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The core curriculum for Norwegian schools mandates 

that all students have the opportunity to experience 

that being proficient in a number of languages is an 

asset. In addition, scholars call for a multilingual turn 

in education. However, current research still 

demonstrates that monolingual ideologies prevail in 

educational practice. This study explores how 

language ideologies shape teachers’ orientations to 

multilingualism, translanguaging, and social justice in 

Norwegian multilingual classrooms. We have 

conducted a qualitative analysis of teachers’ self-

reported practices documented in written narratives of 

practice. These narratives describe teachers’ work 

addressing the linguistic and cultural diversity in their 

classrooms and the extent to which multilingualism is 

used as a resource in students’ learning and 

development. Our analysis focuses on the ways in 

which the teachers position their students and how they 

present activities and classroom interactions. Our 

findings suggest that teachers’ narratives of practice 

reveal ambivalent ideologies. While teachers often 

express heteroglossic ideologies highlighting positive 

effects of translanguaging in their descriptions of 

multilingual activities, their descriptions of students 

frequently reveal monoglossic ideologies. These 

findings emphasize the need to integrate critical 

discussions of language ideologies into teacher 

education programs to better support implementation 

of equitable and inclusive practices and socially just 

education. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Socially just education aims to ensure equitable access to learning opportunities for all 

students regardless of their socio-economic, linguistic, and cultural backgrounds 

(Cochran-Smith et al., 2009; Kavanagh & Danielson, 2020). Multilingualism and 

translanguaging are important perspectives on the social justice agenda, as learning 

environments and educational spaces should acknowledge and value students’ life 

experiences, cultures, languages, and identities. Socially just education should also 

challenge traditional monolingual norms and promote the use of multiple languages as 

resources for learning. A key step forward in realizing socially just multilingual 

education is to create space to draw on students’ full linguistic repertoires through 

 
* Elena Tkachenko, Department of Primary and Secondary Teacher Education, Oslo Metropolitan 
University, P. O. Box 4, St. Olavs plass., NO-0130, Oslo, Norway, elena.tkachenko@oslomet.no 

https://zenodo.org/doi/10.5281/zenodo.17284284
mailto:elena.tkachenko@oslomet.no
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5016-9929
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9363-7419


Tkachenko & Flognfeldt (2025) 
3(2), 271–304 

272 

 

translanguaging or plurilanguaging (i.e., recruiting their “integrated competence with 

resources from different named languages”) (Mendoza, 2023, p. 14). 

Research over the past fifty years highlights students' linguistic repertoires as valuable 

assets (Cummins, 2021; García & Kleyn, 2016). In response to researchers’ call for 

recognition of multilingual resources, teachers have started including multilingual 

activities in their classrooms – for instance, inviting children to contribute with their 

multilingual repertoires, singing songs or counting in different languages, exploring 

similarities and differences between languages, or using translation and bilingual 

resources (Duarte & Günther-van der Meij, 2018). However, implementing socially just 

and linguistically sustainable education remains challenging because these policy ideas 

collide with entrenched monoglossic ideologies, which are still dominant in national 

school systems and continue to marginalize multilingual students (Alisaari et al., 2019a; 

García & Kleyn, 2016; Sah & Uysal, 2022; Young, 2014).  

This tension between policy and practice is also evident in Norway. Despite policy shifts 

towards recognizing multilingualism and calls for the disruption of deficit ideologies, 

changes in teaching practices remain limited (Anderson et al., 2024; Iversen, 2019; 

Tishakov & Haukås, 2025; Uysal & Sah, 2024). This gap raises a central question: How 

can education move beyond symbolic recognition of multilingualism to enact inclusive 

and socially just practices? New language-political mandates may conflict with 

established pedagogical traditions, such as the emphasis on maximum target language 

exposure in communicative language teaching (Cummins, 2021). Addressing this gap 

requires close attention to how teachers enact language policy in their instructional 

practice and to the language ideologies that guide their pedagogical decisions. 

Following Spolsky (2004), we consider language policy, language ideologies, and 

language practices as influencing and reflecting each other. Three interconnected 

elements in his model of language policy include language management, language 

beliefs, and language practices. We also draw on the concept of practiced language 

policy, which refers to the implicit norms and language choices made in classrooms 

(Bonacina-Pugh, 2012). Official school policies, teachers’ everyday language choices in 

their teaching, and underlying language ideologies interact, revealing the complex 

relationship that exists between what is prescribed, what attitudes and beliefs teachers 

have to these prescriptions, and what they actually do in their teaching (Bonacina-Pugh, 

2012; Shohamy, 2006). The concept of practiced language policy may be helpful to 

understand how language practices enact language policy. Teachers’ beliefs about 

language, learning, and multilingualism, rooted in societal norms and their professional 

experience, influence how they interpret and enact language policy in their classrooms. 

Since language ideologies influence teachers’ instructional decisions (Kroskrity, 2010), 

understanding teachers’ beliefs and ideological positions is crucial for transforming 

practice towards more socially just education and for addressing these issues in teacher 

education. As Young (2014) points out, "we cannot move towards plurilingual, inclusive 
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education without fully understanding the obstacles which are preventing its 

implementation” (p. 168). 

Teachers are often considered as agents of change in educational systems; through their 

own teaching practices they can initiate instructional innovation, create new knowledge, 

and negotiate institutional and national policies (Cummins, 2022). By positioning 

themselves in relation to different ideological stances, they can either align with or 

oppose the larger societal and political discourses. Therefore, teachers’ identity and 

ideological beliefs have been of interest in research on multilingual practices in schools 

in recent years. Our study contributes to this field of research, exploring how language 

ideologies, social justice perspectives, and orientations to multilingualism and 

translanguaging are described in Norwegian in-service teachers’ narratives of practice, 

i.e. their written self-reported accounts of pedagogical work in Norwegian multilingual 

classrooms. 

Our study aims to address the following research questions: 1) What aspects of socially 

just education and which language ideologies do we detect in teachers’ narratives of 

practice? 2) How do teachers position themselves with respect to multilingual activities 

and translanguaging in their narratives? Through our analysis of teachers’ narratives of 

practice, we wish to contribute to a more nuanced understanding of how language 

ideologies and teachers’ orientations to multilingualism and translanguaging can impact 

their practical enactment of multilingual pedagogies, thereby exploring their 

transformative potential. 

Following this introduction, we situate our study by briefly describing the Norwegian 

linguistic and educational setting. We then present the theoretical and conceptual 

framework of our study with a focus on central aspects of social justice in education and 

language ideologies. Next, we describe our methodology, present and discuss our 

findings. In the conclusion, we highlight implications for teacher education. 

 

2. CONTEXT OF THE STUDY 

Our research was conducted in Norway, which has been a multilingual and multicultural 

country for centuries. The country's linguistic landscape reflects the diversity of its 

population. Norwegian is designated by law as the main and administrative language, 

with two written forms: “bokmål” and “nynorsk”. There is no one standard oral variety 

of Norwegian; numerous regional dialects are used at all levels in society, including 

education, media, official communication, and people’s daily lives. Norway also has 

several national minority languages, including Sami languages, Kven, Forest Finn, 

Romani, Romanes, and Norwegian sign language, which are officially acknowledged and 

protected. 16.8% of Norway’s population are immigrants or children of immigrants from 

various countries (Statistics Norway, 2024).  
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English is influential in Norwegian society and is taught as the first foreign language in 

schools from the first grade. It has its own subject curriculum, in contrast to language 

subjects like German, French, and Spanish, which have a shared curriculum, entitled 

“Foreign Languages” (MER, 2019d). Children and youth in Norway are also exposed to 

English outside the classroom through films, videos, music, social media, streaming 

platforms, and gaming. Many scholars and public figures today deplore what they see as 

young people increasingly mixing English words and phrases into their Norwegian 

utterances. These translanguaging practices are mostly described in deficit terms and as 

threatening to the purity of the Norwegian language (Sarromaa, 2024; Villalobos, 

2022). At the national language policy level, efforts are also made to maintain the status 

of Norwegian against the influence of English: In accordance with the Language Act 

2021, “a public body cannot implement measures leading to the displacement of 

Norwegian by English in any of its areas” [our translation] (Language Council, n.d.). 

