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Abstract

Over the last few decades, there has been an increased awareness about impre-
cise, inaccurate and, thus, unfair conceptualisations of language based on 
monoglossic views of language that delegitimise the linguistic repertoire of 
multilingual minorities as is the case of heritage speakers of Spanish in the US 
or speakers of Lingua Franca English worldwide. At the same time, there are 
theoretical and educational proposals that offer new conceptualisations of mul-
tilingualism focused on the concept of heteroglossia, which, in contrast with 
monoglossic views, focuses our attention on the fluid and full use of all linguistic 
resources available to language learners/users as they engage in the process of 
interacting with their interlocutors. In the present paper, I describe an impor-
tant challenge that compromises the valuable agenda of heteroglossic approaches 
to develop multilingualism: the effect of listeners’ biases and reverse linguistic 
stereotyping. That is, educational programmes designed to counteract the neg-
ative effect of monoglossic approaches to second language learning in general 
cannot adopt a segregationist approach (neither in their theoretical design nor 
in their practical implementation). To place this challenge in context, I describe 
in detail the specific example of Spanish heritage second language learners at 
the tertiary level of education in the US setting and I also provide a broad out-
line of potential improvements in the curricular design of such programmes.
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1	 Introduction

As Blommaert, Leppänen and Spotti (2012:1) describe it, ‘multilingualism is a 
positive thing in societies. … It represents the richness of cultural diversity in 
language and so enriches society, and it is beneficial for individuals too.’ How 
we define and circumscribe multilingualism is, however, not a simple matter. 
For one thing, some languages may be promoted over other languages for the 
development of multilingualism, depending on a number of geopolitical and 
sociocultural factors. For instance, whereas the region of Europe tends to be 
described as a multilingual area because there is an institutional policy that 
favours a plurilingual approach, not all languages are regarded as relevant for 
such a multilingual view (e.g., García and Otheguy, 2019; McNamara, 2011). 
As pointed out by McNamara (2011:434), for instance, in Europe ‘policy tends 
to prioritize the learning of the national languages of other members of the 
European Union rather than to focus on the existing multilingualism in the 
classroom.’ Along the same lines, in the USA, the use of Spanish as a second 
language may represent a valuable resource among white students (i.e., elite 
bilingualism), but a liability among heritage language users (i.e., minoritised 
bilingualism) (e.g., Flores and Rosa, 2015; García, 2009; Otheguy, 2013; Rosa 
and Flores, 2017). 

In large part to address this unbalanced and socially unfair conceptuali-
sation of multilingualism, there has been an explicit effort to develop new 
theoretical perspectives and new educational programmes that attempt to 
address and remedy this situation. Over the last few decades, there has been an 
increased awareness about imprecise, inaccurate and, thus, unfair conceptuali-
sations of language based on monoglossic views of language (e.g., Heller, 2010; 
Lippi-Green, 1997) that delegitimise the linguistic repertoire of multilingual 
minorities as is the case of heritage speakers of Spanish in the US (García, 
2009) or speakers of Lingua Franca English worldwide (Canagarajah, 2011). 
There are also multiple theoretical and educational proposals that offer new 
conceptualisations of multilingualism (e.g., Blommaert and Rampton, 2011; 
Canagarajah, 2011; García and Li Wei, 2014; García, Flores and Woodley, 2015; 
Jørgensen and Møller, 2014; Leung and Valdés, 2019; Lewis, Jones and Baker, 
2012; Li, 2011; Otsuji and Pennycook, 2010; Pennycook, 2016). The majority 
of these new conceptualisations (e.g., metrolingualism, polylingualism, trans-
languaging, translingualism etc.) are based on the two overlapping constructs 
of languaging and heteroglossia.

Both languaging and heteroglossia make reference to the dynamic and fluid 
nature of language, in which the latter is conceptualised as both a process and 
a product (cf. being and doing), as opposed to a finished product only (i.e., a 
discrete language). García and Leiva (2014) trace the original reference of the 
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term languaging to the work of biologists Maturana and Varela who defined 
it as the ‘simultaneous being and doing of language … at the same time that 
it continuously constitutes us differently as we interact with others’ (p. 202). 
García and Li Wei (2014:9) further note that languaging emphasises ‘the agency 
of speakers in an ongoing process of interactive meaning-making.’ Møller 
(2019:32) extends the description of languaging even further while underlin-
ing its goal-oriented nature: it is ‘designed in one way or another to influence 
the interlocutor.’ The concept of heteroglossia, in turn, has been attributed to 
Bakhtin’s work on literary theory and the stylistics of the novel, wherein lan-
guage is viewed ‘not as a system of abstract grammatical categories, but rather 
… conceived as ideologically saturated, language as a world view’ (Bakhtin, 
1981:271). Blackledge and Creese (2014) highlight how Bakhtin’s notion of 
‘the social and historical voices populating language’ (p. 300) leads to shift 
our perspective on language from the viewpoint of the social construct of a 
named/national language (e.g., Bourdieu, 1991; Heller, 2007, 2010; Otheguy, 
García and Reid, 2015; Turner and Lin, 2020) to the social construct of speakers 
who make use of language to interact with others. Overall, both concepts (i.e., 
languaging and heteroglossia) focus our attention on the fluid and full use of all 
linguistic resources available to language learners/users as they engage in the 
process of interacting with their interlocutors (e.g., Blommaert and Rampton, 
2011; Canagarajah, 2011; García and Li Wei, 2014; García, Flores and Woodley, 
2015; Jørgensen and Møller, 2014; Otsuji and Pennycook, 2010). 

