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Abstract

Translanguaging concepts and practices have gained great attention across the globe, 
at risk of overshadowing and obscuring the contributions of research and theories from 
non-Anglophone areas. For example, research from the Francophone world that has 
long investigated interlectal practices, a form of translingual practice in Creole-speaking 
areas, yet remains lesser known. This theoretical paper aims to initiate a dialogue 
between less-known peripheral studies about interlectal practices and the omnipresent 
North American translanguaging approach. 

Specifically, this paper presents the concepts and linguistic dimensions of translanguaging 
and interlectal practices as defined in the literature, highlighting similarities and 
differences in the ways of describing and understanding language uses in multilingual 
contact situations. The pedagogical dimensions of translanguaging are then compared 
to the pedagogy of variation—the pedagogical implementation of the concept of 
interlect—with attention to the subtle theoretical and political perspectives inherent 
to each. The discussion then turns to the ways in which each practice—interlectal and 
translanguaging—might draw insights from the other to enhance plurilingual education. 
The authors conclude by proposing a blended, socio-interactional approach in which 
learners can learn to freely use their entire linguistic repertoire while considering social 
constraints. 

Keywords: Languages in contact, interlectal practices, translanguaging, pedagogy of 
variation, plurilingual education 

Introduction

Scientific dissemination is an affair of market and power and can be an arduous 
undertaking, particularly in relation to less well-researched areas such as Creole 
studies. The majority of publications on this topic are found in specialized journals 
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that do not necessarily aim to reach a broad audience or to build bridges between the 
specialists in the specific domain of interest and scholars in other, even connected 
disciplines. The French speaking journal Études créoles, for instance, is described on 
the website of the publisher L’Harmattan as a “petite île de rencontre et de dialogues” 
(a small island for encounter and dialog) that aspires to promote interaction, 
albeit within the confines of internal dialogue between “les créolistes et les milieux 
créolophones” (Études créoles, n.d.) (creolists and Creole speaking areas). This is 
undoubtedly one of the reasons why, for example, research on interlectal practices—a 
form of translingual practice in Creole-speaking areas—addressed in this paper, 
remains largely unknown beyond specialists in Creole studies.

On the other hand, some research and theories find a large audience in a 
very short time. This is the case of translanguaging as defined and promoted by 
García and Li Wei (2014) and a group of researchers around them. The worldwide 
omnipresence of the concept and the related linguistic and pedagogical theory have 
been emphasized and sometimes criticized by several researchers such as Cavalli and 
Egli Cuenat (2024). As European scholars from the bilingual Aosta Valley in Italy and 
multilingual Switzerland, these authors view the dissemination of translanguaging 
as a potential sign of the dominance of English-speaking scientific literature. They 
argue that the proponents of translanguaging theory overlook European research. 
Cavalli and Egli Cuenat (2024) conclude that, in their opinion, “la notion de 
translanguaging ne [leur] semble avoir rien apporté que les notions et références 
européennes [...] n’aient déjà permis de construire” (the notion of translanguaging 
seems to have brought nothing that European notions and references had not already 
offered) (Cavalli & Egli Cuenat, 2024, p. 6). 

Further supporting their claim, Cavalli and Egli Cuenat (2024) cite various 
publications by recognized European scholars in the field of plurilingualism. However, 
they do not cite lesser-known research from peripheral areas that has explored and 
described translingual practices, which could inform work on translanguaging, 
and vice versa. The authors should not be blamed for that, since it will always be 
impossible to be familiar with all research results. However, this omission shows that 
even criticism of the omnipresence of a concept can be based on the omnipresence 
of other concepts and actors. In the same vein, authors contacted to produce two 
entries on the pedagogy of variation derived from studies of interlectal practices for 
an Encyclopaedia of plurilingual education (Ollivier & Melo-Pfeifer, 2025) did not 
include any cross-reference to translanguaging in their initial drafts. 

The objective of this paper is to initiate a dialogue between less-known 
peripheral studies about interlectal practices and the omnipresent North American 
translanguaging approach. It is evident that the two concepts under scrutiny bear 
significant disparities; nevertheless, it is equally evident that they are interconnected 
by numerous commonalities, thereby enabling a more profound comprehension 
of semiotic practices that creatively engage diverse named languages - to employ 
García’s and Li Wei’s terminology. 

The researchers writing this paper are both engaged in the study of 
plurilingualism and plurilingual education and are involved in a European project 
dedicated to plurilingual education, PEP (Promoting plurilingual education, co-
funded by the European Union in the framework of the Erasmus+ programme). 

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?UsUVQn
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?G9OV4p
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Both authors live and work in a former French colony that is now a département, 
i.e. an integral part of France and the European Union. Most of the population of 
this region is bi- or plurilingual, using especially Reunionese Creole and French and 
often meshing them and even producing original translingual (interlectal) practices.  

