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Abstract

Continually shifting language policies have made it difficult 
to implement literacy practices that benefit multilingual and 
multicultural learners in the classroom (García, A., 2020; Schmid, 
2021; Sikes & Villanueva, 2021). In order to address this, teacher 
preparation programs and in-service teachers need to consider 
practices they can implement in order to sustain students‘ languages 
and cultures to mitigate the loss of culture. As K-12 classrooms 
become more culturally and linguistically diverse, the need for 
culturally sustaining pedagogies (CSP) in K-12 classrooms is vital. 
Through a systematic literature review on pedagogical translation 
in multilingual educational environments, the authors advocate 
for translation as a CSP, highlighting translation as “a dialogue 

between languages and cultures” (Thiong’o, 2023, p. 61). They 
call on teacher preparation programs and in-service teachers to 
identify spaces where they can learn best practices to ensure student 
success. Implications for research include further exploration of 
translation as a CSP, specifically focusing on teacher versus student 
needs. Implications for practice are focused primarily on teacher 
training and the need to move towards praxis (connecting research 
and practice) in English Language Arts and Reading (ELAR) 
classrooms. 

Keywords: pedagogical translation, culturally sustaining pedagogy, 
translanguaging, emergent bilinguals, biliteracy

In the past 10 years, language policies have continued to shift 
(García, A., 2020; Schmid, 2021; Sikes & Villanueva, 2021), 
making it difficult to implement classroom literacy practices 

that benefit multilingual and multicultural learners. In the United 
States, 22% of children speak a heritage language (Carreira, 2016), 
and in Texas, more than 20% of students are emergent bilingual 
(EB) (National Center for Education Statistics [NCES], 2023b). 
To add to this complexity, some states have attempted to enact 
English-only policies, though there has been a recent general trend 
towards bilingual education (Schmid, 2021). It is therefore essential 
to consider practices teacher preparation programs and in-service 
teachers can engage in to sustain students’ languages and cultures, 
mitigating the potential loss of both (Welch, 2015). 

As K-12 classrooms become more culturally and linguistically 
diverse, the need for culturally sustaining pedagogies (CSP) 
in K-12 classrooms is vital. In this paper, the authors argue for 
implementation of translation as a culturally sustaining biliteracy 
practice. Pedagogical translation is a strategically planned teaching 
method with objectives to aid student learning. Prior research has 
shown the benefits of using well-planned pedagogical translation, 
including mediation for metalinguistic awareness, cultural learning, 
and collaboration. However, teachers may resist using bilingual 
teaching strategies such as translation for multiple reasons (Cook, 
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2010), which may be nuanced. It should be noted that teacher 
demographics may contribute to such resistance. Nationally, during 
the 2020-2021 school year, 80% of teachers identified as White 
and female (NCES, 2023a). Within Texas in the past eight years, 
more than half of teachers in Texas identified as White, with three-
fourths of the Texas teacher workforce identifying as female (Texas 
Education Agency [TEA], 2023). 

Larger cities such as Houston and Dallas boast a more diverse 
teacher workforce. For example, in Houston alone, more than 34% 
of teachers identify as African American, while 31% of teachers 
identify as Hispanic and 26.5% of teachers identify as White 
(The Texas Tribune, 2023). While more diverse, it is important to 
acknowledge that teachers of color can adopt dominant societal 
discourses, which may influence their pedagogy. It is important 
to consider the current demographics of and languages spoken 
by the teacher workforce as these may play a role in whether 
translation is used as a culturally sustaining practice within K-12 
classrooms. 

Additional reasons why teachers may be hesitant to use translation 
within their classrooms include: 

• state or institutional English-only language policies (Linares, 
2022; Pacheco et al., 2015)

• ongoing approaches to multilingualism through a monolingual 
lens in which students’ languages are viewed as two monolingual 
entities, thus precluding bilingual language practices such as 
translanguaging, or the fluid movement between languages as 
one repertoire (Cook, 2001; Cook, 2010; Lin, 2015). 