The theoretical foundation advanced by heteroglossic approaches to the 
description of language has had enormous influence on educational prac-
tices. The concept of translanguaging, for instance, has been associated, from 
its very beginning, with pedagogical approaches applied to the contexts of 
bilingual and multilingual education (e.g., Canagarajah, 2011; García and 
Kleyn, 2016; García and Li Wei, 2014; García, Flores and Woodley, 2015).1 
Furthermore, given the heightened focus on the language user, almost by defi-
nition, ‘translanguaging pedagogical practices are deeply critical and political, 
as they make visible the meaning-making potential of all students’ (García 
and Otheguy, 2019: 11). Some authors, however, have challenged the avowed 
benefits of heteroglossic approaches for the design of educational programmes 
given the apparent paradoxical situation brought about by the need to help 
learners develop their own nonstandard repertoires, at the same time that 
they are being asked to develop the standard variety of languages that is the 
goal of a monoglossic approach (e.g., Jaspers, 2018, 2019; Jaspers and Madsen, 
2019). Jaspers and Madsen (2019:21), for instance, attribute the limitation of 
the agenda of heteroglossic approaches to their ‘tendency to view opposition 
to fluid language practices as conservative,’ at the same time that they decry 
‘the trend to imbue these practices [i.e., fluid language use] with liberation or 
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transformation.’ And Jaspers (2018:4), warns that ‘if the predicted effects fail to 
occur or prove to be overstated, there is a risk that this agenda gets discredited 
as irrealistic, naïve, or mistaken.’

In the present paper, I argue that this critique is unfounded given that het-
eroglossic approaches, by definition, constitute an integrated view of language 
practices oriented toward the development of both fixed and fluid components 
of the construct of language use. I describe, however, an important challenge 
that does compromise the valuable agenda of heteroglossic approaches to 
develop multilingualism: the effect of listeners’ biases (Lippi-Green, 1997) 
and reverse linguistic stereotyping (Kang and Rubin, 2009). That is, educa-
tional programmes designed to counteract the negative effect of monoglossic 
approaches to second language learning in general cannot adopt a segregation-
ist approach (neither in their theoretical design nor in their practical imple-
mentation). To place this challenge in context, I describe in detail the specific 
example of Spanish heritage second language learners at the tertiary level of 
education in the US setting and I also provide a broad outline of potential 
improvements in the curricular design of such programmes. Using this partic-
ular example as a point of departure, I then consider whether a broader range 
of political and socioeconomic options, rather than solely curricular options, is 
better suited to address the agenda of social justice proposed by translanguag-
ing (cf. Jaspers’ proposal) and/or whether the efforts from diverse constituents 
– including educators – could be integrated into a coherent approach.

2	 From structuralist to poststructuralist perspectives  
on language

The theoretical division between monoglossic and heteroglossic perspectives is 
part of a broad theoretical refocusing of ideas in the transition from structur-
alism to poststructuralism that started decades ago (e.g., Canagarajah, 2018; 
Heller, 2010; Kubota, 2016; McNamara, 2011; Ricento, 2009). Canagarajah 
(2018:31), for instance, notes that ‘structuralism encouraged scholars to con-
sider language, like other social constructs, as organized as a self-defining 
and closed structure, set apart from spatiotemporal “context.”’ Within this 
perspective, language is to be defined as a sociopolitical theoretical construct 
that is correlated to a national or named language with specific groups of 
people that are geographically, historically and culturally related to each other. 
This construct of language, neatly circumscribed as part of national bounda-
ries, provides neither an accurate nor a complete depiction of language and 
language use. 

First, this static conception of language does not properly reflect real-life use 
given the multiplicity of contextual factors that give rise to so much variety in 
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language use even within the confines of one ‘single language.’ For instance, 
the overreliance on norms associated with the written standard (e.g., Linnell, 
1998; Lippi-Green, 1997) has equated the conceptualisation of language with 
the standard variety, thus biasing our perspective toward an overly simplistic 
description of language practices. Second, the construct of language cannot 
be properly circumscribed as a bounded system on solely linguistic criteria 
given the multitude of linguistic and nonlinguistic resources that we use to 
communicate (embodied means) such as, for instance, gaze, facial expres-
sions and gestures (e.g., Burch and Kasper, 2016; Heller, 2007; Jørgensen et 
al., 2015; Plough, Banerjee and Iwashita, 2018). García and Otheguy (2019:8), 
for instance, claim that translanguaging ‘… incorporates an understanding 
of how different modes, including our bodies, our gestures, our lives etc., add 
to the semiotic meaning-making repertoire that is involved in the act of com-
munication.’ Finally, and most relevant for the field of multilingualism, the 
traditional monoglossic definition of language that is founded on the static 
separation of languages – famously described by Grosjean (1982, 1989) as ‘two 
monolinguals in one’ – cannot provide a true description of the fluid use of 
communicative resources used by multilinguals (e.g., Blackledge and Creese, 
2014) and among all language users in general given the functional diversifi-
cation of language uses. As Otsuji and Pennycook (2010:243) describe it, one 
of the inherent problems of traditional models of multilingualism is that ‘in 
celebrating multiplicity, models of diversity tend to pluralise languages and 
cultures rather than complexify them.’

