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Abstract

This research project is a qualitative study examining the beliefs and reported experiences
held by Norwegian upper secondary teachers and multilingual pupils. The pupils in this study
had a different or additional first language than the majority language Norwegian. In today’s
society multilingualism is an increasing phenomenon due to globalisation and migration,
which has ultimately influenced Norwegian classrooms. For long, there was an assumption
that pupils learn best if taught in the target language. However current research suggests the
opposite, that pupils’ language learning and academic achievements will improve if they are
allowed to use their whole language repertoire. Therefore, it is essential for teachers to
implement multilingualism in the classroom, by creating an inclusive multilingual
environment where all languages and cultures are welcomed. Furthermore, multilingualism is
endorsed in LK20 and the Core Curriculum. Nevertheless, research suggests that teachers do
not have the necessary competence needed to teach multilingually.

Therefore, through semi-structured interviews with four VGL1 teachers and focus group
interviews with eight VG1 multilingual pupils, this study aimed to examine the teachers’ and
pupils’ beliefs and their reported practices and experiences about multilingual teaching and
learning of English. Additionally, the aim was to examine the relationship between teachers’
and pupils’ beliefs and experiences concerning learning English multilingually. The findings
from the interviews suggested that the teachers were positive towards multilingual teaching,
however they had limited competence in how to enact it. Furthermore, the teachers expressed
a desire to receive more training about multilingual teaching. The pupils’ beliefs suggested
that they also saw the benefits of multilingualism, however they did not see the relevance of
using their L1 in class. Furthermore, the practice reported by the teachers suggested that the
majority of the teachers enacted an English only approach in the classrooms, as they had been
taught that pupils learn best through the target language. The pupils’ reported experiences
suggested that they did not use their L1 in class, only two of the pupils did so in order to
comprehend tasks. Finally, the findings suggested that there existed a complex and dynamic
relationship between teachers’ and pupils’ beliefs and experiences concerning multilingual
learning of English. The results might suggest that pupils were influenced by the teachers’
English only approach and, at the same time, the teachers were influenced by the pupils’
beliefs, not wishing to include their L1 in class.

Three main implications were suggested: 1) that it is not enough to only include
multilingualism in LK20, the teachers need to be adequately trained in how to teach

multilingually, 2) policy makers need to enhance diversity through implementing multilingual



strategies in the schools, and 3) the teacher training curricula need to have an enhanced focus
on multilingualism in all aspects of the teacher training program so that student teachers are

trained adequately in how to teach multilingually.
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1. Introduction

1.1 Topic, aims and relevance

This present study aims to examine the beliefs and experiences held by Norwegian upper
secondary English teachers and multilingual pupils. Multilingualism in this study is defined as
“an individual familiar with three or more languages to some degree of fluency” (De Angelis,
2007, p. 8). Therefore, the pupils in this study have a different or additional first language
(L1) than the majority language Norwegian.

In today’s society multilingualism is an increasing phenomenon due to globalisation
and immigration. According to Krulatz, Dahl and Flognfeldt (2018, p.11), immigration to the
Scandinavian countries has increased rapidly as a result of the Schengen Agreement, which
lets European citizens move freely between the member states. Numerous immigrants have
therefore moved with their families to Scandinavian countries to seek work. Another
significant impact on the changing demographics is the movement of refugees, as conflicts
around the world are forcing people to emigrate from their home country (Krulatz et al., 2018,
pp. 11-12). In 2021, 18,51 % of the Norwegian population are immigrants or Norwegian-born
to immigrant parents (Statistics Norway, 2021).

Schools have become more multilingual due to this increased immigration. Therefore,
pupils should be entitled to teaching that considers their multilingual background (Krulatz et
al., 2018, p.12). For long, there was an assumption that pupils learn best if taught in the target
language (Garcia, 2012, p. 3; Haukas & Speitz, 2020, p. 67). However, pupils’ academic
achievements will improve if they feel cherished and are allowed to use the language they
excel in most (Krulatz et al., 2018, p.126; The National Centre of Multicultural Education
[NAFO], 2019). Therefore, Krulatz et al. (2018, p. 12) stress the importance that policy
makers and teachers involved in pupils’ education need to understand what multilingualism
is, additionally, why it is important and how to support it. Furthermore, they explain that there
exists a bias towards multilingual children, assuming that they will have lower competence in
the majority language and lower performance in school (Krulatz et al., 2018, pp. 12-13).
Moreover, they experience that this bias comes from teachers’ lack of knowledge about
multilingualism, where one factor is the traditionally monolingual focus during the teacher
training (Krulatz et al., 2018, p.13). Similarly, Spernes (2020, p. 214) argues that teachers
lack the required competence in teaching minority speaking pupils.

Multilingualism is endorsed in the Norwegian National Curriculum for Knowledge
promotion 2020 (LK20) and the Core Curriculum (Haukas & Speitz, 2020, p. 66). In the Core



Curriculum it states that “all pupils shall experience that being proficient in a number of
languages is a resource, both in school and society at large” (Core Curriculum, 2017, p. 5). In
addition, a competence aim in the English subject curriculum reads that pupils shall “use
knowledge of similarities between English and other languages he or she knows in language
learning” (LK20, 2019, p. 10). Scholars suggest that teachers do not have the competence
needed to teach multilingually (Dahl & Krulatz, 2016; Krulatz et al., 2018; Nordlie, 2019;
Spernes, 2020). Therefore, the underlying assumption in this thesis is that teachers lack the
knowledge to teach English multilingually according to LK20. The aim of the thesis is
therefore to examine what beliefs and reported practices teachers have towards multilingual
teaching of English. Research suggest there is a close relationship between teachers’ and
pupils’ beliefs (Barcelos, 2003; Biiylikyazi, 2010; Horwitz, 1988; Krulatz et al., 2018).
Therefore, this study aims to examine what beliefs and reported experiences the pupils have
towards multilingual learning of English. Even more so, since to the best of my knowledge,
there are no studies that examine the relationship between teachers’ and pupils’ beliefs and
experiences regarding multilingual learning of English, the aim of this study is to contribute

to further research within this field.

1.2 Research questions
This study is a qualitative study that will interview four upper secondary level 1 (VG1)

English teachers and eight VG1 multilingual pupils. The research questions are as follow:

What are the teachers’ beliefs about multilingual teaching of English?
What are the multilingual pupils’ beliefs about multilingual learning of English?
What are the teachers’ reported practice teaching English multilingually?

What are the multilingual pupils’ reported experience learning English multilingually?

o M w0 e

What is the relationship between the teachers’ and the pupils’ beliefs and experiences

concerning multilingual learning of English?

1.3 Outline of this thesis

This thesis consists of seven chapters. Following the introduction is the background chapter,
this chapter seeks to present the context of this study. Therefore, the chapter provides an
overview of how multilingualism is reflected in Norwegian curricula and the Common
European Framework of Reference (CEFR), these are the political regulations that affect the

Norwegian classrooms.



Chapter three provides the theoretical orientation, which is the relevant literature and
theory related to multilingual teaching. This section specifically focuses on key terms such as
multilingualism, research on multilingualism, language learning theory, multilingual
pedagogy, teacher cognition and learners’ beliefs. Finally, it provides a literature overview of
previous research conducted within multilingual pedagogy. Furthermore, this part presents the
contribution of this current study of teachers’ and pupils’ beliefs and experiences of learning
English multilingually.

Chapter four describes the methodology applied in order to answer the research
questions, mainly the characteristics of semi-structured interviews and focus group
interviews. In addition, this section explains concept such as validity and reliability. Finally, it
describes the data collection and analysis process before considering some main ethical
ISsues.

Chapter five presents the findings collected from the interviews. It is divided into two
main parts, teachers and pupils. Furthermore, it is categorised by the interview guide.

Chapter six discusses the findings in relation to the background and theoretical
orientation. This section is organised by following the research questions, additionally, it also
discusses the limitations and implications for teaching.

Finally, the seventh chapter provides a conclusion of the main findings from this

study. Additionally, it describes the contributions made and implications for future research.



2. Background

This chapter aim is to provide an overview of the context relevant to this study. It is
subdivided into two sections, the Norwegian national curriculum and the CEFR. First, in
section 2.1, it will provide a brief summary of how multilingualism has been reflected in the
previous curricula, before presenting how multilingualism is valued in LK20 and the Core
Curriculum. Lastly, in section 2.2., it will provide a summary of multilingualism in the CEFR,

as the CEFR is vital for Norwegian educational policies (Simensen, 2020).

2.1 The Norwegian national curriculum

The Education Act regulates the Norwegian national curriculum, and it reflects the content of
education in primary and secondary school (Spernes, 2020, p. 42). Therefore, the political
decisions made regarding the curriculum are crucial to the teaching in school. Norway has
become more multilingual and multicultural due to refugees and immigrants, resulting in the
school becoming a multicultural arena (Statistics Norway, 2021). This ultimately reflects the
curricula, where the M74 was the first curriculum to acknowledge minority background
pupils, but it was not until M87 that the value of being bilingual was recognised (Spernes,
2020, p. 42). According to Spernes (2020, p. 42), it recognised the value of being bilingual for
pupils of Sdmi and other minority backgrounds. The aim was functional bilingualism, that
minority pupils should be equally fluent in both the majority and the minority language
(Spernes, 2020, p. 42). In L97, the aim of functional bilingualism continued for Sami pupils,
but not with other minority backgrounds pupils. For them, their L1 only became a tool used to
learn Norwegian, and when their Norwegian skills were adequate, the mother tongue
instruction would end (Spernes, 2020, p. 42). This scheme resulted in researchers criticising
these changes to the L97, as immigrants or Norwegian-born to immigrant parents were
excluded (Spernes, 2020, p. 43). Similarly, in LK06, mother tongue instruction was only
taught to strengthen pupils’ Norwegian skills (Spernes, 2020, p. 43).

Norway has several international obligations that regulate Norwegian laws. One of
these is article 30 in the Convention on the Rights of the Child, which states that children have
the right to enjoy, profess and practise their own culture, religion, and language (Spernes,
2020, p. 44; UN Commission on Human Rights, 1990). This article ultimately led to the
objective clause changing in the Education Act in 2008 (Spernes, 2020, p. 44). Since it was
criticised for being Christian, as it specified that schools in collaboration with the home

should give pupils a Christian and moral upbringing (Spernes, 2020, p. 44). The European



Court of Human Rights noticed the central part Christianity had in this paragraph, and
therefore, in the Norwegian schools (Spernes, 2020, p. 44). The changes resulted in a more

inclusive objective clause:

Education and training in schools and training establishments shall, in collaboration and agreement with
the home, open doors to the world and give the pupils and apprentices historical and cultural insight and
anchorage.

Education and training shall be based on fundamental values in Christian and humanist heritage and
traditions, such as respect for human dignity and nature, and on intellectual freedom, charity,
forgiveness, equality and solidarity, values that also appear in different religions and beliefs and are

rooted in human rights.

Education and training shall help to increase the knowledge and understanding of the national cultural

heritage and our common international cultural traditions.

Education and training shall provide insight into cultural diversity and show respect for the individual’s

convictions. They are to promote democracy, equality and scientific thinking ... (Core Curriculum,
2017, p. 3).

As society has changed over the last decades, the government suggested in 2016 to renew all
subjects in school (Spernes, 2020, p. 42). The new curriculum LK20 and the Core Curriculum
focuses on in-depth learning and Bildung (Core curriculum, 2017; LK20, 2019). In addition,
the multicultural perspective reflects both the Core Curriculum and the subject curricula (Core
curriculum, 2017; LK20, 2019; Spernes, 2020, p. 47). It is explained in the Core Curriculum
that “all pupils shall experience that being proficient in a number of languages is a resource,
both in school and society at large” (Core Curriculum, 2017, p. 5). Krulatz et al. (2018) argue
that this clause is “nothing less than a call for multilingual education” (p.123).

The Core Curriculum is universal for primary, lower- and upper secondary schools,
and all teachers are required to follow it (Core Curriculum, 2017, pp. 1-2). It elaborates on
the core values in the object clause and the core principles for teaching (Core Curriculum,
2017). First, it presents the purpose of education from the objective clause in the Educational
Act, and this part is fundamental for the rest of the Core Curriculum (Core Curriculum, 2017,
p. 3; Spernes, 2020, p. 47). Thereafter, it is divided into three main chapters: “1. Core values
of the education and training, 2. Principles for education and all-round development, 3.

Principles for the school’s practice” (Core Curriculum, 2017, p.1) In the first chapter, there



are mainly two relevant sub-chapters that involve teaching in an inclusive multicultural and

multilingual environment. The first is sub-chapter 1.1 Human dignity:

School must consider the diversity of pupils and facilitate for each pupil to experience belonging in
school and society. We may all experience that we feel different and stand out from the others around
us. Therefore, we need acknowledgement and appreciation of differences (Core Curriculum, 2017, p.
4),

It acknowledges that all people are different, and therefore teachers should strive to create an
inclusive environment for all. In addition, this sub-chapter references the UN Convention on
the Rights of the Child and emphasises equal rights (Core Curriculum, 2017, p. 4).

The following sub-chapter is 1.2 Identity and cultural diversity (Core Curriculum,
2017, p. 5). The aim is that “school shall give pupils historical and cultural insight that will
give them a good foundation in their lives and help each pupil to preserve and develop her or
his identity in an inclusive and diverse environment” (Core Curriculum, 2017, p. 5).

Furthermore, it states:

Insight into our history and culture is important for developing the identities of pupils and their
belonging in society. The pupils shall learn about the values and traditions which contribute to uniting
people in our country. Christian and humanist heritage and traditions are an important part of Norway’s
collective cultural heritage and have played a vital role in the development of our democracy (Core
Curriculum, 2017, p. 5).

However, Spernes (2020, p. 48) questions this as it is two ways to interpret it: a) that all
pupils, regardless of their background, possess and govern the Norwegian culture or b) that it
is the Norwegian traditions that are of relevance in creating an identity. Nevertheless, the
chapter acknowledges the diversity in schools today and how a desirable society builds upon
an inclusive and diverse community (Spernes, 2020, p. 49). Additionally, the sub-chapter
includes aspects of a multilingual society: “all pupils shall experience that being proficient in
a number of languages is a resource, both in school and society at large” (Core Curriculum,
2017, p. 5). However, Spernes (2020, p. 49) criticises this as well, since it does not correlate
with the curriculum as mother tongue instruction is still only used as a tool to better learn
Norwegian (Spernes, 2020, p. 49). She argues that this can signal that the development of
pupils’ L1 is of unimportance (Spernes, 2020, p. 49). Furthermore, emphasising that if the
minority speaking pupil had the opportunity to develop their whole language repertoire, it

would not only benefit the pupil but the society in itself (Spernes, 2020, p. 49).



The English subject curricula in LK20 also focuses on the importance of
acknowledging multilingual diversity and the benefits it provides for the individual and
society (LK20, 2019, p. 2). The argument that pupils should understand the value of being
multilingual is re-stated in the English subject curricula (LK20, 2019, p. 2). More importantly,
a specific competence aim highlights a multilingual teaching approach: the pupils shall “use
knowledge of similarities between English and other languages he or she knows in language
learning” ! (LK20, 2019, p. 10). This particular competence aim is fundamental for this thesis,
as it is now required for teachers to teach multilingually. However, the term multilingualism is
only implicitly stated in the Core Curriculum and only explicitly stated once in the English

subject curricula (LK20).

2.2 Common European Framework of References for Languages

The Common European Framework of References for Languages (CEFR) has immensely
influenced language teaching and assessment worldwide (Deygers, 2021, pp. 186-187). The
CEFR is a tool used to describe language ability (Cambridge English, n.d.). Its purpose is to
help language learners, teachers, and institutions to navigate someone’s language
qualifications on a six-point scale from beginner (A1) to proficient (C2) (Cambridge English,
n.d.). The CEFR is the most used language proficiency framework and has impacted language
policies, tests, and curricula (Deygers, 2021, pp. 186-187). The CEFR is important in
Norwegian educational policies, as Simensen (2020) states: “‘we might say that in the
Norwegian educational system LK20 is a third generation document with regard to the
CEFR” (p. 35)

The CEFR values plurilingualism?. In other words, plurilingualism in the CEFR
promotes “personal growth, self-awareness, language awareness, interculturality, political
perspective and professional competence” (Piccardo, North & Goodier, 2019, p. 26). The
CEFR values plurilingualism as the idea is that twenty-first century citizens in Europe must
have a repertoire of language to fulfil the shifting purposes (Garcia, 2009, p. 54).
Additionally, it acknowledges that there are educational and cognitive benefits of
plurilingualism (Council of Europe, 2018, p. 28; Piccardo et al., 2019, p. 26).

The CEFR suggests that plurilingual competence supports linguistic and cultural

diversity at an individual level:

! This competence aim is stated in both the VG1 English subject curriculum for general studies programme (SF)
and the vocational education programmes (YF).

2 The Council of Europe prefers the term plurilingualism, however, this thesis will engage with the term
multilingualism (see 3.1).



It promotes the need for learners as ‘social agents’ to draw upon all of their linguistic and cultural
resources and experiences in order to fully participate in social and educational contexts, achieving
mutual understanding, gaining access to knowledge and in turn further developing their linguistic and

cultural repertoire (Council of Europe, 2018, p. 157).

The CEFR does not consider language competence as separate units with perfect competence
in all languages. Instead, the purpose is to create a linguistic repertoire, where all languages
have a place (Council of Europe, 2018, p. 157). Furthermore, it emphasises that languages are
not stored separately in mental compartments but are interrelated (Council of Europe, 2018, p.
157). Similarly, to the competence aim in the English subject curriculum to “use knowledge
of similarities between English and other languages he or she knows in language learning”
(LK20, 2019, p. 10), the CEFR specifies that “the proactive capacity to use knowledge of
familiar languages to understand new languages, looking for cognates and internationalisms
in order to make sense of texts in unknown languages” (Council of Europe, 2018, p. 157).
Therefore, teachers should value and acknowledge learners’ cultural and linguistic diversity
(Council of Europe, 2018, p. 157). This acknowledgement in an educational context will also
develop pupils’ linguistic tolerance, so they become citizens who are positive towards people
who use language differently (Garcia, 2009, p. 54). The CEFR promotes intercultural
competence to raise awareness of the cultural diversity that exists, and to encourage tolerant

and respectful citizens (Council of Europe, 2018, p. 158).



3. Theoretical orientation

This chapter aim is to provide an overview of the relevant theory to this study. Section 3.1
will explain key terms such as multilingualism, multiculturalism, and identity. Furthermore,
section 3.2 will discuss research done on multilingualism. In section 3.3, theory on socio-
cultural learning will be presented, additionally, a brief overview of second language
acquisition (SLA) and third language acquisition (TLA). Section 3.4 will investigate
multilingual pedagogies, such as translanguaging, and how to enact that in the classroom.
Theory on teacher cognition and learner’s beliefs is reviewed in section 3.5. Finally, section

3.6 will provide a brief overview of previous research conducted within multilingual teaching.

3.1 Plurilingualism, multilingualism and bilingualism

Plurilingual, multilingual and bilingual are all terms that describe individuals who have a
repertoire of languages. Some researchers use them as synonyms, while others have a clear
distinction between them (De Angelis, 2007, p. 8). De Angelis (2007, p. 8) argues that there
are some problematic inconsistencies with these terms, as the terms are used differently in
research. Therefore, this section will explain some common definitions used in interpreting
these terms and clarify how they will be defined in this thesis.

Haukas and Speitz (2018, p. 304) distinguish the term multilingualism from
plurilingualism. Multilingualism is defined as the different varieties of languages at a societal
level, while plurilingualism is the diverse repertoire of languages at an individual level
(Conteh & Meier, 2014; Haukas and Speitz, 2018, p. 304). This distinction is also in line with
that of the CEFR (Council of Europe, 2018, p. 28). The CEFR presents plurilingualism as a
dynamic competence since it is constantly changing as the person’s resources are different
from one language to another (Council of Europe, 2018, p. 28). Nevertheless, the essential
idea is that plurilinguals “have a single, inter-related, repertoire that they combine with their
general competences and various strategies in order to accomplish tasks” (Council of Europe,
2018, p. 28). Similarly, Grosjean (2010, p. 4) experiences that the term multilingualism is
commonly used to describe varieties of languages at a societal level. On the other hand,
Krulatz et al. (2018, p.11) do not distinguish between languages on a societal and individual
level. They define multilingualism as speakers of two or more languages at both the
individual and societal level (Krulatz et al., 2018, p. 11).

The terms bilingualism and multilingualism are often used as synonyms in literature

(De Angelis, 2007, p. 8). Grosjean (2010) defines bilingualism as “those who use two or more



languages (or dialects) in their everyday lives.” (p. 4). However, some researchers prefer to
make a clear distinction between them. Krulatz et al. (2018, p.54) define bilingualism as
speakers of two languages, whereas multilinguals are speakers of two or more languages.
This definition is also in line with that of the Oxford English Dictionary, which indicates that
this particular distinction is of common use (Bilingual, 2021; Multilingual, 2018). However,
some researchers recognise these definitions of bilingualism and multilingualism but phrase
them differently, as they define multilinguals as speaker of three or more languages (De
Angelis, 2007, p. 8; Kemp, 2009, p. 15).

Another variable to consider when discussing multilingualism and bilingualism is the
level of fluency. How this is perceived will vary significantly from researcher to researcher,
ranging from Bloomfield’s (1933) definition where bilinguals need to have “native-like
control of two languages” (p. 56). On the other hand, Grosjean (2010, p. 21-22) denies that
bilinguals need to be perfectly and equally fluent in both languages. Grosjean (2010, p. 21)
criticises scholars who define bilinguals according to their fluency, as he believes
bilingualism cannot be regarded as double monolingualism. He claims that “most bilinguals
use their languages for different purposes, in different situations, with different people”
(Grosjean, 2010, p. 21), therefore they do not need to be equally fluent in all their languages.
Also, Kemp (2009, p. 15) claims that the proficiency level of the different languages a person
speaks may significantly vary. However, De Angelis (2007) perceives that multilinguals and
bilinguals need to speak a language “to some degree of fluency” (p. 8). Most bilinguals will
not be equally fluent in both languages, and some might not even know how to read or write
in one of the languages, as the languages will have different uses (Grosjean, 2010). This thesis
will engage with the term multilingual for people who can communicate in three or more

languages. In comparison, bilingual will be employed for people who speak two languages.

3.1.1 Multiculturalism - language and culture

Language and culture are closely related. Duranti (1997) defines culture as “something
learned, transmitted, passed down from one generation to the next, through human actions,
often in the form of face-to-face interaction, and, of course, through linguistic
communication” (p.24). Watson (2000, p. 1) defines culture as having a sense of belonging to
a particular group through shared religious beliefs, history, moral values, geographical origin
and a common language. Language in culture is crucial, as Lund (2007, p. 27) states that
culture is carried through language, people participate in and learn about culture through the

use of language. Furthermore, she explains how languages make the world around us
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manageable, through systems of categorisation and being able to classify experiences and
phenomena (Lund, 2007, p. 28). Several scholars argue the inseparable relationship between
language and culture (Byram & Morgan, 1994; Kramsch, 1998).