In Norway, children begin school at the age of six, progressing through primary (1st-7th 

grade) and lower secondary education (8th-10th grade) by age 16. This 10-year 

education is compulsory and free. Students then have the right to attend upper 

secondary school (11th-13th grade). Norwegian is the primary medium of instruction in 

Norwegian mainstream schools, but the Education Act also guarantees education rights 

in Sami and Kven/Finnish languages. Students with other first languages (L1s) are also 

entitled to receive additional support in Norwegian, and, if deemed necessary, bilingual 

subject support and mother-tongue instruction (Opplæringslova, 2023). These rights 

apply until students are proficient enough in Norwegian to follow instruction in the 

mainstream classroom. Newly arrived students usually receive an offer to attend an 

induction class for one year before entering mainstream classrooms (Opplæringslova, 

2023). 

A renewed national curriculum for schools came into force in 2020. The core curriculum 

states that “all pupils shall experience that being proficient in a number of languages is a 

resource, both in school and society at large” (MER, 2019a, p. 7). The English language 

curriculum highlights multilingualism as an asset (MER, 2019b), and the Norwegian 

language curriculum encourages students to be confident language users aware of their 

linguistic and cultural identity “within an inclusive community where multilingualism is 

valued as a resource” [our translation] (MER, 2019c, p. 1). Despite this clear 

multilingualism-as-resource orientation (Ruiz, 1984) at the policy level, many teachers 

struggle to implement multilingual pedagogies effectively (Bakken et al., 2022; Dahl & 

Krulatz, 2016; Haukås, 2016; Tishakov & Haukås, 2025). Some of the reasons 

mentioned by teachers are their fear of losing control due to their own lack of 

competence in students’ L1s and concern that the promotion of multilingualism could 

disrupt further language learning (Bakken et al., 2022). They claim they need teaching 

strategies for the multilingual classroom and access to resources for adapted instruction 

(Dahl & Krulatz, 2016; Haukås, 2016). This study grapples with an attempt to disclose 

how and to what extent teachers’ practices in multilingual classrooms afford equitable 

and just education for all students. 
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3. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND LITERATURE 

REVIEW 

Our theoretical and conceptual framework is developed based on conceptualizations 

articulated in research into aspects of socially just education and language ideologies. A 

central concept is translanguaging. Mendoza et al. (2024) are concerned with 

researching translanguaging in context, and to do that, they chose to draw on the 

transdisciplinary framework proposed by the Douglas Fir Group (2016) for language 

acquisition. Their framework is in turn based on Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) ecological 

model with three interrelated levels. When applied to define dimensions of context, 

distinctions were made between a macro-political/ideological context in which 

language ideologies belong and policies in society at large; a meso-institutional context 

of schools and classrooms, where teachers’ agency plays out; and a micro-interactional 

context, which has to do with “moment-to-moment interactions including semiotic 

resources: linguistic, nonverbal, and pictorial” (Mendoza et al., 2024, p. 4). This 

framework has served as a tool to place our micro-level analysis in a complex 

educational ecology. Sections 3.1 and 3.2 present aspects of socially just education, and 

sections 3.3 and 3.4 address language ideologies. 

 

3.1 Social Justice in Education 

Equity and social justice have been widely studied and critiqued in various societal and 

global contexts (Fraser, 1997; North, 2006). Central issues are, among others, the rights 

and needs of historically marginalized social groups and the inequitable distribution of 

wealth and power. Our immediate concern is exploring how social justice issues play out 

at the level of interaction in multilingual classrooms in Norway and what pedagogical 

choices teachers make to meet their learners’ needs. We have therefore turned to 

language-pedagogical literature about aspects of social justice to help ground our 

analysis. 

Different teacher educators and researchers have conceptualized the construct socially 

just education in various ways (e.g., Cochran-Smith et al., 2009; Kavanagh & Danielson, 

2020; Klette et al., 2018; Mendoza et al., 2024; North, 2006). An opposition has 

sometimes been framed between socially just educational practice, one the one hand, 

and expectations of knowledge-promoting instruction, on the other. Cochran-Smith et 

al. (2009) argue strongly that the core commitment of a social justice agenda in teacher 

education is to enhance students’ learning (p. 349). 

In their studies, both Cochran-Smith et al. (2009) and Kavanagh and Danielson (2020) 

examined how instruction in teacher education about the social justice dimension of 

teaching translated into practical action in novice teachers’ classrooms. They also 

conducted interviews and explored these teachers’ written reflections to understand 

their perceptions of social justice. Cochran-Smith et al. (2009) found that their 
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candidates expressed clear insights into central themes such as accommodating and 

differentiating needs-based instruction and holding all students to high expectations; 

building relationships with learners and their families; developing a culture of respect 

and care; recognizing inequities; and taking on the role of agent in transformative 

processes. The authors concluded that these teachers took curricular responsibilities 

seriously and included opportunities for critical thinking. Structural critique, however, 

was not highlighted.  

Using North’s (2006) conceptual framework for the study of social justice and 

sociocultural theories of learning, Kavanagh and Danielsom (2020) examined to what 

extent educators recognized the rights and needs of all the students by validating and 

respecting them, and to what extent they were concerned with ensuring access to valued 

content and resources for all. Kavanagh and Danielson’s central aim was to compare the 

preparation pre-service teachers were given as part of their university coursework with 

respect to supporting students’ literacy development, on the one hand, and the social 

justice agenda, on the other. They concluded that teaching strategies for socially just 

education were not modelled, exemplary teaching activities were not decomposed for 

practical enactment, and candidates lacked opportunities to practise instruction with 

social justice as its main content. Social justice was mostly addressed at the stage of 

planning instruction, but not in the moment-to-moment interactions in actual teaching. 

In the Norwegian context, Klette et al. (2018) approached questions regarding justice 

and equality in education by studying learner engagement in two classrooms in 

secondary education. In their study, central aspects of educational justice were 

participation and access to content. The authors refer to the societal expectations 

shared by Norway, Sweden, and Finland that students have equal opportunities in 

education, and that whole-class teaching is a tool to secure justice and equality. Their 

conclusion is that students’ engagement and participation depend on teachers’ ability to 

provide explicit conceptual explanations and adapted presentations of curricular 

content. Another factor is teachers’ dialogic approach to students’ emergent 

competence. According to the authors, Norwegian classrooms are characterized as 

giving “ample support and room for student participation” (p. 72). Other reported 

elements are the provision of access to valued content, quality instruction, and teachers 

keeping their learners to high expectations (Cochran-Smith et al., 2009; Kavanagh & 

Danielson, 2020). The factors of socially just education presented in this section have 

informed our analysis of Norwegian teachers’ narratives of practice. The following 

section highlights the role that translanguaging can play to enhance students’ learning. 

 

3.2 Translanguaging as a Strategy for Deep Learning 

To illustrate the importance of opportunities to access and develop valued knowledge 

and skills, deep (or in-depth) learning is a central issue in Norwegian education across 

all subjects, as explicitly stated in the core curriculum (MER, 2019a). A precondition for 
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deep learning is that students can make connections in their minds between new 

information and prior knowledge and skills. Language-minoritized learners will have 

constructed this knowledge at least partly through a language other than Norwegian. A 

socially just way of teaching therefore means letting every learner use all their semiotic 

resources and develop their metalinguistic awareness by comparing languages that are 

used in the classroom. This is a call for welcoming translanguaging practices in the 

classroom across all subjects. In our view, a strong focus on Norwegian (and English in 

English lessons) as the only legitimate medium of instruction and not facilitating 

translanguaging aligns with monolingual ideologies and is not conducive to ensuring 

deep learning for all students.  

