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Abstract
The expansion of English-medium instruction (EMI) in higher education has intensified debate about how students’ first languages should be used alongside English. This focused narrative review examines the functions, benefits, and constraints of translanguaging in EMI, particularly in Asian and Vietnamese higher education. The literature suggests that purposeful use of multilingual and multimodal resources can support conceptual understanding, disciplinary terminology, participation, and links between international knowledge and local professional contexts. However, routine translation may reduce English processing, foster dependence, and exclude students who do not share the local language. The article therefore proposes the PLATE framework: Purpose, Limit, Adapt, Transition, and Evaluate. PLATE conceptualises translanguaging as planned, bounded, and adjustable scaffolding that should lead back to meaningful English-medium academic performance. A worked lesson sequence illustrates its use. As PLATE is literature-derived, it is presented as a heuristic for teaching and future empirical evaluation.
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Tóm tắt
[bookmark: _GoBack]Giảng dạy bằng tiếng Anh (EMI) trong giáo dục đại học đặt ra câu hỏi về vai trò của ngôn ngữ thứ nhất. Bài tổng quan xem xét lợi ích và hạn chế của việc sử dụng ngôn ngữ thứ nhất trong EMI tại châu Á và Việt Nam. Nghiên cứu cho thấy cách sử dụng có chủ đích có thể hỗ trợ sự hiểu biết về khái niệm, tiếp thu thuật ngữ chuyên ngành và tăng sự tham gia. Tuy nhiên, dịch thường xuyên có thể làm giảm khả năng xử lý tiếng Anh và tạo ra sự phụ thuộc. Bài báo đề xuất khung PLATE gồm Mục đích, Giới hạn, Thích ứng, Chuyển đổi và Đánh giá. PLATE khái niệm hóa việc sử dụng đa ngôn ngữ như một cấu trúc hỗ trợ được lên kế hoạch, có giới hạn và có thể điều chỉnh, nhằm dẫn đến hiệu quả học tập bằng tiếng Anh có ý nghĩa. Khung này cần được kiểm chứng thực nghiệm.
Từ khóa: giảng dạy bằng tiếng Anh (EMI); ngôn ngữ thứ nhất; chuyển ngữ linh hoạt (translanguaging); giáo dục đại học; khung PLATE.
1. Introduction
English-medium instruction (EMI) has expanded rapidly in universities where English is not the principal language of everyday communication. Institutions commonly associate EMI with internationalisation, access to global disciplinary knowledge, student mobility, and graduate employability (Dearden, 2015; Dafouz & Smit, 2020). Yet the label EMI does not describe a single classroom reality. What students experience depends on disciplinary demands, institutional language policy, teachers' pedagogical and linguistic resources, and students' prior educational experiences. In practice, EMI classrooms may range from highly English-dominant settings to multilingual spaces in which English is the official medium but other languages are used to explain, question, plan, and collaborate.
This variation matters because studying disciplinary content through an additional language creates a dual challenge: students must learn new concepts while processing unfamiliar academic vocabulary and discourse. English proficiency and academic language skills can predict EMI success, especially at lower proficiency levels (Rose et al., 2020), but the wider evidence does not show that EMI automatically improves English or consistently harms content learning (Macaro et al., 2018). The key pedagogical issue is how to preserve meaningful English-medium learning without allowing language difficulty to block disciplinary understanding.
This tension is visible across Asian higher education. Although English-only policies aim to maximise exposure, studies in China, Thailand, Vietnam, and neighbouring contexts report local-language use for clarification, peer collaboration, terminology work, classroom management, and affective support (Fang & Liu, 2020; Nguyen et al., 2022; Sahan et al., 2025; Sameephet et al., 2025). Such practices may reflect multilingual meaning-making rather than failure of EMI.
Translanguaging provides a useful lens because it foregrounds how multilingual speakers draw on their linguistic and semiotic repertoires to make meaning (García & Li, 2014; Li, 2018). Pedagogical design remains essential: automatic translation may reduce English processing, whereas inflexible English-only rules may silence students who understand content but cannot yet express it precisely. The practical question is how multilingual support can be purposeful, bounded, and redirected towards English-medium academic performance.
This review asks: (1) What functions does translanguaging serve in EMI higher education? (2) What benefits and constraints are reported? and (3) What principles can guide purposeful first-language use while maintaining English as the main instructional medium? It proposes PLATE: Purpose, Limit, Adapt, Transition, and Evaluate. PLATE is a literature-derived heuristic, not a validated intervention, intended to make classroom language choices explicit and evaluable in Vietnamese EMI.
2. Conceptual Background and Review Approach
2.1. Translanguaging in EMI
Code-switching conventionally describes movement between recognisable linguistic codes. Translanguaging takes a broader view of multilingual meaning-making by focusing on how speakers mobilise resources from across their linguistic and semiotic repertoires (García & Li, 2014; Li, 2018). In an EMI class, a student may read an English article, annotate difficult ideas in Vietnamese, discuss the argument using both languages, sketch a diagram, and then present the final explanation in English. From a translanguaging perspective, these are not isolated acts of translation but connected stages in constructing disciplinary meaning.
The concept is not theoretically uniform. Reviews of translanguaging research note differences between approaches that retain relatively stable named-language boundaries and approaches that emphasise fluid repertoires and meaning-making practices (Bonacina-Pugh et al., 2021). For pedagogy, this distinction is important because teachers still operate within institutional requirements that may specify English as the formal medium of instruction. Pedagogical translanguaging therefore needs to connect theoretical recognition of multilingual repertoires with concrete classroom decisions about when, why, and for what outcome different resources are used (Cenoz & Gorter, 2021; Fang et al., 2022).
A further distinction is needed between spontaneous and planned translanguaging. Spontaneous translanguaging emerges naturally when teachers or students respond to a communicative difficulty. Planned translanguaging is intentionally designed around a learning objective, task sequence, and expected outcome. The present article concentrates on the second form. In EMI, planned use of Vietnamese or another familiar language can function as temporary support for understanding, participation, or conceptual comparison, provided that students are subsequently required to engage meaningfully with English-medium input or output. This emphasis on transition is central to the argument developed below.
2.2. Review Approach
This article uses a focused narrative review for interpretive synthesis and pedagogical framework development rather than exhaustive evidence mapping (Snyder, 2019). Targeted searches were conducted in Google Scholar, Scopus, and Web of Science, supplemented by backward citation searching. Search combinations covered translanguaging, first language/L1, EMI, pedagogy, university, and higher education. The main publication window was 2018 to October 2026, with earlier foundational sources retained where necessary.
Studies were included when they addressed higher education and examined classroom functions of translanguaging or L1 use, content comprehension, disciplinary language, participation, inclusion, or EMI pedagogy. School-level bilingual education, general foreign-language instruction, and translation studies without an EMI/content-learning dimension were excluded unless conceptually necessary. Thirty-one records were screened, 22 were retained for close reading, and three foundational or methodological sources were added through citation tracking, producing a 25-source corpus. The author conducted the searching and screening; as a single-author narrative review, inclusion decisions were not independently checked by a second reviewer. These counts describe the bounded corpus rather than exhaustive coverage.
The literature was compared across pedagogical functions, reported benefits, constraints, and conditions of use, with attention to research design. Perceptions and classroom observations were distinguished from stronger evidence about learning outcomes. Table 1 summarises representative studies informing the synthesis.
Table 1. Representative literature informing the synthesis
	Source
	Context / design
	Main contribution to the review

