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Nous écrivons ce livre comme un rhizome. Nous l'avons composé de pla-
teaux. Nous lui avons donné une forme circulaire, mais c'était pour rire. 
Chaque matin nous levions, et chacun de nous se demandait quels plateaux 
il allait prendre, écrivant cinq lignes ici, dix lignes ailleurs. Nous avons eu des 
expériences hallucinatoires, nous avons vu des lignes, comme des colonnes 
de petites fourmis, quitter un plateau pour en gagner un autre. Nous avons 
fait des cercles de convergence. Chaque plateau peut être lu à n'importe 
quelle place, et mis en rapport avec n'importe quel autre. Pour le multiple, 
il faut une méthode qui le fasse effectivement; nulle astuce typographique, 
nulle habileté lexicale, mélange ou création de mots, nulle audace syntaxique 
ne peuvent la remplacer.

(Deleuze et Guattari 1987: 33)

We are writing this book as a rhizome. It is composed of plateaus. We have 
given it a circular form, but only for laughs. Each morning we would wake 
up, and each of us would ask himself what plateau he was going to tackle, 
writing five lines here, ten lines there. We had hallucinatory experiences, we 
watched lines leaving one plateau and proceed to another like columns of 
tiny ants. We made circles of convergence. Each plateau can be read starting 
anywhere and can be related to any other plateau. To attain the multiple one 
must have a method that effectively constructs it; no typographical clever-
ness, no lexical agility, no blending or creation of words, no syntactical bold-
ness, can substitute for it.

(Deleuze and Guattari 2013: 23)

(MB stands for Mike Baynham; TK for Tong King Lee)

MB:  This description of how Deleuze and Guattari (D&G) went about com-
posing their strange book doesn’t entirely correspond with how we 
have gone about writing our strange book, partly because I think we are 
still more trapped within the normativities of the academic voice than 
D&G were, but nevertheless I found it resonant, a good place to begin.

TK:   At some point in writing the book, I did think it was becoming cha-
otic. Now in the light of D&G, I prefer to see it as rhizomatic. And 
the image of rhizomes, where lines “leav[e] one plateau and proceed 
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to another like columns of tiny ants”, leaving trails of “circles of con-
vergence”, is of course central to our conception of translanguaging. 
How did this all begin?

MB:  Starting a project called Translation and Translanguaging provided a 
wonderful opportunity to engage with my practical and theoretical inter-
est in multilingualism and my long-standing interest, also both practi-
cal and theoretical, in translation. As the plot of our AHRC-funded 
Translation and Translanguaging (TLANG) project (2014–2018; 
https://www.birmingham.ac.uk/generic/tlang/index.aspx) thickened, I 
started to look out for approaches to translation that were resonant 
with our concerns, and I came across your Translating the Multilingual 
City: Crosslingual Practices and Language Ideology (Lee 2013).

TK:  Interesting. When that book came about, I hadn’t even heard of 
translanguaging. Yet it became the first interface between us and our 
interests.

MB:  Why did it engage me so? I quote from the review I wrote on the 
TLANG blog (https://tlangblog.wordpress.com/2015/04/20/trans-
lating-the-multilingual-city-book-review/): “Lee argues compellingly 
for a consideration of the power dynamics and linguistic ideologies 
in the linguistic economy in order to understand the micro detail 
of translation processes”. Lee asks how “translation choices index 
power relations between languages”, particularly with a focus on 
issues of directionality in translation. So my interest in the book was 
not simply that its theoretical concerns resonated with those of what 
one might call as shorthand “the sociolinguistics of globalization”, 
but also because of certain reservations I was having about how the 
concept of translanguaging was developing.

