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Abstract

An inclusive translanguaging pedagogy aims to promote learning and par-
ticipation by drawing on the learners’ entire semiotic repertoire. The focus of
this chapter are the translanguaging practices of four early years practition-
ers in Luxembourg. We analyse the deployment of their linguistic repertoire,
their reasons for translanguaging, and the ways in which their practices con-
tributed to inclusion and participation. We found that the practices comprised
using linguistic resources dynamically, translating, and ‘home languaging,’
and depended on the practitioners’ pedagogical stance. We argue that multilin-
gual practices need to be embedded in a reflexive translanguaging pedagogy in
order to enhance inclusion.
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1 Introduction

Educational institutions worldwide must cope with increasingly heterogeneous
intakes and, therefore, monolingual pedagogical strategies are no longer appropri-
ate. Owing to migration and globalisation, a growing number of children enter
these institutions with more varied linguistic repertoires than those of the domi-
nant majority. However, their resources are neither fully acknowledged by edu-
cation systems nor systematically included in policies, curricula and teaching
practices. In education, inclusion refers to ‘a process of addressing and respond-
ing to the diversity of needs of all children, youth and adults through increasing
participation in learning, cultures and communities’ (UNESCO 2009, p. 8 f.).
The index for inclusion in early childhood education (Booth et al. 2008) provides
professionals with concrete strategies that promote inclusion such as recognis-
ing cultural and linguistic diversity as a resource, showing respect for children’s
identities and cultures, and drawing on differences to support play, learning and
the participation of all children. Language policies on early language education
of the European Commission address the necessity to accommodate children’s
diverse needs and backgrounds, and promote equal opportunities and social jus-
tice (e.g. European Commission 2011). Translanguaging is a central pillar for
realising more inclusive, learner-centered, multilingual pedagogies (Garcia and Li
Wei 2014; Garcia et al. 2017). As a sociolinguistic and socio-educational concept,
translanguaging refers, on the one hand, to the process of deploying one’s entire
semiotic repertoire to make meaning and communicate and, on the other hand, to
pedagogical practices that leverage these processes to support learning and par-
ticipation (Garcia and Otheguy 2019).

In Luxembourg, multilingualism is an everyday reality (Fehlen and Heinz
2016). Apart from the three official languages — Luxembourgish, French and Ger-
man — many more are spoken on account of the high proportion of immigrants
in Luxembourg. In 2018, 47.5% of the residents did not have Luxembourgish
citizenship (STATEC 2019) and 63.7% of the four- to six-year-olds spoke a first
language other than Luxembourgish (MENJE 2019). Despite this multilingual
reality, educational practices were found to hold on to monolingual norms and
policies of separating and excluding languages (Christmann 2011; Neumann
2015; Seele 2016). Studies such as PISA, PIRLS and the national épreuves stand-
ardisés (standardised tests) have repeatedly shown that academic achievement
largely depends on students’ socio-economic, migrant and language backgrounds
(MENIJE 2018). Recent language education policies therefore call for multilin-
gual approaches in early childhood which aim to reduce the persistent inequalities
in attainment and promote social justice.
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The present chapter focuses on the translanguaging practices of professionals
in early education and a day-care center in Luxembourg. Early childhood educa-
tion is divided into formal and non-formal institutions (Kirsch and Seele 2020).
Formal education for young children is organised within the official school sys-
tem and comprises a two-year compulsory preschool for four- to six-year-olds
and an optional preschool year for three-year-olds called the éducation précoce
(early education). In the éducation précoce, teachers and caregivers collaborate
and follow the national primary school curriculum. Non-formal educational insti-
tutions are a more recent development. They include state or private out-of-school
educational institutions such as day-care centers (MFI and SNJ 2013). Profes-
sionals adhere to the national framework plan for non-formal education (MENJE
and SNJ 2018). In this paper, we analyse the ways in which professionals deploy
their semiotic repertoire and examine the extent to which their translanguaging
practices contribute to inclusion and participation. The data for the present chap-
ter stem from observations and interviews of the project ‘Developing Multilingual
Pedagogies in Early Childhood’ (MuLiPEC), conducted from 2016 to 2019 by
Kirsch.