	Macaro et al. (2018)
	Global higher education; systematic review
	Shows mixed evidence on EMI outcomes and the importance of classroom pedagogy rather than assuming automatic language gains.

	Fang & Liu (2020)
	China; mixed methods in university EMI/EFL
	Reports varied translanguaging practices and generally neutral-to-positive student attitudes; highlights policy and overuse constraints.

	Le Hoang Ngo (2021)
	Vietnam; EMI case study focused on student agency
	Illustrates bilingual resources in planning and meaning-making; informs cautious, context-specific claims about Vietnamese students.

	Nguyen et al. (2022)
	Vietnam; interviews, observation, stimulated recall
	Documents teacher translanguaging for content, classroom management, and affective purposes.

	Jiang & Zhang (2023)
	China; university EMI classroom case study
	Shows activity-specific translanguaging and multimodal practices supporting knowledge construction.

	Sultana & Fang (2024)
	Bangladesh and China; qualitative tertiary study
	Highlights tensions among English-medium policy, mother-tongue resources, access, and institutional ideology.

	Liao et al. (2025)
	EMI translanguaging pedagogy; methodological review
	Demonstrates the limited and methodologically uneven intervention evidence base.

	Sahan et al. (2025)
	Thailand and Vietnam; higher-education stakeholder perspectives
	Shows continued preference for English alongside contested attitudes toward bilingual practice.

	Sameephet et al. (2025)
	Malaysia, Thailand, Vietnam; student focus groups
	Identifies student translanguaging across interaction, reading, and writing, and risks of excluding international students.

	Pan & Fang (2026)
	China; sequential explanatory mixed methods
	Links translanguaging pedagogy with engagement while showing that attitudes differ across student groups.

	Pham et al. (2026)
	Southeast Asian universities; scoping review
	Synthesises contextual factors shaping first-language preferences and practices across EMI settings.