Resistance may also stem from confusion between pedagogical 
translation and simultaneous translation, which tends to be 
discouraged in bilingual environments (Pacheco et al., 2015; 
Welch, 2015), and ongoing mistaken alignment of pedagogical 
translation with the discredited grammar translation method as 
discussed below (Lin, 2015). However, according to Linares 
(2022), “The mere inclusion of translation as a pedagogy transforms 
the classroom into a less monolingual instructional space in which 
contact between languages becomes the agenda rather than the 
diversion” (p. 65).

During the course of the 20th century, pedagogical translation 
as a language-learning tool was largely eschewed due to the 
fall from favor of the grammar translation method at the end 
of the 19th century (Cook, 2010). The grammar translation 
method involved the use of translation to teach discrete grammar 
points; generally involved literal translation of texts; and was 
often used to teach Greek or Latin, or, in other words, languages 
that students would read but not speak. Grammar translation 
was replaced by various iterations of the direct method (Cook, 
2010) with a common underlying characteristic of refusal to 
allow students’ home language use in language teaching. With 
the combination of the association of classroom translation with 
grammar translation and the dominance of the direct method, 
pedagogical translation was not considered to be viable practice 
during the 20th century.

More recently, though, different translation approaches have 
emerged, including traditional pedagogical translation, plurilingual 
translation, and translation from a translanguaging stance (García et 
al., 2020). Traditional and plurilingual approaches view translation 
as intercultural or designed to foster intercultural communication 
“‘appropriate’ for the other group” (p. 86). See Table 1 for a 
summary of translation approaches.

Approach Focus
Traditional pedagogical translation Utility of translation in language 

learning

Plurilingual pedagogical translation Multicultural and multilingual 
competence

Translanguaging approach to 
pedagogical translation

Draws on students’ full linguistic 
and cultural resources for language 
learning; decolonial stance

Note. All approaches and interpretations draw on García et al., 2020

Table 1. Pedagogical Approaches to Translation

A translanguaging approach, however, permits students to draw 
fluidly on their linguistic resources, including through activities, 
such as pedagogical translation, which require use of both first and 
second languages (García & Leiva, 2014). Additionally, through a 
translanguaging approach, translation is intracultural, drawing on 
and sustaining students’ home cultures while emphasizing a 
decolonial stance (David et al., 2019; García et al., 2020; Thiong’o, 
2023). Translanguaging is also an established approach for the 
development of student literacy (Jiménez et al., 2015; Keyes et al., 
2014; Puzio et al., 2013). Examples of translation activities through 
a translanguaging approach might include writing bilingual stories 
to share with classmates and family (Rowe, 2019) or collaboratively 
translating class daily news (Manyak, 2004, 2008), a school 
newsletter (Cano & Ruiz, 2020), or a short, dense, culturally rich 
text like a proverb or poem (Escamilla et al., 2014).

Research over the past two decades has shown the benefits 
of pedagogical translation as a teaching method in language-
learning environments, including bilingual, monolingual with 
EBs, and English as a Second Language (ESL) (Escamilla et al., 
2009; Jiménez et al., 2015; Welch, 2015). These benefits include 
literacy, linguistic, cultural, and heritage language learning (Colina 
& Lafford, 2017; Escamilla et al., 2009; González-Davies, 2017; 
Mellinger & Gasca-Jiménez, 2019; Phipps & González, 2004; 
Velásquez, 2020). Despite the establishment of these benefits in 
the literature, implementation of pedagogical translation in the 
classroom has been inconsistent (McLaughlin, 2022). 

Pedagogical translation as a CSP should be implemented across the 
varying language-learning environments found in Texas schools. 
These include ESL and bilingual programs. The goal of ESL 
programs is English-language literacy, with instruction primarily in 
English. In contrast, for bilingual programs, the goal is biliteracy in 
English and one other language. Instruction begins in the students’ 
home language and moves gradually to the second language (L2) 
(Sikes & Villanueva, 2021). 