2 Translanguaging Pedagogies

The call for more flexible approaches that open up to the diversity of the chil-
dren and can accommodate their needs comes from various fields: the index for
inclusion (Booth et al. 2008), work on linguistic human rights (Skutnabb-Kangas
1995), and education (Weber 2014), to name a few. ‘Multilingual pedagogies’
(Garcia and Flores 2012) or ‘translanguaging pedagogies’ (Garcia et al. 2012,
2017) recognise the existence of multiple linguistic resources in educational
institutions and attempt to leverage students’ unitary semiotic system to support
meaning-making and learning (Garcia et al. 2017). This resource-based pedagogy
places the learners at the center, values their linguistic and cultural practices,
and offers them some choice over their language use. The transglossic learning
arrangements challenge dominant monolingual practices and equalize positions
of learners’ by allowing them to deploy their multilingual repertoires flexibly.

To contribute to the implementation of the pedagogy and help practitioners
conceptualise the main aspects, Garcia et al. (2017) identified three interrelated
elements; stance, design and shifts. The stance refers to the teachers’ commitment
to embrace multilingualism, draw on students’ repertoires, and consider their lan-
guages as part of a unitary system rather than as isolated and bounded entities.
The design refers to the curriculum and activities that integrate children’s diverse
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linguistic and multimodal resources and enable children to connect home and
school languages. The shifts denote the teachers’ deviations from the design and
the flexible ways in which they adapt to the children’s needs.

Studies in monolingual, bilingual and multilingual early years settings have
identified various purposes and benefits of translanguaging: facilitating communi-
cation and meaning-making, promoting participation and learning and supporting
the children’s socio-emotional development and multilingual identities (Garcia
2011; Garrity et al. 2015; Kirsch 2017). In these studies, translanguaging was
transformative in that it changed individuals and made teachers develop inclusive
practices which valued all languages and challenged dominant monolingual prac-
tices. This was the case when teachers raised the status of minority languages,
drew on the children’s varied funds of knowledge for learning, and designed col-
laborative tasks where children used their linguistic repertoires flexibly (Gort and
Sembiante 2015; Mary and Young 2017; Palviainen et al. 2016).

Some studies shed light on the relationship between translanguaging and
inclusion. Studying translanguaging in a bilingual education programme in a
secondary school in Sri Lanka, Wijesekera et al. (2018) found that the teachers
generated inclusion through creating feelings of solidarity and interdependence
between students of two ethnicities, who had historically lived in separation and
anxiety. This led to respect and the feeling of being a member of a community.
Examining the use of multiple languages in a Dutch-medium secondary school
in Brussels, Jaspers (2015) concluded that this practice may reinforce traditional
language hierarchies. While abiding to the school’s monolingual language policy,
the teachers, Mr S in particular, reverted at times to French and the children’s
home languages including Turkish and Arabic. This flexible language use created
some ‘camaraderie’ (p. 125) between Mr S and the students. While students may
have felt respected, valued and more included, Jaspers argued that this languaging
practice also raised the students’ awareness of language hierarchies. Given that
the home languages were only used at transitional moments and in a playful way,
they had less status. Furthermore, Hamman (2018) showed that the flexible lan-
guage use in a primary dual-language class in the US led to children’s unequal
participation. The teachers and children used more English than Spanish which
provided the English-dominant children with more opportunities to show their
expertise and at times positioned the Spanish-dominant speakers as different.
Finally, Mary and Young (2017) reported that a preschool teacher in France used
translanguaging strategically to help children learn. The teacher used words and
concepts in Turkish to show the three- to four-year-olds that she was knowledge-
able of some cultural practices. This helped the children connect linguistic and
cultural practices at home and at school. The resulting inclusive practice testifies
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to the teacher’s intercultural competence ‘underpinned by the value she places on
equity and her consequent commitment to offer all the children in her care equal
access to education” (Mary and Young 2017, p. 8). Taken together, Jaspers (2015),
Hamman (2018), Mary and Young (2017) and Palviainen et al. (2016) seem to
agree that teachers should carefully monitor their language use, that is plan how
to use translanguaging strategically in teaching and learning in order to promote
inclusion and ensure participation.