Given the limitations of this static conceptualisation of language, 
Canagarajah (2018:31), for instance, argues ‘for a shift from … structuralist 
assumptions to consider more mobile, expansive, situated, and holistic prac-
tices.’ In contrast with the limited scope of a monoglossic perspective on lan-
guage, three crucial tenets of languaging/heteroglossia have been incorporated 
into the foundation of new conceptualisations of language that are compatible 
with a broad view of multilingualism: (i) the unitary nature of multilanguage 
competence (e.g., García and Li Wei, 2014; García and Lin, 2017), (ii) the aggre-
gation of linguistic (and nonlinguistic) resources (e.g., Burch and Kasper, 2016; 
Canagarajah, 2012) and (iii) the negotiated nature of identity through linguistic 
interactions (e.g., McKinney and Norton, 2008; Otsuji and Pennycook, 2010). 
First, García and Li Wei (2014:2, stress added) underline the integrated nature 
of linguistic competence within a translanguaging perspective: ‘… one linguis-
tic repertoire with features that have been societally constructed as belonging 
to two separate languages.’ For his part, Canagarajah (2012:6) emphasises the 
variety of linguistic, paralinguistic and nonlinguistic resources available to 
language users in the praxis of translingualism: communication involves the 
use of ‘diverse semiotic resources and ecological affordances.’ Finally, Otsuji 
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and Pennycook (2010:240, stress added) define metrolingualism as the ‘product 
of modern and often urban interaction, describing the ways in which people 
of different and mixed backgrounds use, play with and negotiate identities 
through language,’ thus underlining the dynamic and interactive nature of 
multilingualism.

3	 Theoretical challenges and educational applications

3.1	 External VERSUS internal perspectives on language
From a methodological point of view, monoglossic and heteroglossic 
approaches use distinct units of analysis: whereas monoglossic approaches 
take named or national languages (and their corresponding linguistic fea-
tures) as their reference point (e.g., Otheguy, García and Reid, 2015; Turner & 
Lin, 2020), heteroglossic approaches focus on the language user/speaker. As a 
consequence, the critical distinction between monoglossic and heteroglossic 
approaches to multilingualism is predicated on an external and an internal 
view of language respectively. Accordingly, some recent theoretical approaches 
to multilingualism such as translanguaging, metrolingualism and translin-
gualism – all framed within a heteroglossic view – take a decisively internal 
perspective on the definition of what constitutes multilingualism. For instance, 
whereas the goal of plurilingualism is to achieve partial competence in multiple 
languages, rather than full competence in two or three or more languages, the 
goal of heteroglossic approaches (as reflected on the goals of translanguag-
ing) is to ‘give voice’ to minority bilingual speakers and help them develop 
their own multilingual identity. García (2019:637, stress added) underlines that 
this new perspective leads us to ‘building multilingual subjectivities that are 
legitimate and authorized, without reference to the social construction of native 
speakers, or that of sanctioned named languages.’ In essence, the core principle 
that underlies the concept of translanguaging is that language belongs to the 
speaker rather than to the nation state.

The concept of an internal-external perspective on language to distinguish 
heteroglossic from monoglossic approaches is not the only conceptual dimen-
sion that can be used to assess this continuum: the concepts of authenticity 
and anonymity are also useful for that purpose (O’Rourke, 2015; O’Rourke 
and Ramallo, 2013; Woolard, 2008). Woolard describes the authentic end of 
this spectrum as the one that ‘is viewed as the genuine expression of such a 
community, or of an essential Self.’ In other words, it signals ‘who you are 
more than what you say’ (2008:304). The reference to the speaker’s perspective 
associated with authentic forms of language – over the generic and anonymous 
standardised registers of the language – defines authenticity as the criterion 
that is most clearly associated with identity (but see Rosa and Burdick, 2017 
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for some limitations of the concept of authenticity when based on essentialised 
definitions). 

More importantly, the dichotomous (theoretical) categories described above 
(i.e., internal versus external and authentic versus anonymous) are also reflected 
on popular beliefs about the classification of language varieties (e.g., Preston, 
2013). These folk beliefs reflect the natural tendency of all language users to 
engage in the evaluation of language (e.g., Cameron, 1995/2012; Ruuska, 2019). 
In his analysis of folk beliefs about language, Preston (1989), for instance, con-
cluded that there are two main dimensions that are prevalent in the description 
of language varieties among nonspecialists: social status (‘standard’) and group 
solidarity (‘friendly’). Preston further notes that whereas speakers of majority 
varieties have a tendency to spend the symbolic capital of their own variety on 
a ‘standard’ dimension, speakers of minority varieties usually spend their sym-
bolic capital on the ‘friendly’ dimension. Whereas Preston gathered his con-
clusions based on data from English-majority-language speakers, Pennnycook 
and Otsuji (2019) note that multilinguals describe the use of their linguistic 
resources in similar ways. In essence, the data across both monolingual and 
multilingual speakers demonstrate that folk theories of language reflect the 
intersection of language practices and ideologies of language.

3.2	 Challenges to the heteroglossic perspective on multilingualism
Despite the obvious benefits of incorporating the foundational tenets of a het-
eroglossic approach to accurately describe the concept of language, the peda-
gogical application of its theoretical premises has prompted some researchers 
to voice concerns about sudden or sweeping changes that may backfire on the 
idealistic goals of its proponents. In particular, some authors have challenged 
the avowed educational benefits of heteroglossic approaches given the appar-
ent paradoxical situation brought about by the need to help learners develop 
their own nonstandard repertoires, at the same time that they are being asked 
to develop the standard variety of languages that is the goal of a monoglossic 
approach (e.g., Jaspers, 2018, 2019; Jaspers and Madsen, 2019). 

The apparent paradox is, however, an illusion. The fundamental insight 
of a heteroglossic approach is that as much as we can we have an external 
perspective on language (leading to the perception of languages as structural 
entities on their own), we can also have an internal perspective from the point 
of view of the speakers of the language. As our focus of attention moves from 
the language to the speaker, we heighten our awareness of the plural and varied 
linguistic practices of speakers as they move across different contexts. But, 
this shift in viewpoint may move back and forth, from external to an inter-
nal perspective, and from internal to external viewpoint. Bakhtin (1981: 272) 
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describes this social tension inherent to the use of language as the opposing 
pull of centripetal and centrifugal forces: the former pulling towards the stan-
dardising core of the ‘unitary language,’ and the latter towards the ‘stratifying 
forces’ of decentralisation. Furthermore, given that speakers need to develop 
both their own nonstandard repertoires (heteroglossic pole of the continuum) 
and the standardised varieties of language (monoglossic pole), the distinction 
between multilingual and monolingual language learners is blurred. In effect, 
the processes employed by language users to interact and communicate with 
their interlocutors are not specific to multilingual language users, but they 
are part of normal interaction among all speakers – whether monolingual or 
multilingual. More importantly, the notion of a continuum from speaker-based 
to language-based conceptualisations and vice versa is empirically substan-
tiated with data from a variety of sources. For instance, Møller’s (2019:37) 
analysis of data from two longitudinal projects shows that language users 
adapt to the specific nature of any given interaction, whether the interaction 
is predominantly marked by a named language (standard), or through the 
use of ‘linguistic resources associated with different languages’ when needed.