Over 10% of Texas students are in one of these programs, while 
only 2.3% of teachers hold a bilingual or ESL certification (Sikes 
& Villanueva, 2021). Of these students, 52% are in ESL programs, 
and 45% are in bilingual programs, with 18% in early exit programs. 
This generally means that home language support is withdrawn in 
third grade. Additionally, schools may be listed as providing ESL 
or bilingual programs, but if certified ESL or bilingual teachers are 
unavailable, waivers may be in place permitting regular instruction 
despite the school’s classification (Sikes & Villanueva, 2021), 
thus contributing to nuanced pedagogical practices that limit the 
sustainment of language and culture. Because of these inequities, 
it is critical to embed the CSP of translation to sustain EB home 
languages and cultures regardless of the language environment in 
which students are placed. 

The authors advocate for translation as a CSP, highlighting 
translation as “a dialogue between languages and cultures” 
(Thiong’o, 2023, p. 61) and call on teacher preparation programs 
and in-service teachers, who the authors identify as the main 
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readers of this work, to identify spaces where they can learn how to 
effectively incorporate translation as a culturally sustaining practice 
to ensure student success. 

The target group of students in this paper is EBs, who are defined 
as students who are acquiring bilingualism; this term does not 
present them from a deficit lens compared to English-speaking 
students (García, 2009). Bilingual learning environments may be 
monolingual with EBs, bilingual or dual language, ESL, or foreign 
language in which bilingual or heritage speakers of the language 
are present. 

To be clear, primarily monolingual environments in which EBs 
are present can also benefit from translation (Manyak, 2004). 
Additionally, while not needing translation to sustain language per 
se, monolingual students are learning about different cultures, thus 
decentering a dominant narrative (Sandoval et al., 2016), which 
often controls public school classrooms in the form of pedagogical 
and curricular choices, such as approaches to teaching language 
(Matias & Mackey, 2016; Picower, 2009). Implications for research 
include further exploration of pedagogical translation as a CSP, 
specifically focusing on teacher versus student needs. Implications 
for practice are focused primarily on teacher training and the 
need to move towards praxis (connecting research and practice) 
in English Language Arts and Reading (ELAR) classrooms. 
Ultimately, teachers need to feel empowered to use translation in 
their classrooms to support the growth of their students, as prior 
research has indicated that translation as a pedagogical strategy 
can create an environment where culture is sustained and shared 
(Pacheco et al., 2015).

Theoretical Framework

This paper presents a systematic review of the literature on the 
use of pedagogical translation from a translanguaging approach in 
K-12 learning environments. The framework for this review draws 
on CSP as a way to “perpetuate and foster—to sustain—linguistic, 
literate, and cultural pluralism as part of the democratic project of 
school and as a needed response to demographic and social change” 
(Paris & Alim 2014, p. 88). CSP builds on the asset pedagogies 
of the 1990s, including “funds of knowledge” (Moll & González, 
1994), third space (Gutiérrez et al. 1999), and culturally relevant 
teaching (Ladson-Billings, 1995). 

These frameworks were essential in moving away from the deficit-
focused pedagogies that preceded them; however, classroom 
pedagogies need to go beyond supporting cultural competence to 
sustaining cultures. CSP builds on these asset frameworks by not 
viewing language, literacies, and cultures as a way to move towards 
accessing Dominant American English (DAE) and the dominant 
culture, but instead realizing that home languages and cultures are 
needed for a pluralistic society to flourish. The authors use the terms 
DAE and dominant culture within this work to highlight systemic 
practices within society, specifically connected to language use in 
classrooms that may impede the use of pedagogical translation. 
CSP rejects a monolingual/monocultural outcome as a goal for 
education.

CSP also builds on asset-based pedagogies by viewing culture as 
always evolving. Traditional culture is not seen as unmalleable—
especially regarding youth culture. Paris and Alim (2014) stated that 
past pedagogies “too often draw over deterministic links between race 
and language, literacy and cultural practices” (p. 90). Paris (2012) 
coined the terms “heritage practices” and “community practices” 
to work with the changing nature of culture. Heritage practices 
represented intergenerational skills and knowledge much like those 
found in the funds of knowledge framework whereas community 
practices represented the ever-changing cultural practices found 

in areas such as music. CSP acknowledges integration of cultures 
may occur and views this as another way culture is evolving. The 
integration is valued and not simply dismissed because it is not part 
of the heritage practices.