In sum, this section has shown that the translanguaging pedagogy intents to
promote children’s learning and participation through the inclusion of their entire
linguistic and non-linguistic repertoires. Studies focusing on the relationship
between translanguaging and inclusion in early education are scarce. Moreover,
most studies either focused on one institutional language and the children’s home
languages (e.g. Belgium, France) or two institutional languages (e.g. Finland,
Sri Lanka, US). Virtually no studies paid attention to the languaging practices
of multilingual children and staff in contexts where two or more languages are
used. The present study addresses these gaps and examines the translanguaging
practices in a day-care center and a class of the édcuation précoce in multilingual
Luxembourg in relation to inclusion. In order to examine if and how these prac-
tices are embedded in a reflexive translanguaging pedagogy that implies a more
general inclusive stance (Garcia et al. 2017), we ask:

e In what ways do practitioners deploy their linguistic repertoire?

e Why do they translanguage?

e To what extent does their translanguaging practice contribute to the inclusion
and participation of all children?

3 Methodology

The present case study is part of the longitudinal research project MuLiPEC
which examines the influence of a professional development course about mul-
tilingual pedagogies on the practitioners’ knowledge, beliefs and practices (see
Kirsch and Aleksi¢ 2018). In this chapter, we focus on the practitioners of one
formal and one non-formal education setting, who work with three-year-olds. Ms
Clara (teacher) and Ms Jane (educator) work in an éducation précoce in a town
in the South of Luxembourg and Mr Ken and Mr Ted are educators in a day-care
center in the Center of Luxembourg. All four are aged between 30 and 39, have
more than 10 years’ experience and are multilingual. They all speak Luxembour-
gish, French, German, and English and Ms Clara and Mr Ken some Portuguese
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and Spanish respectively. The language diversity of the children was high in
each setting. None of the 11 children in the précoce spoke Luxembourgish as a
home language, but Arabic, Cape Verdean Créole, French, Portuguese, and Ser-
bian/Croatian/Bosnian were spoken. While most children were from working
class backgrounds in this school, most children in the day-care center were from
middle-class families. Of the 21 children, most did not speak Luxembourgish as
a home language but Arabic, Danish, English, Finnish, French, German, Portu-
guese, Russian, Spanish, and Serbian/Croatian/Bosnian were spoken.

The present chapter draws its data from 36 days of observations in the set-
tings, 6 observations of the professional development course, and 11 inter-
views. A research assistant, Mortini (PhD candidate), and Kirsch observed and
video-recorded daily interactions. An overview of the activities is given in Table 1.

All video-recordings and interviews were transcribed and relevant paralinguis-
tic resources (e.g. tone of voice) and extralinguistic resources (e.g. mime, ges-
tures) were included in the observations. To analyse the translanguaging practices,
Kirsch identified, firstly, monolingual and multilingual dialogues. Next, she ana-
lysed the deployment of the practitioners’ and the children’s linguistic resources
in transglossic situations, examining which features of the repertoire were used
and how these were orchestrated. Codes included using resources flexibly, trans-
lating and ‘home languaging’. The first code refers to instances where adults and
children dynamically combine various verbal and non-verbal resources from their
repertoires to communicate in bi- or multilingual conversation. Translating means
that specific key words or sentences are translated from Luxembourgish to another
language or vice-versa. In other words, the same content is mentioned in two
‘named’ languages. Finally, the code ‘home languaging’ denotes situations of lan-
guage separation where adults switched from Luxembourgish to a home language
to talk to a particular child, thereby remaining in a monolingual mode. Thus,
they may speak French to one child, German to another and Luxembourgish to
the whole group, using one language with one person at the time. The categories
may of course overlap and we distinguish them mainly for analytical purposes. In
order to identify the nature and purpose of translanguaging, Kirsch made a micro-

Tab.1 Overview of the type of language promoting activities

N° activities | Story-telling | Language Ritualised Singing | Art | N° activities
activities activities

Précoce 7 10 10 7 40

Day-care 7 10 4 4 28

center
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analysis of teacher talk (Seedhouse 2005), coding for communication, knowledge
construction, well-being, inclusion/exclusion as well as interaction promoting
strategies (e.g. asking questions) and language modelling strategies (e.g. correc-
tive feedback). The findings generated from the video-recordings were compared
across the two settings and triangulated with the interviews. The latter were ana-
lysed with thematic analysis (Braun and Clarke 2006) with a particular focus on
the reasons for translanguaging and the relationship between translanguaging and
inclusion.