With respect to a social justice agenda, teachers position themselves philosophically and 

ideologically through their discourse and choice of educational content; their identity 

work as professional multilingualism-aware teachers emerges partly through the way 

they position their learners, their instructional practices, and interactions with learners 

in the classroom. For instance, one scaffolding strategy that has proven facilitative for 

language-minoritized students in connection with reading development has been 

elaborative rather than simplified discourse (Oh, 2001). Elaborative modification of 

input is intended to clarify meaning by means of strategies to increase redundancy, such 

as paraphrasing, using synonyms and restatements, or emphatic stress. By contrast, 

simplified discourse typically involves short sentences and limited vocabulary.  

Encouraging translanguaging is indeed a strategy promoting deeper learning (Lewis et 

al., 2012). It is also a concrete signal that learners’ identity and whole linguistic 

repertoire is welcome in classroom interactions. In addition to how a teacher’s identity 

is mediated through instructional content, it is also negotiated in the way they express 

their relationality, i.e., the kind of relation they establish between themselves as 

teachers and their students in the classroom, by sharing the privilege of agentive action 

when it comes to teaching/being taught (Canagarajah, 2025; Li Wei & Lee, 2024).  

A salient factor in discussions about socially just education is building relationships of 

respect and caring (Cochran-Smith et al., 2009). One way of committing to a more 

inclusive pedagogy is disrupting the vertical relation between teachers and learners by 

encouraging translanguaging or plurilanguaging in the classroom. When teachers and 

learners have different linguistic repertoires, they have a unique opportunity to invite 

collaboration and co-learning. In this situation, co-learning can become a salient part of 

the learning environment; co-teaching of linguistic and cultural features among the 

students can also occur. These possibilities of levelling the playing field can also have a 

positive effect on individual learners who will feel valorized and included.  

Teachers’ co-learning is one aspect of Li Wei and Lee’s (2024) reconceptualization of the 

construct transpositioning. They explain it as “a processual and iterative shifting of the 

identity position of an actor-in-communication” (italics in the original, Li Wei & Lee, 

2024, p. 5). It captures the quality of relationality and the potential to step outside 



Tkachenko & Flognfeldt (2025) 
3(2), 271–304 

278 

 

default roles and relative positionings. Transpositioning is thus an enabling factor when 

it comes to learner participation. 

Before we move on to address aspects of language ideologies, it may be useful to 

summarize the main characteristics of socially just education highlighted in these last 

two sections. They include validation and respect, access to valued content and 

resources, and social inclusion. These aspects cover rights to participation, engagement, 

support, scaffolding, and relationship-building. 

 

3.3 Language Ideologies and Pedagogical Practices in 

Teaching Multilingual Students 

As mentioned above, the micro-interactional context and moment-to-moment 

interactions in the classroom, which constitute language practices in schools, are 

influenced by various ideological regimes at the macro- and meso-levels (Mendoza et al., 

2024). These may include language ideologies that underpin the educational policies of 

nation-states and those at more local levels (Uysal & Sah, 2024). Language ideologies 

are defined as “beliefs, feelings, and conceptions about language structure and use, 

which often index the political economic interests of individual speakers, ethnic and 

other interest groups, and nation-states” (Kroskrity, 2010, p. 192). Since language 

ideologies are usually rooted in socio-cultural contexts, they are culturally learned and 

shared, so that individuals’ language ideologies are often tightly linked to societal 

and/or institutional factors. 

Being central to all national educational systems, schools serve as sites for the 

implementation of language policy regulations, which are grounded in certain 

ideological positions and function as arenas where language ideologies are formed and 

negotiated through specific language practices (Bonacina-Pugh, 2012). Teachers are 

central actors in these processes, as their teaching methods enact language policy 

regulations and may represent their own ideological beliefs and positions, influencing 

language practices in the classrooms and shaping students’ ideological orientations 

(Bokhorst-Heng & Marshall, 2024).  

Scholars argue that monolingual/monoglossic ideologies still prevail in many 

classrooms (Bhasin et al., 2023; García, 2020). Monoglossic ideologies position 

monolingualism as the norm or the ideal, assuming that languages are separate entities 

that should not be mixed (García & Kleyn, 2016). The teaching methods associated with 

monoglossic ideologies are based on the idea that the nation-state dominant language(s) 

only should be used in the language education of emergent multilingual students, as this 

maximizes their exposure to the target language and time on task. Following this 

ideological position, multilingual competence is often devalued, and multilingual 

students are discouraged from using their minoritized language(s), as it may hinder 

their academic success (Flognfeldt et al., 2020). Such beliefs can marginalize 
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multilingual students, confronting them with deficit views that position their knowledge 

and language skills as in need of remediation, which can lead to low expectations and 

limited opportunities (Cushing, 2023; Flores & Rosa, 2015). Deficit discourses can often 

result in subtractive multilingualism (Lambert, 1974), where learning the dominant 

language comes at the expense of learners’ L1s (Cenoz, 2013). A one nation, one 

language principle, tied to the notions of national identity and unity and implying that 

each national state should have a common language, is also usually associated with a 

monoglossic ideology (García & Kleyn, 2016).  

Monoglossic ideologies may be linked to raciolinguistic ideologies, which include certain 

assumptions about the relationship between race and language. Raciolinguistic 

ideologies position "idealized monolingualism in a standardized national language as 

the norm to which all national subjects should aspire” (Flores & Rosa, 2015, p. 151). 

Certain linguistic features are associated with specific racial and ethnic groups, who are 

perceived as deficient, accompanied by underpinning biases, stereotypes, and 

discriminatory practices. The effect is that these groups’ language use is racialized based 

on their users’ perceived racial or ethnic identity. For instance, Cushing (2023) 

discusses how the ‘word gap’ discourse in education reflects raciolinguistic ideologies 

because the practices of racialized multilingual learners are characterized as deficient 

and as never reaching the standards set by the white listening subject (Flores & Rosa, 

2015). 

Language ideologies related to multilingualism in education have gained considerable 

attention recently (Alisaari et al., 2019a; Bartolomé, 2008; Bernstein et al., 2023; 

Cushing, 2023; Uysal & Sah, 2024). This increased focus is related to researchers' calls 

for changes in educational approaches to teaching multilingual students. The aim is to 

make education more socially just by valuing students' multilingualism as a resource for 

learning (Bhasin et al., 2023; García & Leiva, 2014; García, 2020; Li Wei, 2023). A 

number of pedagogical approaches (e.g., translanguaging pedagogy (Li Wei, 2023), 

pedagogical translanguaging (García & Kleyn, 2016; Cenoz & Gorter, 2021), 

crosslinguistic pedagogy, multilingual teaching, teaching through a multilingual lens 

(Cummins, 2019), culturally and linguistically responsive teaching (Lucas & Villegas, 

2010), culturally and linguistically sustaining pedagogy (Paris & Alim, 2017), 

humanizing pedagogy (Salazar, 2013), plurilingualism and plurilingual pedagogy (Cenoz 

& Gorter, 2021; Chen et al., 2022; Piccardo, 2019) have been suggested during the past 

20 years. They take an asset-oriented perspective on teaching multilingual learners, 

which is rooted in heteroglossic language ideology and aims to disrupt monoglossic 

ideological regimes. These different approaches and concepts bring with them varying 

epistemological positions, socio-political groundings, and implications for pedagogical 

practice (see e.g., Cummins, 2021; García & Otheguy, 2020; MacSwan & Rolstad, 2024). 

However, for the purposes of our study, we will not delve deeper into these theoretical 

discussions. 
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Heteroglossic language ideology, originating in Bakhtin’s term heteroglossia, referring 

to the diversity of a single language, is based on the idea that speakers’ language 

competencies are fluid and dynamic. Teaching approaches rooted in heteroglossic 

ideology value linguistic diversity and view all students' multilingual repertoires as 

valuable resources for communication and learning. Such pedagogical approaches 

therefore acknowledge translanguaging as an integral and natural part of classroom 

instruction (García, 2009; García & Otheguy, 2020; MacSwan & Rolstad, 2024). 