Finally, a focus on social justice is needed, coupled with a critical 
eye on the complexity involved with the practices and aims of CSP 
being both emancipatory and problematic at times. Part of this focus 
on social justice is raising questions about language and power. By 
viewing language learners as products of power hierarchies, CSP 
can help empower learners and teachers to face deficit ideologies 
head-on. Paris and Alim (2014) also stated CSP must “engage 
critically with young people about the impact of their words and the 
full range of their funds of knowledge and create third spaces that 
take on both the liberative and the restrictive” (p. 95). This means if 
translanguaging and pedagogical translation are viewed as literacy 
practices that are embedded within CSP, the following three aspects 
must be present:

• a move towards pluralistic outcomes

• a view of culture as ever evolving with a move away from the 
academic/home binary

• a focus on social justice, including reflective practices about 
the pedagogies being used

Therefore, in this review, the authors sought to answer the 
following research question: In what ways is translation being used 
as a culturally sustaining pedagogy in linguistically diverse K-12 
classrooms?

Methodology

Part of a larger review including empirical studies on traditional, 
plurilingual, and translanguaging approaches, this review includes 
only studies incorporating a translanguaging stance to examine 
how the use of pedagogical translation can challenge dominant 
power structures visible through educational language practices 
and serve as a CSP. Articles for this review were selected based 
on Torgerson’s (2003) systematic literature review protocol. Studies 
must have been empirical and published in peer-reviewed journals 
and conducted within K-12 classrooms with a specific focus on 
pedagogical translation with a translanguaging approach between 
the years 2000-2022. The year 2000 was chosen as the start date 
due to a shift in second language acquisition research around this 
time to include how first language use affects second language 
acquisition. Hence, more studies on pedagogical translation started 
to appear (González-Davies, 2017). Only translation activities 
utilizing written, oral, or hybrid texts (Colina & Lafford, 2017) were 
considered. Table 2 lists the search terms used for this review. 

Anchor term Additional term
Translation Bilingual education

Second language education

Second language learning

Second language teaching

Heritage language learning

Biliteracy

Literacy

Multiliteracies

Note. Translation was combined with each of the terms in the right column.
Note. The search term pedagogical translation was discarded as search results 
overlapped results with the term translation.

Table 2. Search Terms
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A total of 24 searches in English was done in the databases EBSCO 
host and JSTOR, with subsequent mining for articles in two journals, 
Language Arts (based on high frequency of articles meeting the 
criteria) and Translation and Translanguaging in Multilingual 
Contexts, and in one handbook, The Routledge Handbook of 
Translation in Education (Laviosa & González-Davies, 2019), due 
to thematic relevance. These sources were selected based on the 
number of pedagogical translation articles selected, which were 
already published in the journals, and the high amount of relevant 
content in the handbook. A preliminary screening of titles and 
abstracts yielded 91 articles. Post-secondary articles were removed, 
leaving 40 K-12 articles. These full papers were then screened for 
the previously mentioned criteria, with remaining article reference 
lists mined for a total of 10 K-12 studies with a translanguaging 
approach. See the Appendix for the list of selected articles.

Data Analysis

Given the objective of analyzing existing literature on translation, 
within a translanguaging perspective, for elements of CSP, the 
authors coded the articles using deductive thematic analysis (Pearse, 
2019). Initially, the authors developed a list of start codes and each 
author coded Axelrod and Cole (2018) to validate the codes (Pearse, 
2019). For the first round of coding, two authors coded each of the 
remaining articles with parent codes being supported by evidence 
from the articles (Saldaña, 2021). 

After the first round, the authors iteratively reviewed each other’s 
coding to norm coding references and adjust the code book as 
needed. The second and third rounds of coding were then completed 
to identify and collapse themes (Pearse, 2019). Finally, a frequency 
distribution was constructed to triangulate established categories 
(Creswell, 2007; Maxwell, 2013) and confirm the appearance of 
meaningful themes across the data (Privitera, 2019), with the top 
three categories being selected. Other categories important to the 
field emerged, such as writing proficiency and audience awareness. 
However, these were not addressed in this work due to the lower 
frequency distribution. See Table 3 for frequency distribution 
results.