4 Findings and Discussion

Languaging practices were, according to the practitioners, largely shaped by
the traditional monolingual curriculum and the expectations of parents who had
enrolled their children in the précoce or the day-care center to learn Luxembour-
gish. The practitioners explained that they had a habit of using Luxembourgish
unless they needed to comfort a child during the settling-in-phase. Over the
course of the professional development, they learned and experienced that trans-
languaging promoted language learning and did not confuse children (Garcia
2009). Mr Ken explained that he felt good, ‘almost freed” because he could let
children communicate in their home languages without him having to ask ‘do I
have to intervene, do I have to insist on Luxembourgish?’. He believed that he
could better accommodate children’s needs. Ms Clara and Ms Jane similarly
reported using home languages more frequently, feeling ‘relieved’ and ‘less con-
strained’ (interviews, March and June 2017). From February 2017, thus more
than half a year into the professional development path, translanguaging became
a legitimate practice in all settings (Kirsch et al. 2020). While all practitioners
deployed features of several ‘named’ languages of their repertoire, they combined
these in different ways. The following three sections present the orchestration
of these linguistic resources in a more bilingual, monolingual and multilingual
mode.

4.1 Using Translations

The practitioners in both settings regularly translated from Luxembourgish to a
home language other than Luxembourgish and vice versa, across the different
types of activities and for several purposes. Firstly, they translated key-words and
sentences to facilitate communication, ensure comprehension and value home
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languages as shown elsewhere (Gort and Sembiante 2015; Mary and Young 2017;
Lewis et al. 2013). Representative examples of both settings in Luxembourg fol-
low. In October 2016, the children in the précoce mixed salt, flour and water to
produce salt paste. When Abdul vigorously stirred the mixture, Ms Clara shouted
in Luxembourgish ‘/ues’ (slowly) which she translated into French (‘doucement’),
Abdul’s home language. The translation ensured that Abdul understood the warn-
ing, which he may not have understood in Luxembourgish. In the day-care center,
Mr Ken translated some words into English to engage an English-speaking child
named Aaron during the sharing of a book on animals. In Excerpt 1, he pointed to
a tiger and Paul, a Luxembourgish-speaking child, mentioned that it was friendly.
Mr Ken asked Paul if it looked friendly (line 2). Aaron uttered ‘not friendly’ in
Luxembourgish, disagreeing with Paul (line 3). Mr Ken translated these two
words into English and turned them into a clarification question (line 4). Aaron
confirmed in Luxembourgish that the tiger was not friendly without any further
elaboration.

Actor Original utterance (Luxembourgish, | English translation

English)

1 | Paul Awer ‘t ass ee l1éiwen Tiger. But it is a friendly tiger.

2 | Mr Ken Wéi weess du dann, dass ee 1éif ass? | How do you know that it is friendly?
Kuckt e 1&if? Does it look friendly?

3 | Aaron Net Iéif. Not friendly.

4 | Mr Ken Not nice? Not nice?

5 | Aaron Nee. No.

Excerpt 1 Book on animals (07.11.2016)

Secondly, translating was used to promote language learning. When teaching
key words, Ms Clara and Ms Jane translated these to help children understand
and memorise the words by encoding them in two languages. Furthermore, they
regularly translated from Portuguese or French into Luxembourgish to help chil-
dren follow a conversation and encourage their participation. During a story-
telling activity in February 2017 (Excerpt 2), for example, three-year-old Sarah
described a picture in Portuguese, which led Ms Clara to translate the child’s
utterance into Luxembourgish. This translation legitimised the use of Portuguese
in class and enabled the non-Portuguese children to understand Sarah’s contribu-
tion. Ms Clara then extended the sentence to provide additional input in Luxem-
bourgish.
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Actor Original utterance | English translation
(Luxembourgish, Portuguese)
Sarah Tem livros na cabega. It has books in his head.

Ms Clara | Deen huet Bicher um Kapp. An dann | He has books on his head. And then he tries
probéiert hien ze tréppelen, mee dat | to walk but this is difficult.
ass schwéier.

Excerpt 2 Storytelling activity, book project (06.02.2017)

Translating is one of many communication strategies, as illustrated in the follow-
ing example of Ms Clara. During one morning circle in February 2017, for exam-
ple, when the children routinely counted all children, then the boys and the girls
in turn, Abdul became confused. Rather than counting the boys, he counted the
girls. Ms Clara repeated the Luxembourgish word for boys and made a ‘no’ ges-
ture with her fingers, when Abdul began to count the girls a second and a third
time. She then translated the word ‘boy’ into French, but realising that Abdul did
still not know what to do, she showed him a picture of a boy and repeated the
Luxembourgish word, articulating it slowly and carefully. Abdul finally under-
stood his task. This example shows that Ms Clara orchestrated many resources
of her multimodal semiotic repertoire (Blackledge et al. 2017; Garcia and Oth-
eguy 2019). Translating, a bilingual strategy, did not suffice to help Abdul under-
stand the word ‘boy’. Given that young children are in the process of developing
concepts, they need to experience word meanings in a wider range of ways and
teacher-led translanguaging can therefore contribute to meaning-making.

