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Abstract 
 

This study explores whether strategic translanguaging offers any bilingual advantage in terms of 

grammatical development of learners of English as a foreign language (EFL) in the United Arab Emir-

ates (UAE). The study examines whether English-only grammar instruction is more effective than 

strategic translanguaging, in which Arabic is intentionally used to clarify grammatical concepts, con-

trast Arabic and English structures, explain terminology, assess comprehension, and address first-

language-related difficulties. This study is based on the data obtained through a quantitative quasi-

experimental pretest-post-test control-group design conducted with 35 Arabic speaking EFL learners 

from Abu Dhabi University. 18 participants took part in the English only instructional program and 

17 participants participated in the strategic translanguaging instruction program. Before and after an 

8-10 week intervention, 40 item grammar achievement test was administered. Independent-samples 

and paired-samples t-tests, as well as a 2 × 2 mixed-design ANOVA, were used to analyse the data. An 

ANCOVA was additionally conducted to compare post-test performance between the two instruc-

tional groups while controlling for pre-test scores. As a result, it was found that there was statistically 

significant growth in the grammatical knowledge of both groups of participants but the improve-

ment of those who attended the strategic translanguaging class was significantly higher than the im-

provement of those who attended English only grammar classes. The significant difference in instruc-

tional conditions was found after controlling the initial level of grammatical knowledge with the 

help of ANCOVA and the effect size related to instructional condition was rather large. 
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Introduction 

Foreign language teaching has evolved from being analytically oriented towards one that emphasises 

function and communication (Celce-Murcia, 2001). The evolution is illustrated in the move from 

the Grammar-Translation Method (GTM) method that emphasised grammar, translation, and writ-

ten tasks to Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) that stresses communication and communi-

cative competence (Hymes, 1972; Littlewood, 1981; Richards & Rodgers, 2014). CLT has become 

the dominant framework in English language teaching even though it is associated with the mono-

lingual approach due to its target language use orientation. Monolingualism has been justified on 

the basis that English only lessons are appropriate since English classes should expose the learners as 

much as possible to English just like in the target language environment (Littlewood & Yu, 2011; 

Macaro, 2009). 

The monolingual approach has increasingly been subject to scrutiny in studies regarding bilingual-

ism and translanguaging. As stated by Garcia (2009), bilingualism is a process through which a 

learner is able to use his or her linguistic abilities instead of working through two distinct languages. 

Translanguaging builds upon this model in that it allows learners to utilise their linguistic repertoires 

in an active manner during the processes of learning and communication (Baker, 2011; Lewis et al., 

2012; Wei, 2018). It is crucial to note that the use of translanguaging does not have to involve the 

replacement of English by the L1. Translanguaging's potential relevance in relation to grammatical 

learning deserves consideration specifically. Learning grammar involves understanding grammar 

knowledge and recognising the connections between form and meaning as well as producing gram-

matically correct sentences of the target language. Accessing an L1 in a strategic manner can offer 

more resources that can help establish those connections. However, there have been relatively few 

studies about translanguaging in terms of measuring grammatical acquisition (Galante, 2020; Rivera 

& Mazak, 2017; Sun & Lan, 2020; Vaish & Subhan, 2015). Also, very little research exists on the 

learning outcomes related to translanguaging (Nikula & Moore, 2019). 

The present study addresses this gap by examining whether strategic translanguaging provides a bi-

lingual advantage in EFL learners’ grammatical development. Specifically, it compares English-only 

grammar instruction with instruction in which Arabic is deliberately incorporated for defined ped-

agogical purposes. The study involved Arabic-speaking undergraduate EFL learners in Abu Dhabi, 

United Arab Emirates, and employed a quantitative quasi-experimental pre-test/post-test control-

group design. By comparing grammatical development across the two instructional conditions, the 
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study seeks to determine whether strategically mobilising learners’ Arabic linguistic resources can 

produce greater gains in English grammatical knowledge than an English-only approach. 

Literature review 

From English-only instruction to bilingual approaches in EFL 

Foreign language teaching has progressively shifted from approaches centred primarily on analysing 

language towards approaches that emphasise its functional and communicative use (Celce-Murcia, 

2001). This development is particularly evident in the movement from the Grammar Translation 

Method (GTM) to Communicative Language Teaching (CLT). Although this shift broadened the 

objectives of language teaching, it also contributed to the continued dominance of monolingual 

approaches in foreign language classrooms. Monoglossic ideology, which conceptualises language 

proficiency according to monolingual norms, has traditionally positioned the target language as the 

preferred language of classroom instruction (Garcia, 2009). This position has partly been justified by 

the argument that foreign language classrooms may provide learners with their principal exposure 

to the target language and should therefore maximise opportunities for target-language use (Little-

wood & Yu, 2011). As a result, monolingual teaching has become a dominant norm in foreign lan-

guage education (Wang, 2019), and language classrooms have continued to demonstrate a monolin-

gual bias (Hu & McKay, 2012). 