As there exists a relationship between language and culture, Risager (2007, p.1) argues
that it is time to change teaching from a traditional national paradigm into a transnational
paradigm that considers the global and transnational world that exists today. She claims that
language teachers must focus on more than just the target language in class, not only from the
perspective of the minority pupils, but also in order to develop pupils’ multicultural and
multilingual competence for the whole class (Risager, 2007, p.1). Moreover, Risager (2007)
argues that identities have to be understood “as processes that take place between particular
players under particular historical and geographical circumstances in multicultural
communities that form and develop across existing national boundaries” (p.1). She therefore
argues that it is not enough to view language and culture as an inseparable whole, where the
goal is to teach in the target language and target language culture. It is essential to understand
the complexity and multidimensional process that take place in language and culture and
teach thereafter (Risager, 2007, p. 2).

Risager (2007) suggests that the world has become more transnational, which
ultimately influences culture. Globalisation has led to cultural diversity, or multiculturalism.
Multiculturalism is an umbrella term that is understood differently, depending on the person
interpreting it (Song, 2010; Watson, 2000, p. 1). However, Watson (2000) defines
multiculturalism as “to speak of a society- a state, a nation, a country, a region or even simply
a bounded geographical location such as a town or a school- composed of people who belong
to different cultures” (p. 1-2). The objective clause in the Education Act has a more inclusive
approach where multicultural teaching is valued “education and training shall provide insight
into cultural diversity and show respect for the individual’s convictions” (Core Curriculum,
2017, p. 3). Since language is a crucial part of someone’s culture, and therefore identity (see

3.1.2), it is crucial to include a multilingual approach in class in line with LK20.

3.1.2 Language and identity

Identity is a complex matter, as it concerns people’s culture, tradition, history, beliefs and first
and foremost language (Choi, 2015, p. 240). Fuller (2013) argues that identity is a socially
constructed phenomenon, something individuals construct themselves through social
behaviour. For immigrants or people born to immigrant parents, this matter is even more

complex as they will often experience hybridity in their sense of belonging (Choi, 2005, p.
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240). Choi (2015) argues how society perceives immigrants may influence their identity: “the
notion of who they are is based not only on their self-perception, but also on what is seen
through the lenses of the members of the societies in which they exist” (p.240). Furthermore,
he emphasises that there exists a close relationship between language and identity since
language symbolises an individual’s identity. Baker (2006) claims: “identity is socially
created and claimed through language. ..., in our expressions and engagements, predictions
and preferences. Language is a symbol of our identity” (p. 241). Spolsky (1999), as
referenced in Gibson (2004), states: “a language is a powerful symbol of national and ethnic
identity” (p.2). Similarly, Chesire (2002, p.19) argues that language reveals individual’s social
and personal identity.

Monolingual identities are not as complex and complicated as multilingual identities
(Aronin & Singleton,2012, p. 81). Multilingual language learning involves interactions from a
large spectrum of different and changing influences, for example, through the languages they
have acquired at different stages in their lives (Aronin & Singleton, 2012, p. 81). Therefore,
the identity formation multilingual pupils have gone through is something teachers should
consider (Krulatz et al., 2018, p. 103). Teachers must create an inclusive classroom that is
linguistically and culturally affirmative (Krulatz et al., 2018, p. 103). Furthermore, they argue
that English teachers have a particular responsibility in this as they will introduce pupils to a
high-status language: “because English is seen as valuable commodity, it runs the risk of
being contrasted with other languages the children speak, which in turn can be stigmatised as
less desirable” (Krulatz et al., 2018, p. 104).

As previously explained, identity is emphasised in LK20 (see 2.1, p. 6), especially
concerning the Core Curriculum’s sub-chapter 1.2 identity and cultural diversity. In addition,
in focusing on developing the pupil’s identity through cultural and historical insight in a
diverse and inclusive environment, it states that pupils should be “confident in their language
proficiency, that they develop their language identity and that they are able to use language to
think, create meaning, communicate and connect with others. Language gives us a sense of
belonging and cultural awareness” (Core Curriculum, 2017, p. 5).

According to Krulatz et al. (2018, p. 106), empirical evidence indicates that
confirming pupils’ identity and continuously helping them develop their whole language
repertoire will result in higher academic achievement. The pupil’s identity development is
affected by how the teacher perceives the pupil, as Bernhard et al. (2006) claim: “classroom
instruction always positions students in particular ways that reflect the implicit (or sometimes

explicit) image of the student in the teacher’s mind. How students are positioned either
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expands or constricts their opportunities for identity investment and cognitive engagement”
(p. 2387). Therefore, teachers need to have positive beliefs towards pupils multilingual
identities. If schools have a majority language only policy, it sends a message to multilingual
pupils that their home language and culture is not valued and respected. Furthermore, this can
eventually lead to pupils having low self-esteem and can create an identity crisis (Krulatz et
al., 2018). Eventually, it might result in them altogether abandoning their L1 in favour of the
majority language (Krulatz et al., 2018 p.107). Krulatz et al. (2018, p. 107) explain that this is
particularly common for languages that are associated with low status.

Krulatz et al. (2018, p. 107) argue for teachers to create learning environments that
value multilingualism. Then teachers would be validating pupils’ multilingual and
multicultural identities (Krulatz et al., 2018, p. 107). Krulatz et al. (2018) emphasise: “English
teachers have, therefore, a moral responsibility to raise all children’s awareness of the
importance of respecting and valuing all languages and cultures present in the classroom”
(p.108). They suggest equipping the school libraries with multilingual books and dictionaries,
as this will reinforce their multilingual identities. Choi (2005), Baker (2006), Chesire (2002)
and Krulatz et al. (2018) argue that language and identity are closely related. Therefore, it is
crucial for teachers to preserve and consider the different languages the pupils speak, as this

may impact their identity.

3.1.3 The issue of using identifying terms

The author of this paper has acknowledged the problematic aspect of using identifying terms
as first language, mother tongue and native language. Rampton (1990) suggests using terms
that may be more accurate and descriptive for individual situations. Furthermore, he claims
the use of mother tongue and native language in an educational context suggests that the
language is inherited, and therefore presuming that the ability to speak it should be well
(Rampton, 1990, p. 97-98). People do not only belong to one social group and one language,
therefore the language repertoire will adapt and change (Rampton, 1990, p. 98). Furthermore,
using the terms mother tongue and native speaker links the idea of fluency and biology,
besides not considering the social factors involved in language learning (Rampton, 1990, p.
98). Considering that people have multilingual identities, it is essential to have correct terms
when referring to the different languages in their linguistic repertoire (Krulatz et al., 2018, p.
104). Garcia (2009, p. 58) is also critical towards the use of mother tongue, as the situation in
the world today is much more complex, therefore the use of mother tongue might give false

assumptions.
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As an alternative, Rampton (1990, p. 97) suggests language expertise, language
inheritance and language affiliation to be more appropriate in educational settings. By using
the term language expertise, the teacher is changing the focus from “who you are to what you
know” (Rampton, 1990, p. 99). However, as identification is crucial, Rampton (1990, p. 99)
suggests supplying with the terms language inheritance and affiliation. He explains that the
difference between these two is that “inheritance occurs within social boundaries, while
affiliation takes place across them” (Rampton, 1990, p. 99). Furthermore, Rampton (1990, p.
99) emphasises that the pupils can have a stronger attachment to either of those languages. As
an overall term for the latter two, he uses the term language loyalty since it is vital not to
assume that language ability automatically connects with nationality and ethnicity (Rampton,
1990, pp. 99-100). However, the term first language is used in this thesis to describe the
language the pupil acquired first in life. In addition, home language is used to describe the

language the pupil has learnt from home, if it is not their first language.

3.2 Research on multilingualism
People have always moved from one location to another, resulting in multilingualism being an
everyday reality for most people throughout the world (V. Edwards, 2009, p. 10). Researchers
have for long debated what the beneficial factors are related to multilingualism, but today
there exists a consensus in research that supports the cognitive benefits (Bialystok, 2009, p. 7;
Cenoz, 2003; J. Edwards, 2012, p. 31; V. Edwards, 2009, p. 19; Krulatz et al., 2018, p. 71).
Before the 1960s, multilingualism was mainly viewed negatively, as bilinguals were believed
to be inferior to monolinguals (V. Edwards, 2009, p. 18). According to Franceschini (2009, p.
31), bilinguals were for decades considered an exceptional phenomenon rather than as the
linguistic rule. In the classroom, teachers wanted to eliminate the child’s home language, as it
was believed that being bilingual had damaging cognitive effects (Franceschini, 2009, p. 31).
V. Edwards (2009, p. 18) claims that researchers believed that bilinguals had an intellectual
disadvantage to monolinguals. Since it was commonly believed that knowing two languages
would take twice as much space as knowing one language since there was an ongoing image
of the brain as “receptacle with finite capacity” (V. Edwards, 2009, p. 18). Therefore,
assuming that bilinguals could not perform as well as monolinguals (V. Edwards, 2009, p.
18).

The research conducted on multilingualism before the 1960s is criticised, as some
researchers were comparing monolinguals and bilinguals with different socio-economic

backgrounds (V. Edwards, 2009, p. 18). The results retrieved from these studies, which
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showed monolinguals as superior, could therefore be attributed to their social class rather than
their intellectual abilities (V. Edwards, 2009, p. 18). Peal and Lambert’s (1962) study on
bilinguals and monolinguals in Montreal had substantial impacts on bilingual research
(Hakuta & Diaz, 1985, p. 319). They criticised previous studies for not accounting for socio-
cultural and economic factors when conducting research (Peal & Lambert, 1962, p. 1). When
all factors were accounted for, they found that bilinguals had higher scores on verbal and
nonverbal intelligent tests than monolinguals (Peal & Lambert, 1962, p. 20). The researchers
reported that they were not expecting these results as it contradicted previous research (Peal &
Lambert, 1962, p. 20). This study resulted in researchers becoming more aware of the
importance of socio-economic factors (Hakuta & Diaz, 1985, p. 322). However, their study
was also criticised for sampling in favour of the bilingual children, something they also
admitted in their study (Hakuta & Diaz, 1985, p. 322; Peal & Lambert, 1962, p. 15).

Today there is a consensus that there is a common underlying proficiency between the
languages a person has acquired, meaning that languages are not acquired in separate units
(Council of Europe, 2018; V. Edwards, 2009, pp. 18-19). A common analogy used to explain
bilingualism is Cummins’ (1981) theory on the Common Underlying Proficiency. This
suggests that languages are interdependent and based on a common foundation, contrasting
previous beliefs that languages are stored separately in the brain (Cummins, 1981; 2000;
Garcia & Flores, 2014, p. 154). Cummins’ (1981) theory is often illustrated as the double-
peaked iceberg (Krulatz et al., 2018, p. 79). The two individual peaks that show over the
water are the specific features of the language, while the shared base underwater is the
“common underlying proficiency involved in cognitively demanding tasks” (V. Edwards,
2009, p. 18). Today multilingualism is seen as an advantage in different cognitive and
metacognitive tasks (V. Edwards, 2009, p. 18).

However, Krulatz et al. (2018, p. 83) claim that it is still debated if there are
significant differences to be found between monolinguals’ and bi- and multilinguals’
performance. Cenoz (2003, p. 73) claim that the research conducted since the 1980s has had
the general indication that bilinguals scored higher than monolinguals on cognitive ability
tests. Bialystok & Craik (2010) argue that there is one disadvantage to bilingualism, that their
formal language is not as developed due to their smaller vocabulary. However, they
emphasise that this disadvantage is minor compared to the advantages of bilingualism. One of
the argued benefits is cognitive control, that bilinguals are able to focus their attention on
what is important and block out the unnecessary information in a given task (Bialystok &
Craik, 2010; Krulatz et al., 2018, p. 83). Krulatz et al. (2018) refer to that as cognitive
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flexibility, the ability “to pay particular attention to formal aspects of linguistic units” (p.83).
Studies also show that multilinguals have a high degree of communicative sensitivity (Cenoz,
2003, p. 73; Garcia, 2009, p. 96; Krulatz et al., 2018). This means that they are more sensitive
to their interlocutors” communication needs, and therefore, able to adapt in given situations
(Cenoz, 2003, p. 73). Multilinguals have developed communicative competence through
communicating with people with different linguistic and cultural backgrounds (Krulatz et al.,
2018, p.84). Evidence also suggests that multilinguals have an advantage over monolinguals
when learning yet another language, as they will look for patterns in the languages they

already have acquired (Krulatz et al., 2018, p.84).

3.2.1 Varieties of bilingualism/multilingualism
In many western countries, it might seem that monolingualism is more natural for humans, as
it is common only to have one L1 (V. Edwards, 2009). However, this is not the case
worldwide, as acquiring several languages from birth is the norm (V. Edwards, 2009). This
naturalistic language acquisition of becoming bilingual by learning several languages at once
is called simultaneous bilingualism (Aronin & Singleton, 2012, p. 102; V. Edwards, 2009, p.
18; Krulatz et al., 2018, p. 55). Simultaneous bilingualism is becoming more common
everywhere as children grow up in multicultural homes and environments. Norwegians born
to immigrant parents will often be simultaneous bilinguals, as they frequently learn their
home language from their parents and Norwegian when they start kindergarten. Another
common way of becoming bilingual is by sequential bilingualism, when a child first acquires
one language before learning another language (Aronin & Singleton, 2012, p. 102; V.
Edwards, 2009, p. 18). Sequential bilingualism frequently happens after the age of three and
through formal education (Aronin & Singleton, 2012, p. 102; V. Edwards, 2009, p. 18). This
method of acquiring an L2 is called elective bilingualism (V. Edwards, 2009, p. 18).
According to V. Edwards (2009, p. 18), this is often associated with high-status languages
and would therefore be considered positive. According to Thomas (2004), all languages may
be connected to prestige and stigma, dependent on the speaker’s social class, nation, and
social identity. This will ultimately influence the speaker’s social and cultural lives (Thomas,
2004).

The status a language has in society can affect how people acquire languages, as the
setting is crucial (V. Edwards, 2009, p. 18). Lambert (1973), introduced the terms additive-
and subtractive bilingualism. Additive bilingualism is when acquiring an L2 does not harm

the language abilities of the L1 (Pliiddemann, 2013, p. 18). Whereas subtractive bilingualism
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is when acquiring another language negatively impacts or replaces the L1 (Pliddemann, 2013,
p. 18). Cenoz (2003, p. 82) argues that the status a language has in society can influence how
the language is acquired. If the language is valued, it will often result in additive bilingualism.
Conversely, it will result in subtractive bilingualism if the language is not valued (Cenoz,
2003, p. 82). Migrants are often victims of subtractive bilingualism, as they are circumstantial
bilinguals since they are dependent on learning an L2 to function in the new society (V.
Edwards, 2009, p. 18). Unfortunately, their L1 will often be viewed negatively, which results
in damages to their L1 when acquiring an L2 (V. Edwards, 2009, p. 18). V. Edwards (2009,
p.18) is critical towards this phenomenon where bilingualism is valued with some languages
in certain communities, while being viewed negatively with other communities and
languages.

Garcia & Flores (2014, p.154) disagree with the idea of bilingualism as double
monolingualism. They do not believe that bilinguals are only monolinguals with two
languages. Furthermore, they recognise Cummins (1981) theory that languages rely on a
common foundation and are not stored as separate units in the brain (see 3.2, p. 15). Garcia
(2009, p. 55) argues that it is time to perceive bilingualism as a dynamic process because of
globalisation. Globalisation has led to different interaction patterns: “in the linguistic
complexity of the twenty-first century, bilingualism involves a much more dynamic cycle
where language practices are multiple and ever adjusting to the multilingual multimodal
terrain of the communicative act” (Garcia, 2009, p. 53). However, critics have stated that the
difference between bilinguals’ and monolinguals’ language competence is not related to
cognitive factors but the different socialisation and practice patterns (Garcia & Flores, 2014,
p. 154).

Monolinguals cannot use languages the same way as bilinguals and multilinguals, as
bi- and multilinguals can use their whole language repertoire in conversations (Krulatz et al.,
2018, p. 138). This is traditionally referred to as code-switching, the ability to alternate
between the different languages, but researchers have begun to criticise this term as it
indicates that languages are stored as separate units in the brain (Garcia, 2012, p. 1; Krulatz et
al., 2018, p. 138). Instead, researchers suggest using the term translanguaging, which is
related to Cummins’ (1981) Common Underlying Proficiency theory (Garcia, 2012, p. 1;
Krulatz et al., 2018, p. 138). Krulatz et al. (2018, p.138) define translanguaging as the process
where “multilinguals select the features from their linguistic repertoires depending on the
particular situation” (p.138) (see 3.4.2.). The concept of translanguaging suggests that there is

one linguistic repertoire and disrupts the idea of native languages and L1s (Garcia, 2012, p.
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4). According to Garcia (2012, p. 4), bilinguals are at a continuum and not possessors of an
L1, learning an L2.

Not only are there cognitive benefits of bilingualism, but also social advantages. The
world is becoming more globalised and closer together, therefore the ability to communicate
in more than one language is crucial (Garcia, 2009, p. 98). The aim is no longer to be fluent in
two languages, but to be familiar with several codes and discourse modes, to be able to find
and choose what is appropriate in specific settings, therefore translanguaging is essential in
local and global interactions (Garcia, 2009, p. 98). In addition, another benefit of multilingual
settings is the cultural awareness that happens, as the interlocutors become aware of cultural
differences (Garcia, 2009, p. 98). For immigrants and children born to immigrant parents,
becoming aware of differences in cultures allows them to develop their hybrid culture by
negotiating cultural systems (Garcia, 2009, p. 98). Nordlie (2019, p. 12) argues that
multilingualism may only be beneficial for pupils if certain conditions are met. Conditions
such as the languages multilinguals speak must be welcomed and made available for them
(Nordlie, 2019, p. 12).

3.3 Language learning theory
3.3.1 Socio-cultural theory

The socio-cultural learning perspective has its roots in Vygotsky’s theory. The theory’s
foundation lies in that learning happens in social interaction (Vygotsky, 1978). Vygotsky
(1978, p. 85) argued that children had an actual developmental zone and an zone of proximal
development (ZPD). The actual developmental zone involves the mental functions the child is
currently at, meaning tasks they can complete independently. On the other hand, the ZPD is
the potential development the child may have through scaffolding, meaning the child will
develop its mental functions through help with someone more capable (Vygotsky, 1978, pp.
85-86). The ZPD involves the mental functions the child has not matured. However, with
guidance, the child will be able to internalise the mental functions (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 86).
This is a continuous process as the ZPD will develop into the actual developmental zone with
scaffolding, and thereafter a new ZPD will arise (Vygotsky, 1978). Therefore, teachers must
consider the pupil’s ZPD in order for them to constantly develop. However, the learning must
happen within the pupil’s developmental zone since scaffolding will be of no use if the task is
too difficult (Vygotsky, 1978, p. 88). As Compton-Lilly (2013) argues: “learning involves
connecting children’s new knowledge with what is already known” (p.4).
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Another aspect of the socio-cultural approach has been Compton-Lilly’s (2013, p. 4)
theory. She argues that teachers should build on what the children bring: “teaching is more
successful when we recognise and develop what children bring to reading/literacy classrooms
and are able to help them to access and utilise the vast sets of knowledges that they bring”
(Compton-Lilly, 2013, p. 4). This theory is developed of the cognitive aspects (in-the-head
processes) and the socio-cultural aspects (in-the-world experiences) (Compton-Lilly, 2013, p.
5). The cognitive theories focus on the capacities of the human mind, while the socio-cultural
theory focuses on attitudes, feelings and beliefs. In teaching literacy, teachers need to consider
both the in-the-head processes and the in-the-world experiences to fully understand what the
children bring, meaning what knowledge the children possess (Compton-Lilly, 2017, p. 5).

Vygotsky’s and Compton-Lilly’s socio-cultural approaches acknowledge the
importance of considering the individual pupil in learning. The pupils will have different life
experiences, which influences what they bring to the classroom, which again will impact their
ZPD. No two pupils are the same, therefore, these theories will be significant in a multilingual
teaching approach, as the pupils will have considerably different experiences, and it is the

teacher’s job to consider these.

3.3.2 Second language acquisition and third language acquisition

One of the main theories within SLA is Krashen’s monitor model. This monitor model
consists of five hypotheses: the acquisition-learning hypothesis, the natural order hypothesis,
the monitor hypothesis, the input hypothesis and the affective filter hypothesis (Krashen,
1982).

The first hypothesis, the acquisition-learning hypothesis, separates acquisition from
learning (Krashen, 1982, p. 10). Language acquisition is an unconscious process, similar to
how children learn languages. When acquiring languages, people are not aware of the
grammatical rules, however, the grammatical sentences feel right or wrong. In contrast,
language learning is the conscious process of learning a language, where people learn about
the grammar.

The natural order hypothesis is the second hypothesis in the monitor model (Krashen,
1982, p. 12). This concerns that learners learn some structures before others in languages.
Krashen (1982, p. 12) claim that when learning grammatical structures in languages, the same
order or stages are usually followed. Children acquiring English as an L2 showed a pattern in
learning the grammatical structures of the language. However, the grammatical structures

were different from the children learning English as their L1. Nonetheless, the L2 learners
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also revealed a natural order in acquiring the grammatical structures of English regardless of
what their L1 was (Krashen, 1982, p.12).

The third hypothesis, the monitor hypothesis, suggests that acquisition and learning
have specific roles (Krashen, 1982, p. 15). Acquisition in an L2 is responsible for our fluency
while learning only functions as a monitor: “learning comes into play only to make changes in
the form of our utterance, after it has been ‘produced’ by the acquired system” (Krashen,
1982, p. 15).

The fourth hypothesis is the input hypothesis (Krashen, 1982, p. 20). This hypothesis
suggests that language learners benefit most from conversations where the level is slightly
above the current level (Krashen, 1982, p. 21). Krashen (1982, p. 21) describes this as i+1,
where i is the actual language competence of the learner, and i+1 is the comprehensible input
that should only be ’a little beyond’ the learner’s current level. Furthermore, he disagrees with
previous assumptions that L2 learners first learn structures before using these in
communication. This hypothesis claims the opposite, that in acquiring language the learners
first go for the meaning before acquiring structure. Finally, Krashen (1982, p. 22) claims how
fluency is not teachable, that it is individual depending on how ready the learner is. However,
providing comprehensible input, i+1, will benefit the learner’s language acquisition (Krashen,
1982, p. 22).

The final hypothesis is the affective filter hypothesis. This emphasises the importance
of affective factors such as motivation, self-confidence, and anxiety, and how these affects
SLA (Krashen, 1982, pp. 30-31). On the one hand, motivation and self-confidence positively
impact L2 acquisition, and on the other hand, anxiety negatively impacts SLA. Krashen
(1982) claims “the affective filter hypothesis captures the relationship between affective
variables and the process of second language acquisition by positing that acquirers vary with
respect to the strength or level of their affective filters” (p. 31).

Krashen’s (1982) monitor model, and especially the natural approach has immensely
been criticised for being irrelevant (Richards & Rodgers, 2014, p. 273). As teachers are often
required to follow curricula which indicate what level the learner should be at different stages
during the school courses. Furthermore, English is often only taught a few hours each week
resulting in a gradually approach to teaching English (Richards & Rodgers, 2014, p. 274).
However, Krashen’s (1982) model has immensely influenced the field of SLA (Richards &
Rodgers, 2014).