TK:  What were those reservations?
MB:  I felt that the emphasis on translanguaging as language from below 

and its counternormative discourse needed to be countered with a 
parallel acknowledgement that normativities articulated as language 
ideologies would work to other and regulate such subaltern language 
from below. In short: translanguaging doesn’t always occur in a 
dominance-free communication zone; rather, these directionalities 
you write of, expressing relationships of power and purist language 
ideologies, create indexicality hierarchies that position the elements 
of the translanguaging utterance, and indeed translanguaging more 
generally, on an unequal terrain of indexical orders. This is an argu-
ment I started to develop in Baynham and Hanušová (2018) and 
hope to develop further in this book we are writing together.

So when an invitation came from Routledge to write a book on 
translation and translanguaging, you seemed the ideal accomplice for 
this assault on different kinds of normativity – which, if successful, 
should prove challenging to accepted ways of thinking both about 
translanguaging and about translation.

https://www.birmingham.ac.uk
https://tlangblog.wordpress.com
https://tlangblog.wordpress.com
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TK:  It does seem that translanguaging has hitherto interested itself in 
the creative constitution and flexible manipulation of signifying 
resources, particularly in classroom contexts. So I agree that lan-
guage ideology as a line of critical inquiry, already well developed 
in translation studies, can help us understand translanguaging prac-
tices in light of the complex power relations in which any commu-
nicative event is embedded.

Translanguaging itself emerged in reaction to another kind of nor-
mativity – the ideology of monolingualism and what Ofelia García and 
Li Wei (2014) have called separate bilingualism. It is relatively easy 
to construe monolingualism as an ideological construct. But separate 
bilingualism, the cognitive model underlying conventional transla-
tion and code-switching, presents a challenge for translanguaging. 

MB:  Language ideology is a very well-developed strand of thinking in 
sociolinguistics and linguistic ethnography as well. It is worth remem-
bering that separate bilingualism ideologies would also exclude 
“illegitimate” language mixing as much as monolingual language 
ideologies – perhaps more, as there is more to defend. By the way, I 
think I have identified a translanguaging ideology in some of the data 
discussed in Chapter Four.

One of the theoretical projects of translanguaging is to challenge 
the model of separate bilingualism. It’s easy to see how this latter 
model underlies the way we think about translation as crossing from 
one discrete language into another. Does translation studies have 
anything to say about this? 

TK:  In translation studies, separate bilingualism is problematized by the 
practice of self-translation, whereby the author of an original piece 
translates his or her own work. That process is different from a pro-
totypical translation scenario, not just because the author-translator 
can take excessive liberties with the original text, but also because the 
self-translator draws on a holistic pool of resources in a simultaneous 
enactment of translation and creative writing, as opposed to “switch-
ing” consciously between named languages.

Could we then say that a self-translator epitomizes a multilin-
gual user who does not so much move back-and-forth between one 
delineated language territory and another as s/he dwells in a con-
verged space where diverse semiotic resources subsist and operate in 
tandem?

MB:  I am intrigued by your discussion of self-translation and “the con-
verged space where diverse semiotic resources subsist and operate 
in tandem”. That corresponds to my understanding of repertoire, 
particularly the way it has been recently developed – as semiotic or 
spatial repertoire. However, I would extend your focus on the self-
translator much more broadly and suggest that the translator, in 
whatever context, epitomizes the multilingual language user.
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TK:   You have just raised the notion of repertoire, which is central to all 
discussions on translanguaging. When I spoke of the self-translator 
drawing on a “holistic pool of resources”, I was really talking about 
repertoire. I see it as a possible point of intervention on the part of 
translanguaging into translation.

MB:  I like to work with repertoire as a construct. Others such as Alastair 
Pennycook (2018) and Suresh Canagarajah (2018) have recently sug-
gested assemblage as a way of conceptualizing this bringing together 
of semiotic and material resources to make something happen some-
where. Your earlier use of the word dwell, of course, evokes spatial-
ity in all this.