The first section of this theoretical paper will present the strong version of the 
translanguaging concept, which is particularly promoted by Ofelia García in the 
Unites States, as well as the concept of interlectal practices. The subsequent section 
will be dedicated to a discussion of the pedagogical implications of the linguistic 
aspects of interlectal practices and translanguaging, followed by a section on the 
similarities and differences. The final section will offer a perspective on language 
education that is inspired by translanguaging and the pedagogy of variation, derived 
from the study of interlectal practices. 

Linguistic Dimension

This section will consider the linguistic perspectives of the concepts of 
translanguaging and interlectal practices. Both will be presented separately and then 
compared, in order to highlight similarities and differences in the ways of describing 
and understanding plurilingual practices, which go beyond the traditional 
understanding of languages. The present section thus focuses on the analysis and 
description of the language use of bi-/plurilinguals. The educational implications 
will be discussed in a subsequent section.

The radical concept of translanguaging
The following presentation is predominantly based on the strong version of 

translanguaging (García & Lin, 2017), especially described and advocated by Ofelia 
García who seemingly personifies the US-perspective, but it also includes references 
to publications of other researchers, from North America as well as Great Britain, 
in line with García’s positions. They all signed the manifesto (García et al., 2021), 
a text against “abyssal thinking” derived from raciolinguistic ways to “stigmatize” 
the language practice—or “languaging” (Maturana & Varela, 1987)—of “racialized 
bilingual” persons (García et al., 2021, p. 205). In translanguaging, the focus is 
indeed not on languages as they are generally defined but, on the practice, i.e. the way 
individuals use their holistic semiotic repertoire for the purpose of communication.  

Translanguaging is first of all a political and decolonial perspective and 
program on bilingualism, developed by scholars who experienced racialization and 
stigmatization because of their specific language practices which do not correspond 
to the dominant norm. It aims to provoke cognitive, pedagogical (García & Li Wei, 
2014) and especially “social transformations” (García et al., 2021, p. 223) seeking for 
more social justice.

Linguistically, according to the “unitary translanguaging theory” (García 
et al., 2021, p. 215), bilinguals (or plurilinguals) do not have separate repertoires 
corresponding to different so-called “named” languages but only one unitary 
repertoire - i.e. one linguistic system. Bilingual use this whole linguistic repertoire and 
other semiotic means selecting adequate features to make meaning and communicate 
in different sociolinguistic and interpersonal contexts. Translanguaging theory posit 
that languages are social and political constructs rather than linguistic (“lexical and 

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?Ebk9L8
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?Pd1UX4
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?N9B4FE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?TaJi18
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?myMgGS
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?myMgGS
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?qCftwp
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?EtS71j
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?EtS71j
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structural,” Otheguy et al., 2015, p.  287) or even mental or psychological entities 
(García & Li Wei, 2014; Otheguy et al., 2015) and that the language practices of 
bilinguals are “complex and interrelated,” and therefore “do not emerge in a linear 
way or function separately since there is only one linguistic system” (García & Li Wei, 
2014, p. 14). Depending on the social interactions in which the speakers are engaged 
in, these practices can conform to “societally constructed and controlled ‘languages’” 
or not. When they do not, they appear to be creative, letting new practices emerge 
(García & Li Wei, 2014, p. 14). García and Li Wei (2014, p. 27) give the example 
of North American Spanish/English bilinguals who engage in “mixed-language 
writing” and use translanguaging in a strategic manner to achieve a literary effect. Li 
Wei (2011) demonstrated in a paper on translingual (multilingual and multimodal) 
practices of bilingual children can use “multilinguality” and multimodality 
“strategically and creatively” (p. 378) to gain power in educational settings (p. 382). 
The creative use of their entire unitary repertoire is described as a strategic choice 
available to bilinguals. Depending on the context, individuals can decide if they want 
to adhere to established rules, especially linguistic ones, or if they prefer to “flout” 
and transgress the (linguistic) norms of behavior, navigating between traditional and 
original ways of behavior (García & Li Wei, 2014; Wei, 2011). 

According to García and Li Wei (2014), the fluid, creative, complex interrelated 
language uses of bilinguals make it difficult to describe them with the concept of 
code-switching, which would imply that bilinguals switch from one language to 
another and de facto implies that languages exist for bilinguals. This phenomenon 
should rather be considered as a discursive norm and a specific way of being and 
navigating beyond languages. The focus of translanguaging is therefore not on 
(traditional) languages but on language use, i.e. on languaging. Otheguy et al. 
(2015) argue that every individual—as a languager—possesses their own idiolect, 
which integrates for example words that linguists, but not the speakers themselves, 
would identify as belonging to different languages, Spanish and English for example. 
However, “[f]rom the insider’s [speaker’s] view, the question of which words belong 
to English and which ones belong to Spanish (and which ones to both) cannot be 
asked coherently,” as they all belong to the person’s idiolect. Consequently, bilinguals 
cannot be regarded as mixing their languages, but rather as employing their entire 
unique repertoire without awareness of using and meshing elements from different 
languages. Their language use is unique and specific; it transcends the traditional 
concept of languages.