Researchers argue that there should be a distinction between SLA and TLA, as the

learner is bilingual in TLA, compared to SLA where the learner is monolingual (Cenoz, 2003;
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Herdina & Jessner, 2002). However, there are some similarities between SLA and TLA.
Cenoz (2003) defines TLA as “third language acquisition refers to the acquisition of a non-
native language by learners who have previously acquired or are acquiring two other
languages” (p. 71). Third language (L3) learners might have developed some learning
strategies when learning an L2, which they might benefit from in TLA (Cenoz, 2003, p. 80).
Missler (2000), as referenced in Cenoz (2003, p. 81), found similar evidence of experienced
language learners more frequently using language learning strategies than novice language
learners. Cenoz (2003, p. 83) argues that most studies show a significant advantage of being
bilingual when acquiring an L3. However, the contexts must be right, meaning language
learning should happen in an additive context, where acquiring L3 does not negatively affect
the L1 or L2. The outcome of additive or subtractive bilingualism depends on the status the
language has in society (Cenoz, 2003, p.82) (see 3.2.1 pp. 16-17).

The positive transfer between languages can be attributed to bilinguals’ learning
strategies, communicative abilities and metalinguistic awareness (Cenoz, 2003). In addition,
research suggests that bilinguals have a wider linguistic repertoire which influences the
positive language transfer (Cenoz, 2003). TLA is a complex phenomenon concerning several
factors, for example factors as bilingualism (Cenoz, 2003, p. 83). However, Cenoz (2003, p.
83) argues that bilingualism might not be the most significant factor as many individual and
contextual factors will also influence language acquisition. A study conducted by Cenoz
(1991), as referenced in Cenoz (2003, p. 75), found that individual factors as motivation and
general intelligence were more significant than the influence bilingualism had on TLA.
However, evidence suggests that bilinguals have a higher level of proficiency in an L3 than
monolinguals. In the studies conducted where bilingualism did not have an advantage in
acquiring an L3, it usually involved subtractive contexts, meaning that acquiring an L3
negatively impacted the L1 or L2 (Cenoz, 2003, p. 78). Therefore, she argues for the
importance of considering contextual factors when comparing bilinguals and monolinguals in
TLA. Bono and Stratilaki (2009) also emphasise the importance of contextual factors. They
found that most learners recognised multilingualism as an advantage if it was associated with
something positive within a school context. Particularly if multilingualism was encouraged in
the curricula and within multilingual learning strategies. Therefore, it is essential for teachers
and educators to have a multilingual approach in the classroom, where languages are

welcomed and seen as a benefit.
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3.4 Multilingual pedagogy

As several teachers and researchers now recognise multilingualism as an asset, there
has been a multilingual turn in education (Conteh & Meier, 2014; Krulatz et al., 2018, p.
124). Teachers acknowledge the pupils’ background and apply learning strategies that
consider pupils’ linguistic repertoire (Krulatz et al., 2018, p. 124). This contradicts the
language socialisation several pupils have learnt, meaning that pupils have been taught that
only the majority language should be used in school (Krulatz et al., 2018, p. 124). For long,
the assumption was only to use English in English class, but research shows “that new
language practices only emerge in interrelationship with old language practices (Garcia, 2012,
p. 3). Similarly, Haukas & Speitz (2020) argue that this is especially true in the English
classroom, as teachers have been expected to only speak English, in order for pupils
“maximize their input and to avoid interference from other languages” (p. 67).

Krulatz et al. (2018, p.124) argue that by taking the diversity in the classroom into
pedagogical use and creating an inclusive classroom environment in welcoming all languages
and backgrounds, teachers contribute to the multilingual turn in education. Even more so, they
state that “ideas like equality and equal rights are not fully realised if some learners are denied
access as a whole person, with their multilingual identities” (Krulatz et al., 2018, p. 126).
Besides, all pupils learn best when they can learn by using the language they excel most in
(Krulatz et al., 2018, p.126). This section will present approaches on how to enact

multilingualism in the classroom.

3.4.1 Enacting multilingualism in the classroom

According to the Ministry of Education and Research (2007, p. 7), schools do not
automatically become multicultural by only having a diverse representation. However,
multicultural schools are the ones that consciously value and have strategies to enhance
diversity (Ministry of Education and Research (2007, p. 7). Therefore, in the ideal
multicultural school differences are normalised and there is equality among pupils (Spernes,
2020, p. 174). This requires schools to value differences and not carry assimilation policies.
Assimilation would mean for the immigrants to fully participate in the new society (Spernes,
2020, p. 169). This could be a painful process, as the person would lose all connections to
their heritage culture (Spernes, 2020, p. 170). It is not the teachers who can decide how the
schools should administer the diversity (Spernes, 2020, p. 175). However, the teachers can
implement some strategies in the classroom, which will create a multilingual classroom where

diversity is valued. Spernes (2020, p. 238) emphasises the importance of differentiated
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teaching, meaning that the content and language must be adapted for every pupil. In addition,
the teacher must consider the pupils’ experiences and background in teaching.

The National Centre of Multicultural Education (NAFO, 2019, para. 2) aim is to “to
contribute to the protection of multilingual and multicultural aspects at all levels of education
from kindergarten to college and university”. They focus on how educators can provide
adaptive teaching for multilinguals in order to develop inclusive learning environments.
NAFO (2019) provides courses and conferences to evolve and support teachers and schools
multilingual and multicultural competence. Furthermore, they develop multilingual Internet
sources that can aid the teachers and pupils in the classroom. NAFO (2019) emphasises that
all pupils need to feel cherished to learn, since being acknowledged by the teacher and the
class is essential for positive development.

NAFO (2010) suggest several methods to create an inclusive learning environment.
They suggest using environmental prints, as multilingual posters can enforce an inclusive
classroom (NAFO, 2010, p. 11). Furthermore, by cherishing the different holidays celebrated
worldwide, teachers would be enacting multilingualism (NAFO, 2010, p. 14). Additionally,
teachers can enact multilingualism by learning to say simple phrases in the pupils’ languages,
as good morning, welcome and have a nice day (NAFO, 2010, p. 13). Their overall
assumption is that the teaching needs to promote multilingualism as a resource. Furthermore,
that there are simple methods for teachers to create a classroom where pupils’ diverse

identities are valued (NAFO, 2010).

3.4.2 Translanguaging in the classrooms

Krulatz et al. (2018, p. 134) emphasise that the monolingual myth that languages
should be kept separate since mixing languages will cause confusion, is not supported by
research. A method of embracing multilingualism in the classroom is to use translanguaging
as pedagogy. Translanguaging is a learning strategy explicitly stated in the CEFR (Council of
Europe, 2018). Garcia & Flores (2014) refer to translanguaging as “the flexible use of
linguistic resources by bilinguals in order to make sense of their complex worlds” (p. 154). In
a similar vein, Krulatz et al. (2018, p. 137) define it as a “flexible use of linguistic resources
available to multilinguals; the main assumption is that multilinguals have one linguistic
repertoire that includes features of various languages and they select the feature appropriate
for a given situation to best meet their communicative needs” (p. 137). Translanguaging goes
beyond codeswitching, as it includes all form of bilingual contact and language use (Garcia,

2009, p. 45). Garcia (2009, p. 47) argues that translanguaging illustrates how there are no

23



clear-cut barriers in bilinguals’ linguistic repertoire, but languages are accessed from a
languaging continuum.

Translanguaging in school involves using the languages the pupils and teachers know
as a tool for better understanding and learning (Krulatz et al., 2018, p.139). However, teachers
worry about implementing translanguaging in the classroom when they do not speak the
language themselves (Krulatz et al., 2018, p.140). Krulatz et al. (2018, pp.140-141) stress that
it is not about speaking the language. However, for teachers to acknowledge that pupils’ home
language is valuable for learning, and by doing this, the teacher will also promote language
equality. In addition, teachers need to develop language strategies to help promote
translanguaging for pupils (Krulatz et al., 2018, p. 140). Furthermore, what beliefs teachers’
have towards translanguaging is highly influential in how pupils view their multilingual skills
(Krulatz et al., 2018, p. 143). Not only will translanguaging as a pedagogy be beneficial for
multilingual pupils but for all the pupils, as it will create awareness of linguistic and cultural
diversity that can foster curiosity in learning several languages (Garcia, 2012, p. 4; Krulatz et
al., 2018, p. 141). According to Garcia and Flores (2014), evidence now shows that
translanguaging results in “deeper thinking, affirms multiple identities, engages bilingual
students with more rigorous content, and at the same time develops language that is adequate
for specific academic tasks” (p.155). Translanguaging can enhance literary, language and
cognitive abilities (Garcia & Flores, 2014, p. 155)

To let pupils actively engage in translanguaging in school not only supports their
language development, but will also be beneficial for their academic content knowledge
(Krulatz et al., 2018, p.139). However, to use translanguaging in the classroom means that the
teachers need to have methods that explicitly let the pupils practice it as a choice for learning
and knowing (Garcia & Flores, 2014, p. 161). Krulatz et al. (2018) suggest four language
strategies to implement translanguaging in an English foreign language (EFL) classroom:
“Creating a multilingual learning environment; Making teaching and learning culturally
relevant; Using multilingual texts; Encouraging collaborative work” (Krulatz et al., 2018,
p.144).

To create an inclusive learning environment means not only welcoming the majority
language or English but to equally welcome all of the languages the pupils speak (Krulatz et
al., 2018, p.144). Celic and Seltzer (2012) state: “it’s important to create classroom and
school environments that represent, respect, and value all of your students — including your
bilingual students” (p. 20). There are several methods to accomplish this. One simple

contribution is to learn how to pronounce the pupils’ names correctly, not the Norwegian or
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English equivalent of it (Krulatz et al., 2018, p.144). Music is also an excellent tool in
promoting cultural learning environment, by inviting the multilingual pupils to help translate
songs in their home language and let the other pupils learn how to pronounce the words in the
lyrics (Krulatz et al., 2018, p.144). Culturally relevant teaching and learning mean building a
bridge between pupils’ background knowledge and the new content and language they are
learning, so multilinguals feel valued and appreciated (Celic & Seltzer, 2012, p. 13). Krulatz
et al. (2018, p.145) suggest that teachers can include literature from other regions or cultures,
not only western literature. Then teachers include multilingual texts relevant to the whole
class (Krulatz et al.,2018, p.145). Research shows that pupils’ reading proficiency is more
significant when they are able to engage and connect with a text (Celic & Seltzer, 2012, p.
13).

The last strategy Krulatz et al. (2018, p. 146) suggest is to use collaborative groups or
pairs. When pupils are put together in groups, most of the time they will speak in Norwegian
or English. However, if they are placed together to draw on their home language, it is a
method of making all the languages spoken in the classroom a resource to facilitate learning
(Krulatz et al.,2018, p.147). Implementing translanguaging is one way of enacting
multilingualism in the classroom in accordance with LK20. Since LK20 and the Core
Curriculum states that pupils need to understand that being multilingual is an asset both in
school and society. Additionally, translanguaging will work towards the competence aim that
encourages pupils to use their whole language repertoire in learning English (Core
Curriculum, 2017; LK20, 2019). Furthermore, Krulatz et al. (2018) argue: “teachers’ own
attitudes to translanguaging practices have a strong impact on how students themselves

perceive their multilingual skills” (p.143).

3.5 Teacher cognition and learners’ beliefs

Multilingual teaching is valued in LK20 (Haukas & Speitz, 2020, p. 66). However, scholars
as Spernes (2020, p. 214) and Krulatz et al. (2018, p. 13) argue that teachers do not have the
necessary competence needed to teach multilingually, consequently, teachers need to develop
their competence in teaching minority pupils. Therefore, it is applicable to provide an
overview of research done on teacher cognition. Furthermore, as this thesis aims to examine
the relationship between teachers’ and pupils’ beliefs and experiences, it is relevant to include

research on learners’ beliefs.
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3.5.1 Teacher cognition

Teacher’s practices in the classroom are generally influenced by their beliefs (Graden,
1996, p. 394). Consciously or unconsciously, teachers plan lessons on what they believe is the
most effective approaches for pupils to learn (Harmer, 2015, p. 213). Teachers actively make
decisions based on their knowledge, belief, and thoughts, called teacher cognition (Borg,
2003, p. 81). Borg (2003) defines teacher cognition as “what teachers think, know, and
believe and the relationships of these mental constructs to what teachers do in the language
teaching classroom” (p. 81). Therefore, it is reason to believe that teachers’ beliefs about
multilingualism are crucial as studies suggest that beliefs and practices have a reciprocal
relationship (Borg, 2018, p. 86). Borg (2015, p. 333) presents a model consisting of three
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Figure 1: Borg’s (2015) language teacher cognition model

This model presents how teacher cognition is a result of factors such as schooling,
professional coursework and classroom practices (Borg, 2015, p. 333). Borg (2015) argues
that this model presents how “language teachers have cognitions about all aspects of their
work” (p. 333). Teachers’ earlier educational background and learning have influenced
teacher cognition, meaning their beliefs have been influenced by what and how they have
been taught as learners (Borg, 2003, p. 81; 2015, p. 334). Similarly, Ebsworth & Schweers
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(1997, p. 255) found that teacher taught based on their experiences as teachers and learners.
Holt-Reynolds (1992, p. 343) also found evidence that teachers’ previous experiences as
learners were highly influential in their beliefs and practices as teachers in the classroom.
Borg’s (2015, p. 333) model also includes how teachers’ professional coursework is
influenced by previous schooling and teacher cognition. However, he emphasises that when
teachers’ previous beliefs are ignored, the impact this has on teacher cognition is not as
effective (2015, p. 334). In addition, the model indicates how there exists a reciprocal
relationship between teacher cognition and classroom practices (Borg, 2015, p. 333). Borg
(2006) claims “with contextual factors playing an important role in mediating the extent to
which teachers are able to implement instruction congruent with their cognitions” (p. 334).
Contextual factor such as: a) institutional factors as syllabus, exam pressures and timetabling,
b) pedagogical factors as pupils needs and abilities, c) personal factors as personal lives and
relationships and d) physical factors as the size and layout of the class (Borg, 2015, p. 156).
These are only a few examples of contextual factors that might impact teacher cognition and
classroom practice.

Each part of this model contributes to what Borg defines as language teacher
cognition. Previous and current personal experiences influence teachers’ beliefs and practices
in the classroom: “teachers are active, thinking decision-makers who make instructional
choices by drawing on complex, practically-oriented, personalised, and context-sensitive
networks of knowledge, thoughts, and beliefs” (Borg, 2003, p. 81). However, Borg (2018, p.
86) explains that research on teachers’ beliefs and practices indicate that this relationship is
often inconsistent. Furthermore, external factors as school curricula can explain these
findings, but the findings are also related to the teachers’ knowledge gap (Borg, 2018, p. 86).
Teacher cognition is a complex matter and constantly evolving, therefore it is not limited to
what is learnt during teacher training. Horwitz (1988) argues that teachers’ beliefs highly

influence pupils’ beliefs due to teachers’ strong position of authority.

3.5.2 Learners’ beliefs

Kalaja, Barcelos and Aro (2018) define learners’ beliefs as the “conceptions, ideas and
opinions learners have about L2 learning and teaching and language itself” (p.222). They
argue that learners’ beliefs are crucial in their awareness of learning an L2. If teachers are not
aware of what beliefs learners have, the teaching methods applied in the classroom might be
in vain (Kalaja et al., 2018). Similarly, Biiyiikkyazi (2010, p. 180) argues that teachers need to

be aware of learners’ beliefs.
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A study conducted by Barcelos (2003) aimed to examine the dynamic relationship
between teachers’ and pupils’ beliefs about SLA and how it influenced each other (Barcelos,
2003, pp. 171-172). By focusing on three English teachers and three of their Brazilian pupils
in a language institute in the US, the findings suggest that the teachers and learners had
different beliefs concerning topics such as classroom atmosphere, grammar teaching and the
role the teacher and learners had (Barcelos, 2003). However, the study found that teachers’
and learners’ beliefs influence each other: “students’ and teachers’ beliefs about SLA and
actions shape context and are shaped by it” (Barcelos, 2003, p. 194). As there is a dynamic
relationship between teacher and pupil beliefs, Barcelos (2003, p. 194) argues that teachers
must reflect on their SLA beliefs and compare them with their pupils’ beliefs. Kalaja et al.
(2018) conclude that the study had “evidence for beliefs being dynamic and context
dependent in nature” (p. 224) since there was a reciprocal relationship between teachers’ and
learners’ beliefs and experiences.

According to Kalaja et al. (2018, p. 225), the most widely used approach in studying
learners’ beliefs from an environmental perspective is the socio-cultural approach. Inspired by
Vygotsky’s (1978) socio-cultural theory, it focuses on how learners’ beliefs are mediated and
(co)constructed in social interaction, and how speech, other people, and artefacts (social tools)
influence beliefs (Kalaja et al., 2018, p. 225). Alanen (2003) describes mediation as “higher
mental functions emerge through a process called mediation. In mediated action, instead of a
direct connection between the subject and object of action, the relationship between the two is
mediated by a tool, whether material or psychological” (p. 60).

Alanen’s (2003) study is inspired by Vygotsky’s socio-cultural concept of mediation.
The study was a longitudinal study examining 7-to-9-year-old children learning a foreign
language, and how beliefs if used as a mediating tool, influenced learning (Alanen, 2003).
That learners’ beliefs were cultural and psychological tools the learners used to mediate their
learning (Alanen, 2003, p. 80). Alanen (2003) characterises beliefs as a variable, explaining
that “beliefs are (co)constructed in social interaction in specific contexts of activity” (p. 67).
Furthermore, he explains how beliefs are also stable: “beliefs are appropriated/internalised
and (re)constructed in mediated action to become part of the individual’s knowledge
reservoir” (Alanen, 2003, pp. 67-68). The study revealed that in certain incidences beliefs
were just repeated, the beliefs are internalised but not appropriated. Internalisation is
reconstructing or repeating knowledge or beliefs, and appropriation is incorporating it at a
personal level. However, the results did find that that beliefs were socially co-constructed in
social interaction (Alanen, 2003, pp. 80-82).
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3.6 Theoretical orientation

Globalisation has led to increased research in the field of multilingualism. However, the
research on how to enact multilingualism in the classroom is somewhat limited, especially
from the pupils’ perspective. This section will present previous research done regarding
multilingual teaching and learning. For the research to be considered relevant for this thesis,
the research must meet one of the following criteria: involve multilingual learning or
teaching; contain teachers’ or pupils’ beliefs; contain teachers’ or pupils’ experiences. In
addition, only research conducted after 2015 is considered relevant, as the need for
multilingual education has changed immensely because of recent globalisation and
immigration. Thus, based on the listed requirements, eight studies were chosen.

Dahl and Krulatz (2016) examined to what extent English Norwegian teachers have
the competence necessary to work with multilingual pupils with a different L1 than
Norwegian. It was a mixed-method study where 176 teachers participated in a quantitative
survey, and four teachers participated in focus group interviews. The results suggest that even
though the teachers felt somewhat prepared to work with non-native speakers, few had actual
education that focused on multilingualism. Furthermore, the results showed that English
teachers did not have enough formal competence to support the pupils’ multilingual
competence and skills necessary to teach English in a multilingual classroom. Even more so,
the findings suggest that the teachers would like to be more knowledgeable regarding
multilingualism. Dahl and Krulatz (2016, p. 1) use their findings to emphasise the importance
of teachers receiving adequate training in this area. They argue that classrooms will only
become more multilingual, and English teachers are a vital factor in supporting
multilingualism at school. Teachers have to implement and adapt teaching, so minority
speaking pupils have the best possible learning outcome (Dahl & Krulatz, 2016, p. 15).

Nordlie (2019, p. 80) also argues that the future teachers do not have enough training
or knowledge regarding multilingualism and multilingual pedagogies. This master thesis
aimed to examine what experience, knowledge, and attitudes student teachers had towards
multilingualism and multilingual pedagogy. The research was a mixed-method study where
102 student teachers answered a survey from different universities and colleges in Norway.
Nordlie's (2019, p. 82) study indicates that even though the student teachers did have positive
beliefs about multilingualism. They had little knowledge and experience about
multilingualism and multilingual pedagogy. However, she found that the majority of the
students believed that English should be the only language spoken in English language

teaching classrooms, that other languages should, if possible, be avoided. Therefore, Nordlie
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(2019) concluded that student teachers receive little training related to multilingualism and
multilingual pedagogies.

Yurchenko (2020, p. 76) studied teachers’ beliefs and practices about minority
speaking pupils from a multicultural perspective. The findings from this master thesis suggest
that teachers lack knowledge regarding multicultural education. Furthermore, the findings
propose that the teaches did not differentiate the teaching to accommodate the minority
pupils, as they believed it would exclude them. Finally, the study suggests that multicultural
education was not considered in classroom practices. As a concluding note, Yurchenko (2020)
states that “there is a need for a multicultural approach to teaching English, which will
acknowledge and exploit the cultural capital of all students in the class” (p.77). The researcher
argues the necessity for an updated curriculum for schools and teacher-training programs.

Slettebg (2020, p. 63) master thesis was a research conducted from the teachers’
perspective regarding their experience working with multilingual pupils as a resource in a
multilingual classroom. The study revealed that the teachers were positive towards working
with multilingual pupils, as they see them as a resource. The teachers actively searched for
methods to include the multilinguals in their teaching by drawing on their experiences and
knowledge. A challenge they faced was that some of the multilingual pupils did not like to
stand out, that to be classified as different has a negative effect on them. Slettebg (2020, p.
63) suggests that a solution can be to value differences and emphasise similarities. Another
finding was that the teacher explained that the pupils had a hierarchy depending on the pupils'
ethnicity. Therefore, it can be challenging for the teacher to know how much the particular
pupil should be displayed in class (Slettebg, 2020)

A study conducted from pupils’ perspective is a master thesis conducted by Holst
(2018). This study examined how the pupils perceived having knowledge about several
languages and if they actively used this knowledge in learning other languages. The results
from the study suggest that the multilingual pupils showed signs of language awareness as
they used their multilingual competence in learning languages. However, the findings do not
support his hypothesis that knowing a fourth language will significantly enhance their
language awareness. Furthermore, Holst (2018) suggests that multilingual pupils can develop
language awareness if teachers focus on language competence among multilingual pupils in
lessons. Holst’s (2018) definition of the term multilinguals does not correlate with how it is
defined in this thesis. Holst (2018) considered most pupils multilingual as they are acquiring

an L3 at school, even the pupils who recently started learning an L3 only a few months back.
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Haukas (2016) studied teachers’ beliefs about multilingualism and their multilingual
pedagogical approach in L3 classrooms. The research was a qualitative study collecting data
from L2 and L3 teachers. The study found that teachers had a potentially positive view of
multilingualism, but these beliefs are not transferred to practice. Even though teachers found
that being multilingual was helpful to their language learning, they did not perceive that it
automatically was a benefit for the pupils. The teachers frequently drew on the pupils’
language knowledge from Norwegian and English. However, as the teachers believed that
acquiring an L3 is different from an L2, there was little focus on learning strategies transfer
(Haukas, 2016).

Lundberg (2019) conducted a Swedish study that explored 40 teachers’ beliefs about
multilingualism and multilingual pupils from three different primary schools. The findings
suggest three overall assumptions: the teachers’ have positive beliefs about multilingualism
and multilingual pupils, that they are accepting towards newer concepts in literature, for
example, concepts as translanguaging. However, the teachers did have a monolingual
ideology, which may challenge implementing multilingual policies (Lundberg, 2019).

An international study conducted by Gorter and Arocena (2020) studied what beliefs
teachers had about multilingualism and translanguaging, in relation to how teachers can have
a fundamental role in changing educational practices. The participating teachers received
training on multilingual approaches during the study. The researchers examined the teachers’
beliefs about translanguaging and multilinguals before, during and after the courses. The
results indicate “some important changes in the teachers’ beliefs about separating languages,
mixing languages and languages supporting each other and the application of those beliefs in
the classroom” (Gorter & Arocena, 2020, p. 1). After the training, the teacher had more
positive beliefs, and several of the teachers ended up implementing a translanguaging
approach in the classroom (Gorter & Aroecna, 2020, p. 9).