This convergence is simply highlighted by the self-translator, 
or indeed in situations where a translation is undertaken by more 
than one person, leading to a situation where a translation is talked 
through, externalized. This highlights and makes visible the transla-
tor’s multilingual repertoire. With the single translator, the conver-
sation is going on in the head and in interaction with the various 
artefacts to hand: dictionaries, databases, Google Translate, etc.

What would happen if we adapted Li Wei’s (2011) moment analy-
sis for the day-to-day activity of the translator? Any translation activ-
ity would then be made up of a string of “translation moments”, an 
assemblage at any snapshot in time of the various resources available 
to the translator.

TK:  Your last formulation is interesting. It reminds me of the TAP (Think-
Aloud-Protocol), a method that has been used to elicit what goes on 
in translators’ minds in the course of their work. TAP studies offer 
empirical evidence as to the nonlinear, iterative cognitive processes 
in translation.

However, when we speak of nonlinearity and iteration in transla-
tion, the premise is that translation is conventionally structured as 
a linear and unidirectional operation. For me, there is still value to 
this latter conceptual schema, not least because translation always 
emanates from some prior point of enunciation and aspires towards 
culmination in another point of enunciation. That being said, it is 
profitable to complicate this linear A→B schema with a concurrent 
focus on the vertical dimension, which transpires at multiple points 
or moments intervening the distance between A and B.

MB: And how might we complicate this?
TK: Enter translanguaging.

A translanguaging perspective punctuates our habitual, though 
not necessarily invalid, conception of translation by zooming into the 
turbulent space emerging out of the encounter between languages, 
language varieties, discourses, registers, and modalities. It spotlights 
the contingent creativity inherent in communication in multilingual 
and multimodal settings, delving deep into the in-between gap that is 
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full of semiotic potentialities. In Chapter Three, I represent this using 
the symbol Љ, a visual heuristic that morphs two extreme points (A 
and B) into the space of a composite letter. Notice how B is recast 
in lower case and morphed into the letter A, which loses its middle 
stroke in the process.

Hence, the vertical thrust of translanguaging, comprising any 
number of moments (a moment being suspended in linear time), 
complements the forward momentum of translation as it is conven-
tionally conceived. On this view, when translators verbalize every 
step of their thinking, as they would in a TAP study, are they not 
experiencing the moment-by-moment flux between languages that is 
translanguaging?

MB:  Your point about TAP is interesting because it is about how to 
get into the thought processes of the single translator. Another 
approach would be to record the process of translating using 
screen-capture technology and videos of the translator’s work set-
tings. Those video excerpts could be used as prompts for the trans-
lator to talk through their practice. The other way, as I suggested 
above, is to look at translators working together as in that case 
their work is exteriorized through talk. In the TLANG project data, 
at one point an interpreter, Klára, works with the researcher Jolana 
to find a translation equivalent in Czech for the legal term sworn 
statement. This gives a concrete example of “the encounter between 
languages, language varieties, discourses, registers, and modalities” 
that you mention.

TK:  Coming back to repertoire: this concept does not feature strongly in 
the translation studies literature. How do you think it might disrupt 
the assumed linearity and unidirectionality of translation, as encapsu-
lated in the A→B schema?

MB:  I completely take your point about the linearity and unidirectionality 
of translation, but if you look at it moment by moment, you see a 
to-ing and fro-ing as translators draw on their repertoire. There must 
also be moments of going backward and forward, as some element 
at a later stage of translating a text will force the translator back to 
revise something from an earlier stage.

TK:  Point taken. Granted that a translanguaging perspective “messes up” 
the assumed linearity and unidirectionality of translation, can we still 
see the two as distinct practices?

MB:  Yes. What is becoming clear to me is that there is a fundamental dif-
ference between translanguaging and translation. Translanguaging 
is a variable, contingent aspect of language in use. Translation is 
an institutionalized practice; as such, it is heavily regulated. Money 
is involved, and people make their living from it. Businesses thrive 
through translation. Translanguaging, by contrast, is language 
from below, to paraphrase Pennycook and Otsuji (2015). This is 
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anticipating the arguments and orientations that will appear in 
Chapters Two and Three.