Main category Sub-categories Frequency count
Mediation for reading 
comprehension

Literal vs. figurative language n = 52

Vocabulary

Metalinguistic awareness

Linguistic problem solving

Validation of cultural 
identities

Culturally rich environment n = 31

Home practices

Collaboration Bidirectional flow of expertise n = 19

Intracultural and intercultural 
learning

Socially just practices

Table 3. Frequency Distribution Results

Results

Pedagogical Translation Mediates for Reading 
Comprehension in Bilingual Learning Environments 

Through the mediation of translation as a bilingual reading strategy, 
students had “conceptually rich and linguistically sophisticated 
discussions,” which contributed to reading comprehension (Puzio 

et al., 2013, p. 345). For example, in these studies, instead of using 
monolingual strategies, such as character or thematic description, 
students evaluated their translations. Through discussion of 
handling of figurative language or how their language choices 
demonstrated inferences that supported narrative elements such 
as theme and character, they arrived at similar outcomes (Cano & 
Ruiz, 2020; David et al., 2019; Jiménez et al., 2015; Keyes et al., 
2014; Pacheco et al., 2015; Puzio et al., 2013). See Table 4 for a 
synthesis of reading comprehension outcomes across articles.

Code Evidence Article
Translation 
as bilingual 
strategy

Nuanced audience awareness in 
writing

Axelrod & Cole (2018)
Welch (2015)

Awareness of figurative 
language, theme, and character 
in reading; Example: translation 
of La Muerte (personified) vs. la 
muerte (noun) (Pacheco et al., 
2015)

Cano & Ruiz (2020)
Jiménez et al. (2015)
Keyes et al. (2014)
Pacheco et al. (2015)
Puzio et al. (2013)

“Conceptually rich and 
linguistically sophisticated 
discussions” (Puzio et al., 2013, 
p. 345)

Puzio et al. (2013)

Inference to support narrative 
elements

Cano & Ruiz (2020)
David et al. (2019)
Jiménez et al. (2015)
Keyes et al. (2014)
Pacheco et al. (2015)
Puzio et al. (2013)

Vocabulary 
learning

Problem-solving for hard words 
or phrases

David et al. (2019)

Understanding texts through 
vocabulary learned through 
translation

Jiménez et al. (2015)

Nuanced understanding of 
vocabulary such as snapped, 
western, wacky

Manyak (2004)
Puzio et al. (2013)

Medical vocabulary learning 
for language brokering; English 
and Spanish science terms with 
cross-linguistic connections

Welch (2015)

Metalinguistic 
awareness

Generation of rules and 
hypotheses about language

Axelrod & Cole (2018)
Jiménez et al. (2015)

Cross-linguistic connections, 
including in written conventions

Axelrod & Cole (2018)
Jiménez et al. (2015)
Manyak (2008)
Pacheco et al. (2015)
Welch (2015)

Linguistic learning, including 
phonemic, syntactic, and 
semantic awareness

Jiménez et al. (2015)
Manyak (2008)

Need for teacher recognition of 
student metalinguistic statements

David et al. (2019)

Table 4. Theme 1: Mediation of Translation for Reading Comprehension

Pedagogical Translation Validates Cultural Identity

The literature in this review shows that use of pedagogical 
translation from a translanguaging perspective can also validate 
student identity by creating culturally rich environments (Manyak, 
2008) and by drawing on student home practices and socio-cultural 
resources (Puzio et al., 2013). See Table 5 for a summary of the data 
on validation of cultural identity. 
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Code Evidence Article
Creation of 
culturally rich 
environments

Multilingual language 
development

Axelrod & Cole (2018)

Encouragement of bilingual 
“identities of competence”

Cano & Ruiz (2020, 
p. 167)

Selection of culturally relevant 
texts facilitates student meaning-
making

David et al. (2019)

Leveraging student languages 
leads to culturally relevant 
curricula

Keyes et al. (2014)

Students positioned as linguistic 
and cultural knowers

Pacheco et al. (2015)

Analysis of translation 
differences validated cultural 
identity

Puzio et al. (2013)

