secondary 

schools (with teachers /classmates)?  

2. What is the actual language use in your classrooms? 

3. Do you use languages other than English in the classroom or you use English only? 

4. What are the reasons behind the use/avoidance of the different languages in the classroom 

(educational/other)? 

5. Which language(s) do you use with your teachers and your classmates? 

6. Has it ever happened that someone said something in English and you/other replied in the 

languages you know or vice versa? Can you give examples?  

7. How did you react? How did your teachers react?  

8. Do you think that French is more accepted than Arabic in your classrooms?  

9. Why do you use English with teachers more than with your classmates? 

10. Can you give examples about why do you choose/use languages other than English with your 

classmates/ teachers?  

11. Do you use different languages at the same time even if you know what you want to say in 

English? 

12. What is the reason behind such practice? 

13. When communicating your message, do you focus on the language (structure, the use of 

languages other than English) or the meaning?  

14. Why? It depends on what (teacher/classmates)?  

15. Do your teachers allow/prevent you from using different languages in their classrooms? 

16. How will you react in each case? 

17. Why do you think your teachers prevent you from using languages other than English with them, 

but not with your classmates?  

18. Do your teachers use languages other than English?  

19. What are the reasons behind your teachers’ use of the different languages you know 

(educational/other)? Is it related to the module?  

20. Is it fine or how do you react when your teachers use the languages you know with English to 

serve different purposes?  

21. Do you think that the use of different languages by your teachers is a sign of incompetency in 

the English language?  

22. When working with other students, which language/languages do you use? Why? 
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Part three: Attitudinal questions 

23. What does English represent /symbolise to you? 

24. What does Arabic/Tamazight/French symbolise to you?  

25. Do you think the use of the languages you know have an effective role in the process of your 

learning English? Why? With whom is this use beneficial?  

26. Do you think the use of English only is beneficial? Why? With whom is this use beneficial? 

27. In your opinion, what are the characteristics of a successful English student? Does this imply 

the use of English only?  

28. What is your desired language use in the classroom? 

29. Do you think it is beneficial if your teachers use different languages or stick to English only? 

Why? 

30. As a future teacher, will you follow your teachers` methods or try yours, concerning the use of 

the different languages? Why? 

31. Do you prefer to have a native English speaker teacher? Why?  

32. Would you like to add any further comments, please? 

Thank you for completing the interview, your help and cooperation are valuable and highly appreciated. 

If you have any queries, please do not hesitate to contact me on: 

                                                  safia.serai@port.ac.uk 
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Appendix 8: The Students’ Questionnaire 

 

                                                                         

 

                                                                       Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences 

                                                                        School of Lnaguages and Applied Linguistics     

                                                                        slal@port.ac.uk                                                                 

                                                                        Park Building, King Henry 1 Street 

                                                                                 Portsmouth 

                                                                                               PO1 2DZ 

Students’ Questionnaire 

 

Title of Project: Exploring Translanguaging in the Algerian EFL Classrooms:  The Case of Teachers 

and Students at Sétif 2 University. 

Name and Contact Details of Researcher(s): Safia Serai  

Email: safia.serai@port.ac.uk 

Name and Contact Details of Supervisor (if relevant):  Dr Mario Saraceni 

Email: mario.saraceni@port.ac.uk 

Introduction:  

  Dear students, I would like to thank you for accepting to participate in my study.  The research is 

about exploring translanguaging, from a pedagogical perspective, in the Algerian EFL context at the 

tertiary level. Please, complete the questionnaire by choosing the best answer that represents you. 

There are no wrong or true answers. Your responses will be anonymous and will never be linked to 

you personally. Please feel free to ask any question. 

Part one: Background Information 

Age  

............................................................................................................................................... 

What is your level 

1st year  

2nd year  

3rd year  

How many years have you been studying English? 

............................................................................................................................................. 

What is your first language? 

mailto:slal@port.ac.uk
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............................................................................................................................................. 