Of course, there are more informal contexts for translation, inter-
preting, and cultural brokering, and I have worked on these from 
time to time. Translation necessarily has a dimension of intention-
ality, a conscious project to accomplish. Studies of code-switching 
undertaken by Gumperz and Hymes (1972) showed that speakers 
are not necessarily aware they are code-switching, which can occur 
beneath the level of conscious attention. If this is true of code-switch-
ing, then it would be true of translanguaging. 

TK:    Could we then say that a translanguaging perspective highlights the 
processual and emergent aspects of translation? That we could in fact 
understand translanguaging as a theoretical lens with which to inter-
rogate translation as applied practice?

MB:  Absolutely. My argument is that translanguaging and the associated 
notion of repertoire helps understand the fine-grained activity of 
translation in the way we have been discussing. It occurs to me also 
that everyday translanguaging is always embedded in emergent activ-
ity, in genres and events in spaces and places: market stalls and shops, 
advice centres, gyms. These activities, genres, and events, which con-
stitute the spaces and places where they occur, are dynamic, emergent, 
and directional in rather the kind of way you attribute to translation. 
A group of young men get together for a basketball practice; the 
practice phase leads into a strategy discussion, then a game. And the 
whole sequence is a lead-up to a match. There is plenty of directional-
ity here in the activity.

The approach we are taking to translanguaging is a situated one. 
We see it as situated in and constitutive of activity of different sorts. 
This can be running a market stall or visiting that market stall as a 
customer; coaching a basketball game or being a player in that game; 
giving or seeking migration advice. Translanguaging occurs in the 
interactional small change that constitutes the activity. Seen from 
that point of view, translation is an activity, with its own direction-
alities and outcomes (the translation); translanguaging is a way of 
understanding how you get there.

So the proposition we are developing here is that the lens of trans-
languaging and the notion of repertoire can help in developing a 
dynamic account of translation as activity and practice.

TK:  So far so good on translation and translanguaging, which is what 
this book is about. I somehow think we are also obliged to address 
the relationship between code-switching and translanguaging, which 
remains a bone of contention. Many linguists are not convinced 
that translanguaging adds anything new to code-switching or mul-
tilingualism, seeing it as just another fancy term describing what we 
already know. What’s our position on this? Just now, you mentioned 
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that code-switching and translanguaging are two perspectives on the 
same phenomenon. Can you elaborate on that? This is important. 
If we have not yet settled the relationship between code-switching 
and translanguaging, we are in no position to discuss the relationship 
between translation and translanguaging.

MB: Can we have your view first?
TK:  Li Wei and I have addressed this issue in our recent work (Lee and 

Li 2019). In short: notwithstanding that code-switching and trans-
languaging can be empirically related, the two are conceptually dis-
tinct. “A classic code-switching approach would assume switching 
back and forward to a single language default”, says Li Wei (2018: 
14). I agree with this, although I hasten to add that this is not to say 
code-switching is less or more theoretically legitimate than translan-
guaging. Different multilingual situations have different dynamics, 
hence calling for different perspectives and terms. Translanguaging 
does not hinge on “a single language default”, or the switching 
between this default and the “other” language. To me, translan-
guaging is about the contingent and creative thrown-togetherness 
of languages, language varieties, registers, and semiotic modalities; 
it is not really about moving back and forth between languages. 
Code-switching may take place subconsciously, as you mentioned, 
but I’m not sure I can say the same confidently about translanguag-
ing. Can we be subconsciously creative with language? My sense is 
that when people engage with languages creatively, they are to some 
degree conscious of themselves as language-makers. They need not 
analyse their own language behaviour (who does that besides us?), 
but they know at some level they are producing something marked. 
Markedness, to me, is an essential attribute of translanguaging.