The studies presented in this chapter indicate that multilingualism is commonly
perceived as something positive. Most of the studies done on multilingual pedagogy are either
conducted from the teachers’ perspective or the pupils’ perspective. To the best of my
knowledge, there are no research that examines the relationship between teachers’ beliefs and
practices and how it potentially can influence pupils’ beliefs and practices related to
multilingual pedagogy in a Scandinavian context. Therefore, the present paper will contribute
to this field of research by examining the relationship between the teachers’ beliefs and
practices and how this influences pupils’ beliefs and experiences of learning English

multilingually.
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4. Methodology

This chapter describes the methodology and the methodological choices made in this research
project regarding teachers’ and pupils’ beliefs and reported practices and experiences about
multilingual teaching and learning of English. Qualitative research was seen as best suited to
answer the research questions, as the aim of the thesis is to achieve in-depth answers
concerning the pedagogical choices’ teachers make when teaching multilingual pupils. In
addition, the current research project aims to examine pupils’ beliefs and experiences of
learning English multilingually. Furthermore, this study aims to investigate the relationship
between teachers’ and pupils’ beliefs and experiences regarding multilingual learning of
English. The data from this study consists of interviews with four VG1 English teachers and
eight VG1 multilingual pupils. Section 4.1 justifies the choice of research design, namely
qualitative research. Furthermore, section 4.2 explains how the semi-structured interviews and
the focus group interview were planned and conducted. Section 4.3 presents the process of
sampling teachers and pupils. Section 4.4 explains the procedure of the data analysis.
Afterwards, in section 4.5, a discussion related to the concerns of the validity and reliability of
conducting qualitative research is presented. Finally, in section 4.6, the ethical issues are

considered.

4.1 Qualitative research

The choice of research design is dependent on what the researcher plans to investigate.
Qualitative research was chosen, as this study intends to investigate the teachers’ and pupils’
beliefs and reported practices and experiences regarding multilingual teaching and learning of
English. In The Oxford Handbook of Qualitative Research, Leavy (2014) introduces
qualitative research as: “a way of understanding, describing, explaining, unravelling,
illuminating, chronicling, and documenting social life- which includes attention to the
everyday, to the mundane and ordinary, as much as the extraordinary” (p. 1). Qualitative
research aims to examine how people understand the world, their experiences, and the
meaning they have constructed in life (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016, p. 15).

This study is interested in understanding teachers’ and pupils’ beliefs and experiences
about multilingual learning of English. In order to understand it from the participants’
viewpoint and not as statistical generalisations, an interpretative stance was selected when
choosing research methodology. Interpretative research focuses on the interviewee’s

perspective, as Werbinska (2011) claims, “its value lies in attention to significant details as
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seen through the eyes of the subjects themselves, in highlighting and sensitizing to clues that
might have been lost in numbers and statistics” (p.184). Borg’s (2012, p.12) analysis on
methodology choices made in language teacher cognition studies found that it is common to
choose an interpretive research stance in contemporary teacher cognition research.

The current research project is a qualitative study combining the use of semi-
structured interviews and focus group interviews. Qualitative research generally collects data
in a non-numerical and open-ended method and is typically analysed in methods that are non-
statistical (Dornyei, 2007, p. 24). Qualitative research is not interested in numerical statistics
but people’s beliefs, thoughts, and experiences (Brink, 1993, p. 35). The research methods are
subjective and viewed holistically in a social context (Brink, 1993, p. 35). Qualitative
research offers the perspective of the people it involves, it provides complex and in-depth
data, and as it is flexible, it also opens up for spontaneity between the researcher and the
participant (Mack, Woodsong, MacQueen, Guest, & Namey, 2005, pp. 1-4). The research
materials in this study consist of semi-structured interviews with four VG1 English teachers
and four focus group interviews with eight VG1 multilingual pupils. In order to examine
teachers’ and pupils’ beliefs and reported experiences about how multilingualism is enacted in
the classroom. However, one of the interviews with the pupils resulted in being an individual

semi-structured interview due to only one pupil attending (see 4.1.2, p. 37).

4.2 Interviews as data collecting tools
4.2.1 Semi-structured interviews as a data collecting tool

According to Dornyei (2007, p. 134), the interview is the most common method for collecting
data in qualitative research. Brinkmann (2014, p. 286) states that semi-structured interviews
are often associated with qualitative interviewing. Furthermore, Borg (2012, p. 19) claims that
the findings from the analysis on methodological approaches in teacher cognition studies
illustrate that semi-structured interviews are by far the most common method. Therefore,
semi-structured interviews were chosen in interviewing the teachers as the aim of this study is
to examine teacher cognition. DeMarrais (2004), as referenced in Merriam & Tisdell (2016),
define research interview as: “a process in which a researcher and participant engage in a
conversation focused on questions related to a research study” (p.108). The purpose of an
interview is to understand someone’s perspective on something, to examine what cannot be
observed (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016, p. 108).

Ddrnyei (2007) describes that “the typical qualitative interview is a one-to-one

professional conversation that has a structure and a purpose to obtain description of the life
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world of the interviewee with respect to interpreting the meaning of the described
phenomena” (p.134). Furthermore, qualitative interviews are usually a one-time event and last
about 30-60 minutes (Ddrnyei, 2007, p. 134). Semi-structured interviews were chosen since
these are less structured and can therefore respond to the situation, to new ideas on the topic
and to the participant’s perspective (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016, p. 111). The interviewer should
guide the conversation and is encouraged to respond to the topics brought up and let the
interviewee elaborate on topics (Dérnyei, 2007, p. 136). Therefore, semi-structured interviews
were more favourable as they allowed for elaboration. Even though it is less structured, there
are still a set of topics and questions that will guide the interview, which is determined ahead
of time (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016, p. 110). However, as it is encouraged to elaborate on the
topics brought up, follow-up questions were asked during the interviews. An additional
advantage of using semi-structured interviews is that the interview guide does not necessarily
need to be followed in the exact order or wording, as it will be different for each interview
(Dornyei, 2007, p. 136). This allowed for greater flexibility when conducting the interviews,
at the same time as it followed some set topics and questions.

The teachers were asked open-ended questions concerning their beliefs in enacting
multilingualism in the classroom. The questions from the interview guide were based on the
theoretical framework for this study. The interview guide consisted of questions that
concerned their background and qualifications; teacher training; experiences with
multilinguals; beliefs about LK20 and multilingual teaching of English; practice teaching
English multilingually. Examples of questions include: 1) It is an aim in LK20 to treat
multilingualism as a resource for all pupils, what would you say are the benefits and
challenges of this? 2) What aspects of multilingual teaching are you familiar with? (see
appendix 2)

Before collecting the data, a pilot interview was conducted with a teacher. Dornyei
(2007, p. 75) states that researchers must pilot the project to ensure the quality is high,
especially in terms of reliability and validity. Therefore, the pilot interview was conducted to
test the questions to see if they were clearly defined, objective, and easy to understand for the
interviewee. In addition, in examining possible answers and questions that might need follow-
up questions. The pilot interview lasted for 75 minutes, as the interviewee was knowledgeable
about multilingual teaching. The pilot interview resulted in deleting two repetitive questions
concerning their educational background and their beliefs about multilingualism. In addition,
the order of the questions was also changed. Especially the question regarding how the

interviewee defines multilingualism, this was moved towards the beginning of the interview.
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This term can be defined in different ways, therefore it is crucial to have a common
understanding of the term throughout the interview. The pilot interview was not recorded.
The data collection was a two-step process, where the first step was to conduct the
interviews. Over the course of three weeks, individual interviews were conducted with four
VGL1 English teachers. Due to the COVID-19 situation, the teachers could decide if the
interview were to be conducted in person or over Teams. Additionally, they could decide
what language they preferred the interview to be conducted in, since Dérnyei (2010, p. 49)
argues that the quality of the collected data improves if it is conducted in the participants’ L1.
Therefore, three of the interviews were conducted in Norwegian and carried out in person,
while the interview with Teacher 2 was conducted over Teams in English. In accordance with
the Norwegian Centre for Research Data (NSD) guidelines, the participants received the
consent form prior to the interview (see appendix 4). The interviews lasted from 45 to 60
minutes and were audio-recorded by using a handheld audio-recorder. This way, | was able to
be fully attentive to the conversation and provide backchanneling signals. Carry-on feedback
such as sympathetic smiles, nods, and one-word utterances is a crucial part of the interview,
reinforcing what the participant is saying (Dornyei, 2007, p. 142). Additionally, conducting
the interviews at the schools enhanced a safe environment as it was a familiar location for the
participants. Creating a safe and relaxed environment is crucial when conducting interviews,
in order for the participant to feel comfortable expressing themselves (Dornyei, 2007, p. 140).
After data collection, step two was the transcriptions. Prior to the analysis, the data
material had to be transformed into a textual form (Ddrnyei, 2007, p. 247). More specifically,
the audio-recordings were transformed into verbatim transcriptions. One potential issue of
transcriptions is that the non-verbal aspects from the interviews are lost. Therefore, to
generate an experience of oral communication, certain writing styles were applied, such as
using varied punctuation marks and dividing the speech (Dornyei, 2007, p. 247). In addition,
it was noted when the interviewee paused, if there were abrupt changes in the sentences and if
some words or phrases were said in certain emotions, such as a nervous laugh or if something

was emphasised. This word-to-word transcription was then used to code the data.

4.2.2 Focus Group interviews as a data collecting tool

The focus group interview is a common method used to collect data in educational research
(Brinkmann, 2014, p. 289). Group interviews are characterised by the group participants
having knowledge about the given topic (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016, p. 114). The interactive

discussion that arises in focus group research is what Hennink & Leavy (2014, pp. 2-3) argue
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is interesting and unique. This interactive discussion will help the participants share their
perspectives and listen to others’ perspectives, which might result in refining their own
beliefs. This will serve as an advantage, as the pupils may not be aware of their own beliefs,
so by hearing the opinions of other multilingual pupils, they might reflect upon their own
situation. As Dérnyei (2007) states: “the focus group format is based on the collective
experience of group brainstorming, that is, participants thinking together, inspiring and
challenging each other, and reacting to the emerging issues and points” (p.144).

Focus group interviews usually have six to eight participants, depending on the topic
(Hennink & Leavy, 2014, p. 1). According to Dérnyei (2007, p. 144), fewer than six people
make it harder to create an interactive discussion. Due to circumstantial factors, mainly the
number of multilingual speakers in each classroom, it was not possible to have six or more
participants in each focus group interview. However, Brinkmann (2014, p. 289) states that
there has been a recent development where researchers are experimenting with focus group
interviews with only two participants. Then the research process is easier to handle than with
larger groups, where an issue is participants not showing up.

The focus group interview will provide the pupils’ beliefs and their reported
experiences of how multilingualism is enacted in the classroom. The interview guide
consisted of questions concerning their background and L1; beliefs about LK20 and
multilingual learning of English; experiences learning English multilingually. Questions
consisted of: 1) What would be the benefits/disadvantages of using your L1 when learning
English? 2) To what degree do you experience an including multilingual classroom
environment, meaning a classroom where every language is welcomed? (see appendix 3)

A pilot interview was conducted to test the quality of the interview guide, where
appropriate changes were made accordingly. The pilot interview lasted for 30 minutes and
consisted of two participants. The interview was not recorded. Three questions were made
more objective in order to prevent research bias by asking leading questions. For example, the
question concerning how pupils’ experience that their L1 is a part of their school day, was
changed from “how is your first language a part of your school day?” to “is your first
language a part of your school day?”. This way, the pupils are not given any indication that
their L1 should be a part of their school day. However, if they responded that their L1 was a
part of their school day, they were then asked to explain further.

Similar to the data collected from the teachers’ interviews, collecting data from the

pupils was a two-step process. The first step was to conduct the focus group interviews. Three
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of the interviews were conducted in person, and interview 22 was conducted over Teams. The
pupils could decide if the interview should be conducted in Norwegian or English. Ddrnyei
(2010, p. 49) suggest collecting data in the participants’ L1. However, this was not possible in
this project, therefore they could choose the language they felt most comfortable speaking.
Interview 1 was conducted in English, while the other interviews were in Norwegian. Due to
absence, interview 4 resulted in an individual interview as only one pupil attended. The
interview had already been postponed once, so a conclusion was made to conduct an
individual interview instead. Interview 2 had three pupils instead of the originally planned
two, as there was an additional pupil who had a great interest in participating. All of the
pupils had to read and sign the consent form before participating, in accordance with NSD
guidelines (see appendix 5). The interviews lasted between 20-30 minutes. In order to create a
safe and relaxed environment, the interviews were audio-recorded by a handheld audio-
recorder. This way | was able to participate in the interview. Due to language barriers,
meaning the participants’ Norwegian competence, some of the questions in the interview
guide had to reformulated in order for clarification. Therefore, the questions in the focus
group interviews were not identical. The pupils’ linguistic competence in Norwegian was an
unforeseen limitation that impacted the outcome of the interviews.

After collecting the data, step two was to create the transcriptions. Therefore, a
verbatim transcription was made and later used to analyse the data. The main aim of the
transcription is to make a textual form of the audio-recording to use when coding the data.
The transcription method was similar to the one used for the semi-structured interview (see
4.2.1, p. 35).

4.3 The choice of participants
4.3.1 Teachers

A primary aim of this study is to examine what beliefs and reported practices teachers have
about multilingual teaching of English. Therefore, the participants for this proposed research
were selected by way of criterion sampling, which Dérnyei (2007) defines as “the researcher
selects participants who meet some specific predetermined criteria” (p. 128). For this study,
they were all qualified upper secondary English teachers, more specifically they were
presently teaching English in VG1. Furthermore, at the time of the study they all had to
currently teach multilingual pupils with a different or additional home language than the

majority language Norwegian. Except for this, there were no demands of teachers’

3 See Table 2 for the pupils’ profile.
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experiences with multilingualism and multilingual pupils. The teachers were sampled through
my personal network, but none of the teachers were personal acquaintances. In this study,
four teachers have been interviewed. The participants were all certified teachers in Norway.
Three of the teachers were female and one teacher was male, and they all had different
seniority as teachers. Teacher 1 and Teacher 2 worked at the same school, named School 1 in
this thesis. Two of the teachers taught English at a general studies programme and two taught
at a vocational education programme®. Due to privacy and ethical consideration, all of their
names and names of the schools have been anonymised and replaced by numbers. Therefore,
the names of the teachers and schools will be referred to as “Teacher 1” — “Teacher 4” and
“School 1” — “School 3” (see Table 1).

(as qualified)

Participant School Linguistic background Teaching experience/seniority

Teacher 1 School 1 | Norwegian (L1) and English (L2) | 16 years

Teacher 2 School 1 | English (L1), Norwegian (L2), 2 years
Spanish (L3) and German (L3)

Teacher 3 School 2 | Norwegian (L1) and English (L2) | 4 years

Teacher 4 School 3 | Norwegian (L1), German (L1), 7 years
Swedish (L2) and English (L2)

Table 1: Teachers’ profile

4.3.2 Pupils

This thesis aims to examine the relationship between teachers’ and pupils’ beliefs and
reported experiences. Barcelos (2003) suggests there is a dynamic relationship between
teachers’ and pupils’ beliefs. Therefore, the pupils’ beliefs and reported experiences regarding
multilingual learning of English had to be examined. Therefore, the participating teachers
sampled two or three of their multilingual pupils to participate in a focus group interview.
Similar to the semi-structured interviews, criterion sampling was also used for the focus
group interviews. This means that the participants had to meet specific criteria. In this case,
the teachers sampled the pupils from two given criteria: a) they had to be multilingual

speakers with a different or additional L1 than the majority language Norwegian, and b) all of

4 Due to anonymity rights, the programme the teachers taught at will be kept confidential.

38



them had to be enrolled in a VG1 English upper secondary class. The pupils from the same

class participated in the same focus group interview. Due to privacy and ethical consideration,

all of their names and names of the schools have been anonymised and replaced by numbers.

The names of the pupils and schools will be referred to as “Pupil A” — “Pupil H” and “School

1” —“School 3” (see Table 2).

Participant Focus group | School | First Linguistic Background
interview language/s
Pupil A Interview 1 | School 1 | Spanish Spanish, English, Norwegian
and German
Pupil B Interview 1 | School 1 | French French, English, Norwegian and
German
Pupil C Interview 2 School 1 | Spanish Spanish, Norwegian and English
Pupil D Interview 2 | School 1 | Russian Russian, Norwegian, English
and Spanish
Pupil E Interview 2 | School 1 | Amharic and Ambharic, Norwegian and
Norwegian English
Pupil F Interview 3 | School 2 | A minority A minority Myanmar language,
Myanmar Norwegian and English
language®
Pupil G Interview 3 School 2 | Farsi Farsi, Arabic, Norwegian and
English
Pupil H Interview 4 | School 3 | Tigrinya Tigrinya, Amharic, Norwegian
and English

Table 2: Pupils’ profile

4.4 Data analysis

According to Creswell (2013, p.180), collecting data in qualitative research means to prepare

and organise the data for analysis. Dornyei (2007, p. 243) states that qualitative research is a

language-based analysis, meaning that the data is usually adapted to a textual form before

analysing it with words. In this study, the interviews conducted with the teachers and pupils

were compromised to verbatim transcriptions. Furthermore, Dérnyei (2007, p.243) describes

® Due to anonymity rights, Pupil F> L1 was changed in order to protect the pupil’s identity.
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qualitative analysis as an iterative process, that it is a nonlinear process that moves back and
forth between the collected data, the analysis, and interpretation based on the emergent
results. Because of this iterative process, it is not needed to collect all the data at once before
starting to analyse in qualitative research (Ddornyei, 2007, p. 244).

Creswell (2013, p.180) states that analysing data in qualitative research means
reducing the collected data into organised themes by using codes and taking these codes and
presenting them in figures, tables, or a discussion. Coding the data means reducing the data
into segments and then give names or codes to these segments (Creswell, 2013, p. 180).
Dornyei (2007) explains the purpose of coding as “reducing or simplifying the data while
highlighting special features of certain data segments in order to link them to broader topics
or concepts” (p.250). The primary purpose of analysing data in qualitative research is to take
these codes and sort them into broader themes, and then make comparisons between the
different categories (Creswell, 2013, p.180). Before starting the coding process, | reflected on
the interviews by reading the transcriptions and writing down my thoughts. Dérnyei (2007, p.
250) explains this as a pre-coding move, that a lot of the data has already been analysed
before the actual coding process begins. Pre-coding involves clarifying first-impressions of
the collected data, by transcribing and reading these transcriptions and writing marginal notes
(Dornyei, 2007, p. 250). Further, Dornyei (2007, p. 250) emphasises the importance of this
pre-coding step as it will help to reflect on the data and influence how to code it.

Creswell (2013, p. 184) explains two possible methods in coding the data. The first
method is to start with 25-30 different codes that correlate with the text segments, but
Creswell prefers lean coding. This starts with fewer categories (only five or six) and then
expands these categories with more codes as the data is being reviewed (Creswell, 2013, p.
184). Either way, he emphasises the importance of not having too many themes in the end
when writing the narrative (Creswell, 2013, p. 185). Creswell (2013, p. 186) recommends
creating codes that describe the information given, instead of creating codes from the exact
words said. Themes or categories in qualitative research create a common idea that consists of
comprehensive units of information created from the codes (Creswell, 2013, p. 186). As
qualitative data is an iterative process, the codes are likely to start as descriptive and low-
inference codes and develop into higher-order pattern codes (Ddérnyei, 2007, p. 251). Since
researchers in qualitative studies review the data several times, crucial categories will develop
that will link the different data segments together (Ddrnyei, 2007, p. 251). These segments are
then combined in further coding, which will reveal new data cuts (Dornyei, 2007, p. 251).
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Creswell’s (2013) method of lean coding was applied when analysing the data. Meaning
that the analysis started with four main categories, and then these expanded with appropriate
codes when reviewing the data. Additionally, these pre-existing categories were made prior to
the analysis since they could potentially describe the information that would be collected. The
pre-existing categories were made accordingly as an inspiration from reviewing the previous
research, context and theoretical orientation, in addition to the interview guide. In the semi-
structured interview with the teachers, the categories were as following:

e Teachers’ understanding of the term multilingualism

e Background information and teacher training

e Teachers’ beliefs about multilingual teaching of English

e Teachers’ reported practice teaching English multilingually
In addition to applying Creswell’s (2013) method of lean coding, Cohen, Manion and
Morrison (2007) method of open coding was used. Open coding seeks “exploring the data and
identifying units of analysis to code for meaning, feeling, actions events and so on” (Cohen et
al., 2007, p. 493). This involves creating new categories, sub-categories and codes where
necessary. Open coding involves constant comparison, that the data are compared with the
categories to accomplish a perfect fit between the categories and the data. New categories
may emerge to accomplish this perfect fit. Therefore, when analysing the data, the need for an
additional category emerged:

e Challenges
The findings from the teachers’ interviews will be presented in these five categories. These
categories have then been expanded with sub-categories and codes. As the last research
question concerns examining the relationship between teachers’ and pupils’ beliefs, similar
and appropriate categories were made for the pupils:

e Pupils’ understanding of the term multilingualism

e Background information

e Pupils’ beliefs about multilingual learning of English

e Pupils’ reported experience about learning English multilingually
Lean coding and open coding were applied in coding the data from the interviews. The
process was similar to that of the teachers. In that these categories were expanded with
appropriate sub-categories and codes to create a perfect fit. The interviews were mainly sorted
into different categories and codes by using comments and colour codes. The data was

analysed participant by participant, before sorting the coded data into a table for comparison.
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Dornyei (2010, p. 49) argues that data should be collected in the participants L1.
Therefore, the participants in this study could choose what language they preferred to speak.
So, the interviews with the teachers were conducted in their L1. However, as this was not
possible with the multilingual pupils, the pupils could decide to have the interview in the
language they felt most comfortable speaking. This resulted in the majority of the interviews
being conducted in Norwegian, except for the semi-structured interview with Teacher 2 and
the focus group interview with Pupil A and Pupil B. In the interviews conducted in English,
the quotes are identical to what they said. However, concerning the interviews conducted in
Norwegian, the quotes have been translated where the focus was on content over form.
Therefore, a limitation is that the quotes have translated. However, the researcher has aimed

for an objective translation.

4.5 Data validity and reliability

In qualitative research, validity and reliability are crucial, as research tends to be more
subjective than quantitative research (Brink, 1993, p. 35). However, even in quantitative
studies, an interpretation of the data is made (Silverman, 2010, p. 275). According to Brink
(1993), validity depends on how accurate or truthful the findings are. Therefore, a valid study
must present what truly exists (Brink, 1993, p. 35). Silverman (2010) defines validity as truth:
“by validity, | mean truth: interpreted as the extent to which an account accurately represents
the social phenomena to which it refers” (p.275).