Interlectal practices
The concept of interlect first appears in a paper written by Prudent (1981) 

entitled “Diglossie et interlecte” (Diglossia and interlect), to propose a new theoretical 
approach of the French-Creole language contact situation in the Creole-speaking 
islands of the French West Indies. Prudent’s analysis refutes Ferguson’s (1959) 
claims that French coexists with Creole in a complex relationship of dominant and 
dominated languages according to the concept of diglossia. Indeed, the aim is no 
longer to name French “the upper language” and Creole “the lower language,” but 
to consider that these two languages can coexist by merging in complete equality. 
Prudent neither positions the two languages at the two poles of a graduate axis and 

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?UtQBy6
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?d2j6WF
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?d2j6WF
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?wEhSUK
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?Sj0DFj
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?6wRwwW
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?IEzsT4
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?DypAYR
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?KAB19G
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considering that between the basilect and the acrolect, linguistic varieties can be 
hierarchized in the space of the mesolect according to the theory of the linguistic 
continuum (Decamp, 1971). 

Defined from a diachronic perspective, the linguistic continuum posits that 
the existence of mesolectal varieties is proof that Creole speakers are gradually 
abandoning basilectal Creole in a process of decreolization (Bickerton, 1980). 
Even if the theory of the linguistic continuum offers a less dichotomous vision of 
the cohabitation of Creole and French in the Creole-speaking islands, it is still too 
tainted by the principles of structuralism. In fact, in the discursive spaces of the 
Creole islands, there is not only French or Creole or linguistic varieties specific 
to both languages, but there are also mixed, hybrid and atypical linguistic forms 
that are difficult to categorize. Prudent proposes the concept of interlect to analyze 
these linguistic forms produced by speakers in Martinique, in particular “the set of 
speeches that cannot be predicted by grammar of the acrolect or basilect” (Prudent, 
1981, p. 31). Obeying no grammatical rules and no standards, interlectal practices 
are neither French nor Creole, but seem to be part of both languages that come into 
contact and merge in the sociolinguistic macro-system of communication (Prudent, 
1993). 

Accordingly, the concept of interlect goes beyond diglossia, linguistic 
continuum and all types of code mixing as interference, code-switching or 
borrowing phenomena, to offer a more modern approach to the analysis of French-
Creole language contacts. Prudent’s theory (2005) posits that interlectal practices 
were implemented from the earliest hours of creolization and continue to develop 
according to the pattern of sociogenesis. As such, this hypothesis refutes that of 
decreolization. From this point, by attempting to reuse the concept of interlect to 
describe mixed speeches of Reunionese speakers, Souprayen-Cavery (2010) proposes 
a hypothesis as to the mechanism explaining the emergence of interlectal practices. 

In Reunion’s macro-system of communication, the situation of languages in 
contact gives rise to the dynamic process of interlectalization, in which Creole and 
French continue to be constructed while deviating from the respective standards. 
In this mechanism, interlectal practices would always be present and evolve in the 
processes of both creolization and francization. Consequently, the more languages 
there are in the macro-system of communication, the more interlectal practices 
there are. But the more interlectal practices there are, the fewer languages there are, 
as it is difficult to categorize and predict the occurrence of these interlectal linguistic 
phenomena. Even though the concept of interlect was conceived specifically 
to describe contacts between French and Creole in Creole-speaking islands, it 
offers relevant insights into the situation of languages in contact and their uses in 
multilingual contexts. 

Pedagogical dimension

Translanguaging and language pedagogy
The pedagogical aspects of the strong version of the translanguaging theory 

are in line with the decolonial political tenets of this theory and aim at valuing and 
promoting translanguaging practices. Translanguaging education, as coined by 
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García, aims at valuing creativity and criticality: 
Translanguaging, as a socioeducational process, enables students to 
construct and constantly modify their sociocultural identities and 
values, as they respond to their historical and present conditions 
critically and creatively. It enables students to contest the ‘one 
language only’ or ‘one language at a time’ ideologies of monolingual 
and traditional bilingual classrooms. (García & Li Wei, 2014, p. 67)

Translanguaging thus rejects plurilingual education, which aims to develop 
pluri-monolingualism, i.e. forms of pedagogy that attempt to separately add new 
languages to the learners’ repertoire and think in terms of separated languages and 
code-switching. García and Li Wei (2014) describe various pedagogical approaches 
to bi-plurilingualism and conclude that all the examples demonstrate the potential of 
using different languages and of the interactions of bilingual students. Yet, as criticized 
by García and Li Wei, all of the cited scholars’ conceptualizations are constrained by 
the frameworks of L1, L2 and code-switching, “signaling that there has not been a full 
shift in epistemological understandings about language, bilingualism and education 
in the ways in which translanguaging points” (García & Li Wei, 2014, p. 62).