Jaspers (2018:9) is right nevertheless when he claims that ‘at the end of the 
road, pupils will be evaluated for their skills in a monolingual, academic type 
of language. This dilemma will not soon disappear …’ Faced with this dire 
description of the status quo in schools, Jaspers, in search for a pragmatic solu-
tion, pivots towards what can be done by noneducational agents and adduces 
that ‘One goal for social action could be to concentrate on changing the con-
ditions that make us argue so much about language at school.’ More specifi-
cally, Jaspers claims that ‘governmental institutions should accommodate to 
linguistic diversity [and thus] could take off the pressure from teachers.’ As 
valuable as Jaspers’ suggestion to expand the scope of view about potential 
solutions is (and thus to relieve the potentially unfair burden placed on teach-
ers), he seems to be framing the issue with an either/or position with regard to 
solutions. It is difficult to see how the educational establishment could not be 
called upon to be part of a broad approach that would also require the partici-
pation of other noneducational institutions and participants. The integration 
of a speaker-based and a language-based approach – as reflected on standard 
and nonstandard repertoires – provides an almost unavoidable path for the 
educational institutions and the teachers to contribute to finding a solution 
to the dire dilemma described by Jaspers at the beginning of this paragraph. 
In practical terms, acknowledging that the status quo of most educational 
environments leads to structurally favouring monoglossic perspectives on lan-
guage (e.g., teaching goals, assessment procedures etc.), does not entail that this 
insufficient context for learning could not be ‘supplemented’ with additional 
educational opportunities focused on the learner and not the language. In fact, 
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one could argue that the very subject of language learning entails developing 
metalinguistic awareness about the functional uses of language (cf. Ruuska, 
2019). Almost by definition, the focus on ‘giving voice to the learner’ proposed 
by translanguaging and other heteroglossic approaches entails raising speak-
ers’ awareness about the nature of language and, in particular, bringing into 
focus the contrast between fluidity and fixity. 

3.3	 Educational application: External AND internal perspectives  
on language

Given that the notion of fluid language use (i.e., dynamic, authentic, interac-
tive etc.) is predicated on the concomitant notion of fixed language use (i.e., 
standardised, anonymous, conventional etc.), the academic structure of the 
educational programme requires a strategic focus on both poles of this con-
tinuum. In effect, García and Li Wei (2014:71–72) state that ‘students need 
practice and engagement in translanguaging, as much as they need practice 
of standard features used for academic purposes.’ In even more explicit terms, 
García and Kleyn (2016:17) emphasise that the approach to translanguaging is 
not antithetical to (and should ‘not abandon’) ‘… the traditional understanding 
of language that is external to the child, for they know that in order to succeed 
academically the bilingual child will have to exclusively use language features 
of one or the other named language at different times.’ The previous references 
show that even though heteroglossic approaches (in this case translanguaging) 
privilege the fluidity of language use as a constitutive aspect of the concept 
of multilingualism (i.e., speaker-based), they do not reject the relevance of 
language-based conceptualisations of language. 

Despite some isolated calls to limit the implementation of educational 
approaches guided by heteroglossic perspectives due to a potential overem-
phasis on an internal perspective on language, a detailed analysis of the pre-
vious literature reveals a broad consensus on the integrated view of language 
described above. Otheguy (2016:XII), for one, recognises that monolinguals 
engage in translanguaging as much as multilinguals and sees no qualitative 
distinction between languaging and translanguaging.2 Similarly, Otsuji and 
Pennycook (2010) explicitly claim that individuals enact and negotiate both 
fixed and fluid identities, and more specifically that fixity and fluidity ‘co-exist 
and co-constitute each other’ (p. 252). Finally, Jaspers and Madsen (2019:16) 
acknowledge that ‘linguistic fluidity and fixity presuppose each other.’ In 
essence, as much as these contrasts seem to be in orthogonal relationship to 
each other (i.e., fluidity versus fixity; monoglossic versus heteroglossic), they 
are integrated in actual language use (i.e., fluidity and fixity; monoglossic and 
heteroglossic). 
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Despite the benefits of incorporating the perspective from heteroglossic 
definitions of language to multilingual educational settings, there have been 
some understandable concerns about the future of some minority languages 
(e.g., Basque and Catalan in Spain, Quechua in Perú and Bolivia, etc.) should 
the process of translanguaging not be managed properly (e.g., Cenoz and 
Gorter, 2017, 2019). The problem is that whereas a language can be described 
as a minority language in one specific sociopolitical context (e.g., Spanish in 
the US), that same language may portrayed as the majority one in a different 
sociopolitical environment (e.g., Spanish in Spain). To wit, not only is Spanish 
among the top five languages spoken in the world (both when we count native 
speakers and when we tally both native and nonnative speakers together), but 
it is also supported by a strong international institutional apparatus that both 
regulates its use across a wide range of repertoires and supports its expansion 
worldwide (e.g., Mar-Molinero and Paffey, 2011). For the purpose of our dis-
cussion, we should note that the apparent discrepancy in the description of 
Spanish when placed in two distinct linguistic contexts (e.g., the US and Spain) 
is given by the fact that we are not using the same definition of language in each 
situation: In one case we are focusing on the varied linguistic resources used 
by minorities in the US (speakers’ languages/voices), whereas in the other one, 
we are making reference to the ‘named language’ (e.g., García and Otheguy, 
2019) that is ideologically supported by a strong institutional apparatus.3 Not 
only is this theoretical distinction (i.e., individual language versus named 
language) crucial to properly conceptualise the notion of translanguaging 
(and, by extension, other heteroglossic perspectives), but it is also necessary to 
understand and identify possible ways to support minority languages in one 
context at the same time that we can support the speakers’ (multilingual) voices 
in another case. For instance, the proposed solutions advanced by Cenoz and 
Gorter (2019) to support the growth of Basque as a minority language (in con-
traposition with not just Spanish but English as well) are appropriate for that 
specific sociopolitical context. Their analysis, however, does not preclude the 
value of heteroglossic perspectives even when incorporated to their particular 
sociopolitical setting. In fact, it appears that Cenoz and Gorter are aware of 
this fact given that their support for the role of metalinguistic awareness – with 
an inherent focus on developing speakers’ voices – is central to two of their 
five guiding principles.4 On the other hand, one could argue that the proposal 
advanced by Cenoz and Gorter is not comprehensive enough, insofar as it 
does not address the need for Spanish-only majority language speakers to be 
part of the process as well. I will come back to the analysis of this point once 
I address the equivalent situation in the US setting in the following sections. 