Empirically, code-switching and translanguaging may not com-
pletely overlap. Translanguaging can involve myriad processes 
including code-switching, transliteration, translation, orthographic 
transitions, phonetic slippage, even interfacing language and the 
body, as the chapters in our book will make clear. Translanguaging 
pedagogy, for example, involves the use of both code-switching 
and translation in the bilingual or multilingual classroom. Code-
switching, as the term suggests, is premised on language codes, and 
as such must be narrower in scope than translanguaging. 

MB:  As we suggest in Chapter Two, theoretical constructs like code-
switching and translanguaging can be seen in terms of affordances. 
A particular theoretical construct enables certain perceptions and 
insights while disabling others. I agree with you that code-switch-
ing as a construct seems to lock us theoretically into language. As 
I think we show in this book, translanguaging opens up promising 
ways of thinking about the co-existence not just of different language 
elements, but also of different modalities, registers, and discourses, 
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not to mention the language-body interface, which would be hard 
to encompass in code-switching. Code-switching implies switching 
between two similars (i.e. named languages). To that extent, trans-
languaging encourages us to think about relations of difference held 
together in the repertoire. So in that sense, translanguaging is a con-
struct with more traction, theoretically and empirically.

TK:  We should underscore the point that the trans- prefix in translan-
guaging also means going beyond language as such. If code-switch-
ing means going between languages, translanguaging means going 
between and beyond them. And it is in the “beyond” dimension where 
translanguaging affiliates with multimodal studies. In addition, code-
switching may be governed by structural constraints, such that we 
can speak of the structural properties of code-switching (e.g. Callahan 
[2004]). Translanguaging, to me, is antithetical to structure and struc-
turation. If different processes can dovetail into translanguaging, such 
as code-switching, translation, transliteration, and orthographic mor-
phing, how can it be constrained by an a priori structure? The only 
constraint we can speak of in translanguaging is perhaps the creative 
potential that arises from all the circumstances of a communicative 
situation. Li Wei and I call this the translanguaging potential (Lee 
and Li 2019).

MB:  I am beginning to wonder whether we are operating with two rather 
different conceptualizations of translanguaging. You seem to empha-
size more the creativity of translanguaging, whereas I think I have a 
rather broader and more inclusive definition of the co-occurrence of 
elements from different languages, registers, modalities, discourses, 
etc. in the repertoire. I think there is a banal, humdrum, everyday 
sort of translanguaging. This may be illuminated from time to time 
with dazzling moments of creativity, but at other times not so. I think 
if we set the definition of translanguaging too narrowly, we exclude 
too much. Definitions of any sort, of course, invite such problems: 
do we set the definition of bi/multilingual broadly or more narrowly? 
This has been a pervasive issue in studies of multilingualism. I think 
we are coming up with just such an issue in our consideration of 
translanguaging.

TK:  We might well be operating with two different conceptualizations of 
translanguaging, that is, the everyday and the aesthetic. In so doing, 
in crossing the mundane–poetic boundary, are we not exemplifying 
the potential of translanguaging on a metatextual level? And does 
that not inform the bipartite design of this book?

MB:  Yes, indeed we are exemplifying the potential of translanguag-
ing. And don’t get me wrong, I believe strongly in the intersection 
between the aesthetic and the everyday in everyday talk and action: 
in the poetry of everyday life. Some moment of creativity can bub-
ble up, as if from nowhere, while buying meat at a market stall, for 
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example. Human beings are endlessly capable of playfulness and 
creativity, but I wouldn’t want to restrict the scope of translanguag-
ing only to such moments.

TK:  To your “poetry of everyday life”, may I add the everydayness of 
poetry.