Bilingual identity understood 
and supported

Welch (2015)

Leveraging 
home practices

“The nature of this program 
allowed the children’s voices, 
situated within their contexts 
and communities of language 
practice, to be heard in their 
writing”

Axelrod & Cole (2018, 
p. 149)

Home-school connection 
through in-class translation of 
students’ “daily news”

Manyak (2008)

Home language brokering 
practices recognized as an asset 
in the classroom

Welch (2015)

Drawing upon 
sociocultural 
resources

Translation used as a strategy 
for reading comprehension 
which stemmed from student 
sociolinguistic assets

Cano & Ruiz (2020)

Linguistic problem solving 
connected to attention to 
students’ linguistic and affective 
needs

David et al. (2019)

Monolingual teachers should 
encourage bilingual students’ 
language use and see it as an 
asset

Manyak (2004)

Students and teachers as 
scaffolders for language learning

Pacheco et al. (2015)

Translation expertise in and out 
of the classroom recognized as a 
literacy asset

Puzio et al. (2013)

Student sociocultural expertise 
made visible through translation 
activity

Puzio et al. (2013)

Table 5. Theme 2: Mediation of Pedagogical Translation for Validation of 
Cultural Identity

Collaboration Through Pedagogical Translation 

Finally, the data also revealed that collaboration during pedagogical 
translation can encourage a bidirectional flow of expertise between 
students and teachers, encourage intracultural and intercultural 
learning, and empower students. The term collaborative translation 
may refer to simply collaborating while translating, as in Axelrod 
and Cole (2018), or it may refer to a defined collaborative strategy 
which “involves students reading an academic text, translating key 
passages, and evaluating these translations” (Keyes et al., 2014, 
p. 17). Intracultural learning is defined as learning about one’s 
own culture, while intercultural learning is learning about other 
cultures (McNeill, 2017). See Table 6 for a synthesis of the data on 
collaborative translation.

Code Evidence Article
Bidirectional 
flow of 
expertise

Shifting role of the instructor 
and students between expert and 
learner

Pacheco et al. (2015)

“The translation activity engaged 
students in a wide range of 
verbal debate, challenge, and 
questioning, which are consistent 
with a distributed expertise 
ethos” (Puzio, 2013, p. 333)

Puzio et al. (2013)

Intracultural 
learning and 
intercultural 
learning

“Children's composition of texts 
includes translanguaging and 
interliteracy and is grounded in 
the contexts in which they live” 
(Axelrod & Cole, 2018, p. 148)

Axelrod & Cole (2018)

Collaborative composing 
embedded in community

Axelrod & Cole (2018)

“Their language usage displays 
a highly-developed fluency in 
words that can convey shades 
of meaning to audiences across 
socioeconomic, cultural and 
linguistic boundaries” (Axelrod 
& Cole, 2018, p. 147)

Axelrod & Cole (2018)

“In addition to positioning 
bilingualism as a valued skill, 
the acts of translation by Ms. 
Page and her students also 
fostered collaboration across 
languages and cultures” 
(Manyak, 2004, p. 16)

Manyak (2004)

Student 
empowerment

“Collaboration added value 
because —along with engaging 
students in argument—it 
regularly produced translations 
that made more sense and 
better reflected the narrative’s 
language, characters, and 
themes” (Puzio et al., 2013, p. 
342)

Puzio et al. (2013)

Table 6. Theme 3: Collaborative Translation

Discussion

The purpose of this systematic literature review was to answer 
this research question: In what ways is translation being used as 
a culturally sustaining pedagogy in linguistically diverse K-12 
classrooms? 

Pedagogical Translation Mediates for Reading 
Comprehension in Bilingual Learning Environments 

The results confirmed that pedagogical translation mediated 
for reading comprehension in bilingual learning environments. 
However, it is important to reiterate that pedagogical translation 
as a strategy can also function as a CSP when applied from a 
translanguaging perspective in which students’ home languages 
and cultures are drawn on as resources (García et al., 2020). For 
example, in Cano and Ruiz (2020), students were able to leverage 
their linguistic repertoire to negotiate and make meaning from text 
through activities such as translating a school newsletter to their 
home language. Students drew on their bicultural and bilingual 
knowledge, demonstrating sophisticated attention to audience 
and subsequent language choice and the utility of pedagogical 
translation as a CSP in literacy instruction. 