In sum, the previous analysis leads us to the identification of two distinct 
objectives to be pursued by educational programmes dedicated to addressing 
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the needs of both monolingual and multilingual learners: (i) develop the 
standard repertoires (anonymity, fixity, centripetal forces), and (ii) develop 
the learner’s own voice through the use of nonstandard language practices 
(authenticity, fluidity, centrifugal forces). The biggest hurdle to manage these 
twin educational goals is the deep entrenchment of unfounded beliefs about 
standard languages (Lippi-Green, 1997) and the concomitant reluctance to 
promote fluid language practices in most classrooms. As a corollary, the first 
challenge for the design of a comprehensive language education programme is 
to counterbalance the weight traditionally assigned to monoglossic perspectives 
with a proactive and explicit focus on fluid language practices (e.g., Hesson, 
Seltzer and Woodley, 2014; Solorza et al., 2019). And this is precisely the objec-
tive of educational approaches like translanguaging. In sum, contrary to some 
objections discussed above (i.e., the support and promotion of fluid language 
practices is counterproductive and not viable), the objective of re-balancing 
the focus on fluid language practices is not incompatible with the concurrent 
development of the standardised version of language use.

3.4	 Listeners’ biases and reverse linguistic stereotyping
On the other hand, one (sometimes overlooked) significant challenge to 
integrate both internal and external perspectives is the relative isolation and 
ghettoisation of multilingual practices. This separation occurs as a matter of 
educational design when multilingual and monolingual learners are placed 
on separate curricular tracks on the basis of (supposedly) educational needs of 
each specific population of students (e.g., long-term English learners, heritage 
language learners). Effectively, learners in segregated groups are prevented 
from productively engaging with speakers from another group, thus contrib-
uting to the development of the strategic allocation and selection of the entire 
continuum of language resources, from fixity to fluidity. More importantly, the 
lack of interaction between monolingual and minoritised multilingual learn-
ers may promote already established biases in perception and representation 
about the ability of each group in the eyes of the opposite group. This lack of 
interaction is particularly negative for the minoritised multilingual speakers 
whose competence in the standardised varieties (predominantly monolingual) 
is perceived as deficient, regardless of their actual ability to perform accord-
ing to the standard norms. The unfortunate – and overlooked – feature of 
the separate track programmes is that it magnifies the (monoglossic) view 
that minoritised multilinguals are not competent enough in the standardised 
varieties of language. 

In her description of the deleterious effects of the standard language ideol-
ogy, Lippi-Green (1997: 71) notes the insidious effect of listeners’ biases in the 
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interpretation of interlocutors’ abilities to co-construct the interaction: ‘[i]n 
many cases … breakdown of communication is due not so much to accent as it 
is to negative social evaluation of the accent in question, and a rejection of the 
communicative burden.’ That is, there is a potential listeners’ bias on the assess-
ment of the linguistic performance of the interlocutor (the speaker), no matter 
how appropriate the speaker may be. The potential listeners’ biases on the 
assessment of the linguistic performance of the interlocutor are deeply rooted 
and can lead to linguistic stereotyping and discrimination. Purnell, Idsardi and 
Baugh (1999), for instance, show that landlords discriminate against African 
American and Hispanic prospective tenants based on the sound of their voice. 

Most cases of linguistic stereotyping have been attested through numerous 
studies based on, mostly, auditory information. Kang and Rubin, however, 
describe the case when visual information prompts interlocutors to rely on 
stereotypes. They define Reverse Linguistic Stereotyping (RLS) as cases when 
the ‘attributions of a speaker’s group membership trigger distorted evalua-
tions of that person’s speech’ (2009:441). Among the most well-known studies 
that have assessed the effects of RLS, Rubin (e.g., Kang & Rubin, 2009; Rubin, 
1992) documented that when participants were asked to judge the linguistic 
ability of teaching assistants in English, they were biased against the ones that 
‘looked foreign.’ That is, visual information (ethnicity) affects auditory infor-
mation (accented speech). In one of the better-known studies (Rubin, 1992), 
undergraduate students were asked to rate various recordings of lectures on 
diverse topics (humanities and science) from the same female native speaker 
of Standard American English. Each speech sample lasted about four minutes 
and for each one the students were shown a picture representing the teaching 
assistant in the recording. The pictures used, however, showed not one but two 
different female instructors randomly distributed. The pictures represented 
two different ethnicities: one was Caucasian and the other one was Asian 
(Chinese). Even though in every speech sample the participants were rating 
the same speaker, their ratings of the recordings presented in association with 
the picture of an Asian instructor were more likely to be regarded as accented, 
nonstandard English. In another study, undergraduate listeners’ perceptions 
of the teaching assistant’s accent were one of the strongest predictors of ratings 
of teacher effectiveness, whether the perception was accurate or not. 