In this study, we focus on how teachers express what García et al. (2016) describe as a 

stance for pedagogical translanguaging, i.e. their beliefs about and attitudes to 

minoritized students and their linguistic repertoires, including the view that students’ 

knowledge and skills, or funds of knowledge, are valuable resources for learning (Moll et 

al., 1992). García & Kleyn (2016) point out that some teachers might adopt a scaffolding 

stance, viewing students’ multilingual repertoires as temporary support for learning a 

new language. Others take a transformative stance, believing that utilizing the students’ 

entire language repertoires can disrupt and reshape the existing language hierarchies in 

schools. As beliefs and attitudes are often not immediately apparent, we examine how a 

translanguaging stance is reflected in teachers' descriptions of their planned and 

spontaneous actions. 

In response to the multilingual turn in education (May, 2014) and researchers' calls for 

transformation in pedagogical approaches, some Northern European countries (e.g., 

Norway, Finland, Sweden) have enacted policy changes that explicitly incorporate a 

multilingualism-as-resource approach (Ruiz, 1984) into the curricula (Alisaari et al., 

2019b; Myklevold & Speitz, 2021; Paulsrud et al., 2020). However, the relation between 

the policy and its implementation is not straightforward. Research shows that despite 

supportive policies, many teachers continue to follow monolingual approaches (Alisaari 

et al., 2019a; Myklevold & Speitz, 2021; Tishakov & Tsagari, 2022). The opposite is also 

evident: Even within monolingual policy in the curriculum, some teachers manage to 

create multilingual learning spaces in their classrooms and promote positive views of 

multilingualism (Mary & Young, 2017; Menken & Sánchez, 2019). 

 

3.4 Research on Language Ideologies and Teachers’ Beliefs 

Previous research highlights the multiplicity, complexity, controversies, and tensions in 

both pre- and in-service teachers’ ideological beliefs (see e.g., Bernstein et al., 2023; 

Bokhorst-Heng & Marshall, 2024; Elshafie et al., 2023). Several studies show that 

teachers often hold ambivalent views and may express contradictory language 

ideologies. For instance, they can express positive attitudes to linguistic diversity and 

multilingual competence in general, but at the same time insist on the use of only the 

dominant national language in the classroom, as a means of developing the students’ 

proficiency in this language (Bokhorst-Heng & Marshall, 2024; Elshafie et al., 2023).  
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To explore these controversies in teachers’ beliefs, Anderson et al. (2024) analysed 

teachers’ written linguistic autobiographical metareflections, focusing on “Yes, BUT” 

constructions. They recognized that “Yes” constructions were often connected to 

ideological stances of celebrating diversity, making room for students’ different 

languages and questioning unjust structures in education and society. “BUT” 

constructions, on the other hand, revealed concerns about students’ future success and 

appropriateness of multilingual students’ language use. Their study clearly highlights 

how teachers often have to navigate complex and sometimes conflicting ideological 

pressures and must align their own ideological beliefs with dominant ideological norms.  

It is important to address these ideological tensions in teacher education and continuing 

professional development (CPD) courses, using them as a starting point for critical 

reflection on how one can advocate for change and dismantle monolingual ideologies. 

Bartolomé (2008) points out that while teacher education often focuses on providing 

teachers with tools to deal with diversity and on increasing teachers’ knowledge about 

culturally and linguistically responsive teaching, it tends to overlook the ideological 

dimensions of implementing multilingual pedagogies. Alfaro (2019) calls for developing 

ideological clarity in teacher education, which requires that “teachers’ individual beliefs 

and values be repeatedly juxtaposed with the systems of belief of the dominant society” 

(p. 195).  

In our study, we explore how Norwegian teachers articulate their beliefs about 

multilingualism and what language ideologies come to light in their narratives of 

practice about allowing translanguaging and using other multilingual strategies in their 

classrooms. This may provide useful insights into their underlying ideological stances 

and help identify potential ideological tensions that can further be addressed in teacher 

education and CPD courses. 

 

4. METHODOLOGY 

4.1 Participants 

In order to provide a clear presentation of our research participants, a brief introduction 

to Norwegian teacher education is in order. To qualify as a teacher in Norwegian 

schools, two options are available: degree-based discipline studies followed by a one-

year practical-pedagogical course or a five-year integrated teacher education master’s 

program. Earlier teacher education programs in Norway certified generalist teachers, 

resulting in teacher qualification challenges. For example, a teacher could be assigned to 

teach English without formal qualifications in that subject. The "Competence for 

Quality" program was launched in 2009 to address these challenges by offering 

continuing professional development (CPD) courses for in-service teachers. Participants 

in our study were in-service teachers who attended CPD courses in “Norwegian as an 

Additional Language” or “English for Primary School Teachers” (English 1, grades 1–7). 
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Geographically, the majority of the teachers in this study were working in Eastern 

Norway. Most of them had more than 6 years of teaching experience, mostly at the 

primary level (grades 1-7) (see Table 1). 

 

Table 1. Characteristics of the Teachers who Participated in the Study 

Teacher 
Characteristics 

Norwegian As a Second Language 
Course 

English for Primary 
School 

Total number 17 13 

Geographical 
distribution 

Eastern Norway (11) 64% 
Western Norway (3) 18% 
Northern Norway (3) 18% 

Eastern Norway (12) 92% 
Northern Norway (1) 8% 

Teaching 
experience 

0–3 years (2) 12% 
3–6 years (5) 29% 

More than 6 years (10) 59% 

3–6 years (5) 38% 
More than 6 years (8) 

62% 

Teaching level 
Primary (grades 1–7) (12) 71% 

Lower secondary (grades 8– 10) (4) 24% 
Upper secondary (1) 5% 

Primary (grades 1–7) 
100% 

 

Both courses were one-year 30 ECTS blended courses with three two-day face-to-face 

meetings per semester, covering a wide range of topics related to second language 

learning and teaching, general linguistic and cultural content. “Multilingualism” was 

one of the topics in both courses. Our positionality as researchers in this project is 

identical: We had the main responsibility for our respective CPD courses and also taught 

the topic “Multilingualism” in our own course. The teachers were already familiar with 

this topic from their initial teacher education. In the CPD courses we addressed practical 

implications of the recognition of multilingualism as a resource in the renewed 

curriculum and the increasing diversity of many classrooms. In the Norwegian as an 

Additional Language course, teachers worked primarily with minoritized students; in 

English 1, 1–7, they mostly taught mainstream classes with varying degrees of linguistic 

diversity. As part of their work with the topic, the teachers were asked to write 

narratives of their own practice describing situations where multiple languages were or 

could be used (See Appendices A and B). 

 

4.2 Data Collection 

In this study, we collected 30 of these narratives of practice written by in-service 

teachers. While these narratives were primarily used in their class work as preparation 
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for the sessions related to multilingualism, the teachers were also invited to share their 

narratives in the research project initiated by us. Those who gave their consent 

submitted their narratives separately and anonymously through another digital 

platform than the one used in their CPD course, to ensure that participation in the 

research project was separated from the coursework. The principle of voluntary 

participation was followed. The teachers had given their informed consent to the use of 

their narratives in our research. In addition, they were asked to fill in some background 

information about their classes and teaching context (see Table 1 above, summarizing 

some of this information).  

Teachers’ narratives of practice refer to the stories and descriptions of the teachers’ 

professional experiences and instructional practices. They offer a framework for 

documenting, structuring, and interpreting teachers’ professional experiences (Harbon 

& Moloney, 2014). Due to the subjectivity of the narrative as a genre, such narratives do 

not necessarily describe the events exactly as they happened (events-as-lived), but they 

reconstruct events with a focus on how the author sees and interprets the event (event-

as-told) (Cortazzi, 2002; Jørgensen et al., 2019). This subjectivity makes narratives of 

practice an interesting data source for research because they may capture the teachers’ 

perspectives on their practices, their beliefs, identities, and professional reflections, both 

through the stories they have chosen to describe in the narratives, but also through the 

very act of telling that story. This double-layered act allows narrators to express their 

attitudes, beliefs, and identities as they re-construct past events as part of their 

professional practice (Harbon & Moloney, 2014). 