The development of grammar teaching provides an important background to this debate. The Gram-

mar Translation Method, which remained dominant until the mid-twentieth century, emphasised 

grammatical rules, vocabulary memorisation, translation, and written exercises, with grammatical 

competence as a central goal (Richards & Rodgers, 2014). However, GTM was criticised for provid-

ing insufficient opportunities for learners to develop fluency and use language communicatively 

(Newson, 1998). In response, CLT emerged during the 1970s and subsequently became a dominant 

approach to English language teaching (Thompson, 1996). Drawing on Hymes’s (1972) concept of 

communicative competence, CLT emphasises the development of language skills through meaning-

ful and functional communication activities (Littlewood, 1981). 
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Despite its contribution to communicative language teaching, CLT has also been criticised, particu-

larly regarding its linguistic content and the pedagogical treatment of grammatical forms (Celce-

Murcia et al., 1997). This issue is relevant to the present study because a strong emphasis on commu-

nication does not necessarily resolve the question of how grammar should be taught. Moreover, the 

communicative orientation has frequently been accompanied by the assumption that classroom in-

teraction should occur primarily through the target language. In EFL settings, learners’ first lan-

guages have therefore often been restricted or discouraged on the premise that classrooms should 

reproduce the target-language environment and maximise exposure to English (Macaro, 2009). The 

resulting English-only orientation represents an important issue for grammar instruction. If learners 

are expected to understand and manipulate grammatical forms exclusively through English, oppor-

tunities to draw on existing linguistic knowledge may be constrained. Conversely, allowing learners 

to access their full linguistic repertoires may provide additional resources for understanding gram-

matical concepts, identifying relationships between languages, and constructing meaning. This pos-

sibility has contributed to growing interest in bilingual approaches such as translanguaging. 

Bilingualism and translanguaging in language learning 

The traditional binary categorization of languages is now increasingly questioned through new in-

terpretations of bilingualism and multilingualism. Garcia (2009) offers an alternative interpretation 

of bilingualism as a dynamic approach to language use as opposed to having two distinct and equally 

weighted linguistic systems. The all-terrain vehicle metaphor allows us to understand how bilingual 

individuals adjust, expand and remix the linguistic system in accordance with communication and 

learning demands. It provides theoretical basis for translanguaging, which views learner’s languages 

as a connected resource pool. The concept of translanguaging was first used in the field of bilingual 

education as a pedagogic tool by Williams, a Welsh linguist, in 1996, followed by explanations from 

other researchers such as Baker (2011) and Wei  (2011). As far as translanguaging is concerned as a 

pedagogic approach, it allows learners to use more than one language for both input and output. 

Learners can interact with the information using reading and discussion in one language and then 

write their outputs in another language (Baker, 2011; Wei, 2011). It should be noted that this does 

not mean replacing English with the first language. This is particularly important when considering 

strategic translanguaging. According to Lewis et al. (2012), there are some differences between 
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translanguaging and other activities, such as code-switching and translation. While the latter two 

involve language transitions, translanguaging focuses on the process through which learners partic-

ipate in the production of meanings. Garcia (2009) similarly argues that translanguaging extends 

beyond code-switching while encompassing it and other forms of bilingual language use. Conse-

quently, translanguaging can be understood not simply as alternating between languages, but as 

drawing strategically on an integrated linguistic repertoire to support learning. From this perspec-

tive, translanguaging challenges the assumption that effective second-language instruction requires 

a rigid separation of languages. Mazak (2017) argues that translanguaging in formal classrooms chal-

lenges traditional theories of second-language acquisition that attach importance to maintaining sep-

arate linguistic systems. Similarly, traditional approaches have often positioned L2-only instruction 

as the preferred model and treated alternative practices as deficient or inadequate (Mitchell, 1988). 

Translanguaging instead recognises that learners enter the classroom with linguistic knowledge that 

can potentially contribute to additional-language learning. 