Translanguaging in education values and promotes the full use of the entire 
unique repertoire of plurilinguals. Language education is not about acquiring new 
linguistic structures, it is about integrating new language practices and alternative 
modes of being, knowing and acting, yet also about sustaining and developing the 
language practices of minoritized communities. Consequently, teachers are expected 
to consider bi-/plurilingual languaging as fully legitimate, thus reducing “the 
injustices suffered in schools by autochthonous, indigenous and immigrant language 
minorities” (García & Li Wei, 2014, p  68) since these populations mostly attend 
monolingual programs, which do not allow them to use their full communicative 
potential.

García and Li Wei (2014) provide examples, ranging from kindergarten to 
university level, which demonstrate how learners use translanguaging to facilitate 
their learning process and develop their bilingualism in social interactions. 
Kindergarteners, for instance, use translanguaging 

1.	 To mediate understandings among each other;
2.	 To co-construct meaning of what the other is saying;
3.	 To construct meaning within themselves;
4.	 To include others;
5.	 To exclude others; and
6.	 To demonstrate knowledge (García & Li Wei, 2014, p. 82).
García and Li Wei (2014, p. 121) propose a list of goals for translanguaging in 

education that demonstrate that its scope extends far beyond language and subject 
education:

1.	 To differentiate among students’ levels and adapt instruction to 
different types of students in multilingual classrooms; for example, 
those who are bilingual, those who are monolingual and those who 
are emergent bilinguals.

2.	 To build background knowledge so that students can make meaning of 
the content being taught and of the ways of languaging in the lesson.

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?9IOwJv
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?HKYrj9
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?wR2HEx
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?3JnXQU
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?YIhp4c
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3.	 To deepen understandings and sociopolitical engagement, develop and 
extend new knowledge, and develop critical thinking and critical 
consciousness.

4.	 For cross-linguistic metalinguistic awareness so as to strengthen 
the students’ ability to meet the communicative exigencies of the 
socioeducational situation.

5.	 For cross-linguistic flexibility so as to use language practices 
competently.

6.	 For identity investment and positionality; that is, to engage learners.
7.	 To interrogate linguistic inequality and disrupt linguistic hierarchies 

and social structures.
Even if translanguaging promotes the leveraging and expending of the entire 

repertoire of all students, it rejects the idea of interlinguistic transfer as a means of 
learning languages since the concept of transfer separates languages into L1 and L2 
or L1, L2… and Ln. 

Translanguaging in education is therefore transformative and transgressive. 
It seeks to develop new ways of understanding language and language power and 
to foster political and social engagement against linguistic inequality and power 
imbalances. Nevertheless, García and Li Wei acknowledge the necessity for language 
education to consider named languages and to prepare students to use them in 
specific social situations where they are expected: “Despite our valuing of the 
translanguaging of bilinguals as one linguistic repertoire, we agree that bilingual 
education programs must also build spaces where certain language practices or 
others are sometimes expected” (García & Li Wei, 2014, p. 74), by official curricula 
and the prevailing societal norms. Students should therefore be provided with the 
opportunity to engage with these practices. But this should go hand in hand with 
the development of criticality. This is to ensure that students are equipped with the 
necessary tools to engage in profound reflection on the intricate dynamics of power 
and domination processes, particularly in relation to language in order to be able to 
initiate personal and social transformation. 

Pedagogy of variation
The advent of the interlectal theory, particularly in Martinique, Guadeloupe, 

Guyane and Reunion islands, and its presence in the language practices of students 
at schools, have led to reflection on new ways of teaching and learning French 
adapted to these sociolinguistic contexts. Remember that in these Creole-speaking 
areas, as soon as French department status was achieved [similar to an area achieving 
statehood in the US], a policy of mass francization helped to give prominence to 
French and to undermine Creole. The teaching of French developed while Creole 
was banned from schools. Interlectal practices produced by pupils at schools were 
considered as French mistakes. When Creole began to be taught in these Creole 
islands in the early 2000s, particular attention was paid to interlectal practices in 
the teaching and learning of both French and Creole. The aim was to integrate the 
treatment of interlectal practices into a new pedagogy. 