How many languages do you know or can you speak? 

............................................................................................................................................. 

What are they? 

............................................................................................................................................. 

 Do your parents speak/know other languages than the mother tongue? 

Yes  

No  

           -If yes, please mention what are they? 

           ............................................................................................................................. ................... 

Have you ever been involved in a class that was conducted in English only (other than your current 

class)? 

Yes  

No  

- If yes, please mention (private school, public school, class in a speaking country, online classes, 

others). 

............................................................................................................................................. 

Can you describe your experience in being involved in a class that was conducted in English only (if 

you have one), please? 

............................................................................................................................................. 

Why did you choose to study English? 

............................................................................................................................................. 

Part two:  Attitudinal questions 

How often do you use languages other than English (Arabic, French, Tamazight or any languages you 

know)? 

*Never  

*Rarely  

*Sometimes  

* Most of the Time  

*Always 

-Can you explain why, please? 

…………………………………………………………………………………………… 

Where do you use languages other than English simultaneously? 

University                                         Social media  

Home                                                Others  

         -If you selected other, please specify. 

           ............................................................................................................................. .................. 
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With whom does this use occur most of the time? 

Teachers                                     Family  

Administrators                              Classmates         

Others     

           -If you selected other, please specify. 

           ................................................................................................................................................ 

Do you use languages other than English in the classroom? 

           Yes 

           No  

With whom does this use occur most of the time in the classroom? 

............................................................................................................................................... 

Why do you use more than one language simultaneously in the classroom? 

...................................................................................................................................................................

...................................................................................................................................................................

....................................................................................................... 

 To what extent will you be satisfied if you are allowed to use the languages you know in the different 

modules you are taking? 

*Very Dissatisfied  

*Dissatisfied  

*Satisfied  

*Very Satisfied 

 

-Can you explain why, please? 

............................................................................................................................ .......................................

........................................................................................................................... 

Are there any modules or particular lessons you prefer that your teacher (s) would use languages other 

than English (Arabic, French or Tamazight)? 

Yes  

No  

         -Can you provide an explanation in each case, please? 

...................................................................................................................................................................

........................................................................................................................... 

................................................................................................................................................ 

How often do you use English only in the classroom? 

*Never  

*Rarely  

*Sometimes  
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* Most of the Time  

*Always 

-Can you explain why, please?  

...................................................................................................................................................................

........................................................................................................................... 

In which contexts do you use English only in the classroom? 

...................................................................................................................................................................

................................................................... 

With whom do you use English only in the classroom? 

...................................................................................................................................................................

.......................................................................................................................... 

Why do you use English only? 

...................................................................................................................................................................

........................................................................................................................... 

 

How much can you understand when your teacher speaks English only? 

25%                                                         50% 

75%                                                         100%  

Do you think your teacher should stick to English only or use other languages? 

-Teacher(s) use(s) English only 

-Teacher(s) use(s) other languages than English  

- Please, mention why? 

…………………………………………………………………………………………….……..............

......................................................................................................................... 

 Do you think that your teacher is hesitant to use languages other than English during the lesson? 

Yes  

No  

            -Please elaborate in each case. 

              ............................................................................................................................................. 

               ............................................................................................................................. ............... 

Why do you think that your teachers use languages other than English in the classroom (in the cases 

your teachers used different languages other than English)? 

...................................................................................................................................................................

.............................................................................................................................................................. .....

....................................................................................................... 

To what extent do you agree that the use of English only is advantageous? 

*Strongly Disagree 
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*Disagree 

*Agree  

*Strongly Agree 

- Can you explain why, please? 

...................................................................................................................................................................

........................................................................................................................... 

 

 

To what extent do you think that the use of the languages you know is effective? 

*Not Very Effective  

*Somewhat Effective  

*Moderately Effective  

*Effective 

-Can you elaborate, please? 

...................................................................................................................................................................

........................................................................................................................... 