3. Functions and Potential Benefits of Translanguaging in EMI
3.1. Supporting Disciplinary Understanding
A weak or incomplete English response does not necessarily indicate weak disciplinary understanding. Students may understand a concept but lack the lexical or syntactic resources to explain it precisely in English. Purposeful translanguaging can help teachers and students separate conceptual difficulty from language difficulty. A lecturer may briefly compare key terms across languages, invite students to discuss a difficult mechanism in Vietnamese before restating it in English, or use a bilingual example to connect an abstract concept to prior knowledge.
Evidence from university EMI classrooms supports this scaffolding function, but it should be interpreted cautiously. Jiang and Zhang's (2023) case study of a Chinese university EMI classroom found that cross-language labelling, recapping, code-mixing, and multimodal resources contributed to knowledge construction in activity-specific ways. Vietnamese classroom research likewise reports that teachers use translanguaging for content explanation as well as classroom and affective purposes (Nguyen et al., 2022). These studies show how multilingual resources can facilitate meaning-making; they do not establish that translanguaging universally improves grades. The pedagogical value lies in whether a language shift removes a specific barrier and enables students to continue engaging with the disciplinary content.
3.2. Developing Disciplinary Terminology and Discourse
Technical vocabulary is not learned adequately by memorising one-to-one translations. Students need to understand a term's conceptual boundaries, collocations, disciplinary uses, and role in explanation or argument. Bilingual comparison can expose misleading equivalences and help students connect familiar conceptual knowledge to English disciplinary discourse. For example, learners may brainstorm a case in Vietnamese, compare English and Vietnamese terminology, and then construct an English definition, diagram explanation, or short presentation.
The evidence needs to be stated at the level supported by individual studies. Le Hoang Ngo (2021), for example, documented how students in one Vietnamese EMI context used bilingual resources to plan and make meaning in presentations; this should not be generalised to all Vietnamese EMI students. More broadly, Fang and Liu (2020) found neutral-to-positive student attitudes towards translanguaging in a Chinese university and reported that teachers used it to deepen content understanding, particularly for learners with lower English proficiency. These findings support the use of bilingual resources as an intermediate meaning-making tool, while the final academic task should still provide substantial English use when English-medium disciplinary communication is an explicit course goal.
3.3. Encouraging Participation and Reducing Communicative Pressure
Strict English-only expectations can narrow participation when students have relevant disciplinary ideas but cannot formulate them quickly enough in English. A staged sequence can protect the intellectual quality of discussion: students first develop an idea using available linguistic resources, then reformulate and report it in English. Such sequencing is particularly relevant to analysis, evaluation, problem-solving, and case discussion, where conceptual depth may otherwise be sacrificed for linguistic safety.
In one Vietnamese university study, teachers used translanguaging not only to explain content but also to organise activities and provide affective support (Nguyen et al., 2022). A comparative study involving students in Malaysia, Thailand, and Vietnam found that students reported translanguaging in classroom interaction, group discussion, reading, and writing, although international students could feel excluded when local-language use dominated group interaction (Sameephet et al., 2025). Recent mixed-methods evidence from Chinese EMI classrooms also associates translanguaging pedagogy with stronger student engagement, while showing that attitudes differ across student groups (Pan & Fang, 2026). Together, these studies suggest that translanguaging may widen participation, but inclusion depends on timing, group composition, and the presence of a shared language.
3.4. Connecting International Knowledge with Vietnamese Contexts
EMI gives students access to disciplinary knowledge that often circulates internationally in English, yet many graduates will apply that knowledge in Vietnamese institutions and professional communities. In law, business, engineering, health, and education, students may need to interpret an English concept through local regulations, terminology, clients, or professional conventions. Translanguaging can therefore serve an epistemic function: it helps learners move knowledge across linguistic and cultural settings rather than merely substitute Vietnamese words for English words.