According to Doérnyei (2007, p. 54), the truth in qualitative research is inherently
relative, and the presented facts are the researcher’s individual perception. Therefore, it is
problematic to establish a consensus on criteria for qualitative research (Dornyei, 2007, p.
54). However, Dérnyei (2007) lists three quality concerns that he argues are “independent of
paradigmatic considerations” (p.55). The first issue that qualitative researchers endure is
insipid data, which means that the quality is reliant on the original data’s quality.
Furthermore, Dornyei (2007) states that it is uncertain if it is possible to create precise
guidelines “for judging one set of complex idiosyncratic meaning as better than another” (p.
55). The second issue is on the quality of the researcher, which is particularly important in
qualitative research, as “the researcher is the instrument” (Dornyei, 2007, p. 56). The last
issue Dornyei (2007) describes is the “anecdotalism and the lack of quality safeguards” (p.
56). This issue is the matter of how to convince the audience and themselves in how accurate
the findings are, meaning that “their findings are genuinely based on critical investigation of

all their data” (Dornyei, 2007, p. 56), that it is not just based on a few particular examples.
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Another aspect to consider concerning the validity in qualitative research is the
generalisability. Dornyei (2007, p) explains “that generalization in qualitative research usually
takes place through the development of a theory derived from the particular persons or
situations studied which helps to make sense of other situations™ (p. 59). This implies that the
main idea might be generalised. This study aimed to gain in-depth answers by conducting
semi-structured interviews and focus group interviews with few participants, therefore
generalisations must be made with caution.

On the other hand, reliability has tended to be overlooked in qualitative research, as
the focus is often on validity (Dérnyei, 2007, p.56-57). Nonetheless, “reliability refers to the
degree of consistency with which instances are assigned to the same category by different
observers or by the same observer on different occasions” (Silverman, 2010, p. 275). In other
words, if the study were to be conducted again, the same results should be obtained. However,
the challenge of duplication is that the participants’ personal accounts and the subjective
interpretation of the researcher will jointly shape the research. Nevertheless, it is possible to
ensure reliability in qualitative research by considering some potential error-factors (Brink,
1993; Dornyei, 2007, p.57).

According to Brink (1993, p. 35), one potential factor that might affect validity and
reliability is error. The findings will be less valid and reliable the more significant the error is
(Brink, 1993, p. 35). Therefore, it is crucial to be mindful of error sources when conducting
qualitative research (Brink, 1993, p. 35). Errors in research are typically related to the person
conducting the research, the participants, the context, and the methods/analysis (Brink, 1993,
p. 35). As the researcher’s bias is a major error risk when conducting research, it is essential
to become aware of personal biases in order to be as objective as possible. In addition, it will
generate a more honest and open narrative that the audience will respond well to (Dérnyei,
2007, p. 60). One solution to identifying biases is to practice the interview beforehand (Brink,
1993, p. 36). Therefore, in order to prevent bias, interview guides have been made where the
questions are formulated objectively. In addition, pilot interviews have been conducted to
locate places where bias might occur and make appropriate changes to the questions and
behaviour.

Another potential error is the truthfulness of the informant’s responses (Brink, 1993, p.
36). Brink (1993, p. 36) states that the participants might want to answer what they believe
the researcher wants to hear or present a situation as better or worse than reality. Further on,
he lists several solutions to this problem: the researcher can make the nature of the study

extremely clear, build a trustworthy relationship with the participants, compare results with
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additional evidence, confirm results with the informant and keep field notes with the
variations in the informants’ responses (Brink, 1993, p. 36). Therefore, in order to get as
truthful answers as possible, the nature of the research will be clearly stated for the
participants. Awareness of the bias that might occur will also prevent the risk of the
informants answering what they think they should answer. If needed, the findings will also be
evaluated by an outside researcher to see if the results might be contaminated.

Not only can the informants influence the validity and reliability of the research, but
also the social context of how the data is collected (Brink, 1993, p. 36). How the informants
are interviewed can impact the research, as the social circumstances will influence this (Brink,
1993, p. 36). The informants might answer differently if they are alone, compared to in
groups (Brink, 1993, p.37). This is a potential risk for the interviews, as the pupils are
interviewed in groups. To prevent any possible validity and reliability errors, the teachers
have been asked to select pupils who have a safe and trustworthy relationship with each other.
Doing this can minimise the risk of faulty answers as the pupils might not be embarrassed or
afraid to answer truthfully.

The last significant error researchers might endure is the validity and reliability of the
data collection and analysis (Brink, 1993, p. 37). Brink states that one risk for this is sampling
bias, that the researchers only select certain participants, that the participants are either over-
represented or under-represented in the phenomena studied (Brink, 1993, p. 37). When
sampling teachers, no information about them was known, except that they are English
teachers at VGL1. This has minimised the risk of sampling bias and over-and under-
representation of certain participants. The teachers have then selected two multilingual pupils

from each class to participate, therefore, it was out of the researcher’s control.

4.6 Ethical issues
Silverman (2010, p. 152) argues that ethical consideration is crucial in qualitative research as
it inevitably involves human contact. Therefore, it is important to obtain ethical approval for
the research project (Silverman, 2010, p. 152). Silverman (2010, p.152) lists some of the most
prominent principles that most researchers agree on:

e Participation is voluntary, and they have the right to withdraw at any time

e The participants must be protected

e The participants need to give consent

e The participants must not be subject to any harm
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These principles were considered before conducting the interviews. Prior to collecting the
data, an application to NSD was sent (see appendix 1 for the approval letter). The NSD
demands that the participants’ identity, all the names, names of the school, and names of the
region are anonymised and given codes to protect their anonymity. Therefore, the
participants’ names and names of the schools were given codes to protect their confidentiality,
Teacher 1- Teacher 4, Pupil A- Pupil H and School 1- School 3.

In addition, the participants need to be aware of their rights, so before the interviews,
the participants were given oral and written information about the purpose of the project and
their rights. The interviewees had to sign a consent form in order to participate (see
appendices 3-4). They were notified that they could receive all the data collected from their
interview, meaning the audio-recording, the verbatim transcription, the analysis, and the final
draft of the thesis. Additionally, it was emphasised that they could withdraw their consent at
any given time during the project. In accordance with NSD’s application, the interviews were
recorded by a separate handheld audio-recorder. Furthermore, the audio-file were stored
separately by a password protector and by using codes. The transcriptions were anonymised
and stored separately from the audio-recordings, additionally, it was protected by a password.

Finally, all of the audio-recordings and transcriptions will be deleted.
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5. Findings

This chapter presents the findings from the collected data, namely the interviews with the
teachers and pupils. The main aim of the interviews was to investigate the beliefs and reported
practices and experiences teachers and pupils had towards multilingual teaching and learning
of English. The findings are presented as a thematic analysis using the categories that
emerged from the data analysis. The five categories from the individual interview with the
teachers are: 5.1.1 teachers’ understanding of the term multilingualism, 5.1.2 background
information and teacher training, 5.1.3 teachers’ beliefs about multilingual teaching of
English, 5.1.4 teachers’ reported practice teaching English multilingually and 5.1.5
challenges. Similar categories were attained from the focus group interviews: 5.2.1 pupils’
understanding of the term multilingualism, 5.2.2 background information, 5.2.3 pupils’ beliefs

about multilingual learning and 5.2.4 pupils’ reported experience about multilingual learning.

5.1 Teachers
5.1.1 Teachers understanding of the term multilingualism

The answers from the teachers suggest that there are several ways to interpret the term
multilingualism. Teacher 1 interpreted it as speaking a minority language at home: “I think it
relates to the ability to speak another language at home” 6.

Teacher 2, on the other hand, interpreted the term two different ways:

I think it can be interpreted in two different ways. Because you could say that I am multilingual, but |
would not say | was bilingual if that makes sense. So, | can speak four languages, but my mother
tongue’ is English, and whereas if you compare that to the students that you spoke to yesterday, | would
consider them bilingual, and they are also multilingual. From what | understand, they are as competent
in the languages they speak at home as they are in Norwegian. So, multilinguals are of course someone
who can speak different languages, to certain degrees, so it is either as mother tongues or as a bilingual

speaker, or someone who has learnt that language as an adult.

Teacher 2 separated the terms bilingualism and multilingualism. Bilingualism is someone
who speaks two languages from birth: “my interpretation of bilingualism is somewhat

something that you have had from birth and something you have spoken your whole life”. So,

® This quote and the following quotes from Teachers 1, 3, 4 and Pupils C, D, E, F, G, H have been translated
from Norwegian to English.
" The term mother tongue will only appear in direct quotes as this was used by the teachers and pupils.
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bilinguals can also be multilinguals, but multilinguals do not necessarily have to be bilinguals
as she believed that multilingualism is the ability to speak several languages.

Teacher 3 had a similar interpretation of multilingualism as Teacher 1: “pupils who
have a different mother tongue than Norwegian. That they can speak Norwegian and English,
and fluently speak an additional language”. Teacher 4, on the other hand, interpreted it as the
ability to speak two or more languages: “I would define most people in Norway as
multilingual. I have understood it as the ability to be understood in two or more languages,
being able to communicate in those languages”. During the rest of the interview, the term
multilingualism was used to describe pupils who have a different or an additional L1 than the

majority language Norwegian.

5.1.2 Background information and teacher training
All of the teachers had different educational backgrounds but they all had 60 credits in teacher
training. Teacher 1 had been working as a teacher for 16 years. She majored in English and
minored in Norwegian. Teacher 2 had a four-year degree in Spanish and German and one-
year-programme in English. She had been a certified teacher for almost two years. Teacher 3
had completed the advanced teacher education 8-13 (lektorutdanning), and majored in English
and minored in social studies. She had been a teacher for four years. Teacher 4 had a bachelor
in English, in addition he had a bachelor in history where he minored in social studies. He had
been a qualified teacher for almost seven years.

Teacher 1 and Teacher 3’s L1 were Norwegian, and they also spoke English. Teacher
2’s L1 was English, but she had later learnt Norwegian, German and Spanish. Teacher 4’s L1s

were Norwegian and German, but he also spoke English and Swedish.

5.1.2.1 Information about the school and class

All of the teachers were asked questions if multilingualism and multilingual teaching were
relevant to their workplace. Teacher 1 said that the number of multilinguals differs from year
to year, but usually, they do not have many multilingual pupils. She had not seen an increase
in the number of multilingual speakers, and she experienced it as a bit arbitrary. She also did
not experience hearing the pupils speak other languages than Norwegian or English at the
school. In her VG1 English class less than 15% were multilingual. Teacher 2 worked at the
same school as Teacher 1, and she shared the same impression as Teacher 1, that there was
not a large number of multilingual pupils at the school. However, from talking to other

teachers, she had the impression that there had been an increase of multilingual pupils over
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the last few years. In her VG1 English class, 10% was considered multilingual. Similarly, to
teacher 1, she did not hear the pupils talk in their L1.

Teacher 3 said multilingualism was something that they frequently discussed at their
school, but they used the term minority speakers. She explained that 25% of their pupils were
multilingual. From talking to other teachers, she experienced that the school had a recent
growth of multilingual pupils after the European migrant crises of 2015, especially
multilingual speakers with Arabic as their home language. In her class 33% were
multilingual.

Teacher 4 said it was fairly divided how much they talked about multilingualism,
depending on which department it was. The school had a separate department that assisted
multilingual pupils in the classroom. However, at his department, they talked more about the
practical aspects, but not how to enact multilingualism in the classroom. He emphasised that
multilingualism was a theme at the school. Teacher 4 noted that 40% of the pupils in his class

were multilingual.

5.1.2.2 Training received on LK20

All of the teachers had received training regarding LK20. Teacher 1 was satisfied with the
training received on LK20. However, she added “this year has been very special, and then in
the middle of the corona situation the new curriculum was supposed to be implemented, so |
have not really thought about it that much lately”. When asked how much of the training
received was related to multilingualism, she said “I think there was so much material that we
did not get to discuss that”. Additionally, she claimed she had not thought about the
multilingual competence aim before being requested to participate in this interview, that she
started to focus on it after that.

Since Teacher 2 recently completed teacher training, they discussed LK20 during her
education. She said that they have had weekly meetings at the school discussing LK20. She
had an understanding that they worked quite actively with it, even though they could not
focus on everything. When asked how much of this was related to multilingualism, she
explained “we have focused more on vurdering (assessment) and underveis vurdering
(formative assessment) and dybdelaring (in-depth learning). If that [multilingualism] comes
later, I am unsure, but at the moment, that is what we have focused on”.

Both Teacher 3 and Teacher 4 experienced being carefully introduced to LK20.
Teacher 3 explained that they had focused on learning strategies rather than multilingualism.
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Similarly, to the other teachers, they experienced there had not been a focus on

multilingualism when trained in LK20.

5.1.2.3 Training received on multilingualism
The teachers were also asked what multilingual pedagogies and strategies they were familiar
with. They were specifically asked if they had heard about translanguaging, none of them
had. However, they all said they were familiar with code-switching.

Teacher 1 said she received little training on multilingualism. However, she got many
offers to attend courses, but she could not think of any related to multilingualism. Teacher 2,
however, received training about multilingualism during her foreign language didactic course
and her practicum. Concerning this question, Teacher 3 said: “l am left with the impression
that it was quite superficial, a bit theoretical related to the advantages of multilingualism, very
little on how to actually enact it in practice”. Teacher 4 said he did not recall learning
anything about multilingualism during his education. He remembered that in English didactic

there was much focus on pupils learning best when taught in English, he said that:

I do not remember anything. .... A part of the research they based themselves on was that research show
that pupils learn best when all communication is in that designated language. The teacher is a role
model in only talking English. This is something that has been in the back of my mind the entire time.
... However, when it comes to my education, I do not remember learning anything [about
multilingualism]. Rather the opposite, that it is not about translating texts in that way, that all

communication should be in the target language.

5.1.2.4 Desire to receive/ lack of training in multilingualism

All of the teachers wanted to receiving more training. However, Teacher 1 explained that
there were so much that were important and new right now because of LK20: “I would like to
receive more training. However, | am not certain if it is just a lot that is new right now. ... So
maybe in a few years, we will have a different starting point”.

Teacher 2 explained as a foreign language teacher she was generally interested in this
topic, so she “would be interested and learn how we can work with it in the different subjects
as well”. Additionally, she wanted to learn more about teachers’ experiences and how they
teach multilingually, and she was optimistic that it would happen in the future as it was a part
of LK20.

Teacher 3 emphasised that she wanted to learn how to enact multilingualism more

concretely, as she said that when they discussed it among colleagues, it was quite superficial.
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As a follow-up question, she was asked what knowledge she thought was necessary in order

to be a teacher in an inclusive multilingual classroom. She replied:

I would like some more knowledge about languages in general, if we think about differences in
languages regarding for example sentences structures, as this can help me understand why some
students struggle to learn English. ... another thing is learning strategies, how we best can facilitate for
the individual pupil, in general, but especially regarding multilingualism. How do they learn best, what
learning strategies, and of course, some theoretical knowledge, ... as more knowledge can increase

understanding.

Teacher 3 said she wanted to attend more courses regarding enacting multilingualism in the
classroom. She emphasised: “I see that it is more important now than ever before, and it will
only become more and more important, that we just do not have enough knowledge about
this. | think many of my colleagues would agree with this”. She added that it would be
possible to follow up and facilitate better if she received more training in learning strategies in
creating an inclusive multilingual classroom.

Teacher 4 said he would like to learn more about the practical aspects of enacting
multilingualism: I think it should be more practical aspects as adapted learning of
assignments or sources, web-based resources that could help pupils who need more English

training. Then they could use their mother tongue to do this”.

5.1.3 Teachers’ beliefs about multilingual teaching of English

The teachers had positive beliefs towards multilingual teaching. However, Teacher 1 admitted
that she has not thought about multilingual teaching before receiving emails regarding this
interview. Her beliefs indicated that she did not perceive that language learning were different
for multilingual pupils than the majority speaking pupils. As she believed that all of her pupils
struggled with similar language mistakes. She believed that working with grammar
knowledge in one language, will also help the development in other languages. She was
positive towards letting her multilingual pupils use their L1 in class in order to “reflect and
draw parallels to other languages”.

All of the teachers were asked how they interpreted the Core Curriculum in relation to
multilingualism, as it states pupils shall understand that being multilingual is a value to the
school and society. Teacher 2 explained she was generally passionate about this topic she
believed the purpose was to create an interest in a subject: “it is not just the language; it is the

country, the culture and to encourage them to want to learn that language and want to get to
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know that culture a little bit more”. Teacher 2 further explained being very interested in pupils
linguistic background, so she was aware and thought about it, at the same time she
emphasised that she tried not to focus on it too much, not to single anyone out. Hence, she
tried to find the balance between being interested and not singling them out.

Teacher 3 often heard a few of her pupils talk together in their L1, she believed the
pupils benefited from communicating together. She also said she believed that pupils learnt
languages faster if they spoke several languages, but she found that quite individual.
Furthermore, she admitted that she could learn more about their languages, especially a bit
more information about the language structure. She said that she did not experience that the
pupils showed interested in talking about their language and culture, maybe just the pupils
who struggled in English in order to explain why.

A competence aim in the English subject curriculum is to “use knowledge of
similarities between English and other languages he or she knows in language learning”
(LK20 2019, p. 10). Therefore, the teachers were asked about their thoughts around this
competence aims. Teacher 1 replied: “positive; I think it is quite important. | see that the
pupils do get a confirmation or acknowledgement regarding languages”. She said that she
believed the competence aim is to exploit all the languages the pupils speak and draw
parallels from the other languages to strengthen their English. She added that she would have
had to think about multilingual teaching more if her pupils were not as proficient in English.

Teacher 2 welcomed several languages in her classroom, as she believed it would
make the pupils more open-minded to other cultures and languages. However, she worried
about making people stand out, so she tried to do it as a group effort than targeting specific
pupils. She said: “in English, I do not know what would happen if everybody spoke their own
language, that would not be something | would be against at all, but I am just trying to think
of an educational perspective of how to manage that in the classroom”. At the same time, she
emphasised that she valued using the target language in lessons.

Teacher 3 said she would encourage the pupils to talk in English, but it depended on
the situation. However, she found the situation difficult, as she believed it was beneficial for
the pupils to talk in their L1. Furthermore, she understood the benefit of letting pupils use
their whole language repertoire in oral discussions to enhance their understanding. She
explained: “they use Google Translate, | see that they are conscious about it themselves and
that they most likely think in their mother tongue”. When asked what the benefits and
challenges are with allowing pupils to use their L1 in class, she answered:
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The benefit of it is the metalanguage, that the different terms and strategies in their mother tongue can
be transferred to English, so that is one thing: they can see patterns, structures, and connections about
similarities and differences, which could strengthen their understanding. What language they are used to
and how it differs from English probably matter, and if it is quite different from English, then I think it

might be more challenging to think in English and learn to write [in English].

Teacher 4 understood why pupils used their L1 in class, but he said that it depends on the

context:

When it comes to using their mother tongue to enhance their learning and English, | support it 100%.
However, if it takes over the English part, say we are discussing in English, where they will share their
perspectives with the rest of the class, | would like them to do that in English, which I encourage them
to do. In these cases, | do comment that now we are speaking in English. So, if they answer that they
were just explaining something practical, then it is allowed, but if they were to explain their argument, it
should be in English.

Teacher 4 was also asked if he was familiar with any multilingual pedagogies. He explained
that what he remembered from English pedagogy is that the teaching should be in English. He
only allowed other languages orally, and not in writing. Except for the pupils who were not as
proficient in English and had designated tasks to enhance their understanding, however as it is
not VGL1 level material it does not count in their final mark. He stated that other languages

than English were mainly used as a tool for comprehension.

5.1.3.1 Teachers’ beliefs about multilingualism

Some of the beliefs the teachers had about multilingualism were not related to multilingual
teaching but to their beliefs about multilingualism. All of the teachers believed that
knowledge increased tolerance for linguistic diversity. However, Teacher 2 believed that
society were not at that stage yet. Furthermore, concerning multilingualism, Teacher 3

answered:

It creates diversity in the classroom. | believe that when they learn from each other about culture and
language differences they contribute to increased tolerance maybe, it does create knowledge about it.
However, | do believe it is good to be tolerant towards other languages. In addition, it will develop me
as a teacher, that there will be pupils who might not have the same English competence, that | need to
be conscious about the learning strategies | make. The challenge is to be able to properly follow-up on

the pupils, as | do not know the languages they speak, if they were to use them more in the classroom.
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Teacher 3 also said that to help all of her pupils feel welcome, she focused on the importance
of knowing several languages, how it is a resource. Teacher 4 believed multilingualism is a
resource, but in order for it to become a resource, the people must also speak the majority

language.

5.1.4 Teachers’ reported practice teaching English multilingually

As Teacher 1 had recently started to think about multilingual teaching of English, she had one
lesson where she specifically focused on this. She experienced it as important to learn about
the grammar in different languages to understand why pupils make specific mistakes. They
were working on grammar, so she asked the class how many languages they spoke to compare
how ‘to be’ is conjugated. She commented that this was interesting as this is something the
pupils struggled with.

Teacher 2 had specific lesson plans about multilingual teaching of English, regarding
culture, identity and language. They also directly worked towards code-switching, where the
pupils reflected if they did it in their life, regardless of what languages they spoke. She
commented that she experienced she had directly worked towards the multilingual
competence aim by doing this. She also drew on her own language knowledge, by comparing
and emphasising similarities among languages. In addition, she encouraged the pupil to reflect
on how they have learnt languages in the past. However, Teacher 2 focused on not making
any pupils stand out. Therefore, she only considered their multilingualism when helping them
one-on-one. Additionally, Teacher 2 also tried to speak in the target language as much as
possible. She only used Norwegian when she could tell the pupils were not following.

Similarly, Teacher 3 also wanted the pupils to speak as much as possible in the target
language English: “I believe that they should talk as much as possible, but some of the
multilingual pupils have not received so much training in English before, so towards them, |
would speak more Norwegian, as [ would translate important words and messages”. In
addition, she explained she perceived that these pupils learnt English differently, since they
had not been as exposed to English. She added that her experience is that they learnt language
faster, however it was individual. Teacher 3 admitted that the pupils had not been allowed to
actively use their L1 in class, when answering what her beliefs about the multilingual
competence aim were. However, as Norwegian is their common language, she tried to use this
more often. She also commented that she did not do anything extra with the multilingual

pupils, except helping them like she would do with all of her pupils.
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Teacher 4 said he often heard the multilingual pupils talk in their L1, and that he
commented that they needed to talk in English in order for them to practice their English
skills. He said that they often answered that it was to explain something to each other. So, he
noticed that they actively use their L1 as a tool for better understanding. Related to the
competence aim, Teacher 4 said he tried to find room for the pupils to use their L1 in class,
but he emphasised that it was not always possible as he desired to use the target language as
much as possible. However, he said he allowed the pupils to speak in their L1 in other
subjects as they are not assessed in how formally correct they speak.

The teachers were asked how they implemented multilingual teaching in English
lessons according to the LK20’s basic skills. Teacher 1 answered she could not think of any
examples, as she had not given multilingual teaching much thought. Except for the lesson
where she specifically worked towards the competence aim by comparing languages.

Regarding reading skills in multilingual teaching, Teacher 2 said she had not focused
on multilingual teaching in reading. Even though Teacher 3 said that she did not know if she
had worked directly towards multilingual pupils when it comes to reading skills. She had a
more general focus on how most pupils who do not have English as their L1 would learn a
text. In addition, she gave more attention to the pupils who had not been as exposed to
English. Teacher 4 said he did not actively work towards multilingual teaching in reading
skills, as he said it would not work to read a text in another language than English, as they are
assessed in English. However, they are allowed to use other languages as a tool for better
understanding. He did consider the pupils’ level as he adapted texts depending on their
English competence.