Translanguaging and grammatical development 

The potential relevance of translanguaging to grammatical development lies in its capacity to provide 

learners with multiple linguistic resources when processing and producing the target language. Gar-

cia (2009) argues that using both languages can create a more dynamic learning environment in 

which learners can draw on their stronger language and developing language for different but over-

lapping pedagogical purposes. In an EFL grammar classroom, this may allow learners to use their 

existing linguistic knowledge to understand grammatical explanations, compare linguistic struc-

tures, clarify meaning, and subsequently apply grammatical forms in English. This perspective is also 

consistent with the conceptualisation of translanguaging as a practical theory of language, in which 

language is understood as a multilingual, multi-semiotic, and multi-modal resource (Wei, 2018). 

Rather than treating bilingual competence as two independent language systems, this approach cor-

responds with the notion of holistic multi-competence (Cook & Wei, 2016) and Bakhtin’s (1981) 

concept of heteroglossia. From this perspective, learners’ existing linguistic resources can be consid-

ered part of the learning process rather than interference that must be excluded from English in-

struction. 



 
Research Studies in English Language Teaching and Learning (RSELTL)  
 Vol.4, No. 5; 2026, 907- 927  

 

Page | 

912 

The potential pedagogical value of translanguaging is also reflected in the broader literature. Studies 

have reported benefits associated with translanguaging practices (Moore & Nikula, 2016), while In-

bar-Lourie (2010) has criticised language pedagogy for overlooking or suppressing bilingual and 

multilingual possibilities through predominantly monolingual policies. Translanguaging allows 

purposeful movement between languages across spoken and written as well as receptive and produc-

tive modes (Baker, 2011). Such flexibility may be particularly relevant to grammar learning, where 

learners need to understand explicit explanations, recognise grammatical patterns, process form-

meaning relationships, and produce accurate target-language forms. However, the empirical evi-

dence concerning the effects of translanguaging on specific language outcomes remains relatively 

limited. Existing research has examined its relationship with speaking and listening (Galante, 2020), 

writing (Sun & Lan, 2020), reading (Vaish & Subhan, 2015), and learners’ perceptions (Rivera & 

Mazak, 2017). Although these studies provide evidence for the pedagogical potential of translanguag-

ing, relatively few investigations have directly examined its effects on language learners’ learning 

outcomes (Nikula & Moore, 2019). This gap is especially relevant to grammatical development, as 

much of the translanguaging literature has focused more broadly on communication, participation, 

and learner perceptions than on measurable gains in grammatical knowledge. 

The need for context-specific research in EFL classrooms 

Need for further empirical research is particularly acute in situations where English is being taught 

as a foreign language. While there has been extensive research about translanguaging in many edu-

cational environments, the number of studies focusing on its impact on the language acquisition of 

English as a Foreign Language (EFL) students in specific environments have been limited. For ex-

ample, empirical research in Turkey has begun to generate practice-based evidence on the topic of 

translanguaging (Karabulut, 2019). Another important context for studying this matter is that of the 

United Arab Emirates, given that English is used along with the other languages known to the learn-

ers. In this multilingual environment of teaching English as a foreign language, the fundamental 

issue is whether English should be taught as the only language or whether the use of other languages 

would also serve to the advantage of the learners. Instead of considering bilingualism to be opposed 

to the learning of English, translanguaging offers a theoretical perspective where learners’ languages 

are consciously utilised in the teaching process. Therefore, the key question is not only if the students 
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need to make use of English or another language in their studies, but also when and how more 

languages may be used to help in learning English. This difference is important, as not all kinds of 

translanguaging involve the use of another language without any restriction. Strategic translanguag-

ing implies purposeful decision-making about when, why and how the resources of bilinguals will 

be used for the achievement of certain aims. One of these strategies might be the use of learners’ 

other language for the explanation of grammar points. 

There is an observable movement from grammar-based teaching to communicative methodologies, 

followed by growing awareness that there is no need for CLT to be solely monolingual in approach. 

While GTM made grammatical accuracy one of the key targets in language instruction (Richards & 

Rodgers, 2014), a narrow scope of application to communicative language use was a reason for the 

emergence of CLT methodology (Newson, 1998; Thompson, 1996). However, growing opposition 

to the English-only approach comes from findings on bilingualism and translanguaging (Garcia, 

2009; Inbar-Lourie, 2010; Mazak, 2017). Translanguaging theory views students' linguistic abilities 

in terms of their interconnection and potential value in language acquisition, with research findings 

pointing to advantages in several linguistic areas (Galante, 2020; Sun & Lan, 2020; Vaish & Subhan, 

2015). Nevertheless, there remains limited evidence concerning whether strategically incorporating 

learners’ other linguistic resources can produce measurable improvements in grammatical develop-

ment, particularly in EFL contexts. This gap provides the rationale for the present study, which ex-

amines whether strategic translanguaging can offer a bilingual advantage. The study is sought to 

answer the following questions: 

RQ1. Do EFL learners demonstrate significant improvement in grammatical knowledge from pre-test to post-test fol-

lowing the instructional intervention? 