As the research participants composed their practice narratives as coursework 

assignments, it needs to be acknowledged that the originally intended audience for these 

narratives were co-students and professors in their CPD courses. This may have 

influenced how the teachers chose to portray their experiences and what stories they 

chose to tell. Taking this into account, the narratives may embody a more positive 

representation of their realities, mirroring what teachers intended to highlight about 

their professional practice in the context of the CPD courses. Given the context and 

focus of the assignments in the CPD courses, the collected narratives may not 

necessarily be representative of the teachers’ usual practices. For some, specific 

incidents were perhaps their initial attempts at integrating multilingual approaches in 

their teaching. Our data set comprises 17 narratives in Norwegian (N1–N17) and 13 in 

English (E1–E13). Illustrative quotations of Norwegian entries have been translated by 

us. The English items are quoted verbatim. No corrections have been made. 

 

4.3 Data Analysis 

In our exploration of the perspectives on multilingualism, translanguaging, and socially 

just education expressed in the participants’ narratives, we followed the phases of the 

thematic analysis procedure suggested by Braun and Clarke (2006). First, each author 
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thoroughly read the narratives to become familiar with the data set as a whole and the 

individual narratives. In the next phase, we independently coded the data to highlight 

key features that we found relevant in the data set to answer our research questions. We 

adopted a coding approach combining inductive and deductive strategies. Language 

ideologies (e.g., monolingual vs. multilingual ideology, deficit vs. asset orientation) 

described in the literature guided our coding in the deductive approach, while 

inductively, we created codes flexibly from what we identified in the empirical data. The 

independent coding performed by each of the authors represented our initial thoughts 

and interpretations, which we discussed and reflected upon in the next phases to create 

more general categories in our search for patterns in the data. 

At the next stage, we related these categories and codes to structural elements found in 

the narratives of practice. Our interpretations are inspired by narrative analysis 

(Bamberg, 2020), as we focused not just on what is described in the narratives, but also 

how it is described. The narratives typically included (1) positionings of the students and 

the setting, (2) the activities or situations related to the use of multiple languages, 

including their effects. Attention to (3) formulations and linguistic choices made in the 

narratives helped us to interpret teachers’ attitudes to the described activities, and (4) 

teachers’ positioning of themselves, either as monolingual or multilingual speakers in 

the described situation. These structural elements in the narratives of practice are used 

in the presentation of our findings in the next section. 

 

5. FINDINGS 

5.1 Positioning of the Students 

In the narratives of practice, the informants described both their classes as a whole and 

one or several specific students. Usually, the specific students mentioned were either 

newly arrived students, or students whom they perceived as multilingual, or in need of 

extra language support. There are varying degrees of detail in the descriptions of the 

students’ linguistic backgrounds; some narratives provide minimal information, while 

others are quite detailed. On the one hand, the level of detail in the teachers' 

descriptions could be considered as an indicator of their knowledge about their students' 

backgrounds. On the other hand, a lack of details in descriptions of the students’ 

backgrounds might also be a deliberate strategy to ensure anonymity. 

Analysing the data, we explored the participants’ choice of terms for describing specific 

(groups of) students, what aspects they included in the descriptions, and how the 

specific students described were positioned in relation to the whole class. Across all 

narratives, the following terms were used (frequencies indicated in parenthesis): 

“multilingual student(s)” (in 10 narratives), students with “another language/mother 

tongue (than Norwegian and/or English)” (6), “student(s) with Norwegian as a second 

language” (5), “newly arrived students” (5), “foreign-language-speaking” [Norwegian: 
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“fremmedspråklig”] (3), “bilingual” (2), “speakers of minority languages” (1), and 

“refugee student” (1). Some of the terms used in the narratives are rooted in negative 

and deficit orientations, which may contribute to the “othering” of these students in 

relation to students who have Norwegian as their L1. The use of different terms that we 

observed may indicate that «multilingualism» among students is not used neutrally 

denoting plurilingualism, i.e., competence in multiple languages, but is quite often 

associated with a specific group of students, which a teacher in Olaussen and Kjelaas 

(2020) refers to as students that “require some effort” (p. 53). Flognfeldt (2019) 

reported a primary school teacher characterizing language-minoritized learners as “poor 

when it comes to language” (p. 240). Haukås (2022) points out that such an immigrant-

focused perspective on multilingualism may impede the implementation of multilingual 

pedagogical approaches that benefit all students and contribute to the development of 

students’ multilingual identities.  

Only a few narratives in our study stress that all the students in the classroom are 

multilingual. In one case, this statement is applied to all students in an ordinary 

mainstream class; in other cases, the teachers highlight their students’ multilingual 

identities, as they teach induction classes for newly arrived students. Students are 

frequently characterized by their "mother tongue", "first language", or "home language", 

usually contrasted either explicitly or implicitly with Norwegian, assumed to be the 

mother tongue/first language for other students in the class: 

A boy in the class has another mother tongue than Norwegian. He uses his mother 

tongue only very little at home. (N5) 

I know at least three of my students have Polish as their mother tongue. (E3) 

There are only two pupils who have the same first language who are not Norwegian. 

(E10)1 

Interestingly, most of the narratives refer to students' “mother tongue”, “first language”, 

or “home language” in singular form, carrying an assumption that students have only 

one such language. In all cases where the students’ languages are mentioned, they are 

referred to as named languages (e.g., Urdu, Arabic, English, Russian, Polish, Ukrainian, 

and Somali). Only two of the narratives in our data explicitly stress that students can 

have several mother tongues/first languages. 

11 different languages are spoken in the group, in addition to Norwegian. (several some 

students have two mother tongues, it may be that they speak even more languages – 

since we haven’t really managed to get the full overview of all the different African 

languages) (N12) 

 
1 We use the term L1 when referring to the language students learnt at home. In our analysis and 
discussion of teachers’ narratives here, we also make use of mother tongue and the full phrase first 
language rather than the analytical term L1, since mother tongue is the literal translation of Norwegian 
“morsmål”.  
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Three of the pupils have two first languages because their parents have a different 

language than their first language. (E10) 

This indirectly indicates the presence of the one nation, one language ideology. This 

ideological position can also be attributed to descriptions where students are identified 

in relation to the country they or their parents come from: e.g., “girl from Lithuania” 

(N10), “two 1st graders with Polish parents” (E6). Sometimes the descriptions include 

adjectives linked to the student's nationality or country of origin (e.g., “the Polish 

student,” “the Afghani student”), or even a continent (“the African students”), 

disregarding the existing linguistic diversity there. 

In the descriptions of students, we found many expressions rooted in deficit discourse. 

For instance, quite often the focus is on the perceived deficiency in Norwegian, or 

English: 

He knows very little Norwegian, and struggles to follow teaching in the whole class and 

to understand play and social life in the breaks. (N2) 

I have several little groups of two and three pupils. These small groups have Norwegian 

class with me to become more fluent in the language. […] One of them do have 

paperwork showing the need for extra tutoring of English and other subjects. (E3) 

These deficit-oriented perspectives frame multilingual students’ linguistic competence 

in terms of what they lack in the languages that are highly valued in school and society 

at large, i.e., Norwegian and English, rather than what skills and potential the students 

bring with them to the classroom (Moll et al., 1992). On the one hand, this is an 

indication that students’ competence in Norwegian (and English) is perceived as more 

important, as often commented upon. This indicates that Norwegian/English language 

skills have a higher status compared to other languages (Beiler, 2021). On the other 

hand, this might merely express teachers’ professional positioning as language teachers 

in these respective languages. However, implicitly, such a focus in descriptions of 

students can reinforce monolingual norms, devalue students' multilingual assets, and be 

a hindrance in developing multilingual identities (Flognfeldt et al., 2020). Some of the 

narratives also highlight deficits in the students' L1 competence or use: 

One boy has a Polish mother, but they never use Polish at home. He cannot understand 

more than a few words when he visits his family in Poland, but he understands some 

songs. (E11) 

In this example, the teacher frames the situation in terms of what is missing or 

insufficient (the lack of Polish use at home, limited understanding) rather than 

acknowledging the student’s multilingual background or the value of partial language 

knowledge. Such cases can be seen as instantiating a subtractive view of multilingualism 

(Cenoz, 2013). 