MB:  You ask in Chapter Seven, “Why disturb translation? What has 
translation done wrong?” If you take into account what I suggested 
above concerning the affordances of particular theoretical perspec-
tives, what you are in effect asking is not what translation has done 
wrong, but rather in what way translanguaging can productively dis-
turb translation. What can it enable us to see that other theories of 
translation can’t? I wonder if one of the myths with which translation 
typically operates is the notion of settled centres and translation at 
the borders. This can be related to arguments developed in Mezzadra 
and Neilson’s (2013) Border as Method. If we imagine a space which 
is Language A and a continuous space which is Language B, then 
translation operates at the boundary, the border between the terri-
tory of Language A and that of Language B. This leaves the centre of 
Territory A and Territory B somehow untouched, served by the trans-
border commerce between A and B, but otherwise inviolate. This is 
the myth of the language/nation-state homology, so beloved of ideo-
logical purists. If you restrict the commerce between languages to the 
fringes, the border, then the monolingual heartland remains inviolate.

TK:  And what’s our take on this?
MB:  Arguably the way we treat translanguaging, fleshing out and extend-

ing Jakobson’s programmatic framework, unsettles this in quite a 
productive way. It tells us that difference isn’t simply a characteristic 
of the borderlands, but that difference is threaded through the entire 
social fabric and incorporated into the repertoire. Mary Louise Pratt 
(1991) memorably critiqued the centrality of the speech community 
in linguistics, and along with speech community goes the idea of 
communication based on shared meanings and understandings. The 
idea of “contact zones” that Pratt introduces suggests that commu-
nication typically occurs based on difference – that difference, rather 
than shared meanings and understandings, is the norm.

I think translanguaging provides a way of understanding how 
communication based on difference, whether linguistic, multimodal, 
or embodied, is enabled in the repertoire. It thus makes translation, 
understood as the managing of difference, the central process of 
human communication, taking us beyond an oversimplified notion 
of the speech community whose speakers all communicate using the 
“same” language. Difference works itself through the most appar-
ently homogeneous setting. This enables us to say that all human 
communication is radically constituted in difference, and translan-
guaging shows how this unfolds in the repertoire.
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TK:    Translation studies scholars would claim that they have long been 
interested in the idea of difference, way before the term translanguag-
ing was coined. For a long while, Pratt’s “contact zone” was one of 
several theoretical lynchpins for translation scholars working in the 
cultural studies vein. So now I need to put on my devil advocate’s 
mask for a bit and ask: what does translanguaging have to say that has 
not already been pre-empted by contemporary translation studies –  
with all its inflections from postcolonial studies, poststructuralism, 
gender studies, sociology, and multimodal studies?

Or is that even the right question to ask? After all, translation 
studies has been cannibalizing concepts from all imaginable fields 
for three decades, consolidating these into what is perceived today 
as an “independent” field. Should translation studies even have the 
right to expect something from translanguaging? Translation studies 
(before it became a field of study) was preoccupied with structural 
linguistics before the 1980s, after which it then abandoned linguis-
tics with disdain to carve out its own path through cultural studies 
and every other conceivable line of inquiry. Now, the primary con-
nection between translation studies and linguistics is CDA (critical 
discourse analysis). So when I’m asking what translanguaging can 
do for translation studies, what I’m really asking is what place does 
applied linguistics or sociolinguistics have in the above trajectory, if 
it needs to have a place at all?

MB:  As I note in Chapter Two, translanguaging is the new kid on the 
block, theoretically, so you have every right to feel haughty about 
my cheeky and possibly oversimplified generalizations concerning 
translation. As we will argue in this book, translation and translan-
guaging are entities of a quite different order, yet with the potential 
to be mutually informing. Translation is an academic field and a field 
of practice, institutionally embedded and with a longish (relative to 
translanguaging) history. It has all the attributes of a thriving field: 
undergraduate and Master programmes, doctoral research, confer-
ences, and journals, not to mention the complex and differentiated, if 
rather magpie-like, research literature you refer to. Translanguaging 
is simply an element in the stuff of language use. A rather important 
element, we argue, but necessarily just an element. It is particularly 
associated with sociolinguistics and linguistic ethnography, so you 
are right to raise that here. So the question for me is this: what can 
insights into translanguaging – multilingual language use, multimo-
dality, embodiment – contribute to the ongoing conversation on the 
nature of translation? Or, as you mentioned earlier: how do we use 
translanguaging as a theoretical lens to interrogate translation as 
applied practice?