In seeking a pedagogical implementation of the concept of interlect, 
Prudent  (2005) proposed the pedagogy of variation. This new method considers 

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?nJAly7
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language uses of pupils to acquire linguistic standards. In fact, the variations of 
speech of the pupils are welcomed in a caring manner by teachers, in order to put 
them in a position of linguistic security, which is important for encouraging them to 
communicate. Then, teachers lead their pupils to analyze and to discuss their own 
language productions, to rank them and to sort out the linguistic forms in order to 
highlight linguistic norms. Thus, by applying the methods of contrastive analysis 
to interlectal practices, students can distinguish between the two standard codes, 
Creole and French. At the same time as they debate the analysis of their own language 
productions and understand how linguistic norms are used, they develop not only 
their linguistic awareness but also their metalinguistic skills. They understand that 
there is Creole and French, and that there is a space in which the two languages come 
into contact to produce interlectal forms. 

In this teaching method, French, Creole and the interlectal forms are treated 
equally, at the same time as the two standard languages are taught. This is the aim 
of the integrated French and Creole didactics in an interlectal context proposed by 
Souprayen-Cavery (2014), in an attempt to think about a pedagogical approach of 
the Reunionese interlect. According to this scheme, interlectal practices are always 
taken into account in the acquisition of Creole and French. Creole is also integrated 
into the teaching and learning of French, just as French is integrated into the teaching 
and learning of Creole. In this sense, the pedagogy of variation is part of the didactics 
of plurilingualism, the pluralistic approaches to languages and cultures, and more 
particularly of the integrated language didactics. 

In Reunion, the pedagogy of variation is implemented as part of the bilingual 
French-Creole education system, the teaching of French in Creole speaking 
environments and the teaching of Creole. To carry out this teaching method 
successfully, teachers must have linguistic skills in both languages, Creole and French, 
and be able to analyze all interlectal forms. For this reason, teacher training institutes 
in these Creole islands are gradually attaching importance to the contextualization of 
language teaching and to the learning of Creole. 

The analysis of interlectal practices is essential insofar as it is used in the 
training of both teachers and pupils. Interlectal practices are so obvious that 
education authorities can no longer ignore them. Moreover, within the academic 
program for teaching French in a Creole-speaking environment at primary level, 
teachers increasingly work on the mixed Creole-French linguistic practices produced 
by pupils.

Cross-fertilization beyond similarities and differences?

There is a certain degree of similarity and difference between the two concepts 
of translanguaging and interlectal practices. We believe that the existence of common 
principles enables discrepancies to engender opportunities for cross-fertilization 
and the extension of the aforementioned pedagogical approaches.

A commonality between these two approaches is their emphasis on languaging 
and speech, i.e. the specific and often creative language practices exhibited by bilingual 
individuals, with a particular interest in postcolonial contexts and linguistic hegemony. 
It is evident that both approaches demonstrate a commitment to exploring original 
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and atypical forms of language use that transcend the conventional understanding 
of languages as distinct linguistic entities. These novel approaches challenge the 
prevailing paradigm of considering languages as interrelated yet discrete linguistic 
systems. In doing so, both concepts also go beyond the scope of code-switching and 
posit explicitly or implicitly that interlectal practices and translanguaging cannot be 
described with this concept. 

The study of interlectal practices has the potential to significantly contribute 
to the development of translanguaging theories by demonstrating that bilingual 
individuals spontaneously engage in creative practices beyond named languages, 
thereby freely creating new emergent ways of expressing themselves without knowing 
that they are employing different socially defined languages or even creating new 
practices. 

Moreover, interlectal studies demonstrate that even linguists are not always 
able to distinguish traditionally defined languages in these emergent practices. As 
mentioned above, the concept of linguistic continuum became inoperative and the 
concept of interlect emerged as a result of becoming aware of the inability to perceive 
linguistic boundaries. The concept of interlect therefore indicates that language 
practices of bilinguals often clearly transcend traditional language boundaries 
and are a unique and intrinsic mode of communication. Consequently, interlectal 
practices can be regarded as evidence that “discursive practices [of bilinguals] cannot 
be easily assigned to one or another traditional definition of a language” (García & Li 
Wei, 2014, p. 22) and as an indication of the validity of the unitary translanguaging 
theory, on which the ‘strong’ version of translanguaging is based.

Scholars working on interlectal practices could benefit from translanguaging 
studies in their analysis of interlectal practices and the elaboration of a theory of 
languages. Translanguaging theory may present an opportunity to reconsider 
interlectal practices, with greater attention being directed towards idiolects or 
sociolects than languages, given that the identification of traditional linguistic codes 
is not always feasible. The analysis of interlectal practices would benefit from greater 
social contextualization, allowing for a more comprehensive consideration of the 
socio-interactional - i.e. interpersonal - constraints (Jeanneau & Ollivier, 2018). This 
analysis would facilitate a more balanced description of these practices, with a greater 
emphasis on their social dimensions rather than merely their linguistic aspects.