Rubin also noticed that measures of listening comprehension were mildly 
correlated to the undergraduates’ previous experience with those teaching 
assistants. He concluded that participants who had more familiarity or had 
been exposed to interactions with nonnative English-speaking teaching assis-
tants were less affected by RLS. To evaluate this possibility, Rubin provided 
some undergraduates with the opportunity to give teaching assistants feed-
back on their pronunciation (a supportive role) under the assumption that 
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such cooperative activity would counteract, or make less salient, their negative 
interpretation of the teaching assistants’ ability to communicate in English. The 
result of the short training intervention revealed that there was no significant 
change in attitude, a result that Rubin attributed to the short-term nature of 
the intervention. In a more recent study, Zheng and Samuel (2017) expanded 
on the research design of Rubin’s studies in order to methodologically separate 
perception from interpretation (i.e., a distinction between actual online per-
ception and postperceptual judgements). That is, they assessed data on what 
participants in a study hear at a perceptual level (i.e., perception) and what they 
think they hear (i.e., interpretation). Ultimately, they concluded that the effect 
discovered by Rubin was not due to perception, but rather to interpretation. 
This is promising given that, in principle, interpretation is subject to change 
via training and education. In this respect, the potentially positive effects 
of educational interventions that are longer than the short training interval 
implemented by Rubin provide a cogent reason to assess the purported benefits 
of closer interactions between learners with diverse language backgrounds. 

3.5	 Educational applications: Integrating the listener’s perspective 
into the curriculum

In line with Rubin’s proposal about the potential benefit of bringing together 
groups of learners with distinct language backgrounds, it is relevant to iden-
tify potential gaps in the structuring of educational curricula that may create 
or magnify sources of linguistic prejudice. A specific case of an institutional 
structure that separates language learners is the established practice of offering 
two distinct curricular tracks for so-called traditional second language stu-
dents and heritage learners (henceforth HLs) respectively at both the second-
ary and tertiary levels of education in the US.5 Indeed, Flores and Rosa (2015) 
report on the effect of what they describe as ‘white gaze,’ whereby language use 
among minorities is judged by speakers in situations of sociopolitical privi-
lege (the speech of the upper-middle class in Lippi-Green’s analysis). Flores 
and Rosa argue that ‘long-term English learners, heritage language learners, 
and Standard English learners can be understood to inhabit a shared racial 
positioning that frames their linguistic practices as deficient regardless of how 
closely they follow supposed rules of appropriateness’ (p. 149). That is, the 
judgement on appropriate language use is not based on the use of objective 
linguistic-interactional criteria, but it is rather based on the perception of 
appropriateness as judged by the dominant white speakers. Similarly, echo-
ing the concerns about listeners’ biases described above, Leeman (2015: 108) 
points out that one of the challenges faced by HLs is that ‘identity claims and 
performances are also constrained by the identities ascribed by others.’
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3.5.1 Heritage Language Curriculum. The option of a separate track for Spanish 
HLs (henceforth SHLs) has been instituted so that teachers and material cre-
ators can develop and provide more accurate instruction specific to the educa-
tional needs of heritage speakers (e.g., Beaudrie and Fairclough, 2012; Leeman 
& Martínez, 2007; Martínez, 2003; Ricento, 2009; Valdés, 1995; Villa, 2009).6 
The recent history of the development of Spanish heritage language courses 
in the US shows a consistent demand for college-level courses designed for 
HLs (e.g., Beaudrie and Fairclough, 2012; Carreira, 2000; Del Valle, 2014; 
Valdés et al., 2003; Villa, 1996, 2002). Beaudrie and Fairclough, for instance, 
report on a fourfold increase in enrolments in courses tailored for HLs at 
the post-secondary level. According to the traditional criterion of language 
proficiency, traditional Spanish second language learners are the ones who 
have not had any significant exposure to the target language culture, whereas 
SHLs have had varying degrees of exposure to and/or use of Spanish. Beaudrie 
and Fairclough (2012) define the term heritage language learner along two 
(nonexclusive) dimensions: a familial or personal connection with Spanish (cf. 
Fishman, 2001) and a language proficiency criterion (Valdés, 1997).7

Both criteria are the consequence of learners’ previous exposure (early in 
life) to the target language (i.e., Spanish) as part of their linguistic and cultural 
heritage (cf. Valdés, 1995, 1997). Notwithstanding the obvious relevance of 
language background, Beaudrie and Ducar (2005), Carreira (2004) and others 
propose that the identity needs of the heritage learner should be regarded as 
the primary factor that should define the category of HLs. The criterion of 
cultural and personal connection to the language leads to specific goals that 
are relevant for HLs to study Spanish as part of their identity needs, such as, 
for instance, establishing a connection with one’s history and heritage, devel-
oping the ability to communicate with family members who function mostly 
in Spanish and becoming a member of the community of heritage speakers 
(cf., Carreira, 2004). On the other hand, as argued above, SHLs need to have 
access to curricular options focused on the development of their language 
competence as part of a named language. Leeman (2005: 39), for instance, 
argues that NOT providing HLs with access to information and education 
about the standard language ‘… would constitute an imposition of specific 
linguistic conventions – in this case, conventions associated with non-prestige 
varieties’ (see also Leeman, 2018; Fairclough, 1992; and Villa, 2004, inter alia). 