Although we pointed out above that a lack of details in descriptions does not necessarily 

mean that the teachers do not have enough information about the students’ linguistic 

repertoires, we have also found indications that some teachers admit to not knowing the 
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breadth of their multilingual students’ linguistic repertoires. For instance, in one of the 

narratives (N12), a teacher acknowledges that some students may speak more languages 

than the educators are aware of: “some of the students have two mother tongues, it may 

even be the case that they really speak more languages.” In another narrative (E3), the 

teacher is unsure about the specific languages spoken by the students: “Two of them 

have Afghanistan as country of origin, but I’m not sure if they speak Pashto or Dari.” 

These utterances may reflect that teachers do not always have detailed knowledge about 

their students’ multilingual competencies and the specific languages they use in their 

everyday lives. Lack of such knowledge can, on the one hand, point to the challenges 

teachers face in keeping track of the diverse linguistic repertoires of their students in 

multilingual classrooms. On the other hand, lack of such knowledge may be a hindrance 

in implementing multilingual teaching approaches. Without knowledge of which 

languages students use and are familiar with, it may be challenging for teachers to 

engage meaningfully in pedagogical translanguaging or to draw on students’ full 

linguistic resources in classroom activities.  

Limited awareness of students’ linguistic repertoires may also provide an explanation 

for why Norwegian and English (in English lessons) tend to be positioned as teachers’ 

priorities. Two factors appear to contribute to this dominance of English and Norwegian 

in the descriptions: teachers’ lack of information about the students, or less than 

effective routines for dialogue with the parents about their children’s language 

development. 

Only a few narratives in our sample provide detailed descriptions of the multilingual 

children’s language repertoires and language use, thus demonstrating a more flexible 

and heteroglossic view of multilingualism: 

I have a girl from Ukraine who speaks Ukrainian, Russian, English, some Norwegian 

and a little Chinese. (E3) 

Felix´ mother speaks Filipino, Norwegian and English. She speaks Norwegian with her 

four children, English with her husband and Filipino with other members of her family. 

Felix´ father speaks Dagomba (from Togo), English and Norwegian. He speaks 

Norwegian with his children, English with his wife and Dagomba with other members 

of his family. Felix has some receptive knowledge in Filipino and Dagomba. He has 

some productive knowledge in English, and his first language is Norwegian. (E12) 

“V” comes from Albania. She speaks Albanian and Greek at home, and sometimes a 

little English with her father. When she talks to her brother, she speaks Norwegian. But 

when her parents are present, she speaks Albanian and Greek. She has attended school 

from the 1st grade and does not receive additional support in Norwegian. She speaks 

Norwegian well, has Norwegian friends and has an OK everyday language. When we 

work with more advanced texts/subject-specific texts, her vocabulary is often limited, 

and for that reason her score on screening tests is low. Therefore, she has attended a 

reading course in a small group, where they have spent a lot of time on reading 

strategies and conversation. This autumn she will be attending Albanian classes at the 

weekends and learn how to write in Greek. She has been looking forward to this but 

thinks it will be a bit difficult since the letters are so different from ours. (N8) 
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Summing up, we have seen signs of monoglossic ideologies and deficit discourses, 

positioning monolingualism in the dominant/high status language(s) of the society as 

an implicit norm in the descriptions of the students in the narratives of practice. Using 

“multilingual” as a label for those students who “require some effort” and paying 

attention to the multilingual students’ deficient proficiency in the dominant language(s) 

while disregarding their rich linguistic repertoires may potentially deprive these 

students of equal educational opportunities. The lack of a more nuanced understanding 

of multilingual competence and insights into the complexities associated with being 

multilingual can also limit the teachers’ good intentions to effectively leverage students' 

multilingual resources in the classroom. However, we also observed in our data that 

such ideological positions appear to co-exist with asset-oriented and multilingualism-as-

resource views expressed in the descriptions of the activities, which we analyse in the 

next section. 

 

5.2 Exploration of Social Justice Issues in the Narratives of 

Practice 

In the section about social justice in education, we summarized our three main concepts 

as validation and respect, access to valued content and resources, and social inclusion. 

Moreover, we broke these down to rights to participation, engagement, support, 

scaffolding, and relationship-building. In their narratives of practice, teachers recounted 

a variety of activities they enacted in their classrooms as well as activities involving 

students during playtime and elsewhere in the school environment. Some descriptions 

simply highlighted the linguacultural diversity of their educational context, offering 

short vignettes about language-minoritized students’ interactions among themselves or 

with others. Other narratives, however, are rich presentations of activities that were 

designed to afford multilingual learning spaces and facilitate translanguaging. Based on 

our data set, teachers did not explicitly forbid their learners to use other languages than 

the majority language in their lessons. However, in one narrative, the teacher clearly 

stated her agenda: “Before they started on their drawing task, I told them that I wished 

they would try to speak Norwegian while they worked together. I also reminded them 

about this during the process.” (N6) 

This teacher presented her performance requirement as a wish, although an insistent 

one. This action resonates with the dominant-language-only ideology. However, her use 

of the hypothetical modal would in expressing her wish is an indication of her 

awareness of her professional responsibility to help her students develop their 

Norwegian proficiency (Iversen, 2019). As discussed in section 2, Norwegian teachers 

are expected to promote multilingualism as a resource. This tension can understandably 

be perceived as a challenge for teachers.  

The activities described are varied, ranging from staple classroom routines to playtime 

fun, including language awareness tasks such as exploring similarities and differences 
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between languages in the classroom. Still other activities are culturally relevant: 

learning songs, greetings, other politeness expressions, and celebratory uses in 

connection with birthdays and festivals. The fact that teachers take an engaged part in 

translanguaging and learning sounds, words and expressions in various languages adds 

to the function of validation of students’ multilingual identities, as well as 

demonstrating the teachers’ own multilingual orientation: 

When the class had Christmas graduation with parents this Christmas, we had a session 

where we used the different languages. The way we solved it was that the students with 

a different language, got to teach the others “Merry Christmas and a happy new year!” 

in their language. After we had sung the song Feliz Navidad, all the students said “Merry 

Christmas and a happy new year” in French, Spanish, Albanian, Vietnamese, Swedish, 

and Hungarian. (E9) 

After that he has asked us adults several times what the word was for ‘hi’ in his mother 

tongue. Then he uses it, and we adults use it, and the other children use it. (N5) 

In sum, these activities serve the social justice purpose of validating students with 

different backgrounds, respecting their cultural traditions, as well as creating a sense of 

inclusion through encouraging translanguaging. Moreover, the students received praise 

for their multilingual skills: 

Every other sentence was in Polish and Norwegian, and it was really fascinating to 

observe how the two boys juggled the two languages, very engaged, and at fast speed, 

while running around, kicking the ball, having their best time. (E6) 

There were several languages, and it was obvious that the multilingual students were 

proud telling the others about something they knew (which the others did not). (N2) 

In addition to sharing language-pedagogical experiences, many teachers made a point 

about how they explicitly shared with their students that knowing languages is a gift and 

a resource. They did not always state why, but they were ready to confirm the symbolic 

value of multilingualism: 

[…] we talked about language, what a great resource it is to be able to know more 

languages, and all the students got to say a little about what languages they spoke at 

home or knew a little. (N2) 

I always emphasize the advantages of knowing languages […] This way the speakers of 

both minority- and majority languages hopefully want to try out different languages and 

doing this contributes to developing language awareness as well as building their self-

esteem. (E2) 

Teacher E2 has included reflections about the possible merits of viewing multilingual 

competence and translanguaging as a resource. An asset-based and heteroglossic 

orientation to multilingualism is evident here.  