To what extent do you feel comfortable when using different languages simultaneously? 

*Very uncomfortable  

*Uncomfortable 

*Comfortable  

*Very comfortable 

-Can you explain, please? 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………...............

..................................................................................................................... 

To what extent do you feel comfortable when using English only? 

*Very uncomfortable  

*Uncomfortable 

*Comfortable  

*Very comfortable 

-Can you explain, please? 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………...............

..................................................................................................................... 

Are you willing to use different languages at the same time when you will be teaching? 

*No Chance  

*Very Little Chance  

*Some Chance  

*Very Good Chance 
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-Can you give the reason, please? 

...................................................................................................................................................................

........................................................................................................................... 

 If there are any other comments you would like to add about the existence of the different languages 

in the EFL classrooms, please do. 

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Thank you for completing the questionnaire, your help and 

cooperation are valuable and highly appreciated.  I would 

really appreciate if you accept to partake in interviews. You 

will be interviewed either individually or in groups, 

depending on your choices and preferences. In case you 

accept, please leave your email or any other contact details 

so that I can contact you. If you are not willing to provide 

your details, please send me an email saying that you accept 

to be interviewed, or any further questions you have on: 

safia.serai@port.ac.uk 

 

Name :                      

 

 

Email :                                                      
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Appendix 9: Samples of Field notes from the Classroom Observations 
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Appendix 10: The Ethical Approval 

 

 

Professor Matthew Weait, 

BA (Hons) MA MPhil DPhil FAcSS Professor of Law and Society 

Dean of the Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences  

 

T +44 (0)23 9284 6012 

E matthew.weait@port.ac.uk 

 

 

 

Faculty of Humanities and Social 

Sciences 

Park Building 

King Henry I Street 

Portsmouth PO1 2DZ 

 

T: +44 (0)23 9284 8484 

port.ac.uk/fhs

 

FAVOURABLE ETHICAL OPINION (with conditions) Name: Safia Serai 

Study Title: Exploring Translanguaging in the Algerian EFL Classrooms: The Case of Teachers 

and Students at Sétif 2 University. 

Reference Number: FHSS 2019-007 Date: 

30/01/2019 

Thank you for submitting your application to the FHSS Ethics Committee. 

I am pleased to inform you that FHSS Ethics Committee was content to grant a favourable ethical 

opinion of the above research on the basis described in the submitted documents listed at Annex A, 

and subject to standard general conditions (See Annex B). 

With this there are a number of ethical conditions to comply with, and some additional advisory 

notes you may wish to consider, all shown below. 

Condition(s)1 

1. Exclusion Criteria and informed consent: This research will preclude the 

participants who refused to take part in the study or did not give back their informed consent.” This 

should be those not studying or working in the English department at Sétif 2 University. Informed 

consent should only be requested once potential participants have agreed to take part in the study and 

should be signed immediately prior to the interviews/focus groups taking place. 

2. Questionnaire: 11.3. In what context will face-to-face questionnaires be distributed 

and completed? If they are distributed in the classroom, will students not feel obliged to complete 

them? They should, therefore, be permitted to answer the questionnaire later on and give it back the 

following day, as stated in 11.6. There should be no exchange of phone numbers or email addresses. 

3. a. Recruitment: 11.4. “The teachers will be recruited through approaching them 

mailto:matthew.weait@port.ac.uk
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directly, or the head of the department will be asked for their contact details to be requested to 

partake in the current research”. The researcher should be contacted by potential participants rather 

than the other way around. The head of department should not provide the researcher with 

colleagues’ email addresses. 

b. Recruitment: 11.4 “For students, they will be asked directly whether to accept voluntarily to 

participate in the current study”. How will they be asked? 

4. Permission: 11.7. Permission to carry out the research must also be obtained 

from Sétif 2 University. 