RQ2. Is the improvement in grammatical knowledge significantly greater for students receiving strategic 

translanguaging instruction than for students receiving English-only instruction? 

The research questions were translated into the following testable hypotheses to examine both 

within-group changes in grammatical knowledge and the relative effectiveness of the two instruc-

tional approaches: 
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H1 

There will be a significant improvement in grammatical knowledge from pre-test to post-test among students receiv-

ing strategic translanguaging instruction. 

H2 

There will be a significant improvement in grammatical knowledge from pre-test to post-test among students receiv-

ing English-only instruction. 

 

Methodology 

 

Theoretical framework 

The present study is theoretically grounded in the concept of translanguaging, which views bilingual 

learners’ linguistic resources as an integrated repertoire that can be strategically mobilised to support 

learning rather than treating the first language (L1) and the target language as completely separate 

systems. In the context of English as a foreign language (EFL), this perspective challenges English-

only approaches by recognising that learners may draw on their existing linguistic resources to de-

velop their understanding of English. The experiment incorporates the strategic translanguaging ap-

proach, which involves purposefully using the L1 for educational reasons. Therefore, the use of Ara-

bic in the experimental condition is not unlimited or random. English continues to be the main 

language of instruction, but the L1 is purposefully used to help in understanding grammar rules, in 

explaining grammar terms, in drawing comparisons between English and Arabic, in ensuring com-

prehension, and in solving common L1 grammar problems. The theoretical rationale for the study 

is that bilingual learners may benefit from making connections between their existing linguistic 

knowledge and new grammatical knowledge in English. Strategic comparison of Arabic and English 

grammatical structures may enable learners to recognise similarities and differences between the two 

languages and develop a clearer understanding of target-language forms. The study therefore exam-

ines whether purposeful integration of Arabic into grammar instruction can support greater gram-

matical development than an English-only instructional approach. The theoretical framework is con-

sequently reflected directly in the experimental design. The instructional condition constitutes the 

independent variable, with English-only instruction representing the control condition and strategic 

translanguaging representing the experimental condition. Grammatical knowledge constitutes the 

principal dependent variable, operationalised through learners’ performance on the grammar pre-
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test and post-test. Pre-test grammatical knowledge is considered an important baseline variable be-

cause learners may enter the intervention with different levels of existing grammatical knowledge. 

Research design 

The study employed a quantitative quasi-experimental pre-test/post-test control-group design. A 

quasi-experimental design was appropriate because the participants were drawn from existing classes 

and were therefore not randomly assigned individually to the two conditions. The design consisted 

of two instructional groups: an English-only control group and a strategic translanguaging experi-

mental group. While the control group underwent grammar instruction in English only, the exper-

imental group underwent the same grammar instructions but with the planned use of Arabic for 

certain educational purposes, see Figure 1. Both control and experimental groups were required to 

undertake a pre-intervention grammar test as well as a post-intervention test of grammar. 

Figure 1 

Research design of the study 

 

The main objective of the study was to determine whether the learners that were taught through 

strategic translanguaging showed more development in their grammar skills compared to the learn-

ers that were taught in English alone. In addition, conducting the pre-test helped the researchers 

determine the equivalence of the two groups at the beginning of the study. 
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Participants 

The study involved 35 undergraduate EFL learners enrolled at a higher education institution in Abu 

Dhabi, United Arab Emirates. The participants were Arabic-speaking learners studying English as a 

foreign language. The sample consisted of 18 students in the control group and 17 students in the 

experimental group. The participants were members of intact instructional groups, and their alloca-

tion to the two conditions was therefore based on the existing class structure rather than individual 

random assignment. This characteristic provided the basis for treating the investigation as quasi-

experimental rather than as a true experimental study. 

The participants were selected from learners enrolled in English language instruction and were ex-

pected to have broadly comparable levels of English proficiency. Where available, information con-

cerning participants’ age, gender, academic programme, year of study, and English proficiency was 

recorded to describe the sample. The comparability of the two groups in terms of their initial gram-

matical knowledge was examined using the pre-test results before the main intervention effects were 

evaluated. Participation in the study was voluntary, and students were informed that participation 

would not affect their course grades or academic standing. 