The most significant divergence is manifest in the political dimension. While 
this dimension is of critical importance to translanguaging, which aims to achieve 
cognitive, pedagogical and societal transformations, the Creole studies on interlectal 
practices and the derived pedagogy of variation are less political in nature. A review 
of the prevailing literature on interlectal practices reveals a conspicuous absence of 
any explicit commitment to an explicit political aim or a will to transform society. 
However, it should be noted that the concept of interlect possesses a political 
dimension due to its opposition to the concept of diglossia, which refers to the 
domination and superiority of French over Creole. The aim was to refute the overly 
colonial, structuralist view of languages and to give a recognized, legitimate and 
valuing place to interlectal practices in the macro-system of communication. In 
doing so, the studies of interlectal practices, even if developed by ‘racialized’ scholars, 
greatly differ from the strong version of translanguaging. 

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?WxLbJE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?WxLbJE
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?FJH0nC
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While translanguaging is based on a postcolonial paradigm which recognizes 
and challenges hierarchical power structures, the researchers working in the field of 
interlectal practices and analyzing similar practices as translanguaging promoters, 
attempt to overcome diglossia and the perception of language contact in terms of 
conflict. Prudent (2025) for example states that “lorsqu’ils n’adhèrent pas simplement 
à une vision complémentariste et conflictuelle à la fois du terme diglossie, la plupart 
des spécialistes réunis parlent de bi-, tri-, pluri- ou multilinguisme” (p. 359) [When 
they do not simply adhere to a complementary and conflicting view of the term 
diglossia, most of the specialists use the terms bi-, tri-, pluri- or multilingualism].

The pedagogical approach inherent in both concepts is oriented towards 
the valuation of plurilingual practices. The pedagogy of variation, as well as 
translanguaging in education, rejects the rejection of bilingual practices that transcend 
the rules and norms. The first step in the pedagogy of variation for example is to 
acknowledge all the productions of learners, regardless of their potential alignment 
(or not) with a “named” language. Consequently, educators and students must 
recognize the legitimacy of the broad spectrum of potential productions and their 
creative dimension. Implementing this kind of pedagogy requires teachers to have 
skills in both languages in contact and to know how to handle learner’s interlectal 
practices. 

The fundamental difference between the two approaches is to be found in 
their divergent final objectives. The pedagogy of variation, grounded in (socio)
linguistics, aims to enable learners to differentiate—and thus to separate—linguistic 
codes for their acquisition. Conversely, translanguaging categorically rejects such 
activities because they posit languages as linguistic entities. Furthermore, García and 
Li Wei (2014) contest “the ability to distinguish and separate languages as a telltale 
performance indicator of a bilingual’s linguistic proficiency, even competence” 
(p. 12). 

The pedagogy of variation is intended to value interlectal forms and to 
develop the competence to distinguish languages, as well as improving skills in 
Creole and in the national language of schooling. Unlike translanguaging it does 
not provide learners with activities designed to encourage them to produce work in 
a translanguaging mode. While interlectal practices are valued and acknowledged 
as what Cenoz and Gorter (2021) call “spontaneous translanguaging” (p. 18), they 
are not explicitly promoted as a form of communication. This approach can be 
explained by the fact that this teaching method emerged in response to the persistent 
challenges faced by students in learning French as a result of a teaching approach 
that failed to adapt to the actual language usage and even rejected interlectal forms, 
which were perceived as illegitimate. Translanguaging places creative practices at 
the core of pedagogy and recognizes preparing students to socially communicate in 
a named language. In contrast, the pedagogy of variation focuses on learning Creole 
and the national language of schooling, promoting the ability to distinguish between 
different practices - interlectal and norm-adequate - and valuing interlectal practices 
as a means of communication - albeit as an initial step.

In a certain sense, the description of interlectal practices and derived pedagogies 
illustrate the two translanguaging theories (the unitary and the crosslinguistic 
translanguaging theories, Cummins, 2021). From a descriptive standpoint, it provides 

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?NpP6Tz
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?Nvg19P
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substantiating evidence for the unitary translanguaging theory demonstrating that 
speakers are not aware of languages and the boundaries between them. Pedagogically, 
the integrated pedagogy of variation posits that individuals can (and should learn to) 
distinguish between languages and use their competence in one language to learn 
the other one and vice-versa. This approach is thus grounded in the theoretical 
framework of cross-linguistic translanguaging. 

Translanguaging theorists could therefore critique the pedagogy of variation as 
an approach that is founded on evidence of the unitary translanguaging theory but 
trains students to think in terms of languages as linguistic entities. Even interlectal 
practices are linguistically named as interlect whereas translanguaging advocates do 
not use a term such as translanguage to designate practices, emphasizing practices 
over linguistic “structures” (García & Li Wei, 2014, p. 10). Translanguaging is 
not a translanguage or a translect, it’s a practice. Promoters of the pedagogy of 
variation could criticize translanguaging in education for being overly idealistic 
and disconnected from the realities of school and society, which primarily require 
students to learn named languages.