5. a. Withdrawal: 11.9. Should participants withdraw during a focus group, their data 

cannot be removed so as to protect the integrity of the focus group. This needs to be included in the 

PIS. 

b. Withdrawal: Details on withdraw are inconsistent between the consent form and application. In the 

application it states that participants can withdraw at any time, 

 

 

1 A favourable opinion will be dependent upon the study adhering to the conditions stated, which are based on the application 

document(s) submitted. It is appreciated that Principal Investigators may wish to challenge conditions or propose amendments to these 

in the resubmission to this ethical review. 
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whereas, in the consent form, it states up to 15 after data collection. This needs to be consistently 

stated on all participant information sheets and consent forms. 

6. a. Storage of data: Questionnaires, informed consent, field notes of the classroom 

observation and the notes from interviews/focus group discussion should be scanned and stored 

electronically on the University’s N drive. 

b. Storage of data: In the section of the application form discussing storage of data, the personal and 

non-personal information need to be kept separately and linked through pseudonyms or numbers (in 

the case of the questionnaires). It states that no personal information will be requested unless the 

participant is comfortable. This is a little naïve, as clearly you will have their name, contact details 

and possibly any demographic information you might be interested in exploring. It is suggested that 

all personal data is kept separately on an Excel spreadsheet with a password to the data (non-personal 

data once anonymised). Similarly, consent forms will need to be kept for 10 years, so they should be 

scanned and stored in a password protected folder, separately from the data, having paper copies of 

consent forms poses greater risk of confidentiality breach than scanned copies under password 

protection, backed up on a university server, whether these are kept or not, should not be down to the 

participants’ choice as suggested. 

7. Documentation: Different participant information sheets and consent forms are 

needed for teachers and students, i.e. each data collection method. 

8. Consent form: The consent form for interviews need to include a section where it 

states that anonymised quotations will be used in papers and other dissemination activities. 

Participants are often surprised when they see their words in outputs. 

9. PIS: In these information sheets, it should detail what will happen if the student 

does not want to be observed? Will they miss out on an educational experience? The power 

imbalance between students and teachers, and between researchers and researched, is known and 

should not be abused, which is possible if they a) aren't consented formally b) can't withdraw c) 

will be negatively affected if they don't want to take part. 

 

Advisory Note(s)2 

A. Observations: Will not informing participants of the researcher’s focus of 

attention not cause them to modify their behaviour? The Hawthorne Effect. Might it not be best to 

be less explicit about the focus of the observation, only revealing this in a debrief session where re-

consent can be gained? 

B. If students want to speak in a language other than English, it states that the 

researcher will translate. Doesn't this depend on which language they choose? Perhaps a list of 
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alternative languages that the interview can take place in would be a good idea to include in the 

Student Interview Information sheet. 

C. For the online survey, would it not make more sense to use Survey Monkey or 

Online Surveys? 

D. Best practice is to audio-record and transcribed interviews verbatim; note-taking is 

not considered accurate enough to capture interview data. 

E. Consent form: why two colours? 

F. Just because your supervisor is a researcher does not mean that there is no need for 

him to attend the researcher development programme research ethics training session. 

Please note that the favourable opinion of FHSS Ethics Committee does not grant permission or 

approval to undertake the research/ work. Management permission or approval must be obtained 

from any host organisation, including the University of Portsmouth or supervisor, prior to the 

start of the study. 

 

 

 

2 The comments are given in good faith and it is hoped they are accepted as such. The PI does not need to adhere to these, or 

respond to them, unless they wish to. 
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Wishing you every success in your research 

 

Chair 

Mr Richard Hitchcock 

Email: ethics-fhss@port.ac.uk 

 

Annexes 

A - Documents reviewed B - After 

ethical review 

 

ANNEX A - Documents reviewed 

 

The documents ethically reviewed for this application 

 