Instructional intervention 

The intervention focused on English grammar and was designed so that the two groups received 

comparable instructional content. The principal difference between the conditions was the language 

pedagogy employed during grammar instruction. The control group received English-only instruc-

tion. English was used as the language of explanation, classroom interaction, grammatical clarifica-

tion, practice activities, and learner production. No systematic use of Arabic was incorporated into 

the instructional procedure. The experimental group received instruction based on strategic 

translanguaging. English remained the primary instructional language; however, Arabic was delib-

erately incorporated when its use served a specific pedagogical purpose. Strategic uses of Arabic in-

cluded explaining difficult grammatical concepts, contrasting Arabic and English grammatical struc-

tures, clarifying grammatical terminology, checking learners’ comprehension, discussing common 

L1-related errors, and allowing brief bilingual discussion before learners returned to English produc-

tion. Most significantly, the experimental condition was not one that involved the replacement of 
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English by Arabic. Rather, the Arabic language functioned as an auxiliary instructional aid and was 

subsequently followed up by English usage in practice and testing. 

For the purpose of ensuring the similarity of the two groups, instructional material, objectives, ma-

terials, activities, instructor, instructional time, and procedures of assessment were as much similar 

as possible. The key difference between the two groups was that of the use of Arabic language in the 

experimental group. The intervention was designed to last approximately 8–10 weeks, allowing 

learners sufficient exposure to the target grammatical structures before the post-test was adminis-

tered. 

Research instrument 

The grammatical development was measured using an English grammar achievement test composed 

of 40 items. The test instrument tapped the grammatical structures that were highlighted in the 

instruction program. One point was awarded per correct answer for a total of 40 points. This test was 

conducted both before and after the instruction program. The pre-test provided information about 

the grammatical proficiency of the participants prior to the treatment, whereas the post-test gave 

data on the performance of the participants after the treatment. Since the grammar test was made by 

the researchers, it was assessed in terms of content validity and reliability. These characteristics were 

achieved through alignment with the instruction program, review of the test items by experts, and 

pilot testing whenever possible. The internal consistency of the test was estimated through 

Cronbach’s alpha. 

Procedure 

The experiment involved three main phases: pre-intervention testing, intervention, and post-inter-

vention testing. Firstly, the participants were briefed on the experiment and asked to give their con-

sent to participate in it. Some demographic information was obtained, and the participants com-

pleted the grammar pre-test. Where applicable, the independent measure of English proficiency was 

taken to describe the overall level of proficiency in the sample. After the completion of the pre-test, 

the intervention phase started, which took around 8-10 weeks. The tasks performed by both groups 

during the intervention were similar, including the grammatical content and learning outcomes. 
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In the implementation process, the instructor was able to ensure consistency in the instructional 

content, instructional material, activities, instructional time, and assessment. In the experimental 

group, the introduction of the Arabic language was done selectively and intentionally as opposed to 

using it all throughout the lesson. For example, where learners would find it difficult to differentiate 

between two specific grammatical features, the instructor would elaborate on that feature in Arabic 

language, compare the features in Arabic and English, and then continue with English examples and 

exercises. Arabic could also be used to clarify the understanding of the learners or to highlight the 

problem they are having concerning a grammar feature. 

After the intervention, all subjects were given the post-test for grammar. The post-test was conducted 

under similar conditions for both groups and aimed at establishing if the performance of the learners 

in terms of their grammar had been altered after the intervention process. The gap between pretest 

and post-test results was an indication of development in grammar, while comparison helped estab-

lish if translanguaging strategy worked better. 

Ethical considerations 

The research conducted adhered to ethical guidelines. Before collecting data, it was first approved 

by the research ethics committee of that institution. The participants were briefed on the purpose of 

the research and the procedure of the research. The consent form was signed by each participant 

before taking part in the experiment. It was stated that the participants could leave the experiment 

at any time and that there would be no consequences regarding their grades or any association with 

the university or lecturer. Confidentiality and anonymity were maintained during this research. Par-

ticipants were marked using numbers instead of their names in the dataset, and individuals could 

not be recognised when results were reported. Data gathered was used solely for research and kept 

in safe places. Attention was paid to the question of how to make conditions equal for both instruc-

tional groups. Both groups were offered identical grammatical material, educational goals, teaching 

hours, materials, and methodology. What was special about the experimental group was that Arabic 

was intentionally introduced as one more pedagogical tool. In this case, research does not deprive 

the control group of the usual English curriculum. 
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Data analysis 

 

Descriptive statistics revealed that both groups showed improvement in their grammatical perfor-

mance between the pre-test and post-test stages. In particular, the English-only group improved from 