Work in Asian EMI contexts illustrates this global-local mediation. Zhang and Wei (2025) describe strategic first-language use as a resource for disciplinary meaning rather than a simple failure to maintain English. Sultana and Fang (2024), examining tertiary education in Bangladesh and China, similarly highlight tensions between English-medium policy, access to knowledge, and multilingual meaning-making. The implication for Vietnamese EMI is that the desired competence may not be monolingual performance in every learning stage. It may instead include the ability to understand disciplinary knowledge through English, relate it accurately to Vietnamese contexts, and then communicate appropriately to different academic or professional audiences.
4. Constraints and Conditions for Effective Use
Not every use of Vietnamese in an EMI classroom is pedagogically productive translanguaging. The clearest risk is routine parallel translation, in which a teacher repeatedly gives an English explanation and immediately reproduces it in Vietnamese. If students learn that an L1 version will always follow, they may stop attempting to process difficult English input and may not develop the level of independent comprehension expected in an English-medium programme. Support then becomes a second version of the lesson rather than a scaffold.
Dependence can also develop at the level of individual terms and tasks. If every technical word is translated immediately and every challenging question is reformulated in Vietnamese, students have fewer reasons to infer from context, consult English references, request clarification in English, or practise self-regulation. This concern does not justify an English-only rule. It indicates that translanguaging needs an endpoint and a return path to English-medium processing or production. The distinction between temporary support and replacement is therefore pedagogically important.
A second condition concerns inclusion. In many Vietnamese EMI classes, Vietnamese is shared by most students, but international students or minority-language students may not have access to it. Sameephet et al. (2025) found that international students in Southeast Asian EMI settings could experience local-language use as exclusionary and sometimes depended on peers to interpret classroom interaction. Kao et al. (2021) likewise show that translanguaging strategies must respond to the actual linguistic composition of a class rather than assume one shared L1. A strategy intended to include lower-proficiency local students can therefore create a new barrier for others if group language is not managed carefully.
A third condition is evidential. Much of the EMI translanguaging literature consists of case studies, classroom observations, interviews, and perception studies. Liao et al. (2025) identified a small empirical base for translanguaging pedagogy in EMI and noted substantial methodological limitations, while Lu et al. (2025) similarly called for stronger designs across EMI and CLIL research. Positive perceptions are important, but they are not equivalent to evidence that a practice improves disciplinary achievement or English proficiency. Even recent studies that report associations with engagement should not be treated as proof of universal causal effects (Pan & Fang, 2026).
Finally, translanguaging takes place within institutional and ideological constraints. Teachers may value bilingual explanation while believing that official policy expects English-only delivery; students may prefer English because they associate it with programme quality, international identity, or value for money (Sahan et al., 2025). Research in Bangladesh, China, and other contexts likewise shows that beliefs about English, local languages, and academic legitimacy shape what teachers consider acceptable (Rahman & Hu, 2025; Sultana & Fang, 2024). Effective practice therefore requires more than telling teachers to "use the L1 when necessary." It requires explicit principles that connect language choice to purpose, learner diversity, English-medium outcomes, and evidence of learning.
5. The PLATE Framework for Planned Translanguaging
The synthesis above suggests that the key question is not whether translanguaging should be permitted, but how it can be designed so that multilingual support serves rather than displaces EMI objectives. The PLATE framework translates recurring principles from the literature into five planning questions: Purpose, Limit, Adapt, Transition, and Evaluate. It is an interpretive framework developed through this review, not an empirically validated model. Its value therefore lies in making teacher decision-making visible and testable. Table 2 summarises the five elements.
Table 2. The PLATE framework for planned translanguaging
	Principle
	Guiding question

	Purpose
	What specific learning barrier or task is translanguaging intended to address?

	Limit
	Where, when, and for how long will multilingual support be used without reproducing the whole lesson in another language?

	Adapt
	How should support change according to proficiency, task difficulty, discipline, and the linguistic profile of the class?

	Transition
	How will students return to English-medium processing or produce the final disciplinary output in English?

	Evaluate
	What evidence will show improved understanding, participation, English-medium performance, or emerging dependence/exclusion?