Regarding multilingual teaching and oral skills, Teacher 2 said she focused on
learning strategies, how the pupils learn languages: “I touched on when you learnt a language
and when you hear different words at home you do not always understand, how do you
remember them, so | guess vocabulary and learning of words are something that we touched
on”. Teacher 3 said that in a class where there are different levels of English, it is extra
important to stop when speaking and listening, to check if the pupils understand. She also
experienced that she would comment to the pupils who communicated in other languages that
they should speak English. Teacher 4 said the communication must be in English when
practicing listening skills, however he allowed the pupils to use whatever language they want
as a tool for understanding. In an oral discussion in plenary, he would always tell the pupils to
try to explain it first in English, and if they could not do that, he would let them use

Norwegian to explain it. However, if it was assessments, English would be the only language
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allowed. It impacted their mark negatively, if they used another language. He emphasised that
in informal classroom situations, the pupils could use their L1 as a tool.

Regarding multilingual teaching in writing skills,, Teacher 2 also drew on the pupils’
previous experience of learning a language: “when we have written in English, I will often
say how did you learn to do that in Norwegian, that we are now going to continue that in
English ... In that sense, we have of crossed languages that way”. Teacher 3 explained how
she tried to facilitate so that multilingual pupils with little exposure to English would receive
more manageable tasks. However, she emphasised that this had more to do with their level
than being multilingual. Teacher 4 said he had similar methods regarding writing skills as oral
skills, that if it was an informal situation, it was allowed to use their L1 as a tool to enhance
their comprehension. However, in formal situations during assessments, English was the only
language allowed. He perceived it as positive that the pupils used their L1 when it developed
their English skills.

In multilingual teaching regarding digital skills, Teacher 2 told her pupils to explore
other languages through technology, for example, by having the language changed on their
phone. Teacher 3 said she always encouraged the pupils to use their technology in English, as
she experienced that the pupils preferred reading in their L1. Teacher 4 said he encouraged
the pupils who need it to use designated tools such as Lingit, which suggested words to use in
texts. He said this tool is beneficial for pupils with learning disabilities and for multilingual

pupils who struggle with English.

5.1.4.1 Teachers’ reported practice teaching multilinguals

Teacher 1 said she had not had many multilingual pupils, so she has not focused on
multilingual teaching. Teacher 2 commented that she found multilinguals more open in trying
new languages, besides having a better understanding of grammar and how languages work.
Teacher 3 experienced that multilingual pupils from non-western countries struggled more
with English as the language was a significant barrier for them. She said: “to come to a new
country as an adult and simultaneously learn Norwegian and English. Of course, it is a lot
easier for multilingual pupils who have had English since elementary school”. Teacher 3
continued to say that she experienced multilingual pupils from non-western cultures had a
more authoritative viewpoint on school and teachers. In addition, she experienced that they
were not as used to oral activities, as they mostly learnt grammar, but never practiced the

actual language.
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Similarly, Teacher 4 experienced that multilingual pupils who grew up in non-western
countries were not as exposed to English, and therefore needed to make more of an effort to
use the tools available for them in order to learn. He observed that they used Google Translate
and actively used each other to understand the material. In these cases, they would talk in
their L1. He experienced that Norwegian-born to immigrant parents L1 was often not even a

topic in the classroom, compared to those who have immigrated to Norway themselves.

5.1.5 Challenges

Teacher 1 experienced it as a challenge that she did not speak several languages as she could
not understand the pupils’ perspective. She was not able to understand the mistakes they
made, and she could not see connections and similarities between languages. She said she
could make them aware of the differences by asking them, but it would have been beneficial
if she had spoken several languages herself.

Teacher 2 found it challenging to make everyone feel included, as the pupils had
different experiences with multilingualism. She explained: “the challenge is to make
everybody feel included in this. Some people have more experience with multilingualism than
others. ...So, it is getting that balance between making sure that everyone is with you... and
not losing anyone along the way”.

Teacher 3 was also asked what she experienced as the benefits and challenges of
teaching multilingually. She said that the benefits were that it was easier for multilinguals to
develop their language. The challenge for her was not being able to understand and speak the
languages they spoke, that she believed she did not have control over the situation in not
being able to help them. Another challenge was that they could exclude the other pupils. In
addition, Teacher 3 was asked what she believed the benefits and challenges of including all

languages in class, where she said:

The benefit is that they are talking more freely and showing their knowledge without struggling to find
the words. In addition, the class can learn from each other, think about other languages. The challenge
would be that it might be chaotic, especially for me as a teacher, to be alert in what they are saying. So,
to do this, it has to be structured and in controlled formats, but now I am thinking primarily about oral
communication.

Teacher 4 also experienced benefits and challenges of allowing all languages in a classroom
situation. He said he worried that by allowing his pupils to use their L1, they would use it too

much and, in that way, “do themselves a disservice (bjgrnetjenste) ”. He said that he worried
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they would just translate everything on Google Translate and not working on it word-by-
word. However, he said that the advantage is that they would use their whole language
repertoire. When asked if he experienced that teachers needed more education on multilingual

teaching, he said:

I think everybody would benefit from it, as we are moving towards a society where more and more
languages are spoken, and I do not view this as something negative. ... However, from a pupil’s
perspective, they are here to learn English [in English class ], they are not here to learn Arabic. For
example, when they have vocational English, they need to know the names of the tools, materials and
machines in English, as many workshops use English names. ... How will they be able to get an

apprenticeship if they cannot communicate properly?

Teacher 4 was also asked about the challenges and benefits of teaching multilinguals. He said
that the biggest challenge is he experienced that some of the pupils were transferred from
introductory class to ordinary school too quickly, so language became a huge barrier. He
clarified that these pupils needed to be really motivated and take responsibility for their own
learning. However, he understood it as a benefit that the pupils could use their L1 as a tool in
the classroom and workshop when it was appropriate. When Teacher 4 was asked how he
created a multilingual classroom where everyone is welcome, he said that it was not just about
language, but making everyone feel at home and that the teaching should be relevant for
everyone. He added that he did not actually do anything different for the multilingual pupils,

except letting them sometimes use their L1.

5.2 Pupils
5.2.1 Pupils understanding of the term multilingualism

Almost all of the pupils were familiar with the term multilingualism. Pupil A said she
understood multilingualism as the ability to speak several languages. She added “I think it is a
good asset to a person. | think it is good, but it is also the disadvantage of being hard when
entering a new system”. She did however see it as beneficial to speak several languages,
especially related to travelling. Pupil C and Pupil E were not familiar with the term
multilingualism. However, Pupil D was, he said “just like bilingualism, the ability to speak
several languages”. Pupil F and Pupil G were familiar with multilingualism. They said “that
one speaks several languages”. Pupil H was also familiar with the term multilingualism, he

said, “yes, the ability to speak several languages”.
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5.2.2 Background information

Pupil A was born in Mexico by a Mexican mom and a Norwegian dad. She considered herself
half Norwegian and half Mexican. Pupil B is half French and half German, but she was born
in Norway. She moved when she was young and returned to Norway when she was seven
years old. She did not consider herself as Norwegian: “I do not have the official documents to
justify it, but also, | have another culture, that does not really fit in I would say so, for now, |
would not consider myself Norwegian”.

Pupil C was born in Norway by Spanish parents, but they moved to Spain and lived
there for seven years before returning to Norway. She identified as Spanish. Pupil D was born
in Russia by Russian parents and moved to Norway when he was eight years old. He
identified as Russian. Pupil E was born in Norway by an Ethiopian mom and a Norwegian
dad. She identified as half Norwegian and half Ethiopian.

Pupil F was born in Myanmar (Burma), and moved to Norway when she was five
years old. When asked what she identified as she said: “l have a Norwegian passport, so you
are Norwegian, right? So, when people ask me, | tell them that | am Norwegian, but I
understand what they mean, ... so | tell them my ethnicity is from a different country”. As a
follow-up question, she was asked if it upset her that people asked where she was from, and
she responded “[emphasised long break]. No, not really, or it depends, sometimes. | guess,
yeah”. Pupil G was born in Afghanistan but lived in Iran before immigrating to Norway six
years ago. She said, “of course I identify as Afghani”.

Pupil H was born in Eritrea and immigrated to Norway five years ago. He identified as
Eritrean, saying he would never identify as Norwegian as he has not lived here for long. As a
follow-up question, he was asked if he would ever consider himself as Norwegian, and he

said:

The reality is, | live in Norway, | must follow the law, but that does not mean | am Norwegian. | am
from a different continent, different country, different language and culture, and not to mention the
colour of my skin. So, no matter how long I live here, | will always have a different skin colour, which
is an obstacle in identifying as Norwegian. In addition, | will never be as good in Norwegian as

Norwegian-born, so that is why | do not feel and will never feel Norwegian.

5.2.2.1 Linguistic background
Pupil A’s L1 was Spanish, but she also spoke Norwegian and English. However, she was
most comfortable speaking English, as this was the language she practiced most. Pupil B’s L1

was French, but she also spoke Norwegian and English. In addition, she said she understood

58



German. She felt most proficient in French. Both Pupil A and Pupil B started to learn
Norwegian at age seven. Pupil B learnt Norwegian through international school as a L3
subject. She regularly took advantage of her whole language repertoire, but she mostly spoke
French at home, but she used her languages interchangeably.

Pupil C’s L1 was Spanish, but she was also fluent in Norwegian and English. She
learnt Norwegian through a learning centre before being transferred to an ordinary primary
school. She experienced being more comfortable speaking Norwegian. Similarly, Pupil D also
learnt Norwegian through a learning centre, as his L1 was Russian. He spoke Russian,
Norwegian and English. There were other pupils that spoke Russian in primary school, but he
said it was more natural to speak Norwegian than Russian with them. Neither Pupil C nor
Pupil D had received mother tongue instruction. Pupil E has two L1s as she learnt Norwegian
and Ambharic simultaneously. She experienced being just as fluent in both languages, but she
was better at writing in Norwegian. She had never received mother tongue instruction during
her education. However, she was offered but they declined as she already spoke the language.

Pupil F’s L1 was minority Myanmar language but she also spoke Norwegian and
English. She spoke her L1 with her parents, but she spoke Norwegian with her sisters. Pupil F
went to an introductory school for two years before being transferred to an ordinary primary
school. She was more comfortable speaking Norwegian: “Norwegian is my language”. She
added:

For me, it is easier to speak Norwegian as | have learnt it for more than ten years now. Since | came to
Norway, I have started to forget my L1, as | constantly speak Norwegian, so | do not remember so much

of my L1 anymore. So, my parents get a bit mad at me as | forget my L1.

Pupil G’s L1 was Farsi, but she also understood some Arabic. In addition, she recently learnt
Norwegian and English. Pupil G also learnt Norwegian at an introductory school before being
transferred to an ordinary upper secondary school. None of Pupil F and Pupil G had received
mother tongue instruction.

Pupil H’s L1 was Tigrinya, but he also spoke Amharic, English and Norwegian. He
learnt Norwegian at a learning centre for three years before being transferred to an ordinary
upper secondary school. He did not receive any mother tongue instructions. Pupil H added
that he did not wish to receive that, as he already spoke Tigrinya, that he understood it as

more valuable to learn Norwegian, as he still struggled with the vocabulary.
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5.2.2.2 Knowledge about LK20

Pupil A and Pupil B said they familiar with the new curriculum. However, Pupil B said she
did not know a lot about it, but that the teachers had explained that it was some differences
this year. Pupil C, Pupil D and Pupil E were familiar with LK20, however, they had no
opinion about the changes related to multilingualism. Pupil F and Pupil G had not heard about
LK20, but they were familiar with competence aims and subject curriculums. Pupil H was

also familiar with competence aims.

5.2.3 Pupils’ beliefs about multilingual learning of English

Pupil A and Pupil B were asked if their L1 was a part of their everyday school life. Pupil A
responded that her L1 was not a part of her school life. However, she belived she was more
proficient in English, so she actively used English to promote her Norwegian skills. Pupil B,
however, stated that neither French nor English was a part of her school life anymore except
in English class.

Pupil C did not understand how she could use Spanish when learning English. As
pupil C responded that it did not make sense why they should do that, they were therefore
explained the benefits of strengthening their whole language repertoire. Even so, they still did
not understand how this would be possible. Pupil C thought it should only be the target langue
spoken in lessons. Pupil D added that the grammar in Russian is so different from Norwegian
and English, so he did not understand how it could be transferred. Also, Pupil E did not
understand how this would work in practice. However, Pupil C added that she experienced it
as easier to learn new languages as she was multilingual. They were asked what other
advantages there was of using their L1 in class. Pupil C answered: “there is no point in doing
that”. Except for in Spanish class, none of the pupils used their L1 in school. Pupil C, Pupil D
and Pupil E used the target language or Norwegian at school, and at home, they used their L1.
Furthermore, they had chosen to read a book in Norwegian or English, compared to their L1.

However, they did claim that it was due to availability.

5.2.3.1 Pupils’ beliefs about being multilingual
Pupil B was aware that she frequently used all of her languages in conversation, but she did
not know why. She guessed it was because of the environments. She added that she
sometimes changed the language according to what is most appropriate.

Pupil C said the advantage of being multilingual is that it was easier to learn more

languages as she had a larger vocabulary and therefore had the ability to see similarities
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between the languages she spoke. She said she was aware of similarities between the different
languages. Pupil E agreed with this, while Pupil D gave an ambiguous answer: “I do not see it

as an advantage, maybe a little”.

5.2.4.1 Pupils’ experience about multilingual learning of English

All of the pupils were explained that the new subject curriculum has a competence aim that
includes multilingual learning. Pupil B responded: “the English teacher has actually used that,
she has asked us how the other languages would write or express such sentences, and how the
verb should be placed in the sentence, and if there are any changes to the verbs or the
subjects”. However, Pupil B did not personally see the relevance of this. She added that it was
a nice opportunity to make new observations about the languages. Furthermore, Pupil B said
that if a classmate spoke French, she would prefer to speak French to the person in class.
Pupil B explained that she used Google Translate a lot in the beginning as a tool to
understand. She also used a French educational website that had lessons about similar topics.
They were asked if they actively used their L1 or English when they learnt Norwegian. Pupil
A said, “well, I think in English, ‘what would this be in Norwegian’, for the past test, [ knew
everything in English, and | thought I needed to be a Google Translate in my mind and think
what it would sound like in Norwegian.”. Pupil B explained that if she did not understand
something in the target language, she would use French as a tool to understand it.

Pupil C, Pupil D and Pupil E never used their L1 in English class. They also reported
that they did not believe that they should use their L1 in class. As a follow-up question, they
were asked what language they would use if they did not understand an assignment in English
class. Pupil C said she would first try to translate it into her L1, but if she could not think of it
in her L1, she would ask the teacher. While Pupil E agreed, Pupil D somewhat agreed on this.
According to this response, they were therefore asked if they thought they sometimes used
their L1 without thinking about it, Pupil D and Pupil E said that it might be correct. None of
them experienced that the teacher taught any differently to them.

When asked if they had any thoughts on how they could use their L1 in class, Pupil G
said she did not understand how that would be possible, as they were not allowed to use their
L1. She did however say she was allowed to use her L1 when she did not understand
something. Outside the classroom, she could also speak to her classmate in Farsi. As a follow-
up question, she was asked what her beliefs were towards this, she said, “I think it is very
good, but it is hard in English as I do not understand so much”. She added, “I do understand

that the teacher does not want us to speak our language, as they believe we should speak
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Norwegian since we are at a Norwegian school”. Pupil G said that it has happened that the
teacher has told them to speak in English when she is talking in Farsi. However, after telling
the teacher it is to understand a task, it is acceptable. She does try to speak as much English as
possible.

Pupil F said she struggled to learn English when she was young as it was so much
focus on learning Norwegian, so she experienced that she fell behind compared to her
classmates. She said that she no longer struggled, that she actively used English in English
class, and did not use her L1 or Norwegian. Pupil G, however, reported that she actively used
her L1 in English class by translating it in her head. The pupils did not experience that the
teacher taught the multilingual pupils differently than the rest of the class.

When Pupil H was asked if he actively used his L1 in English class, he said that he
would use Google Translate if he struggles to understand something. He said that he tried to
talk as much as possible in English in order to learn. He said he actively used his L1 in
English class, as he struggles to comprehend. When learning English, he thought in his L1.
Pupil H also saw similarities between Norwegian and English and actively used this in his

learning development.

5.2.4.2 Pupils’ experience about being multilingual

Both Pupil A and Pupil B had attended an international school. Therefore, they were asked
how the transition was, Pupil B experienced that the Norwegian learning culture was
different, as the French system was harder. However, she felt that the transition to a
Norwegian school was hard, because of the language barrier. Both of the pupils agreed that
the Norwegian school system was more relaxing, but it became more complicated since it was
in a different language. Pupil A said: “it was equally as hard because you have to learn
everything in another language, it is quite hard”.

Pupil A said she felt included in her class, that the class would help them if they asked
for help. She experienced that the other pupils are interested in their background. Pupil B said
that she experienced that some teachers were interested in their background, and some were
not. However, they all wanted them to succeed and give them equal opportunities.

Pupil D experienced people being interested in his background and has often been
asked to speak Russian. Pupil C also experienced that people wanted to hear her speak
Spanish. However, she said, “If people learn I am Spanish, they want to hear me speak it, but
it is not like I speak it in the classroom, because it is only Norwegian there”. Pupil E also

experienced people who were interested and wanted to hear how words were pronounced in
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Ambharic. However, they all stated it was the classmates who were interested in their language
and culture, and not the teachers. Pupil D added that the teachers asked more about their
background and how comfortable he was in speaking Norwegian and what language he spoke
at home. That they did not want to hear him speak the language. All of the pupils reported
they regularly used all of their languages in conversation. Pupil C said it was because she
spoke Norwegian more than Spanish so that she would forget the Spanish word. Similar
instances was reported by Pupil D and Pupil E.

Both Pupil F and Pupil G experienced the class to be interested in their heritage and

language. However, Pupil F said:

It depends on the people, | am scared to talk about my culture, if they did not ask me about it, but if they
ask me and show interest, | talk about it. Because | am scared that if | talk about it, they will be bored,
so it all depends on whom | am talking with. Because some are interested, and some are not, it all just

depends.

Pupil G said she agreed with Pupil F’s statement. They both reported that the teachers showed
interest in their heritage culture and language, especially their contact teacher (kontaktlerer).
Pupil F said “it is fun when we can see how different people are, and how different languages
are”.

Both Pupil F and Pupil G reported that they would switch between languages during
conversations, Pupil F stated, “when I speak Norwegian, and if I do not remember a word in
Norwegian, I would say it in my language, so that is why I mix them”. Pupil G added, “I think
it happens automatically”.

Pupil H said he struggled to learn Norwegian and English, as he learnt Norwegian
simultaneously with English. He said that his class felt like his family, that they were
interested in his ethnicity, but at the same time that they did not care about cultural
differences. He experienced that he can ask his classmates for help when he did not
understand. He said his Norwegian had improved after starting ordinary school as it was
compulsory to talk Norwegian. He also experienced that his English teacher was interested in

his heritage.
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6. Discussion

The aim of this thesis is to investigate what beliefs and practices teachers and pupils have
about multilingual teaching and learning of English. Additionally, the thesis aims to examine
the relationship between teachers’ and pupils’ beliefs and experiences. This section connects
the main findings to the theory and background presented in chapters 2 and 3. The discussion
is divided into seven main sections with reference to the research questions: 6.1 Teachers’
beliefs about multilingual teaching of English; 6.2 Pupils’ beliefs about multilingual learning
of English; 6.3 Teachers’ reported practice of teaching English multilingually; 6.4 Pupils’
reported experience learning English multilingually; 6.5 The relationship between teachers’

and pupils’ beliefs and experiences; 6.6 Limitations; 6.7 Implications for teaching.

6.1 Teachers’ beliefs about multilingual teaching of English

The first research question examines what beliefs teachers had about multilingual teaching of
English. This question is related to how teachers defined and interpreted multilingualism and
how that impacted their beliefs. The findings are discussed in relation to the national
curriculum, previous research on multilingualism, theory on multilingual pedagogy and
teacher cognition. The analysis of the teachers’ responses indicate that they all had positive
beliefs about multilingualism. All of the teachers were familiar with the term, but they had
somewhat different beliefs concerning what the term indicated. That the teachers defined
multilingualism differently may have impacted their beliefs and reported practices in the
classroom. Teacher 2 claimed she considered herself multilingual but not bilingual, as she
believed bilingualism could only occur simultaneously early in life. Therefore, she believed
that people who learn several languages later in life became multilingual and not bilingual.
On the other hand, Teacher 4 believed the whole class were multilingual as most Norwegians
are not monolingual. Teacher 1 and Teacher 3 understood the term as speaking a minority
language at home.

These findings are in line with De Angelis’ (2007) suggestion that it is problematic to
have several definitions of the same term. According to the theory presented, there are several
interpretations in describing an individual who speaks several languages, therefore, the results
from the teacher interviews were not surprising (Conteh & Meier, 2014; Council of Europe,
2018; De Angelis, 2007; Grosjean, 2010; Haukas & Speitz, 2018; Kemp, 2009; Krulatz et al.,
2018). The different interpretations could ultimately influence the teachers’ classroom

practices since it could lead to inconsistencies in determining who is considered multilingual.
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Additionally, the different beliefs could affect the outcome of learning, reading and discussing
multilingualism and multilingual pupils in an educational setting. However, the Core
Curriculum does not explicitly use the term multilingualism. Instead, the curriculum explains
that speaking several languages is valued, which may prevent a potential misunderstanding
(Core Curriculum, 2017). Nevertheless, the findings demonstrate that it would be beneficial in
an educational context to have specific definitions of the term multilingualism, as otherwise
teachers will interpret this term themselves. Similarly, Krulatz et al. (2018) argue, that it is
crucial that teachers understand what multilingualism is in order to enact it.

All of the teachers said that they had received little or no training regarding
multilingualism. The teachers indicated that they had positive beliefs about multilingualism
and multilingual teaching. Teacher 1 claimed she experienced that pupils received
acknowledgement through language use. Teacher 2 welcomed the use of several languages in
class. However, she also explained that she valued using the target language in English
lessons. Similarly, Teacher 3 and Teacher 4 specified that they also believed that the target
language should be the language spoken in English class. Even so, they stated that other
languages should only be used as a tool for better understanding.

These findings are somewhat self-contradictory. That the teachers had positive beliefs
towards multilingualism are in line with Dahl and Krulatz (2016), Haukas’ (2016), Lundberg
(2019), Nordlie (2019), Slettebg (2020) and LK20. However, it contradicts Krulatz et al.’
(2018) who indicate that teachers have bias towards multilingual pupils. Krulatz et al. (2018)
indicate that the reason teachers lack knowledge about multilingualism is because the teacher
training programs have a monolingual focus. Similarly, findings from this study demonstrate
that the majority of the teachers believed they did not have the necessary competence needed
to teach multilingually. This might also be supported by the argument that the teachers
reported mostly employing a monolingual approach in the classroom. These findings
correlates with Garcia’s (2012) that to only speak English in English class was for long
considered the norm. Teacher 2 and Teacher 3 recently became qualified teachers (within the
last five years). Therefore, as the teachers recently completed their education, these findings
are in line with Nordlie’s (2019), that student teachers do not receive adequate training
regarding multilingual teaching. Therefore, it may be concluded that there is not enough
multilingual training in the current teacher training programs.