M = 21.00 to M = 24.28, resulting in a gain of 3.28 points. The strategic translanguaging group im-

proved from M = 20.82 to M = 27.82, resulting in a gain of 7.00 points. Quantitative statistical analysis 

was used in analysing the obtained data. First, descriptive statistics, such as means, standard devia-

tions, minimum, and maximum scores, were calculated based on the pre-test and post-test scores of 

both groups. This allowed obtaining information about the grammatical performance of learners 

prior to and following the intervention. Secondly, the reliability of the grammar test was assessed via 

Cronbach’s alpha to measure the internal consistency of test items. Thirdly, an independent-samples 

t-test was conducted to investigate if there were any significant differences between the two groups 

in terms of pre-test grammatical performance. Such an analysis is critical to ensure that the difference 

in post-test performance is related not to any existing differences but to the intervention itself. 

Fourth, paired-samples t-tests were conducted separately for the control and experimental groups to 

determine whether grammatical performance changed significantly from pre-test to post-test within 

each instructional condition. This analysis established whether each group demonstrated significant 

grammatical development during the intervention. 

Fifth, a 2 × 2 mixed-design analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to examine changes in 

grammatical knowledge across time and between instructional conditions. Time (pre-test and post-

test) was treated as the within-subjects factor, while instructional condition (English-only and stra-

tegic translanguaging) was treated as the between-subjects factor. The principal effect of interest 

was the Time × Group interaction, which examined whether the magnitude of change from pre-

test to post-test differed significantly between the two instructional conditions. Partial eta squared 

(ηp²) was reported as a measure of effect size. 
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Table 1 

Tests of Within-Subjects Effects 
 
Measure:   MEASURE_1   

Source 

Type III Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Partial Eta 

Squared 

Time Sphericity Assumed 291.550 1 291.550 70.099 .000 .680 

Greenhouse-Geisser 291.550 1.000 291.550 70.099 .000 .680 

Huynh-Feldt 291.550 1.000 291.550 70.099 .000 .680 

Lower-bound 291.550 1.000 291.550 70.099 .000 .680 

Time * Group Sphericity Assumed 64.236 1 64.236 15.445 .000 .319 

Greenhouse-Geisser 64.236 1.000 64.236 15.445 .000 .319 

Huynh-Feldt 64.236 1.000 64.236 15.445 .000 .319 

Lower-bound 64.236 1.000 64.236 15.445 .000 .319 

Error(Time) Sphericity Assumed 137.250 33 4.159    

Greenhouse-Geisser 137.250 33.000 4.159    

Huynh-Feldt 137.250 33.000 4.159    

Lower-bound 137.250 33.000 4.159    

 

Effect sizes were reported alongside statistical significance. Partial eta squared (ηp²) was used to in-

dicate the magnitude of the instructional-group effect in the mixed-design ANOVA, while Cohen’s 

d was used where appropriate to describe the magnitude of pre-test to post-test changes. Before con-

ducting the mixed-design ANOVA, the relevant statistical assumptions were examined, including 

normality, homogeneity of variance, linearity between the covariate and dependent variable, inde-

pendence of observations, and the homogeneity of regression slopes assumption. The latter was par-

ticularly important because mixed-design ANOVA requires the relationship between pre-test and 

post-test performance to be comparable across the instructional groups. A statistical significance level 

of α = .05 was adopted for the inferential analyses. The combination of within-group and between-

group analyses allowed the study to determine whether both instructional conditions produced 
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grammatical development and, more importantly, whether strategic translanguaging produced 

greater gains than English-only instruction. 

Discussion 

 

The present study examined whether strategic translanguaging could provide a bilingual advantage 

in EFL learners’ grammatical development when compared with English-only instruction. The find-

ings provide support for this possibility. Although both the English-only control group and the stra-

tegic translanguaging group demonstrated significant improvement in grammatical performance 

following the instructional intervention, the magnitude of improvement was considerably greater 

among learners who received strategic translanguaging instruction. This pattern is particularly note-

worthy because the two groups began the intervention with comparable levels of grammatical 

knowledge. Taken together, the findings suggest that the pedagogical value of translanguaging may 

extend beyond facilitating general classroom communication and may also contribute to measurable 

development in grammatical knowledge. The absence of a significant difference between the groups 

at pre-test is an important starting point for interpreting these findings. The control group obtained 

a mean pre-test score of 21.00, while the translanguaging group obtained a mean of 20.82. The inde-

pendent-samples t test indicated that this difference was not statistically significant, t(33) = 0.20, p = 

.842. Thus, the groups were broadly comparable in their initial grammatical knowledge. This base-

line similarity strengthens the interpretation of the subsequent differences because the substantially 

higher post-intervention performance of the translanguaging group is less likely to be attributable 

simply to a pre-existing advantage in grammar. This is particularly relevant given the quasi-experi-

mental design, in which participants were drawn from intact classes rather than randomly assigned 

individually. 