There were plentiful examples of translating for the purpose of learning words
in the day-care center. Excerpt 3 shows Gaspard saying ‘knife’ in French and Mr
Ken translating the word into Luxembourgish and praising Gaspard. In Excerpt 4,
Tony mentioned a colour in Luxembourgish, which Mr Ken translated for Gas-
pard into French.

Actor Description | Original utterance | English translation
(Luxembourgish, French)

Gaspard | Taking a knife | Couteau Knife

Mr Ken | Pointing Mat engem Messer. Richteg | With a knife. Correct, Gaspard,
Gaspard, super. super.

Excerpt 3 Conversation over lunch (09.01.2017)
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Actor Description | Original utterance | English translation
(Luxembourgish, French)

Tony Gréng Green

Mr Ken | To Gaspard Vert Green

Excerpt 4 Language activity (19.06.2017)

The educators in the day-care center had developed the practice of asking chil-
dren for labels and translations, unlike the practitioners in the précoce. Excerpt 5
is drawn from the activity with the animal book (November 2016). Turning to
Aaron, Mr Ken switched from Luxembourgish to English and asked if he had
seen a fox (line 1). Aaron pointed to one. Switching back to Luxembourgish, Mr
Ken asked for a translation of ‘fox’ (line 3). Aaron said daddy in Luxembourgish,
expressing the idea that the fox is male. Mr Ken repeated his question and Aaron
responded in Luxembourgish that he did not know. Aurélie created a Luxem-
bourgish compound to indicate that the fox was female. She thereby challenged
Aaron.

Actor Original utterance | English translation

(Luxembourgish, English)

1 | MrKen | Aaron, have you seen? Where is | Aaron, have you seen? Where is the
the fox? Jox?

2 | Aaron (pointing) (pointing)

3 | MrKen | Wéi heescht deen dann? W¢éi | What is it called? What do we call it?
nenne mir deen?

4 | Aaron Papa Daddy

S |[MrKen |[A wé soe mir op|And how do you say in
Létzebuergesch? Luxembourgish?

6 | Aaron Ech weess net. I don’t know.

7 | Aurélie Nee, ‘t ass ee Mamafuuss. No, it is a mummy fox.

Excerpt 5 Book on animals (07.11.2016)

An analysis of the classroom discourse revealed that the practitioners in the school
setting used different interaction promoting strategies and engaged children differ-
ently from the practitioners in the day-care center. Mr Ken and Mr Ted tended to
work at the word-level, believing that three-year-olds develop languages in stages
and are at the word-level stage (interview, September 2016). This may explain
their focus on label quests and translations (Excerpts 1, 3, 4, 5). They tended to
use closed questions to stimulate talk but rarely used modelling strategies such
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as corrective feedback and extensions unlike Ms Clara and Ms Jane (Excerpt 2).
Another difference is the ‘automatic’ use of translations. Mr Ken and Mr Ted
explained that they wished all children to feel well and included, and that the use of
the children’s home language contributed to this aim. However, the purpose of their
translations was not always clear: they translated when there was no apparent need
and no signs of misunderstanding. Aaron spoke Luxembourgish (Excerpts 1, 5)
and Gaspard was able to speak Luxembourgish in June 2017 (Excerpt 4) but the
educators translated nevertheless. Ms Clara and Ms Jane, by contrast, used translat-
ing more purposefully and in combination with other strategies, which would sug-
gest a more careful monitoring both of the children’s needs and their own language
use (Garcia 2009; Palviainen et al. 2016).

4.2 Home Languaging

At the beginning of the academic year, all practitioners switched from Lux-
embourgish to a home language within an otherwise Luxembourgish space for
communicative purposes other than translating words. This practice happened
across activities and was legitimated by the intention to contribute to children’s
well-being (see also Seele 2016).

[Using home languages] is particularly important at the beginning of a school year
to ensure that children feel well, accepted and understood. Furthermore, they are
less afraid if we explain something in their language and request something. They
develop a sense of security. Slowly, you then add Luxembourgish.