5.1. Purpose and Limit: A Clear Reason and a Clear Endpoint
Translanguaging should begin with an identifiable learning problem. Possible purposes include activating prior knowledge, clarifying a concept that has resisted English explanation, comparing discipline-specific terminology, checking understanding, or enabling idea generation before a demanding task. Purpose guards against habitual switching. A Vietnamese CLIL study found that teachers' translanguaging practices were not always underpinned by equally explicit metacognitive planning, suggesting a need to make the reasons for language choice more conscious (Nguyen et al., 2025).
Purpose must be paired with a limit. The teacher should decide which part of the task may use Vietnamese or another language, how long that support will last, and what remains English-medium. Clarifying one conceptual bottleneck does not require translating an entire lecture. Limits can be temporal ("two minutes of bilingual peer clarification"), functional ("Vietnamese for comparing legal terms only"), or product-based ("notes may be bilingual, but the group report is in English").
5.2. Adapt: Responding to Learners, Tasks, and Disciplines
There is no defensible universal English-Vietnamese ratio. Support should vary according to students' proficiency, content complexity, disciplinary conventions, stage of study, task demands, and the linguistic composition of the class. Rose et al. (2020) show why proficiency and academic language skills matter for EMI success, while Pham et al. (2026) identify multiple factors shaping first-language preferences and practices across Southeast Asian universities. Adaptation may therefore mean more conceptual scaffolding for an early-stage cohort, less L1 support as students become familiar with disciplinary discourse, or multilingual options in a class where not all students share Vietnamese.
5.3. Transition: Returning Learners to English-Medium Performance
Transition is the element that most clearly distinguishes scaffolding from substitution. After bilingual clarification or planning, students should return to English in a meaningful way: explaining the concept, answering a question, annotating an English diagram, writing a summary, presenting a solution, or using target terminology in a disciplinary task. The transition should not be a token sentence added at the end. It should require students to reconstruct the knowledge in English so that conceptual understanding and disciplinary language are connected.
This principle responds directly to the main risk identified in the literature. If first-language support is not followed by English processing or output, students may succeed in the immediate task while receiving little practice in the language demands that EMI is intended to develop. Transition therefore makes the learning trajectory explicit: multilingual resources may open access to the concept, but English-medium performance remains a planned destination rather than an assumed consequence.
5.4. Evaluate: Checking Impact and Adjusting Support
Evaluation asks whether the support produced the intended learning outcome and whether it created unintended dependence or exclusion. Evidence can be simple: a one-minute English explanation, an exit ticket, a corrected diagram, a short written response, a comparison of first and second attempts, or observation of who participated. Teachers should evaluate content understanding and English-medium performance separately when possible. A student may now understand the concept but still need lexical support to explain it in English; another may produce fluent English without accurate disciplinary reasoning.
Evaluation also informs the next lesson. If students routinely wait for Vietnamese explanation, support can be delayed or reduced. If students understand the English input but remain silent during whole-class discussion, the adaptation may need to focus on rehearsal time rather than translation. If international students are excluded by Vietnamese-dominant group work, language rules or grouping arrangements need adjustment. PLATE is therefore cyclical rather than a fixed recipe.
5.5. Worked Example: Applying PLATE in an EMI Business Lesson
A worked example illustrates PLATE in a first-year EMI business lesson on price elasticity of demand. The objective is conceptual accuracy plus an English explanation using key terms such as elastic, inelastic, percentage change, demand, and revenue.
The lecturer first identifies a bottleneck: students can calculate elasticity but confuse what the result means. English explanation and a graph come first, followed by a two-minute bilingual peer clarification limited to elastic versus inelastic demand. Slides, formulae, and target terminology remain in English.
Support is then adapted through optional sentence frames and a five-item bilingual glossary, while stronger students explain a less familiar example. Groups without a shared Vietnamese repertoire use English keywords and diagrams so that no member is excluded.
Each group then gives a 60-second English explanation, followed by an individual English exit ticket. The lecturer separates conceptual from language errors to decide whether the next step requires further content teaching, language support, or reduced scaffolding. Table 3 summarises the sequence.
Table 3. Worked PLATE sequence for a lesson on price elasticity of demand
	PLATE stage
	Illustrative classroom action
	English-medium endpoint / evidence

	Purpose
	Identify the bottleneck: students can calculate elasticity but confuse the meaning of elastic versus inelastic demand. Give the initial definition and graph in English; allow focused bilingual clarification only after an English comprehension check.
	Students can state the conceptual distinction accurately.