Both groups nevertheless demonstrated significant grammatical development. The English-only 

group increased from a mean of 21.00 at pre-test to 24.28 at post-test, representing an average gain 

of 3.28 points. This improvement was statistically significant, t(17) = 3.27, p = .005, d = 0.77, indicat-

ing a large within-group effect. This finding is important because it indicates that English-only gram-

mar instruction was not ineffective. Learners were able to develop their grammatical knowledge 

through instruction conducted exclusively in English. Such a finding is consistent with the long-
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standing rationale underlying target-language-oriented approaches, which emphasise maximising 

learners’ exposure to and use of English (Littlewood & Yu, 2011). It also accords with the commu-

nicative orientation of CLT, which prioritises meaningful engagement with the target language 

(Hymes, 1972; Littlewood, 1981). However, the improvement observed in the English-only group 

should not be interpreted as evidence that exclusive use of English is necessarily the most advanta-

geous approach for grammatical learning. The translanguaging group demonstrated a substantially 

larger increase, from a mean of 20.82 at pre-test to 27.82 at post-test, corresponding to an average 

gain of 7.00 points. The within-group improvement was highly significant, t(16) = 8.36, p < .001, d 

= 2.03, indicating a very large within-group effect. More importantly, the mixed-design ANOVA 

revealed a significant Time × Group interaction, F(1, 33) = 15.45, p < .001, ηp² = .32, indicating that 

the strategic translanguaging group demonstrated significantly greater improvement in grammatical 

knowledge than the English-only group. The size of this effect suggests that the difference between 

the instructional conditions was not merely statistically detectable but pedagogically meaningful. 

The findings therefore provide evidence in support of the proposition that strategic translanguaging 

can offer an advantage over English-only instruction in developing EFL learners’ grammatical 

knowledge. The findings of this study are consistent with the theory developed by Garcia (2009), 

where bilingualism is viewed as a dynamic phenomenon wherein the learners use their repertoire of 

languages to cater to their learning requirements. Under this theory, Arabic does not need to be 

treated as a competing system, and hence it should not be considered when teaching English. Instead, 

the learners’ previous knowledge of languages can be used as another source of information for ac-

quiring knowledge of the new language. 

These findings have a lot in common with the strategy of strategic translanguaging adopted in this 

research. The Arabic language was not used as an alternative for English; its usage was controlled 

and regulated. In this way, English was still used as the main medium of instruction, while Arabic 

was used only to explain certain difficult grammatical aspects, provide explanations for terminology, 

compare structures in Arabic and English, ensure comprehension of what was learned, and solve 

some typical grammatical problems in L1. This is important to remember because these findings do 

not prove the fact that increased usage of L1 leads to better results in terms of grammar learning. 
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This way of thinking agrees with the definition provided by Lewis et al. (2012) of translanguaging 

versus simple code-switching or translation. Translanguaging involves meaning creation using lan-

guage resources by learners and not mere changes in language. In the current case, Arabic was related 

to grammatical goals in the learning process. The association between these two may have helped 

learners create form-meaning associations, increase their knowledge of grammatical terms, and make 

them more aware of the differences between Arabic and English grammars before using the target 

forms in English. Therefore, the results support the theory that translanguaging can be considered a 

pedagogical resource. These results add to the academic discussion about instruction exclusively in 

English. Earlier work has questioned the idea that a separation between languages is required for 

successful subsequent language learning (Mazak, 2017). Similarly, Inbar-Lourie (2010) highlights a 

trend in language education of silencing bilingual abilities with the implementation of mostly mon-

olingual policies, and Macaro (2009) considers the aspects related to how and when teachers are 

supposed to make use of the first language of their students. The current results provide an insight 

into the grammatical aspect of this discussion. Instead of just proving that translanguaging is helpful 

for class activities and student engagement, they reveal that using Arabic could be more beneficial. 

This outcome is consistent with previous empirical studies that have highlighted the potential use of 

translanguaging for language learning in different areas. Translanguaging has been explored in terms 

of speaking and listening (Galante, 2020), writing (Sun & Lan, 2020), and reading (Vaish & Subhan, 

2015). Moreover, Rivera and Mazak (2017) conducted a study about the perceptions of students re-

garding translanguaging. According to Moore and Nikula (2016), there is a possibility to use 

translanguaging in a pedagogical way in multilingual classes. Yet, the current study distinguishes 

itself from the existing literature since the study pays special attention to the role of translanguaging 

in grammar learning. Such attention is justified since Nikula and Moore (2019) note that there is 

relatively few research that has examined the effects of translanguaging on learning outcomes. 