In contrast, in Kultti and Pramling’s (2018) study of the translation 
of a Finnish children’s song in a Finnish-English preschool, 
multilingual students also leveraged their linguistic resources 
to make meaning from an oral text. However, because some 
students came to class with home languages other than Finnish, 
which were not recognized or utilized in the translation activity, 
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translation functioned as a strategy for developing literacy skills 
but not as a CSP. While translation is an effective bilingual reading 
comprehension strategy, as a CSP, students’ home languages and 
cultures must be drawn on as well.

Pedagogical Translation Validates Cultural Identity

Pedagogical translation also functioned as a CSP as students’ 
identities were validated through the development of culturally 
sustaining curricula which include strategies such as translation 
(Keyes et al., 2014) or when students are positioned as authoritative 
linguistic or cultural knowers during translation activities (Jiménez 
et al., 2015; Pacheco et al., 2015; Puzio et al., 2013; Welch, 2015). 
For example, Puzio et al. (2013) found that student cultural and 
linguistic understanding became visible as students negotiated, 
thought, and translated in Spanish, signifying the value of bilingual 
strategies in the classroom. In contrast, “English-only models of 
instruction are likely to exclude a vast array of linguistic, cognitive, 
and social resources brought by linguistically and culturally diverse 
students” (Puzio et al., 2013, p. 345), and students who lose their 
home language tend to lose their cultural identity (Welch, 2015). 

Collaborative Translation 

In the literature reviewed, translation used collaboratively 
contributed to its function as a CSP. Collaboration included the 
bidirectional flow of student-student and teacher-student expertise 
(Keyes et al., 2014; Manderino & Castek, 2016; Pacheco et al., 2015) 
and intracultural and intercultural learning (Axelrod & Cole, 2018; 
Cano & Ruiz, 2020; David et al., 2019). In Pacheco et al. (2015), 
students and teachers were positioned as experts and learners at 
various stages of the instructional process, which validated students 
as possessing valuable linguistic and cultural skills that were not 
ordinarily recognized in their educational environment. Students 
were also able to draw on their linguistic and cultural knowledge 
to negotiate textual meaning (Puzio et al., 2013; Welch, 2015) and 
to recognize and validate cultural differences evident through their 
Spanish language variation (Pacheco et al., 2015). 

In Manyak (2004), students’ translations of the class daily news and 
other texts “often developed into collaborative production in which 
the children’s voices overlapped and intertwined” (p. 14). Students 
valued and learned about each other’s cultures through the process, 
and bilingual students were positioned as language brokers who 
could instigate “intercultural transactions” (p. 17) in a class—and 
school—that had previously been culturally divided. In contrast 
to the tendency in education towards linking race, language, 
literacy, and cultural practices, these experiences exemplify student 
empowerment and a move towards pluralistic outcomes (Paris & 
Alim, 2014). 

This discussion on collaboration also illustrates the 
interconnectedness of the three themes and how they can be expected 
to function together in practice. Therefore, the authors strongly 
advocate for inclusion of CSP such as pedagogical translation in the 
ELAR curriculum, regardless of whether the language of instruction 
is English and/or if the instructor speaks only English.

Implications

It is important to consider the relevance of this work to Texas ELAR 
instruction. Scholars, teacher preparation programs, and in-service 
teachers can go beyond monolingual strategies, which continue 
to honor dominant norms, to spaces in which a rich environment is 
created and cultural practices are sustained. Normalizing translation 
will not only encourage bilingual, biliterate language development, but 
also challenge dominant norms surrounding language use (Axelrod & 
Cole, 2018; Welch, 2015), thus pushing back against the White listener.

Teacher Training

Manyak (2004, 2008) stressed the importance of creating a 
culturally rich classroom community. A component of this was the 
use of collaboration as a tool to aid in language development and 
sustainment. In his work, which discussed collaborative translation, 
Manyak argued for the use of explicit instruction that was rich in 
students’ cultures. Thus, school districts should provide intentional 
training in CSP. 