Perspectives for plurilingual language education

In our point of view, language education should provide equal opportunities 
for translanguaging / interlectal practices as well as for the use of named languages, 
in order to show learners that different practices can coexist legitimately and 
peacefully. From this perspective, the exclusive use of named languages would be 
considered as a specific practice, and all practices would be considered as socially 
shaped phenomena. This perspective does not promote thinking of languages as 
linguistic entities but rather in terms of practices as socially situated uses of the 
entire individual’s repertoire. This perspective is integrated into a socio-interactional 
approach to communication and language learning (Caws et al., 2021; Jeanneau & 
Ollivier, 2018). Based on interactionist linguistics and language philosophy (Grillo, 
2000, 2005; Jacques, 1985), it posits that all language use is shaped by the dynamic 
interpersonal relationship between communication partners in specific, socially 
defined situations. According to this paradigm, the use of semiotic means is largely 
determined by the dynamics of the relationships involved. At the same time, the 
way in which people communicate with each other modifies the nature of the 
interpersonal relationship. From a pedagogical perspective, in an attempt to value 
all practices equally, learners should first learn that they are free to use their entire 
repertoire as they wish. At the same time, however, they should also learn that this 
freedom is socially constrained.

This learning process could start with the observation and analysis of socially 
situated practices enabling learners to understand to which extent practices are 
possible and appropriate in diverse situations and interpersonal relationships. 
What matters is how appropriate the language is to the social and interpersonal 
relationships involved, and how it impacts these relationships, rather than the 
question whether language practices can be related to a named language (even if the 
name of languages can sometimes be used to help students refer to well-known ways 
of thinking). In Creole-speaking regions, learners could attempt to understand why, 
in certain situations, people only use elements from what is called Creole or French 

https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?zST0D4
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?zO7j4S
https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?zO7j4S
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https://www.zotero.org/google-docs/?EEehNa
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and why they sometimes use interlectal practices. They should also understand 
what is appropriate (or not) in different situations as some practices might lead to a 
breakdown in communication or misunderstanding. 

Of course, not all language practices are conscious. Thus, it can be difficult 
to identify the reasons behind them. However, the success of communication in 
relation to language use can be analyzed. Learners could, for example, become aware 
that using a specific named language or interlectal practices can, in some cases, have 
negative effects on communication or on interpersonal relationships. They could 
also reflect on how different people may understand certain utterances depending 
on their familiarity with the corresponding practice. And of course, learners should 
learn to adapt their language practices to different situations and relationships. 

At the same time, learners should become aware of their own language 
practices and analyze to what extent they are appropriate (or not) for the various 
situations in which they interact or will have to interact with different partners. On 
this basis, they could learn to distinguish which aspects of their own repertoire to use 
in diverse situations and reflect on the appropriateness of their choices. And if they 
are not aware of these choices, they should be enabled to make choices according to 
the specifics of each communicative situation and their own willingness to conform 
to the social expectations (or not). 

Instead of asking learners how to say something in French or Creole, it would 
be more beneficial to ask them how to phrase something in order, for example, 
to be comprehensible to speakers from continental France (with no experience 
with interlectal and Creole practices) or to align (or not) with established social 
conventions in French and Creole societies depending on the communication 
situations and the communication partners. The focus would thus be more on the 
socio-interactional dimension of situated communication than on linguistic aspects.

Apart from these sociolinguistically framed activities, space should be made 
for the specific use of interlectal practices / translanguaging. These practices should 
not be only the subject of analysis but also of practice as promoted in translanguaging 
in education. For example, creative writing activities could encourage students to use 
their entire repertoire. However, these activities should extend beyond language arts, 
as this could give the impression that translanguaging is only for artistic purposes 
where transgression is usual. The provided activities should also be situated in 
everyday situations.

The aim is not to educate language users to conform to norms but to be able 
to choose if they want to conform or not. Transgression, in the sense of practices 
that do not correspond to the social framework of communication, should also 
be allowed and promoted, so that there is always space for creative language use. 
However, learners should be encouraged to reflect on the possible positive and 
negative effects of transgressive practices, on how they present themselves and 
their communication skills, on their relationships involved and on the broader 
implications in terms of transforming language practices and society. They should be 
aware of the power of language, especially the power that comes with knowing how 
to use semiotic resources—without using this power to dominate others or allowing 
it to be used to dominate them. Languaging should be associated with freedom and 
empowerment, but also with the awareness that the social interpersonal framework 



Translanguaging and Interlectal Practices 95

of communication shapes language practices. Learners should understand that we 
all are constrained freelanguagers.