It may be the case, however, that prevailing biases in the educational struc-
ture of most second language programmes (i.e., the privileged status of the 
standardised named language and the effect of RLS) circumvent possible ben-
efits of such curricular strategy. First, it is not clear that the implementation 
of a pedagogical approach designed for SHLs is actually put into practice. 
Valdés et al. (2003), for instance, cautioned that the design of heritage language 
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courses continues to be constrained by traditions in the language-teaching field 
and by expectations about the outcomes of classroom language instruction 
in general (i.e., instrumental versus critical approaches). Similarly, Martínez 
(2003:7) lamented the apparent ‘bleeding’ of pedagogical traditions common 
among courses for traditional second language learners, and thus he pointed 
out that ‘[t]he question that looms over us, as SHL educators … is how to begin 
to address [sociolinguistic, functional] issues in a curriculum that is focused 
on verb conjugations, the alphabet, and the proper placement of written accent 
marks.’ 

Moreover, the expectations about the learning of Spanish among SHLs 
focuses on the attainment of proficiency in the standard language and a spe-
cific variety of language at that. Valdés (1995:79) notes that the primary objec-
tive of the standard language is reflected in the institutional organisation of 
language departments in most universities: ‘[t]he primary aim of the language 
division of many Spanish departments in this country is to produce students 
who come very close to monolingual speakers of Spanish.’ Leeman (2012:45) 
argued that the analysis of Spanish teaching in the United States shows ‘a 
historical tendency to view the literary and cultural production and the lin-
guistic varieties associated with Spain as superior or more “legitimate” than 
those of the Americas.’ As a consequence of this academic tendency to favour 
some varieties of Spanish over others Carreira (2000:430) notes that ‘heritage 
speakers may … reject Spanish because they have internalised messages about 
its inferiority or undesirability. These issues are not normally present in het-
erogeneous groups of non-Spanish speakers …’

More importantly, a second inherently structural problem in the separation 
of heritage from traditional learners is that even in the improbable case that 
minority populations were to be empowered with the knowledge and practices 
to develop their full linguistic repertoire (unlikely given the problems identified 
above), we would still fall short of the goal given that (nonminority) listeners 
have as much – if not more – power to determine which linguistic practices 
will be viable in society (e.g., Flores and Rosa, 2015; Rosa and Flores, 2017; 
Rubin, 1992; Zheng and Samuel, 2017). In essence, despite the fact that the 
separation of curricular tracks is intended to address distinct pedagogical 
needs of two different populations of learners (i.e., heritage and traditional), it 
is possible that this type of ‘curriculum segregation’ does not solve the identi-
fied problem of distinct pedagogical needs, and at the same time it introduces 
an even bigger problem.

3.5.2 Raising learners’ critical consciousness about language use. A potential 
solution to the two challenges discussed in previous sections (i.e., the privi-
leged status of the standardised named language and the effect of RLS) is to 
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purposefully integrate the curricular tracks. The immediate positive outcome 
of this change is that the interface of these two distinct groups of learners may 
lead to (productive) ‘tensions between standardization and variability in the 
space between language-as-skill and language-as-identity’ (Heller, 2010:103). 
These two inherently intersecting goals, each associated with one group or the 
other one (and sometimes shifting from one to the other group), provide an 
opportunity to explicitly address the objective of leading learners to under-
stand and make productive use of the dynamic and fluid nature of language 
both as a process and as a product. The group of heritage learners is the one 
that, by definition, has developed experience with the use of authentic language 
to the detriment of the anonymous end of the continuum of language use. 
Conversely, traditional students, having experienced language learning pri-
marily in a classroom setting, have gained experience in the use of the standard 
language to the detriment of a broad range of (authentic) language use. 

The notion that both heritage and traditional language students may be able 
to shuttle back and forth between authenticity and anonymity (fluidity and 
fixity) in their language use can only be enacted if they are given the opportu-
nity to fully engage with various forms of language performed by a variety of 
speakers (both minority and majority language speakers). For instance, García 
and Kleyn (2019:15) state that translanguaging ‘start[s] from a place that lever-
ages all the features of the children’s repertoire, while also showing them when, 
with whom, where, and why to use some features of their repertoire and not 
others, enabling them to also perform according to the social norms of named 
languages as used in schools.’ For learners to ‘perform, index and negotiate 
identities’ (Leeman, 2015:110), they need to be provided with a broader range 
of contextualisation settings for their use of language, including interlocutors 
who are representative of the majority language perspective they are expected 
to interact with outside of the academic environment. For this to happen, fluid 
language practices need to be developed through an explicit process whereby 
guided practice and reflection on the way we use our resources are purpose-
fully incorporated to the curriculum. 

Several proposals of how to accomplish the goal of reflection in action 
(Schön, 1983) have already been advanced for various levels of education. 
For instance, the various descriptions from Canagarajah about transitioning 
from a proficiency goal to one of translingual competence present a possible 
framework for the type of curricular integration needed for the specific set-
ting of the tertiary level of education. Canagarajah proposes the development 
of three basic sets of skills to achieve the objectives of translingual compe-
tence: Language awareness, Rhetorical sensitivity and Negotiation strategies. 
Furthermore, the focus on a functionally-oriented, dynamic view of gram-
mar (procedural knowledge in contrast with propositional knowledge) leads 
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to reconceptualising language competence from the perspective of praxis: 
‘As people continue to use their mix of resources for specific purposes, 
their resources get patterned into grammatical and discourse conventions’ 
(Canagarajah, 2016:449). 