The low number of bilingual teachers has resulted in more waivers 
being issued, with the number of waivers issued doubling in the 
last five years, and with only 2.3% of teachers in Texas holding a 
bilingual certification (Sikes & Villanueva, 2021), training should be 
multi-tiered and continuous to ensure student success. Additionally, 
it is imperative that pre-service teachers receive adequate training 
prior to entering the field professionally. Since critical pedagogies 
are often seen as additive approaches and misused (Ladson-Billings, 
2014), this training should include a deep theoretical understanding 
of CSP combined with opportunities for practice. It is important 
to note that both school districts and teacher preparation programs 
should remain cognizant of monolingual practices and pedagogical 
styles that might possibly continue the cycle of harm multilingual 
students face.

Teachers’ vs. Students’ Needs

Scholars still do not fully understand how the direct use of translation 
as a CSP influences language outcomes in K-12 classrooms. 
One under-researched area of importance is the decision-making 
processes teachers engage in when choosing to use translation in 
their classrooms. Scholars should consider whether teachers are 
more likely to use translation to meet their needs or the needs of 
students, specifically when a high percentage of teachers do not 
have formal classroom training due to national teacher shortage 
(Pelika, 2022). Considering state and nationally mandated policies 
such as teacher evaluations and testing, where does translation fit 
into the needs of teachers versus those of students?

Pedagogical Implications

The themes which emerged show not only the efficacy of 
pedagogical translation as a bilingual method for teaching literacy, 
linguistic, cultural, and heritage language, but also its value as a 
CSP. Therefore, we recommend that pedagogical translation be 
incorporated into ELAR instruction in elementary, starting as early 
as third grade, and secondary education (Escamilla et al. 2014). 
We also recommend that stakeholders such as teachers, site teams, 
district specialists and teacher preparation programs first review 
the research-based potential of pedagogical translation and then 
implement PD opportunities and curricular modifications in K-12 
and teacher preparation programs.

Conclusion

This work started with our concern that common monolingual 
practices were not adequately addressing the needs of diverse 
students, such as sustaining student cultures, specifically their home 
languages. Through a limited, yet extensive literature review, we 
found that translation was being used in classrooms to increase or 
promote different aspects of language and literacy development, 
such as increasing metalinguistic awareness, honoring home 
practices, and encouraging collaboration in classrooms. 

While important to bilingual and biliterate language development, 
the authors advocated for the explicit use of translation as a CSP not 
only in classrooms that contain a high percentage of EB students, but 
also in classrooms that are primarily monolingual. As we consider 
the future of the field and potentially highly divisive language 
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policies that continue to shift, it is essential that scholars explore 
the benefits of translation as it relates to CSP. Classrooms continue 
to become more diverse (NCES, 2023c), and teacher preparation 
programs should prepare teachers to validate and honor linguistic 
diversity by dismantling what has become normalized discourse 
surrounding language use and learning outcomes. Ultimately, 
teacher preparation programs and educators should advocate for the 
development and sustainment of bilingual and biliterate students.
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Appendix

Articles Incorporating Translation Through Translanguaging Stance by Year
Year Type of classroom Grade level Location Type of translanguaging Article
2004 Monolingual with EBs Elementary United States Strong, implied Manyak (2004)

2008 Monolingual with EBs Elementary United States Strong, implied Manyak (2008)

2013 Monolingual with EBs Intermediate United States Strong, implied Puzio et al. (2013)

2014 Monolingual with EBs Intermediate United States Strong, implied Keyes et al. (2014)

2015 Monolingual with EBs Intermediate United States Strong, implied Jiménez et al. (2015)

2015 Monolingual with EBs Intermediate United States Strong, implied Pacheco et al. (2015)

2015 ESL Elementary United States Strong, implied Welch (2015)

2018 Bilingual Elementary, Before School Program United States Strong, implied Axelrod & Cole (2018)

2019 Monolingual with EBs Intermediate United States Strong, implied David et al. (2019)

2020 Bilingual Elementary United States Strong, implied Cano & Ruiz (2020)