Constrained freelanguaging and its pedagogy

A pedagogy of constrained freelanguaging appears to be a promising 
alternative to translanguaging and the pedagogy of variation in education. As 
constrained freelanguagers, individuals can use elements of named languages freely 
while taking socio-interactional constraints into account. Freelanguaging recognizes 
that individuals have semiotic resources that can be organized and considered in 
different ways by the individuals themselves, and that a specific competence enables 
them to manage this repertoire. This competence must be developed to enable the 
conscious and informed use of the entire semiotic repertoire.

The focus lies on freedom in language use rather than transcendence or 
transgression. Similar to translanguaging and interlectal practices, freelanguaging 
refers to the creative use of semiotic resources that is not confined to a particular 
(named) language. Although the pedagogy of constrained freelanguaging appears 
to be especially appropriate for postcolonial contexts, we believe it is an approach 
that can be applied to all contexts, as ideologies may be present in a wide range of 
settings. This pedagogy seeks to address all kinds of imbalances and injustices in 
language education. It aims to empower learners and language users to freely use and 
learn to use their semiotic resources for communication purposes.

However, at the same time, the pedagogy of constrained freelanguaging also aims 
to make learners aware of communication constraints and of the socio-interactional 
—i.e. interpersonal, political, ideological…—nature of these constraints, which 
can be either respected or disregarded, with communicative and interpersonal 
consequences. This approach posits that all languaging is a social action and should 
therefore be considered as such. Selecting semiotic resources is thus a social decision 
with consequences. This decision may be political, ideological, and so on, but each 
communication act is embedded in a socio-interactional context that must be 
considered. Language users should be aware of social expectations and the impact of 
their decisions to either align with or diverge from them.

Freelanguaging pedagogy accepts and values all semiotic practices, 
promotes the use of each individual’s entire semiotic repertoire to communicate. 
Simultaneously, it helps students develop a strong socio-interactional competence, 
which allows them to make informed decisions about how to use their repertoire in 
specific communicative situations and interpersonal interactions.

Conclusion

This paper focuses on a dialogue between studies and theories that are 
particularly prevalent, in the United States and in French Creole-speaking islands, 
respectively. While translanguaging is now a controversial but internationally used 
concept, interlectal practices and the pedagogy of variation are only known within 
specific scientific circles. This demonstrates the domination of specific concepts 
published in established journals in English, in contrast to concepts that are mostly 
disseminated in other languages and in less widely read journals. 
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This is not only the case for interlectal practices and the pedagogy of 
variation in the French Creole-speaking islands, but also in many other regions, 
particularly in the Global South. In Madagascar, for example, several scholars are 
studying the frequent use of “frangasy” (Randriamarotsimba, 2000), “frangache” 
or “variaminanana” (Razafindratsimba, 2010), a form of translanguaging in which 
speakers creatively use resources from different named languages, such as French and 
Malagasy, and transcend normed uses. In Kenya, a hybrid linguistic phenomenon 
known as “Sheng” (Githiora, 2018) has emerged, drawing from a base of Kiswahili 
while incorporating elements of English and various Kenyan ethnic languages 
such as Kikuyu, Luo, Luhya, Kamba, and others. “Sheng” is a dynamic practice that 
reflects the cultural, social, and political realities of urban life in Kenya. Since it is 
particularly prevalent among young people, it is increasingly being considered in 
official language teaching and learning practices. 

Even in Southern India, especially in the city of Chennai, a language dynamic 
made up of Tamil and English called “Tanglish” (Krishnasamy, 2008) is developing to 
such an extent that it has become a habitual language practice. “Francorse” (Filippi, 
1992), which is a mixture of Corsican and regional French spoken in Corsica, is 
also very popular among young people. Much has been written about languages in 
contact in different sociolinguistic contexts, but above all several terms have been 
coined to describe how practices based on mixed use and hybridity can emerge and 
operate. The phenomenon of translanguaging proves that even if we want to confine 
languages to standardized spaces, they completely escape us. This reality is so present 
that schools have a duty to make room for them. 

Through this paper, we aimed to promote dialogue between researchers studying 
similar language practices, even if they do not reach the same linguistic conclusions 
or advocate the same pedagogical approaches. We especially hope that research 
from the Global South will be given more consideration by scholars from the Global 
North. But first, based on a dialogue between the strong version of translanguaging 
and the studies of interlectal practices and the associated pedagogy of variation, we 
aimed to present a pedagogical approach to language uses. This approach includes, 
values and encourages all language practices, fosters constrained freelanguaging as 
the awareness and freedom in language use while acknowledging the macrosocial 
and interpersonal communication constraints and makes learners aware of the 
possibility to conform or to deviate from social rules, as well as the impact of these 
decisions. We believe that this kind of pedagogy can contribute to the education 
of better communicators who are aware of the challenges of each communication 
process and of peaceful citizens who are conscious of power relations but who do not 
necessarily view language use in terms of domination.
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