The findings can also be interpreted in relation to the conceptualisation of translanguaging as a 

practical theory of language (Wei, 2018). From this perspective, learners’ linguistic resources consti-

tute an integrated repertoire rather than two completely independent systems. The stronger perfor-

mance of the translanguaging group may therefore indicate that allowing learners to activate their 

existing Arabic linguistic knowledge helped them process and organise new English grammatical 
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knowledge more effectively. This interpretation is also compatible with the notion of linguistic 

multi-competence proposed by Cook and Wei (2016), whereby additional-language learning does 

not simply involve adding a completely separate language system but contributes to an individual's 

broader linguistic repertoire. Bakhtin’s (1981) notion of heteroglossia further supports a view of lan-

guage learning that recognises the interaction of multiple linguistic resources rather than privileging 

a single homogeneous linguistic norm. 

These results must be understood carefully. Due to the use of complete classes, it is impossible for 

this experiment to achieve the same level of causality as a complete randomised experiment. Alt-

hough the two groups were statistically equivalent prior to the test, other variables related to being 

in the class might also play a part in the differences observed. However, the small sample size in-

volved consists of 35 students who speak Arabic and learn English in Abu Dhabi, which means that 

generalization should not be made from these results to all EFL students or all educational institu-

tions in the UAE. The fact that there is an important between group effect justifies further research. 

From the analysis of the results, it becomes apparent that teaching in ‘English only’ can help with 

grammatical development, as demonstrated by the significant gain achieved by the control group. 

However, the use of translanguaging strategies led to much greater gains even when adjusted for pre-

existing knowledge of grammar. This shows that it does not matter whether the English-only strategy 

is replaced by an Arabic-only one, but rather that Arabic is used strategically to make English gram-

mar easier to learn while still using English as the main language of practice and production. In such 

a way, the results oppose the strict English-only strategy and promote a more flexible understanding 

of the process of teaching grammar in the EFL environment of the UAE. 

Conclusion 

 

The current study attempted to find out whether strategic use of translanguaging might result in 

giving a bilingual advantage to the development of grammatical competence in Arabic-speaking 

learners of English in the UAE. The findings reveal that there is a significant relationship between 

both the English-only approach and strategic use of translanguaging and improved grammatical 

competence of the learners. However, the difference between the improvements in the two groups 

was much more pronounced for the group of learners that used strategic translanguaging. It should 
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be noted that the two groups did not significantly differ in terms of initial grammatical knowledge. 

The findings have significant implications on the current debate on the use of English-only grammar 

teaching. As shown by the improvement in the control group, it shows that English-only grammar 

teaching does lead to improvement and therefore, cannot be classified as a method that does not 

work. However, the fact that the translanguaging group showed greater improvement suggests that 

sticking strictly to English as the language of instruction may not be the best way to go for all aspects 

of EFL acquisition. The findings are consistent with the conceptualisation of translanguaging as the 

purposeful mobilisation of an integrated linguistic repertoire (Garcia, 2009; Lewis et al., 2012; Wei, 

2018). In the present study, Arabic was not used as a substitute for English or as an unrestricted 

classroom language. Its use was deliberately connected to grammatical learning through explanation, 

structural comparison, clarification, comprehension checking, and attention to L1-related difficul-

ties. This suggests that the observed bilingual advantage may derive from the strategic function of 

Arabic rather than simply from increased L1 use. The findings therefore complement previous re-

search reporting pedagogical benefits of translanguaging across different language skills (Galante, 

2020; Moore & Nikula, 2016; Sun & Lan, 2020; Vaish & Subhan, 2015), while extending this work 

by focusing specifically on measurable grammatical development. 

The study also contributes context-specific evidence from the UAE, where Arabic-speaking learners 

acquire English within a multilingual educational environment. However, the findings should be 

interpreted cautiously because the study employed intact classes and a relatively small sample. Fur-

ther research with larger and more diverse samples, longer interventions, and different proficiency 

levels would help establish the consistency of these findings. Overall, the evidence suggests that the 

choice need not be framed as English only versus Arabic. Rather, a strategically bilingual approach 

may enable learners to draw on their existing linguistic knowledge while continuing to develop ac-

curate English grammatical knowledge. 
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