	Limit
	Allow two minutes of bilingual peer discussion and brief bilingual notes. Keep slides, formulae, target terminology, and lecturer explanation in English.
	Support remains local to one conceptual problem rather than becoming whole-lesson translation.

	Adapt
	Provide sentence frames and a five-item bilingual glossary to students who need them; stronger students explain a less familiar example. Use English/diagrams in groups where Vietnamese is not shared.
	Different learners receive different levels of support without excluding classmates.

	Transition
	Each group gives a 60-second English explanation using elastic, inelastic, percentage change, demand, and revenue.
	Students reconstruct the concept in disciplinary English rather than reading a translation.

	Evaluate
	Use an individual English exit ticket on the relationship between elasticity, price, and total revenue. Separate conceptual errors from language-form errors.
	The lecturer decides whether the next step requires more content teaching, language support, or reduced scaffolding.


6. Discussion and Implications for Vietnamese Higher Education
The reviewed literature does not support a simple choice between strict English-only instruction and unrestricted L1 use. Rigid English-only practice can turn language difficulty into a barrier, while routine bilingual explanation can reduce independent English processing. A more useful unit of analysis is the task: its objective, the barrier, the support used, and the evidence that students can subsequently work through English.
For Vietnamese higher education, institutional policy should distinguish English as the principal medium of formal academic work from a ban on multilingual resources. Vietnamese EMI research already shows a gap between monolingual ideals and classroom practice (Nguyen et al., 2022; Sahan et al., 2025). Guidance can permit bounded functions such as conceptual clarification, terminology comparison, peer planning, and local-context connection while protecting substantial English input and output.
Teacher development should likewise focus on pedagogical decisions rather than a fixed percentage of English use. PLATE can inform lesson planning or reflective logs by asking why another language was used, whether all students had access, how the task returned to English, and what evidence demonstrated learning. This distinguishes purposeful translanguaging from routine translation.
Programme leaders should also attend to learner diversity. EMI students differ in proficiency, academic literacy, discipline, year of study, and linguistic background, and evidence suggests that responses to translanguaging are not uniform (Pan & Fang, 2026; Sameephet et al., 2025). Local-language support may help some students while excluding others, so adaptation should follow actual classroom profiles rather than national-group assumptions.
Research now needs to move beyond attitudes and descriptions. Case studies explain what teachers and students do, but not when translanguaging improves content learning or English-medium performance. Future work could compare PLATE-informed lessons with usual practice, track changing support over time, analyse student work before and after scaffolding, and test variation by proficiency or discipline. Mixed methods can connect outcomes with participation and experience.
PLATE should therefore be treated as testable propositions: Purpose links language shifts to explicit barriers; Limit bounds support; Adapt predicts variation by learner and task; Transition requires subsequent English reconstruction; and Evaluate uses evidence to reduce or redesign support. These propositions provide both a teaching tool and a research agenda.
7. Conclusion
Translanguaging reflects a basic reality of EMI: disciplinary learning through English often occurs in classrooms where teachers and students possess additional linguistic and semiotic resources. The literature reviewed here suggests that those resources can support conceptual understanding, disciplinary terminology, participation, and global-local knowledge mediation when they are used for identifiable pedagogical purposes. The same literature also warns against treating translanguaging as automatically beneficial. Routine translation, dependence on immediate L1 explanation, and exclusion of students who do not share the local language can undermine both learning and the English-medium character of a programme.
The PLATE framework responds to this tension by organising practice around five questions: Purpose, Limit, Adapt, Transition, and Evaluate. Its central claim is modest: first-language use is most defensible when it removes a specific learning barrier, remains bounded and context-sensitive, leads students back to meaningful English-medium performance, and is evaluated through evidence of learning. The worked example demonstrates how these principles can be translated into a lesson sequence without prescribing a fixed language ratio.
For Vietnamese universities, the practical implication is not to choose between English-only and bilingual instruction as competing absolutes. It is to develop clearer professional judgement about when multilingual resources expand access to disciplinary learning and when they begin to replace productive engagement with English. Because PLATE remains a literature-derived heuristic, its usefulness, limitations, and transferability should be tested through classroom-based research across disciplines, proficiency levels, and institutional contexts.
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