Teachers described how students learn from each other, but many teachers also 

demonstrated a willingness to learn from their students. In some of the instances, the 

teachers exhibited a multilingual orientation in trying out how to say things in various 
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languages: “I always emphasize the advantages of knowing languages and encourage the 

students to great me in whatever language they want to use and let them teach me how 

to respond.” (E2) 

This kind of co-learning can be positively linked to students’ opportunities to 

translanguage and participate as themselves, with their whole linguistic repertoires in 

action. Transpositioning is, as we saw at the end of section 3.2, a way of disrupting the 

traditional hierarchical relationship between teachers and students (Li Wei & Lee, 

2024). Here the teacher was anxious to let students demonstrate polite language use 

and take the role of teacher. Balancing this relationship means empowering and 

motivating students to play a more active part in their own education. Participation is 

also a strong indicator of a more socially just and equitable learning environment (Klette 

et al., 2018). 

In the context of education, access to valued knowledge and skills is an essential right. 

Just and equitable conditions for deep learning is an aspect aligned with curricular aims 

in the Norwegian educational context. Supporting students’ translanguaging proved to 

be a way of easing their learning situation: 

The student confirms that she knows something about antiquity. I suggest that she can 

tell me what she knows in Polish. She tries but is very uncertain. I point to her iPad and 

explain that she can search there. The student becomes engaged and finds a Polish 

textbook. (N1) 

The teacher in N1 encouraged her student to access digital tools in her L1. This teacher 

demonstrated their professional expertise in allowing their student to make use of 

relevant information and tools to construct required knowledge. Allowing students to 

translanguage, make links to their L1, and make use of their multisemiotic repertoires 

all contributes to deeper learning and demonstrate a heteroglossic orientation to 

teaching and learning. 

The narrative describes how the teacher provides scaffolding and support for their 

student. The use of various semiotic resources in addition to linguistic clues is an added 

value. A final example is a teacher’s reported use of elaborative input modification 

rather than simplification, thereby holding her students to high expectations (Cochran-

Smith et al., 2009): 

I talk about pictures with the children, activate their pre-knowledge with questions 

about the current topic, explaining the meaning of the words in the text, using synonyms 

and antonyms, and explaining the content by using different words and sentences. (E2) 

We found several instances of teachers reporting how students experienced a welcome 

change from a marginalized situation to a sense of inclusion. The effect of others’ 

interest in their life, language, or country of origin plays a role here, as does the way 

students build new relationships through translanguaging. We see this clearly in the 

narrative about two boys who had started learning the language of a Ukrainian 

newcomer to give him a warm welcome: 
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A pupil from Ukraine started in the class this autumn. He knows very little Norwegian 

and has a hard time following the instruction in full class and understanding play and 

social life in the breaks. He often walks alone, withdrawing from the other pupils […] 

After this lesson he has sought out the two boys outside too, and is more easily 

persuaded to join in … (N2) 

When the new student realized that the two boys had done this for him, his face had lit 

up and he had thanked them. The example shows how this incidence had a strong 

affective effect on him and served to make him feel included. Another narrative 

describes how when the teacher invites the newcomers to this classroom to evaluate 

their situation, one of the students points out the relational value of friendship: 

When asked what it was like to be in a classroom where they didn’t speak their language. 

One of the pupils mentioned it was hard at first but that it became good because he 

became friends. (E13) 

In many of the activities, the teachers encouraged the use of translanguaging in the 

sense of including more than the dominant language of instruction, Norwegian. Since 

the teachers did not have the same linguistic repertoire as their students in many cases, 

they sometimes reverted to English as a lingua franca in order to avoid giving students a 

sense of being marginalized due to their lack of proficiency in Norwegian.  

In one of the narratives, (N1), the teacher and the student communicated through a 

digital translation tool, where the teacher also asked the student to explain some salient 

concepts in her L1, thus evaluating the student’s comprehension through translation: 

Later, we talk about the concept of democracy, and she seems unsure of what it means. 

I type it into Google Translate. She understands the word, but it seems like she doesn't 

know what it is. I then get her iPad and point and explain that she should search for the 

Polish word for democracy. The student goes to a Polish Wikipedia page and reads 

about what democracy is. Afterwards, we use Google Translate to have her explain what 

democracy is in Polish. I hear her explanation in Norwegian. It is a bit unclear due to 

the translation, but I understand that she has understood what democracy is. (N1) 

We also detected other examples of how teachers accommodated communication and 

used their available semiotic resources in the negotiation of meaning, even when they 

did not share linguistic repertoires with their students (e.g., through using gestures and 

body language), responding to the students’ visual expressions, grasping some words 

the students had said in their languages that sounded similar to the words the teachers 

knew, or through positioning themselves as multilingual users. They created 

translanguaging spaces (Li Wei, 2018) and modelled how a whole range of semiotic 

repertoires can be used for making meaning in communication. 

Only a selection of salient findings has been included here against numerous other 

interesting points exemplifying how teachers have addressed various aspects of socially 

just education, referring to the three themes discussed in section 3.2 above: validation 

and respect, access to valued content, and social inclusion. 
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6. DISCUSSION 

In this study, we have explored the interplay of language ideologies, aspects of social 

justice (research question 1), and orientation to translanguaging and multilingual 

activities (research question 2) emergent in the narratives of practice written by 

Norwegian teachers taking CPD courses. In their narratives of practice, the teachers 

were asked to write about situations when multiple languages were used in their 

classrooms. 

 

6.1 Language Ideologies and Social Justice in the Teachers’ 

Narratives 

Our analysis revealed both monoglossic and heteroglossic language ideologies in the 

narratives. Monoglossic ideologies were particularly salient in the teachers’ descriptions 

of multilingual students. Here we saw that the term "multilingual" often took on a 

narrow and deficiency-oriented interpretation, rather than a broader understanding of 

multilingual students as those who have competence in or use several languages. We 

also found traces of normative discourse, where one-nation, one-language ideology, and 

the superior status of Norwegian and English as the dominant and highly valued 

languages in society became evident and contributed to descriptions of the multilingual 

students in terms of deficiency- and remediation-oriented discourse (Beiler, 2021; 

Flognfeldt et al., 2020; Vikøy & Haukås, 2023). 

By contrast, many activities described in the narratives leaned more towards an asset-

oriented perspective. We observed traces of various aspects of socially just education, 

suggesting that teachers made pedagogical decisions and demonstrated an ethical 

disposition in line with social justice perspectives. Positive effects of the teachers’ 

attempt to include different linguistic repertoires in their planned pedagogical activities 

were mentioned in the narratives. The teachers planned actions to meet students’ 

multilingual needs, which appeared to increase engagement and participation, a sense 

of pride and served as a contribution towards social inclusion.  

However, not all aspects of social justice were equally prominent in our data. For 

instance, aspects related to critical consciousness to combat deficient linguistic 

ideologies and practices and to disrupt language separation practices were less evident 

in the narratives. These aspects of social justice are closely linked to ideological 

positions, suggesting that even if teachers initiate learning activities involving multiple 

languages, it does not necessarily impact their translanguaging stance or their attitudes 

and language ideologies. Many of the multilingual activities described in the narratives 

can also be related to remediation discourse, i.e., attempts to provide multilingual 

students with extra support for language skills in the dominant and high-status 

languages Norwegian or English. This instantiates a scaffolding stance (Cushing, 2023; 

García & Kleyn, 2016), rather than a proper transformative stance which could lead to 
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transpositioning and transformation. Therefore, this focus on translanguaging as 

scaffolding might turn out to be a hindrance to teachers and teacher educators in their 

work to disrupt and reshape existing monoglossic language ideologies (Mendoza et al., 

2024). 