TK:  Certainly translation is an institution at one level, and also a form of 
material practice. I think we are developing a scalar view here, where 
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translation is a sliding category that can be pegged at different lev-
els of abstraction. But following on from what you just said, are we 
therefore talking about a way of looking at translation phenomena 
through the prism of translanguaging?

MB:  Indeed. Translanguaging as a theoretical lens requires a microana-
lytic approach to complement it, and I think that opens up the possi-
bility of studying translation as a form of multilingual practice using 
approaches such as moment analysis and spatial repertoires. I think a 
translanguaging approach to translation would provide thick descrip-
tion, in the Geertzian sense, of translation practices, reworked by 
Appiah (2012) into thick translation. You mention CDA and other 
linguistic approaches. These are still stuck on theorizing the proper-
ties of texts-in-contexts and their intertextual relations to other texts. 
This is in itself a great project. However, the sociolinguistic and lin-
guistic ethnographic approach that spawned translanguaging deci-
sively shifts the focus away from text/context or language/language 
relations towards language users and their repertoire. This is a turn 
that translation studies could take.

TK:   Methodologically, I think the TLANG project has much to offer 
translation studies in the way of linguistic ethnographic research. 
While thick translation has been in currency in translation studies 
for a long time, it is not often that the translation scholar doubles up 
as the linguistic ethnographer. Sherry Simon’s Cities in Translation 
(2011) and Mona Baker’s Translation and Conflict (2006) are two 
landmark works in this trajectory. I see ourselves as pushing in the 
same direction in Part I of the book.

In terms of data, we talked about the everyday and the aesthetic. 
This book covers both terrains. Translation studies has no doubt been 
expanding the range of data it takes into its purview, but published 
texts are still very much at the core. We have quite a bit of nontextual 
data, and I think there is some value in introducing this kind of data 
into translation research. Ethnographic data are reported in Part I 
of this book, complemented by the literary-aesthetic data in Part II. 
Ethnographic work is very much your domain. I, on the other hand, 
am more interested in text-based art, asking in particular: how does 
translation and/or translanguaging feature in art as both a material 
technique and a structuring concept? This is an underresearched 
topic, and Part II of this book represents a thrust at this.

MB:  I would add that we planned this book to be dialogic: an encounter 
between translanguaging and translation, mediated between myself, 
with a background in the sociolinguistics of multilingualism, and you, 
from the perspective of translation studies. This has created interest-
ing issues of voice, specifically whether we are speaking in unison or 
separately at different moments and how we signal these voices. In 
our introduction, the dialogical nature of the thinking that has gone 
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into the book is made explicit. At other times, we speak as “we” out 
of a common position or understanding. Yet when using examples 
from our personal experience or research, it sometimes makes sense 
to use “I”. To clarify this, when we are introducing data or an experi-
ence attributed to one of us, we will introduce “I” in the first mention 
as “I (MB)” or “I (TK)”, and thereafter just “I”.

TK:   Finally, the structure of this book: Chapter Two introduces trans-
languaging and its key constructs, such as repertoire and moment 
analysis, while Chapter Three responds dialogically, setting out the 
perspective from translation studies. There follows a number of 
data-analysis chapters which develop a combined understanding of 
translanguaging and translation, firstly from a study of everyday mul-
tilingualism in superdiverse urban contexts (Chapters Four, Five, and 
Six), and then looking at digital poetry and visual art (Chapters Seven 
and Eight). Throughout the book, the ongoing theme is to develop 
an understanding of translanguaging in all its forms – verbal, visual, 
embodied – and test its relevance for our understanding of translation.

MB: Okay. So here we go.