Even more so, the evidence suggests that the teachers’ positive beliefs about
multilingualism correlate with recent research done on the benefits of being multilingual
(Bialystok, 2009; Edwards, 2009; Krulatz et al., 2018; Peal & Lambert, 1962). However, as
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the majority of the teachers have a monolingual classroom approach, this might indicate that
they have beliefs that reflect previous theory, which assumed that languages are stored as
separate units in the brain (Cummins, 2000; Edwards, 2009; Garcia & Flores, 2014). If
familiar with the theory of Garcia’s (2009) that multilinguals have a repertoire of languages
on a continuum, and to Cummins’ (1981) theory that languages are based on a common
underlying proficiency, the teachers might have had a different teaching approach, if they had
learnt about multilingualism and how to enact it as a part of their teacher education. As Dahl
& Krulatz (2016) and Yurchenko (2020) suggest, it is time to update the teacher training

curricula, so the teachers receive adequate training in this area.

6.2 Pupils’ beliefs about multilingual learning of English

Research question two concerns what beliefs the pupils had towards multilingual learning of
English. The pupils’ beliefs indicated that they did not understand how to use their L1 in
English class. The majority of the pupils perceived it as appropriate to use their L1 at home
and the majority language at school.

The pupils did not understand the purpose of using their L1 in English lessons, even
though they were explained the benefits of strengthening their whole language repertoire. All
of the pupils answered that they believed English should be spoken in English class.
Therefore, it is possible to argue that they initially did perceive that they had one language
repertoire, but different repertoires. Their beliefs towards language use may indicate that they,
similar to the teachers, might perceive that languages are stored separately in the brain
(Cummins, 2000; Garcia & Flores, 2014). However, most of the pupils had a dynamic
relationship with the languages, as they all reported they unconsciously used them
interchangeably. Pupil B said she frequently used all of her languages in conversation,
without understanding why. In line with Garcia (2009), multilingualism is not a linear process
but a dynamic process. However, most of the pupils only used the majority language or
English at school, which might indicate that the pupils’ minority language was not valued.
This would then be in line with Krulatz’ et al. (2018) argument, that the pupils experienced a
majority language only policy at school.

Even though the pupils did not believe their L1 was appropriate in English class, they
all had positive beliefs about the benefits of being multilingual. Pupil C claimed she believed
she learnt language faster since she knew several languages and therefore had a more
extensive vocabulary and was able to see similarities between languages. These findings are

directly in line with Krulatz’ et al. (2018) and Cenoz (2003), who argue that evidence
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suggests that multilinguals learn languages faster since they have developed learning
strategies from SLA that they can apply in TLA.

The pupils’ beliefs also indicated that there were social advantages to multilingualism.
Pupil A commented on the advantages of speaking several languages when interacting with
different cultures. These findings are in line with Garcia’s (2009) claim that as the world is
becoming more globalised, so it is crucial to communicate in several languages. All of the
pupils believed there were cognitive and social advantages of multilingualism. These results
tie well with previous research about the benefits of bilingualism and multilingualism
(Bialystok, 2009, p. 7; Cenoz, 2003; J. Edwards, 2012, p. 31; V. Edwards, 2009, p. 19;
Krulatz et al., 2018, p. 71). These findings are a good starting point for further implementing
multilingualism at schools. Even so, as Bono and Stratilaki (2009) argue, learners viewed
multilingualism as something positive when valued within the school context, especially if
encouraged in the curricula. However, even though LK20 values multilingualism by
emphasising that pupils should understand the benefits of speaking several languages, it is
possible to argue from the findings, that it is not significant enough if the teachers do not have
the necessary knowledge needed to teach multilingually (Core Curriculum, 2017; Dahl &
Krulatz, 2016; Krulatz et al., 2018; LK20, 2019; Nordlie, 2019).

All of the pupils reported identifying with their L1. The majority of the pupils reported
that they did not consider themselves Norwegian. Pupil H claimed that he would never
perceive himself as Norwegian because of his skin colour. On the other hand, Pupil F
identified as Norwegian, however she claimed that other people perceived her as a foreign,
therefore, she had to say she had another ethnicity. However, she perceived she had a stronger
connection to the Norwegian language than her L1. This might question the theory of the
relationship between language and identity, as most of the pupils did not identify as
Norwegian even though they spoke the language. Contrasting the belief held by several
researchers, that there exists a close relationship between language and identity (Baker, 2006;
Chesire, 2002; Choi, 2015; Gibson, 2004; Krulatz et al., 2018). However, as the pupils were
only asked briefly about how they identified, there is not enough evidence to support this
argument. LK20 demands that pupils should develop their identity through cultural and
historical insight in a diverse and inclusive environment (Core Curriculum, 2017; LK20,
2019). Therefore, these examples illustrate how important it is to convey a multilingual
approach in the classroom, so that all the pupils feel welcome for who they are, and can
develop their hybrid identity (Choi, 2015; Krulatz et al., 2018). Baker (2006) argues that how

the teacher perceives the pupils is crucial in their identity development. If the pupils do not
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perceive that their L1 is valued, it might result in subtractive bilingualism (Cenoz, 2003;
Krulatz et al., 2018; Lambert, 1973). Therefore, it might be argued that in order for pupils to

develop their identity, teachers need to be aware of their own beliefs.

6.3 Teachers’ reported practice teaching English multilingually

The third research question aims to examine the reported practices teachers have concerning
teaching English multilingually. Graden (1996) and Harmer (2015) argue for a close
relationship between teachers’ beliefs and practice in the classroom. The teachers in this study
had positive beliefs about the benefits of multilingualism, however their multilingual teaching
practice was limited. This indicates a complex relationship between beliefs and practices
(Borg, 2018). Even though the teachers had positive beliefs, there may be factors that
hindered multilingual teaching, such as the teachers’ knowledge, the curricula, society and
school practices.

Teacher 3 and Teacher 4 explicitly stated that they would only allow pupils’ L1 if used
as a tool for better learning. They had been taught that English should be the primary
language spoken in class. This practice is in line with Garcia’s (2012) and Haukas and Speitz’
(2020) argument, that it is commonly believed that pupils learn best when taught in the target
language. Borg (2015) argues that teachers’ prior experiences and knowledge are reflected in
their teaching practice. In addition, the experiences teachers have inside and outside the
classroom also influence teacher cognition (Borg, 2015). This is reflected in the English-only
approach Teacher 3 and Teacher 4 conducted, revealing that their knowledge reflects their
pedagogical approach in the classroom. However, the relationship between teachers’ beliefs
and practices is often inconsistent and complex, as teacher cognition is not limited to the
teacher training (Borg, 2018). Their practices may also be influenced by contextual factors
such as the pupils’ needs and abilities, the curricula and school practices (Borg, 2015; 2018).

The teachers gave ambiguous answers concerning the use of L1 in the classroom.
Teacher 3 explained that he understood the benefits of the pupils speaking in their L1, and
that he tried to find room for it whenever possible. Similar answers can be found with Teacher
2 and Teacher 3, as they wanted the pupils only to speak English. However, the teachers also
responded that they tried to find room for several languages when possible. This indicates that
the teachers have a desire to teach multilingually, however their competence is limited. These
findings are in line with research on teachers’ lack of competence of teaching multilingual

pupils (Dahl & Krulatz, 2016; Slettebg, 2020; Spernes, 2020). However, the findings from
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this study illustrate that the teachers had some knowledge, as Teacher 1 and Teacher 2 had
explicitly worked towards the competence aims.

However, all of the teachers expressed they would like to receive more training
regarding multilingual teaching. Therefore, it can be argued that these findings emphasise the
importance of teachers receiving more training in teaching multilingually. The findings that
teachers’ beliefs were not a constant representation of their practice correlates with Borg’s
(2018) argument that the inconsistent and complex relationship between teachers’ beliefs and
practice can be related to teachers’ knowledge gap. However, there exists a complexity
behind the teachers’ knowledge gap. It is not solely the teacher’s responsibility to implement
multilingualism, they need to be appropriately trained to do so. Therefore, their knowledge
gap can be related to the teacher training curricula. Dahl and Krulatz (2016) and Yurchenko
(2020) conclude that the teacher training curriculum needs to be updated. Similarly, the
findings from this study suggest that further education is needed for student teachers
regarding multilingual teaching of English.

The findings demonstrate how the teachers lacked strategies in how to implement
multilingual pedagogies. However, Teacher 2 actively drew on the pupils’ previous language
learning experiences, by explicitly asking them how they previously learnt languages. This
way of drawing on previous language learning is reflected in Cenoz’ (2003) theory on TLA
which indicates that multilinguals experience a positive transfer between languages as they
draw on previous languages when learning a new language. Teacher 3 claimed she
experienced that multilingual pupils learnt language faster than monolinguals. The teachers
believed that there were cognitive benefits of being multilingual, which is in line with current
research (Bialystok, 2009; Edwards, 2009; Krulatz et al., 2018). However, when teachers do
not know how to teach English multilingually, it is not adequate that they have positive
beliefs towards the benefits of being multilingual. In order to teach multilingually in line with
LK 20, teachers need to acquire the competence in how to do so, not just the theoretical aspect
of multilingualism.

The findings suggested that the teachers’ knowledge about multilingual pedagogical
approaches was somewhat limited. None of the teachers were familiar with translanguaging
or could explain other multilingual approaches they had implemented in the classroom.
Regarding translanguaging, they all found the concept interesting but were not aware of how
it could be implemented in practice, as Teacher 3 stated that she worried about not having
control when the pupils spoke other languages. This example demonstrates Krulatz’ et al.

(2018) finding, that teachers worry about implementing translanguaging when they do not
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speak the languages themselves. However, as the teachers expressed a need for more training
it might be argued that if the teachers were adequately trained, they might implement
multilingual pedagogies. Similarly, in Gorter & Arocena’s (2020) study, the findings suggest
that the teacher implemented multilingual strategies when trained in this.

There are simple and non-time-consuming methods in how to implement
translanguaging in the classroom. The crucial aspect is acknowledging and valuing the pupils’
home language (Krulatz et al., 2018). There are simple methods for teachers to do this, the
teachers could learn to pronounce their name right, and not just the Norwegian or English
equivalent of it (Krulatz et al., 2018). The teachers could include literature from non-western
countries, or let pupils work in collaborative groups where they can draw on their home
language (Krulatz et al., 2018). Teacher 2 worried about pupils with little experience of
multilingualism feeling left out. However, scholars argue that translanguaging is not only
beneficial for multilinguals, but for the entire class. Translanguaging will create awareness of
linguistic and cultural diversity that can foster curiosity in learning several languages (Garcia,
2012; Krulatz et al., 2018). In line with the CEFR, the pupils need to develop intercultural
competence in order to become tolerant and respectful citizens (Council of Europe, 2018).

All of the teachers had had positive beliefs about the benefits of being multilingual,
however Teacher 2 worried about making any pupil stand out. Similar results are found in
Yurchenko’s (2020) study. In addition, Slettebg’s (2020) findings reveal that the teachers
tried to find methods to include multilinguals, but some of the multilingual pupils did not like
to stand out. The findings from this study and previous studies (Slettebg, 2020; Yurchenko,
2020) indicate that a potential challenge in the multilingual classroom is employing a
multilingual approach without making any pupil feel different in a negative manner.

Two of teachers explicitly said they believed there existed a strong correlation
between language and culture. Teacher 3 and Teacher 4 said they experienced that pupils
from non-western cultures often struggled to learn English as they had not been exposed to it.
In addition, Teacher 3 experienced that the multilingual pupils had different language learning
strategies, however she did not provide examples of this. These examples are in line with
research on the inseparable relationship between language and culture (Byram & Morgan,
1994; Lund, 2007). Risager (2007) argues that due to the transnational world that exists in
classrooms today, it is crucial to consider the complexity and multidimensional process that
take place in language and culture and teach thereafter.

The teachers’ beliefs suggest that they are positive towards multilingual learning and

wish to receive more training. Their multilingual teaching does contain elements of
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multilingualism. However, their knowledge of how to enact multilingualism is limited.
Furthermore, multilingualism is acknowledged in LK20 and the Core Curriculum. Therefore,
these findings might support the argument that a multilingual turn in education has happened,
at least that multilingualism has entered schools (Conteh & Meier 2014; Krulatz et al., 2018).
However, there is still much to be done before pupils’ backgrounds are acknowledged.
Teachers need to apply learning strategies that consider pupils’ linguistic repertoire, learning
strategies as translanguaging. The Ministry of Education and Research (2007) emphasise that
it is not enough to have multilingual pupils enrolled in order to be considered multicultural or
multilingual. Schools have to implement multilingual strategies that value differences
(Spernes, 2020). However, as the teachers are not trained in how to do so, it is challenging to
implement multilingual strategies in the classroom. Therefore, schools need to develop
specific learning strategies that value differences, and more importantly teachers need to be

trained in how to enact multilingualism in the classroom.

6.4 Pupils’ reported experience learning English multilingually
Research questions four concerns pupils’ experiences with multilingual learning of English.
The results indicate that the pupils had little experience with multilingual learning. Two of the
teachers had worked explicitly toward the competence aim in LK20, that pupils should use
knowledge of similarities in the languages they know in English lessons. However, the pupils
did not understand the purpose of this competence aim.

For the majority of the pupil informants, their L1 was not a part of their school life.
These findings are in line with Krulatz’ et al. (2018) that pupils often experience language
socialisation since schools carry a majority language only policy. For the school to be
considered multicultural and multilingual, The Ministry of Education and Research (2007)
emphasises that schools must have specific strategies that value diversity. Surprisingly, none
of the pupils had ever received mother tongue instruction. Only one of the pupils was offered
but declined as she and her parents experienced that she already spoke the language. Spernes
(2020) criticises that mother tongue instruction is only taught to strengthen Norwegian skills.
However, the findings that none of the pupils had received mother tongue instructions might
suggest that mother tongue instruction is not a used practice at schools. However, as this
study only examined eight multilingual pupils who have attended different primary and
secondary schools, more research is necessary to make such a generalisation.

All of the pupils were multilinguals and spoke three or more languages. However,

Pupil F claimed her linguistic abilities in her L1 had significantly decreased. Teacher 4 also
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experienced that language was not even a topic for Norwegian-born pupils to immigrant
parents. Pupil F might be a victim of subtractive bilingualism, which Lambert (1973) defines
as when learning an L2 negatively impacts the L1. However, as Pupil F did not specifically
state the cause of her L1 abilities decreasing, no such conclusion can be made. Spernes (2020)
states that assimilation can be a painful process, as the pupils will lose all ties to their home
language and culture. Even more so, Krulatz et al. (2018) argue that to not implement a
multilingual teaching approach can result in subtractive bilingualism. Therefore, teachers
should promote an inclusive multilingual approach where all languages and identities are
valued. More importantly, Nordlie (2019) argues that multilingualism is only beneficial under
certain conditions. Similarly, Cenoz (2003) found that in the studies where bilingualism was
not beneficial in TLA it usually involved subtractive contexts. Therefore, if teachers support
multilinguals’ entire language repertoire, according to the previously stated research they are
more likely to benefit from being bilingual. Teachers should make the languages they speak
welcomed and available for them.

All of the pupils experienced that the teachers were interested in their background.
However, some of the pupils commented that they perceived that the teachers were not
interested in their language, only their culture. This is an interesting finding as this might
indicate that the teachers’ beliefs to focus on the target language affects the pupils’ classroom
experiences. The findings might also be related to the teachers’ knowledge gap, that the
teachers do not know how to show interest in their home language. However, this might
indicate that there is a close relationship between teachers’ and pupils’ beliefs and
experiences, confirming the theory of Barcelos (2003), Bliylkyazi (2010) and Horwitz
(1985). However, this is only the pupils’ perception of their teacher’s interest. Comparing
their perception to the teachers’ belief might indicate that the teachers care about the pupils’
home language, however they are unaware of how to include it in their lessons.

The pupils had little experience with multilingual learning of English. There were two
incidences where Teacher 1 and Teacher 2 reported that they had directly worked towards the
multilingual aim in LK20. However, only Pupil B had registered that Teacher 1 had a lesson
specifically examining similarities among languages. On the other hand, Pupil C, Pupil D and
Pupil E did not recall the lesson Teacher 2 had where she specifically worked towards the
multilingual competence aim. In general, Teacher 2’ pupils had negative beliefs towards
multilingual learning of English. However, they claimed they would read a book in English or
Norwegian as the availability of books in their L1 was poor. This indicates that there is room

for several ways of validating pupils’ multilingual identities, such as including books in the
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pupils’ L1 in the school library. Similar to Krulatz’ et al. (2018) suggestion, teachers should
create classrooms that value multilingualism, as this will validate their multilingual identities,
they suggest that if the school libraries are equipped with multilingual books, they will be
reinforcing their hybrid identity. The teachers would also implement a multilingual classroom
by learning short phrases as welcome, hello and good morning in the pupils’ L1 (NAFO,
2010). Additionally, by hanging up posters that value multilingualism, the pupils’
multilingual background would be reinforced (NAFO, 2010).

6.5 The relationship between teachers’ and pupils’ beliefs and experiences

Research question five concerns the relationship between teachers’ and pupils’ beliefs and
reported experiences of learning English multilingually. Research suggests that there exists a
strong relationship between teachers’ and pupils’ beliefs and that teaching is most efficient
when teachers consider pupils’ beliefs (Barcelos, 2003; Biiyiikyazi, 2010; Horwitz, 1988;
Krulatz et al. 2018). There have been conducted Scandinavian studies which examined
multilingual teaching concerning teachers’ beliefs and practices (Haukas, 2016; Nordlie,
2019; Sletttebe, 2020) and pupils’ beliefs and experiences (Holst, 2018). However, to the best
of my knowledge, there are no studies that examine the relationship between teachers’ and
pupils’ beliefs and experiences regarding multilingual learning of English in a Scandinavian
context. Therefore, this study aims to contribute to this research by examining the relationship
between teachers’ beliefs and practices in the classroom and how this might influence the
pupils’ beliefs and experiences concerning multilingual learning of English.

All of the teachers were familiar with LK20 and the multilingual changes made to the
curriculum. On the other hand, the pupils were somewhat familiar with LK20, since five of
the pupils had heard about the updated curriculum. However, none of them was aware of the
changes made regarding multilingual teaching. The teachers had positive beliefs towards the
multilingual changes made to LK20, however the teachers had little knowledge in how to
implement it. These classroom experiences might then have influenced the pupils’ beliefs, as
they perceive that their L1 is not relevant in learning English. These findings can support the
argument that there is a close relationship between teachers’ and pupils’ beliefs and
experiences (Barcelos, 2003; Biiyiikyazi, 2010; Horwitz, 1988; Krulatz et al., 2018).

That the teachers conveyed an English-only approach in the classroom might have
influenced the pupils as they also believed that it was only appropriate to talk English. This
argument might be used to support the relationship between teachers’ and pupils’ beliefs.

This argument might further be supported when Pupil G expressed that it was positive that
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English should be the only language spoken in class even though she said she did not have the
linguistic competence to do this. Additionally, the pupils had negative associations with using
their L1 in English class. The majority of the pupils claimed it was unnecessary to use their
L1 in class. However, two of the pupils said they used their L1 as a tool for better
understanding. Therefore, as previously argued, the findings suggest that the teachers’
multilingual approach in the classroom is somewhat limited. However, if the teachers allowed
the pupils to use their whole linguistic repertoire it might validate and develop their
multilingual identities and linguistic abilities (Garcia & Flores, 2014; Krulatz et al. 2018).

Teacher 3 and Teacher 4 claimed they allowed L1s if the pupils did not comprehend a
task. This practice is in line with Krulatz’ et al. (2018) translanguaging, since it involves using
the languages the pupils know for better learning. However, it might be argued that since
Teacher 3 and Teacher 4 explicitly said L1s are only allowed if the pupils do not comprehend
a task, it can signal that their L1 is unimportant. Therefore, this would not be in line with
translanguaging, as it is crucial to acknowledge that the pupils’ home language is important
(Celic & Seltzer, 2012; Krulatz et al., 2018), especially considering that Krulatz et al. (2018)
suggest that teachers’ beliefs about translanguaging significantly influences the pupils’
experience of being multilingual.

The findings from this study suggest that pupils’ beliefs indicate that multilingual
learning is not relevant to their English learning. This might be related to them being little
exposed to it as the teachers do not have the necessary competence in how to enact
multilingualism in the classroom. However, research suggests that there exists a reciprocal
relationship between teachers’ and learners’ beliefs (Barcelos, 2003). Therefore, it might be
argued that the pupils’ beliefs influence the teachers’ beliefs. The findings from this study
suggest that Pupil C’s beliefs indicated that it was irrelevant to use her L1 in English class.
Similarly, Teacher 2 emphasised that she did not want any pupils to stand out. This might
again influence Pupil C’s experience as an authority person confirms her belief, which results
in her original belief being maintained. Ultimately, the pupil’s beliefs then validate Teacher
2’s beliefs which will again influence her practices. This example supports the complexity in
teacher cognition, that teachers are influenced by their experiences and contextual factors
(Borg, 2018). Furthermore, that beliefs are socially co-constructed in social interaction, since
these findings support the reciprocal and dynamic relationship between teachers’ and pupils’
beliefs as they are validated and maintained in social interaction (Alanen, 2003; Barcelos,
2003).
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All of the teachers considered the individual’s level when teaching. Teachers 3 and 4
explicitly said they gave tasks depending on the pupils’ English level, however they claimed
that it was regardless of them being multilingual. These findings indicate that the teachers
consider Vygotsky’s (1978) concept of ZPD, as they differentiated their teaching and
supported them according to their level. However, as Compton-Lilly (2013) suggests, teachers
must build on what the pupils bring to class and help them utilise their knowledge. This
includes that the teachers need to consider the multilingualism in the classroom. Furthermore,
Cenoz (2003) argues it is vital to separate SLA and TLA, as multilinguals will have learning
strategies to benefit them when learning additional languages. However, the context must be
right when acquiring an L3 (Cenoz, 2003). The context refers to an environment where the
pupils’ languages are valued. If the environment is positive this might also result in the pupils
being more motivated and confident, and therefore they might learn languages better
(Krashen, 1983). Krulatz et al. (2018) argue that if the pupils L1 is not validated, it can
eventually lead to the pupils having low self-esteem and can create an identity crisis.
Therefore, it is not sufficient enough to enact an English only approach in the classroom.

Horwitz (1988) suggests that the teacher’s authority influences pupils’ beliefs,
therefore, teachers must demonstrate to the pupils that their L1 is important and relevant to
the class. Additionally, Kalaja et al. (2018) argue that if teachers do not consider learners’
beliefs, the teaching might be in vain. Therefore, teachers must consider what beliefs pupils
have about language learning when teaching. Furthermore, article 30 in the Convention on the
Rights of the Child, states that children have the right to enjoy, profess and practise their own
culture, religion, and language ( UN Commission on Human Rights, 1990). Also, Krulatz et
al. (2018) argue that evidence indicates that confirming pupils’ identity and continuously
helping them develop their whole language repertoire will result in higher academic
achievement. An argument might therefore be made that teachers have a responsibility to
consider what the pupils bring to the classrooms, in order for them to have the best possible

development.

6.5 Limitations

The main limitation of this study involves the methodological choices made, namely the low
number of participants. The low number of participants impacts the generalisability of the
research since semi-structured interviews and focus group interviews were chosen to
investigate in depth the participants’ beliefs and reported experiences. Therefore, the findings

from this study can only be used as an indication of the beliefs and practices that might be
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found in Norwegian classrooms. However, the choice of using interviews allowed the
researcher to analyse the in-depth answers of their specific beliefs and practices, providing
thorough answers to the research questions. Therefore, as Dornyei (2007) suggests, the main
idea might be generalised as it can help understand the situation of others.