Document Version Date 

Application Form 1 14/01/2019 

Participant Information Sheet 1 14/01/2019 

Consent Form 1 14/01/2019 

Supervisor Email Confirming Application 1 14/01/2019 

Interview Questions/ Topic List 1 14/01/2019 

Focus Group Questions / Topic List 1 14/01/2019 

Questionnaire 1 14/01/2019 

Observational Data Collection Form 1 14/01/2019 

Risk Assessment Form 1 11/01/2019 

Travel Overseas Document 1 02/01/2019 
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ANNEX B - After ethical review 

 

1. This Annex sets out important guidance for those with a favourable opinion from a 

University of Portsmouth Ethics Committee. Please read the guidance carefully. A failure to follow 

the guidance could lead to the committee reviewing and possibly revoking its opinion on the 

research. 

2. It is assumed that the work will commence within 1 year of the date of the favourable 

ethical opinion or the start date stated in the application, whichever is the latest. 

3. The work must not commence until the researcher has obtained any necessary 

management permissions or approvals – this is particularly pertinent in cases of research hosted by 

external organisations. The appropriate head of department should be aware of a member of staff’s 

plans. 

4. If it is proposed to extend the duration of the study beyond that stated in the application, 

the Ethics Committee must be informed. 

5. Any proposed substantial amendments must be submitted to the Ethics Committee for 

review. A substantial amendment is any amendment to the terms of the application for ethical review, 

or to the protocol or other supporting documentation approved by the Committee that is likely to 

affect to a significant degree: 

(a) the safety or physical or mental integrity of participants 

(b) the scientific value of the study 

(c) the conduct or management of the study. 

 

5.1 A substantial amendment should not be implemented until a favourable ethical opinion has 

been given by the Committee. 

6. At the end of the work a final report should be submitted to the ethics committee. A 

template for this can be found on the University Ethics webpage. 

7. Researchers are reminded of the University’s commitments as stated in the Concordat 

to Support Research Integrity viz: 

 maintaining the highest standards of rigour and integrity in all aspects of research 

 ensuring that research is conducted according to appropriate ethical, legal and 

professional frameworks, obligations and standards 

http://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/highereducation/Documents/2012/TheConcordatToSupportResearchIntegrity.pdf
http://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/highereducation/Documents/2012/TheConcordatToSupportResearchIntegrity.pdf
http://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/highereducation/Documents/2012/TheConcordatToSupportResearchIntegrity.pdf
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 supporting a research environment that is underpinned by a culture of integrity and 

based on good governance, best practice and support for the development of researchers 

 using transparent, robust and fair processes to deal with allegations of research 

misconduct should they arise 

 working together to strengthen the integrity of research and to reviewing progress 

regularly and openly. 

 

8. In ensuring that it meets these commitments the University has adopted the UKRIO 

Code of Practice for Research. Any breach of this code may be considered as misconduct and may be 

investigated following the University Procedure for the Investigation of Allegations of Misconduct in 

Research. Researchers are advised to use the UKRIO checklist as a simple guide to integrity. 

http://www.ukrio.org/publications/code-of-practice-for-research/
http://www.ukrio.org/publications/code-of-practice-for-research/
http://www.ukrio.org/publications/code-of-practice-for-research/
http://www.port.ac.uk/accesstoinformation/policies/researchandknowledgetransferservices/filetodownload%2C180225%2Cen.pdf
http://www.port.ac.uk/accesstoinformation/policies/researchandknowledgetransferservices/filetodownload%2C180225%2Cen.pdf
http://www.port.ac.uk/accesstoinformation/policies/researchandknowledgetransferservices/filetodownload%2C180225%2Cen.pdf
http://www.ukrio.org/wp-content/uploads/UKRIO-Recommended-Checklist-for-Researchers.pdf
http://www.ukrio.org/wp-content/uploads/UKRIO-Recommended-Checklist-for-Researchers.pdf
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Appendix 11: The Authorization Letter from the Algerian Ministry of  
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Appendix 12: Some Examples of the Administrative Announcements at the  

Department of English at Mohamed Lamine Debaghine Setif 2 University 
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