 

6.2 Teachers’ Orientation to Translanguaging and 

Multilingual Activities 

Based on our findings, it is interesting to discuss teachers’ positioning with respect to 

multilingualism and translanguaging practices in their classrooms. Considering the 

mixed findings in our data regarding language ideologies and aspects of social justice, 

our study is in line with previous research, showing that teachers' positioning towards 

multilingualism and translanguaging in their classrooms is complex and multifaceted 

(Bernstein et al., 2023; Bokhorst-Heng & Marshall, 2024; Elshafie et al., 2023). On the 

one hand, the prevalence of monoglossic ideologies in society at large may have affected 

teachers’ views of their students through deficit discourse. From the perspective of 

social justice, such views may have limitations for how teachers will manage to integrate 

students' diverse linguistic backgrounds in their teaching and provide equal 

opportunities to succeed for all students. Deficit-oriented language ideologies serve to 

perpetuate existing inequalities and hinder the promotion of inclusion and social justice 

in education. By contrast, the presence of heteroglossic ideologies and positive 

experiences with the enactment of translanguaging and multilingual activities described 

in the narratives suggests that many teachers see the value of students' linguistic 

repertoires and are more open to dealing with multilingualism and translanguaging in 

their classrooms.  

When teachers position themselves with respect to multilingualism, they express 

positive attitudes to knowing several languages in general and encourage the students to 

translanguage and use their L1s irrespective of the status of these languages. Teachers 

make serious efforts to accommodate multilingual learners’ needs for additional 

support. Still, it is difficult to argue that the teachers view multilingualism as the normal 

state of affairs; communicative ability in Norwegian and English is regarded as a more 

valuable competence than proficiency in other languages learners are familiar with. As 

professionals, these educators see their primary duty as helping their students to 

succeed at school and in society – hence their tendency to revert to remediation 

discourse. As regards teachers’ self-perception as language users, many of them position 

themselves as multilingual speakers by using English as a lingua franca and 

translanguaging by picking up and using phrases in their students’ languages. 

These complexities and contradictory orientations in the teachers’ positionings can be 

linked to ideological tensions in the institutional discourses and in society at large. 

Celebrating diversity vs. neoliberal discourses related to language learning and 

immigration is a tension that is manifest in the Norwegian educational context as it is in 



Tkachenko & Flognfeldt (2025) 
3(2), 271–304 

294 

 

many other countries (Flognfeldt, 2019; Myklevold & Speitz, 2021). In the Norwegian 

school context, Beiler (2021) shows, for example, that translanguaging involving English 

and Norwegian is perceived more positively than other languages, also revealing 

raciolinguistic and monoglossic ideologies that privilege certain languages and speakers. 

The complexity described in our study may stem from the teachers’ “double mission”, 

which may be perceived as insolvable: They are mandated to teach the majority 

language (as far as Norwegian is concerned) and the prestigious global contact language 

English, and at the same time help learners maintain and develop their multilingual 

identity by allowing them to use their full multisemiotic repertoires. 

We have pointed out the close connection between a translanguaging stance and deep 

learning as an example of how the study of language ideologies and the social justice 

agenda come together. A question of central concern for educators is whether increased 

experience with pedagogical translanguaging can lead to a positive shift, and also in the 

long run, influence and even transform language ideologies. Our analysis of teachers’ 

narratives of practice has enabled us to recognize persistent language ideologies at work 

but also valuable steps taken by teachers to enact translanguaging and more equitable 

multilingual pedagogies in their classrooms. What is needed is creating spaces for pre- 

and in-service teachers where they can engage reflexively and critically with their own 

language ideologies. 

 

7. CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS FOR TEACHER 

EDUCATION 

Despite the recognized importance of multilingualism in the education policy, there has 

been little transformation to support inclusive and equitable education (Tishakov & 

Haukås, 2025). This gap raises critical questions about how multilingualism is 

understood, valued, and implemented in educational settings. To further support 

positive changes towards a more inclusive, culturally and linguistically responsive, and 

socially just education, teacher education programs should adopt several key strategies. 

First, teacher education programs should provide examples of good practices and tools 

involving translanguaging that can help teachers leverage students' multilingualism as a 

pedagogical resource in their classrooms and create spaces where all students can 

actively participate and where their multilingual resources are valued and actively used 

for learning. By incorporating these examples and tools in their program, teacher 

education can help future educators to foster learning environments that recognize and 

utilize the linguistic diversity of their students, ultimately leading to more equitable and 

effective educational outcomes. 

Teaching to a social justice agenda aligns well with generally accepted pedagogical 

principles. For this agenda to be truly transformative, however, teachers need to 

reflexively address their own beliefs and attitudes when it comes to the central role of 

language and the social implications of language choice. In line with Bartolomé (2008) 
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and Alfaro’s (2019) suggestions, we argue that teacher education programs should 

devote more attention to discussing language ideologies and challenge destructive 

ideologies. As we see it, ideological clarity (Alfaro, 2019) will promote critical reflection 

and critical multilingual language awareness (García, 2017), which are essential tools in 

challenging monoglossic language ideologies that still prevail.  

Enactment of transformative pedagogy necessarily takes time. We concur with Costley & 

Leung’s (2020) conclusion that “policy rhetoric without the support of informed 

professional practice is unlikely to lead to any change” (p. 11). Work remains to be done 

in creating spaces for pre- and in-service teachers where they can reflectively and 

critically engage with their own language ideologies as another step towards inclusive 

and socially just education for all students. 
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APPENDIX A 

Questionnaire and Narrative-of-Practice Task 

(translated from Norwegian by the authors) 

1. Study Task as Preparation for the Second Face-to-Face Meeting: Explore 

Multilingualism in Your Classroom 

As preparation for the second face-to-face meeting, we wish that you explore the use of a 

variety of languages in your own classrooms. This implies: 1) mapping multilingual 

resources in your class; 2) observing some situations when other languages than 

Norwegian are used and writing a narrative of practice where you describe this. 

 

2. Questionnaire to Map Multilingual Resources in Your Classroom 

The questionnaire can help you get a better impression of multilingual resources in your 

class. It contains questions about learners and teachers’ language competence, about 

different situations when more languages are used and how frequently various 

languages are used in different situations, and about activities and working methods 

where multilingual resources are used. You may download the questionnaire and print it 

out when you work on your study task. 

 

3. Narrative of Practice about the Use of Various Languages 

Observe whether other languages than Norwegian are used in your classroom, and how. 

Write a narrative of practice (1/2 to 1 page) where you describe as accurately as possible 

a situation where other languages than Norwegian were used by the teacher or the 

learners. 

This is a study task and not a course requirement. However, this study task may serve as 

a good starting point when you plan your teaching program as part of course 

requirement 1. 

APPENDIX B 

Preparation Task for Our First Meeting in Module 2 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09658416.2013.863902
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Now, you will explore multilingualism in your own classroom! In connection with our 

session on multilingualism and English during our first face-to-face gathering in Module 

2, we would like you to: 

1. Explore the situation in your own classroom as regards multilingualism, especially 

whether other languages than English and Norwegian are involved. This implies that 

you map and simply get and share an overview of whatever multilingual resources you 

have in your particular class, i.e. the various languages your learners hear, know, and 

possibly use in their surroundings. We interpret “know a language” in a very wide sense 

here; it is enough to be able to use words, phrases, songs, or make a simple sentence in a 

given language. 

2. Observe or recall a situation where other languages than Norwegian are used and 

write a brief story (“praksisfortelling”) of ½–1 page about it where you as precisely as 

possible describe such a situation with you as a teacher or any of your learners using 

another language than Norwegian or English. For instance, in what kind of activities 

were other languages used (for instance, during play?), and what kind of teaching 

strategies were you engaged in when other languages than Norwegian and English were 

involved (teacher-led tasks, collaboration with learning partners, groups work, role play, 

etc.)? 

If, by any chance, no other languages are in fact used, please write a short reflection 

about when and how you think other languages COULD have been included. And please 

make sure you include information about which year/grade you are reporting from. 

Please post your practice story in Canvas by 21 January, 2024 as the first entry under 

Assignments. 

Note: This is a preparatory task, not a course requirement. The task will help you get as 

much as possible out of your readings about multilingualism and our session on 

multilingualism. It will also serve as useful preparation for your development project in 

Module 2. 