The reliability of the data is also impacted by the choice of conducting focus group
interviews with pupils, for two reasons. The first reason is that the different focus group
interviews had a varying number of participants. One of the interviews had only one
participant and cannot be counted as a focus group interview, but as an individual semi-
structured interview. Additionally, another interview had three participants instead of the
planned two participants. However, in this interview, it was evident that one of the pupils did
not want to disagree with the other pupils. This is similar to the theory suggested by Brink
(1993) that people might answer differently in group interviews than if they were alone.
Therefore, it is possible to argue that the reliability of the thesis is increased by choice of
having small focus-group interviews, to avoid the pupils just confirming answers.

On the other hand, another limitation was that the small focus-group interviews
resulted in the interviewees not having the desired interactive discussion. The focus group
interview resulted in a conversation where the participants only answered the given questions
instead of discussing multilingual teaching with each other. This limitation confirms Dérnyeli
(2007) argument, that having fewer than six participant makes it harder to create an
interactive discussion. Additionally, the participants young age and limited knowledge
regarding multilingual learning might have also influenced this outcome.

An unpredicted limitation the researcher encountered was the language barrier. A
couple of the participants had limited Norwegian competence than what was initially
accounted for. This resulted in reformulating the questions in order to clarify, and therefore,
impacting the outcome of the interview. However, did this not impact the validity and
reliability of the interview, as the interview was planned in order to open up for spontaneity
(Mack et al., 2005).

One last limitation to consider is that the findings from the study are subjective
interpretations the teachers and pupils have of their beliefs and experiences. Their subjective
interpretations have not been observed, meaning that the researcher has not entered the
classrooms in order to study the teachers’ classroom practices. The reliability and validity of

the thesis would have been improved if it was not for the listed limitations.
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6.6 Implications for teaching

This study aims not to criticise the teachers’ approaches in the classroom, but to contribute to
professional teaching development by examining the relationship between teachers’ and
pupils’ beliefs and experiences regarding multilingual learning of English. It is evident that
the English teachers had positive beliefs towards multilingual teaching, however they did not
have the necessary competence to teach multilingually. Therefore, the first implication is that
teachers need to be adequately trained in multilingual teaching. In order for schools to have
inclusive multilingual strategies, it is not enough that LK20 has a multilingual focus when the
teachers have not been sufficiently educated in how to teach multilingually. Furthermore,
previous research reveals that training teachers on how to enact multilingualism results in
them implementing it in the classroom (Gorter & Arocena, 2020). Therefore, policy makers
need to train schools and teachers in how they can implement multilingualism in the
classroom.

Krulatz et al. (2018) argue that it is crucial that the policy makers and teachers that
have influence over the children’s education understand what multilingualism is, in addition
they need to understand why it is crucial to support it and how to implement multilingualism
in the classroom. The Ministry for Education and Research (2007) reports that it is not enough
to have multilingual pupils enrolled at the school. However, the schools need to have specific
strategies that value differences. Therefore, the second implication for future teaching is that
schools and policy makers need to enhance diversity through implementing multilingual
strategies.

The final implication, which is similar to what other studies have argued (Dahl &
Krulatz, 2016; Nordlie, 2019; Yurchenko, 2020), is that the teacher training curriculum must
be updated where student teachers receive adequate training in how to teach in a multilingual
classroom. Furthermore, it is important that the teacher training curriculum has an enhanced
focus on multilingualism, and not just regarding the language didactic courses, but all aspects

of the teacher program.
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7. Conclusion

7.1 Main Findings

This present study aimed to examine the teachers’ and pupils’ beliefs and reported practice
experience about multilingual teaching and learning of English. Additionally, this study
aimed to examine the relationship between the teachers’ and pupils’ beliefs and experiences.
By conducting semi-structured interviews with four VG1 English teachers and focus group
interviews with eight VGL1 pupils, the study has aimed to answer the following research
questions: What are the teachers’ beliefs about multilingual teaching of English? What are the
multilingual pupils’ beliefs about multilingual learning of English? What are the teachers’
reported practice teaching English multilingually? What are the multilingual pupils’ reported
experience learning English multilingually? What is the relationship between the teachers’
and the pupils’ beliefs and experiences concerning multilingual learning of English?

Concerning the first research question on what beliefs teachers had about multilingual
teaching of English, this study concludes that teachers had positive beliefs about multilingual
teaching of English. However, they had little knowledge of how to implement multilingualism
in the classroom. This conclusion can be drawn as the teachers on several occasions stated
that they thought it was beneficial to be multilingual. However, they expressed a desire to
learn more about how to enact multilingualism in the classroom. Regarding the use of several
languages, three teachers said they tried to find room for the pupils’ L1 when possible, but
they believed English should be the only language spoken in English class. Therefore, a
conclusion may arrive at the teachers wanted to implement multilingualism in the classroom
but did not have the necessary competence to do so.

The second research question concerned what beliefs pupils had towards multilingual
learning of English. This study concludes that the pupils did not understand the relevance of
using their L1 in English class. The pupils believed that Norwegian or English, should be
spoken in class, and their L1 was restricted to their families and friends outside of school.
However, all of the pupils had positive beliefs towards being multilingual and perceived there
were cognitive and social benefits associated with it.

The third research question concerned what reported practice teachers had towards
multilingual teaching of English. The study concludes that the teachers had limited practice
teaching multilingually. The findings suggested that there exists a complex relationship
between the teacher’s beliefs and practice. Furthermore, this complexity might be related to

contextual and external factors. Therefore, a conclusion may be made that due to the teachers’
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knowledge gap in how to implement multilingualism in the classrooms, it might have resulted
in them employing the English only rule.

The fourth research question concerned pupils’ reported experiences learning English
multilingually. Similar to the pupils’ beliefs that they did not understand the purpose of using
their L1 in English class, the study concludes that the pupils had little experience learning
English multilingually. The majority of the pupils did not use or want to use their L1 within
the school context. However, two of the pupils used their L1 for better understanding.

The last research question aimed to examine the relationship between teachers’ and
pupils’ beliefs and experiences about multilingual learning of English. From the discussion, a
conclusion might be drawn that there exists a complex and dynamic relationship between the
teachers’ and pupils’ beliefs and experiences. The findings suggest that the classroom
practices carried by the teacher might have influenced the pupils’ beliefs towards multilingual
learning of English. This conclusion might be drawn since the teachers only used the target
language in English lessons, which might have influenced the pupils’ negative beliefs about
multilingual learning. However, the pupils’ beliefs towards not wanting to use their L1 at
school might have also shaped the teachers’ beliefs, which might influence the classroom
experiences, which might again shape the pupils’ beliefs. Therefore, it demonstrates the
complexity between teachers’ and pupils’ beliefs and experiences.

The assumption of this thesis was that teachers did not have the necessary competence
needed in order to teach English multilingually according to LK20. This assumption is
confirmed, however, the findings from this study argues that it is more complicated than
previously assumed. The findings from this study suggested that all of the teachers desired to
receive more competence in how to implement multilingualism. Thus, the responsibility
involves not just the teachers, but also the policy makers to implement programs that train
teachers accordingly. Multilingualism is no longer an exception but a fact in every classroom.
Acrticle 30 in the Convention on the Rights of the Child, states that children have the right to
enjoy, profess and practise their own culture, religion, and language. This is not accomplished
if pupils’ home languages and cultures are not welcomed at school. Therefore, the
government and the people involved in children’s education need to create programs that
properly educate teachers and schools on how to implement specific strategies that enact

multilingualism in the classroom.
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7.2 Contributions and implications for further research

This current study contributes to the research of multilingual teaching of English in a
Scandinavian context. By focusing on both teachers’ and pupils’ beliefs and reported practice
and experience, the study contributes to the importance of teaching multilingually.
Furthermore, the study contributes to research on the relationship between teachers’ and
pupils’ beliefs and experiences. Due to the dynamic and complex relationship between
teachers’ and pupils’ beliefs, this study creates awareness of the importance of teachers being
sufficiently trained in how to teach multilingually. Furthermore, that teachers need to be
aware of their own beliefs and their pupils’ beliefs in teaching. The study provides helpful
information about how to enact multilingualism according to LK20. Additionally, it
emphasises that in order to have schools and teachers that values differences, it is not enough
to change the curriculum, but it is equally or even more important to train the teachers
sufficiently.

Therefore, a possible direction for further research is to have a longitudinal study that
examines teachers who have been trained explicitly towards multilingual teaching, and
compare it to the teachers who have completed the current ordinary education. Then, the
study could examine any possible teaching differences that might affect the pupils’ beliefs
towards multilingualism and multilingual learning, and how it can potentially develop their
hybrid identity.

Furthermore, a suggestion for further research would be to conduct a mixed-method
study that includes questionnaires in order to examine teachers’ and pupils’ beliefs and
experiences of multilingual learning of English. Then a more extensive answer could be
provided regarding how multilingual pupils learn English according to the Knowledge
Promotion 2020.
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Appendix 2
Teachers’ interview guide 8

Interview guide teachers

1. Background for the interview and qualifications

1.

For how long have you been a qualified teacher?

a) What is your educational background?

b) Do you have further education after receiving your teacher qualification. If so,
what?

What grades do you teach?

a) Are you a ‘kontaktlcerer’?

What languages do you speak?

a) Which of the mentioned languages have you studied in higher education?

How do you understand the term multilingualism (flerspraklighet)?
a. Is this a term that is commonly used at your school?

How many pupils are there at the school?

a) About how many would you say are multilingual?

b) Would you say that multilingualism at your school (how many multilingual pupils

there are) has had a recent growth?
a) If so, when did this happen?

2. Teacher training

1.
2.

To what extent did the teacher training include teaching about multilingualism?
To what extent do you believe that you have been sufficiently educated about
multilingual teaching through work?

a. If relevant, have you been taught in later years, e.g. at courses, about

multilingualism?

b. If relevant, how have you learnt what you know about multilingual teaching?
How were you introduced/taught about LK20?

a. Did this teaching include multilingualism?

When did multilingualism become relevant for your teaching of English?

3. Experience with multilinguals

8 A translation was made for the interviews conducted in Norwegian.
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2. How much experience do you have teaching English to multilingual pupils?
a. How do you experience that multilingual pupils with a different or additional
L1 than the majority language Norwegian, learn English?
3. Inyour English class, how many pupils are multilingual?
a. How familiar are you with the pupil’s home language?
b. Do you often observe or hear the pupils talk in their home language?

a) If so, what is your reaction?

4. Beliefs about LK20 and multilingual teaching of English

1. “To what extent do you believe that knowledge about multilingualism increases
tolerance for linguistic diversity?” (Krulatz et al., 2018, p. 28)

2. “What do you see as possible advantages and disadvantages in welcoming the use of
several languages in the classroom when you are teaching English?”” (Krulatz et al.,
2018, p. 233)

3. What knowledge and skills do you feel you need to develop as a teacher to facilitate
an inclusive approach to teaching in a linguistically and culturally diverse classroom?”
(Krulatz et al., 2018, p.121)

a. (if relevant) Would you focus more on creating an inclusive multilingual
classroom if you learnt more about the topic?

4. Itisanaim in LK20 to treat multilingualism as a resource for all pupils, what would
you say are the benefits and challenges of this?

a. “What would you include as important elements in a multilingual pedagogy in
your English classes?” (Krulatz et al., 2018, p. 85)

5. A competence aim in the English subject curriculum is that pupils shall use the
languages they know when learning English:

a. How do you think this can be done in the classroom?
b. What would be the benefits/challenges of this?

6. How do you believe English should be taught to multilingual pupils?

7. What aspects of multilingual teaching are you familiar with?

a. Translanguaging as a classroom pedagogy involves using the languages the pupils
and teachers know as a tool for better learning. Can you think of examples in your
classroom where this could be applied?

b. What do you see as the benefits and challenges of using translanguaging in the
classroom?
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i.  Especially in relation in promoting pupils’ English abilities?

5. Practice teaching English multilingually
1. (How) do you implement multilingualism in the classroom in the teaching of:
a. Reading skills?
b. Oral skills?
c. Writing skills?
d. Digital skills?
2. How do you help your multilingual pupils in becoming better language learners?
(Krulatz et al., 2018)
3. What are the benefits/challenges of teaching multilingual pupils?
4. “How do you help your multilingual pupils “feel at home” in your classroom?”

(Krualtz et al., 2018, p. 207)

References:

Krulatz, A., Dahl, A., & Flognfeldt, M. E. (2018). Enacting Multilingualism: From Research

to Teaching Practice in the English Classroom. Oslo: Cappelen Damm Akademisk.
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Appendix 3
Pupils’ interview guide®
Interview guide pupils

Background and first language/s
1. What is your first language?
a) If relevant, when did you learn Norwegian?
b) What language would you say you are most comfortable speaking?
c) Have you received mother tongue instruction or special language instruction?

2. If someone asks you where you are from, what do you respond?

The knowledge promotion 2020 and beliefs about multilingual learning of English
1. Are you familiar with the concept of multilingualism? How do you interpret this?
a) Why do you think this has become relevant for the new curriculum?
2. LK?20 states that all pupils shall use the languages they speak as a resource in English
lessons. What are your thoughts about this?
a) What would be the benefits/disadvantages of using your first language in
learning English?
b) Would you prefer to use all your languages in the English classroom?
¢) How do you think using your first language would be beneficial in learning
English? Can you think of any examples?

3. Do you have any thoughts on how to learn English multilingually? Any examples?

Experiences learning English multilingually

1. s your first language a part of your school day?
a) If relevant, how do you use your first language during the school day?

2. What are your experiences about speaking another language than the target language

in:

a) Norwegian class?
b) Foreign language class?
c) English class?

3. Do you experience an interest among the teacher or classmates concerning your first

language?

° A translation was made for the interviews conducted in Norwegian.
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To what degree do you experience an including multilingual classroom environment,
meaning a classroom where every language is welcomed?

. When you learn languages, do you look for similarities in the languages you already
speak?

How do you experience that the teacher teaches the multilingual pupils English?
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Appendix 4
Teachers’ letter of information 1°

Are you interested in taking part in the research project
“Multilingualism and the Knowledge Promotion 2020: A
Study on Multilingual teaching of English”

This is an inquiry about participation in a research project where the main purpose is to find
out how teachers can implement multilingual teaching. In this letter we will give you
information about the purpose of the project and what your participation will involve.

Purpose of the project
This project will be a qualitative study of how multilingualism is enacted in the English
classroom according to the Knowledge Promotion 2020 (LK20), from the perspective of
English teachers and multilingual pupils with a different or additional home language than the
majority language Norwegian. Multilingualism is a central part of LK20, and it is
acknowledged in both the Core curriculum and the English subject curriculum that pupils
should experience that being multilingual is beneficial in both society and school. This
requires teachers to have competence about how to teach multilinguals, but teachers report
that they do not feel they have the necessary skills to do so (Krulatz, Dahl, & Flognfeldt,
2018, p. 13). Through interviews with four English teachers and four focus group interviews
with two multilingual pupils, this master thesis plans to examine:

1. What are the teachers’ beliefs about multilingual teaching of English?

2. What are the multilingual pupils’ beliefs about multilingual learning of English?

3. What are the teachers’ reported practice teaching English multilingually?

4. What are the multilingual pupils’ reported experience learning English multilingually?

5. What is the relationship between the teachers’ and the pupils’ beliefs and experiences

concerning multilingual learning of English?

Who is responsible for the research project?

Mona Flesland Loukili is conducting the research, and Torill Irene Hestetraeet is the
supervisor. The Department of Cultural Studies and Languages at the University of Stavanger
is the institution responsible for the project.

Why are you being asked to participate?

You have been asked to participate since you meet the criteria for this study:
* You work in upper secondary school
* You are a qualified English teacher
* You have experiences of teaching multilingual pupils

What does participation involve for you?

If you chose to take part in the project, this will involve that you participate in an interview. It
will take approx. 45-60 minutes. The interview includes questions about your beliefs and
practices regarding multilingual teaching. The interview will be audio-recorded and
transcribed, but it will be anonymised. If COVID-19 prevents in persons-interviews, the
interview will be conducted over Teams.

1A translation was made for the interviews conducted in Norwegian.
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Participation is voluntary

Participation in the project is voluntary. If you choose to participate, you can withdraw your
consent at any time without giving a reason. All information about you will then be deleted.
There will be no negative consequences for you if you chose not to participate or later decide
to withdraw.

Your personal privacy — how we will store and use your personal data

We will only use your personal data for the purposes specified in this information letter. We
will process your personal data confidentially and in accordance with data protection
legislation (the General Data Protection Regulation and Personal Data Act).

* Only, Mona Flesland Loukili, and Torill Irene Hestetraeet, the supervisor, will have
access to the personal data.

»  We will replace your name and contact details with a code. The list of names, contact
details and respective codes will be stored separately from the rest of the collected
data.

» The audio recordings and anonymised transcriptions will be saved with a code, and the
audio-recordings will be deleted after the end of this project, by the end of June 2021.

The participants will not be identified in the publication.

What will happen to your personal data at the end of the research project?
The project is scheduled to end in June 2021. All of the personal data, including the audio
recording, will be deleted at the end of the project.

Your rights
» access the personal data that is being processed about you
* request that your personal data is deleted
* request that incorrect personal data about you is corrected/rectified
* receive a copy of your personal data (data portability), and
+ send a complaint to the Data Protection Officer or The Norwegian Data Protection
Authority regarding the processing of your personal data

What gives me the right to process your personal data?
We will process your personal data based on your consent.

Based on an agreement with the department of cultural studies and languages at UiS, NSD —
The Norwegian Centre for Research Data AS has assessed that the processing of personal data
in this project is in accordance with data protection legislation.

Where can | find out more?
If you have questions about the project, or want to exercise your rights, contact:

» The conductor of this project: Mona Flesland Loukili, by email:
(mf.loukili@stud.uis.no)

» The supervisor: Torill Irene Hestetreeet, by email: (torill.hestetreet@uis.no)

« Data Protection Official at UiS, by email: (personvernombud@uis.no)

* NSD - The Norwegian Centre for Research Data AS, by email:
(personverntjenester@nsd.no) or by telephone: +47 55 58 21 17.
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Yours sincerely,
Mona Flesland Loukili

Project Leader Student
(supervisor)

Consent form

I have received and understood information about the project ” Multilingualism and the
Knowledge Promotion 2020: A Study on Multilingual teaching of English” and have been
given the opportunity to ask questions. | give consent:

0 To participate in an oral interview
O To be audio recorded

I give consent for my personal data to be processed until the end date of the project, approx.
June 2021.

(Signed by participant, date)
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Appendix 5
Pupils’ letter of information

Are you interested in taking part in the research project
“Multilingualism and the Knowledge Promotion 2020: A
Study on Multilingual teaching of English”

This is an inquiry about participation in a research project where the main purpose is to
examine how teachers can implement multilingual teaching. In this letter, we will give you
information about the purpose of the project and what your participation will involve.

Purpose of the project
This project will be a qualitative study of how multilingualism is enacted in the English
classroom according to the Knowledge Promotion 2020 (LK20), from the perspective of
English teachers and multilingual pupils with a different or additional home language than the
majority language Norwegian. Multilingualism is a central part of LK20, and it is
acknowledged in both the Core curriculum and the English subject curriculum that pupils
should experience that being multilingual is beneficial in both society and school. This
requires teachers to have competence about how to teach multilinguals, but teachers report
that they do not feel they have the necessary skills to do so (Krulatz, Dahl, & Flognfeldt,
2018, p. 13). Through interviews with four English teachers and four focus group interviews
with two multilingual pupils, this master thesis plans to examine:

1. What are the teachers’ beliefs about multilingual teaching of English?

2. What are the multilingual pupils’ beliefs about multilingual learning of English?

3. What are the teachers’ reported practice teaching English multilingually?

4. What are the multilingual pupils’ reported experience learning English multilingually?
5. What is the relationship between the teachers’ and the pupils’ beliefs and experiences

concerning multilingual learning of English?

Who is responsible for the research project?

Mona Flesland Loukili is conducting the research, and Torill Irene Hestetraeet is the
supervisor. The Department of Cultural Studies and Languages at the University of Stavanger
is the institution responsible for the project.

Why are you being asked to participate?
You have been asked to participate since you meet the criteria for this study:
» Speak at least three languages
» One of the languages is not Norwegian or English, and it is spoken at home

What does your participation involve?

If you chose to take part in the project, this will involve that you participate in a focus group
interview. This means you will be interviewed together with some of your classmates,
regarding your experience of how you are taught English multilingually. 1t will take approx.

11 A translation was made for the interviews conducted in Norwegian.
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30 minutes and will be conducted in Norwegian or English. The interview will be audio-
recorded and transcribed, but it will be anonymised. If COVID-19 prevents in persons-
interviews, the interview will be conducted over Teams.

Participation is voluntary

Participation in the project is voluntary. If you give consent for your participation, you can
withdraw your consent at any time without giving a reason. In case the interviews have been
conducted, the audio-recording and anonymised transcription will be deleted. There will be no
negative consequences for you if you chose not to participate or later decide to withdraw.

Your personal privacy — how we will store and use your personal data

We will only use the personal data for the purposes specified in this information letter. We
will process your personal data confidentially and in accordance with data protection
legislation (the General Data Protection Regulation and Personal Data Act).

e Only, Mona Flesland Loukili, and Torill Irene Hestetraeet, the supervisor, will have
access to the personal data.

e We will replace your name and contact details with a code. The list of names, contact
details and respective codes will be stored separately from the rest of the collected
data.

e The audio-recordings and anonymised transcriptions will be saved with a code, and
the audio-recordings will be deleted after the end of this project, by the end of June
2021.

The participants will not be recognised in the publication.

What will happen to your personal data at the end of the research project?
The project is scheduled to end in June 2021. All of your personal data, including the audio
recording, will be deleted at the end of the project.

Your rights
e access the personal data that is being processed about you
e request that your personal data is deleted
e request that incorrect personal data about you is corrected/rectified
e receive a copy of your personal data (data portability), and
e send a complaint to the Data Protection Officer or The Norwegian Data Protection
Authority regarding the processing of your personal data

What gives me the right to process your personal data?
We will process your personal data based on your consent.

Based on an agreement with the Department of Cultural Studies and Languages at UiS, NSD
— The Norwegian Centre for Research Data AS has assessed that the processing of personal
data in this project is in accordance with data protection legislation.

Where can I find out more?
If you have questions about the project, or want to exercise your/their rights, contact:

e The conductor of this project: Mona Flesland Loukili, by email:
(mf.loukili@stud.uis.no)
e The supervisor: Torill Irene Hestetraeet, by email: (torill.hestetreet@uis.no)
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e Data Protection Official at UiS, by email: (personvernombud@uis.no)
e NSD - The Norwegian Centre for Research Data AS, by email:
(personverntjenester@nsd.no) or by telephone: +47 55 58 21 17.

Yours sincerely,
Mona Flesland Loukili

Project Leader Student
(supervisor)

Consent form

I have received and understood information about the project ” Multilingualism and the
Knowledge Promotion 2020: A Study on Multilingual teaching of English” and have been
given the opportunity to ask questions. | give consent:

O To participate in a focus group interview
O That I will be audio recorded

I give consent for my personal data to be processed until the end date of the project, by the
end of June 2021.

(Signed by participant, date)
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