From a broader perspective, the goal of integration of efforts across a diverse 
group of learners (distinct needs in terms of their language experience) can be 
regarded as part of the type of Culturally Responsive Pedagogy (CRP), which 
focuses on helping students achieve academic success, maintain their cultural 
competence and develop ‘a critical consciousness through which they challenge 
the status quo of the social order’ (Ladson-Billings, 1995:160). As argued by 
Ladson-Billings, at its core, CRP is a pedagogy for ‘the subaltern, or underclass’ 
that ‘explicitly engages questions of equity and justice’ (2014: 83). More impor-
tantly, notwithstanding her strong position in favour of developing teaching 
practices ‘to ensure that those who have been previously disadvantaged by 
schooling receive quality education,’ Ladson-Billings explicitly adds that ‘we 
also want those in the mainstream to develop the kinds of skills that will 
allow them to critique the very basis of their privilege and advantage’ (p. 83). 
The present proposal in favour of the integration of curricular tracks (across 
majority language and heritage learners) mirrors Ladson-Billings’ argument 
in favour of the integration of efforts across groups of learners providing both 
groups with needed access to gain awareness about the nature of language as 
represented in both internal and external perspectives.

4	 Conclusion

There is no question that heteroglossic approaches – and translanguaging in 
particular – could be regarded as ‘radical’ educational practices given their 
explicit goal to ‘disrupt hierarchical structures of power’ (Kleyn and García, 
2019:73). Viewed from that angle, the objective of translanguaging is primar-
ily to change the way language learners define languages, and secondarily, 
how they learn languages. This should not be surprising. Such a hierarchical 
ordering of the goals pursued by translanguaging is apparent in the following 
description offered by García and Otheguy (2019:11, stress added):

… there can be no question that an important aspect of translanguaging pedagogi-
cal practices is to get students to gain access to the ways of using named languages 
that dominant groups and schools uphold, while raising students’ critical conscious-
ness about the ways in which language dominance has been established.

The first clause in the quote above dispels any fear about the purported lack of 
intent of heteroglossic approaches to develop learners’ abilities in the standard/
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named language – as I argued in the previous sections. On the other hand, 
the concern raised by Jaspers, inter alia, about the approach to ‘impose’ a het-
eroglossic educational perspective appears to be ‘valid’ on its face given the 
intent to raise students’ critical consciousness (cf. second clause). Ironically, 
the point of convergence between these two apparently incommensurable 
positions may be found precisely on the intersection of minoritised and privi-
leged learners. That is, as argued above, the effort to raise minoritised learners’ 
awareness about the fluid nature of language should be expanded to include as 
wide a range of learners with diverse experiences of language learning as pos-
sible (including privileged learners). A word of caution is nevertheless relevant 
here. Notwithstanding the benefits of expanding the range of participants in 
multilingual interactions prompted by this structural change, it is important 
not to lose sight of the dangers of the complex implementation and unforeseen 
consequences of expansive educational approaches premised on the integration 
of majority and minority groups of learners. The analysis of the haphazard 
implementation of two-way dual language programmes (e.g., Cervantes-Soon, 
2014; Salaberry, 2009; Sánchez, García and Solorza, 2018) – also based on the 
integration of learners with distinct family language backgrounds – is inher-
ently relevant to place the benefits and shortcomings of the present proposal 
in proper context.

With the previous caveat in mind, however, the principles guiding the need 
to incorporate counterweights to a lopsided view on language use that favours 
monoglossic views of language education (the ‘disruptive’ influence of trans-
languaging) may require a more expansive implementation of the principles 
of heteroglossic approaches to language education, that is, one that integrates 
both majority and minority language users (a second ‘disruptive’ effort). Such 
curricular integration could provide multilingual learners with a viable edu-
cational route toward the development of a range of languaging options – 
from authenticity to anonymity – in an integrated fashion that is ‘ecologically’ 
valid given that functioning within society at large requires such integrated 
approach. Equally significant would be the opportunity afforded to monolin-
gual learners who would also be provided access to fluid language practices 
among multilingual learners, thereby increasing the chances that such contact 
and awareness of strategic use of language resources would lead to revised 
perceptions and interpretations and, in the end, social transformation for all. 
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Notes 
1	 First coined in Welsh, as trawsieithu, translanguaging made reference to a pedagogy that 

‘encouraged the use of two languages (Welsh and English) [concurrently], … mainly to promote 
the acquisition of Welsh’ (Williams, 1994 as quoted in Jaspers, 2018:2).

2	 In general, languaging is defined as ‘the use of language by human beings, directed with 
an intention to other human beings’ (Jørgensen and Møller, 2014:67). Languaging thus becomes 
a broad synonym for the various definitions of heteroglossic approaches (Jaspers and Madsen, 
2019:8).

3	 Note that the type of Spanish used by minority groups in the US has been described (and 
decried) in contraposition with the standard variety of Spanish vetted by various associated insti-
tutions such as the RAE, Instituto Cervantes etc. (e.g., Del Valle, 2014). This is concrete evidence 
that we are not dealing with the same theoretical construct, but rather two different ones.

4	 The five guiding principles are: (i) Design functional breathing spaces for using the 
minority language, (ii) Develop the need to use the minority languages through translanguag-
ing, (iii) Use emergent multilinguals’ resources to reinforce all languages by developing metalin-
guistic awareness, (iv) Enhance language awareness and (v) Link spontaneous translanguaging 
to pedagogical activities. (Cenoz and Gorter, 2019:909).

5	 This two-track system tends to be implemented at the third-year level of instruction, 
depending on the personnel resources of each department.

6	 Valdés (1995) proposed four instructional goals for HLs to improve the teaching of her-
itage learners: (i) the acquisition of a standard dialect (but see Villa, 2002), (ii) the expansion of 
the bilingual range, (iii) the transfer of reading and writing abilities across languages and (iv) the 
maintenance of immigrant languages.

7	 Carreira (2004) includes a third dimension defined by membership of heritage learners in 
an ethnic community.
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