(Interview Ms Clara and Ms Jane, 9.9.2016)

The idea that the use of home languages is helpful and legitimate in the early stages
but then needs to be replaced, as seen in the interview excerpt, was expressed by
all practitioners. Through the professional development path, they became aware of
the relationship between home language, well-being, identity and language learn-
ing and therefore continued to use home languages during the whole academic year
(Cummins 2000; Mary and Young 2017; Kirsch 2017). This was particularly the
case when they wanted to comfort or discipline a child or ensure comprehension.
While working on an assessment task at the end of the school year in June 2017,
Ms Jane switched from Luxembourgish to Portuguese to accommodate for San-
dro’s linguistic needs. She explained the task in Portuguese to be sure he under-
stood. As seen previously, Mr Ken switched to English to address Aaron (Excerpts
1 and 5) and to French to address Gaspard (Excerpt 4). Excerpt 6 illustrates a simi-
lar switch to French by Mr Ted to address Gaspard during an outdoor play activity.
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Gaspard sat in a huge box, playing on his own. Mr Ted approached him, sat in front
of the box and tried to engage him in a conversation. He put a card box piece on
top of the box and called Gaspard. Gaspard looked up but did not speak. Mr Ted
switched to French asking him to use the board to make a window. When Gaspard
did not react verbally, Mr Ted built a ‘window’ himself and tried to play peekaboo
(line 1). Gaspard looked up but did not react. Mr Ted put more pieces close to the
box, encouraging Gaspard to build a window (line 3). Gaspard did not react. When
Nadia arrived, Mr Ted switched back to Luxembourgish, asking if she wanted to
get into the box and informing her that they were building a window (line 5). He
then called Gaspard, asking him to look. The conversation shifted from monolin-
gual French (lines 1, 3) to monolingual Luxembourgish (line 5).

Actor Description Original utterance | English translation
(Luxembourgish,
French)
1 | Mr Ted Building Fais une fenétre! Build a window! Gaspard,
window Gaspard, regarde. Tu | look. Can you see? Good
peux voir?  Bonjour. | morning. Good morning.
Bonjour.
2 | Gaspard | looking
3 | Mr Ted Taking more | Encore une fenétre. Tu | Another window. Do you
pieces and | veux? Gaspard, tu veux | want? Gaspard, do you want
putting them | une fenétre? a window?
close to the box
4 | Nadia arrives
5 | Mr Ted Gees du och an | Will you go into the box as

d’Késcht Nadia? Mir | well, Nadia? We build a
maachen eng Fénster. | window. Gaspard, look.
Gaspard, kuck.

Excerpt 6 Outdoor play (27.03.2017)

The switch to French was intended to engage Gaspard in a conversation but Mr
Ted did not succeed. Gaspard played happily on his own and did not wish to
engage, notwithstanding the use of the home language or the number of prompts.
This excerpt illustrates the educators’ adult-centerd way of interacting without
paying close attention to the child’s linguistic, social or emotional interests. Many
observations revealed that the educators seemed to find it difficult to observe or
carefully listen to children, let them take a lead, and engage them in a meaning-
ful way. By addressing children in their home language while they tried to com-
municate in the language of the institution, the educators may well have ‘othered’
these children (Thomauske 2017).
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4.3 Using Resources Flexibly and Dynamically

Children in both settings were observed combining features of their semiotic rep-
ertoire in flexible ways to communicate. By contrast, we observed mainly the
practitioners in the précoce orchestrate their linguistic as well as paralinguistic
and extralinguistic resources in dynamic ways. A first example presented was
the observation of Abdul counting boys. This fluid translanguaging practice was
observed in most activities from the second term onwards once the children had
developed more skills in Luxembourgish and Ms Jane in Portuguese. Both prac-
titioners seemed to have opened up to multilingual education and developed a
translanguaging stance. Excerpt 7 illustrates Ms Clara and Felice translanguag-
ing while looking at a book during free-play. This excerpt is typical of situa-
tions of dialogic reading in this classroom and illustrates how adults and children
weaved together multimodal and multilingual resources to communicate, negoti-
ate meaning and ensure comprehension. In this particular dialogue, only two peo-
ple participate. Moving easily between Luxembourgish, Portuguese and English
and using the whole body enabled Ms Clara and Felice to co-construct meaning.
The three-year old boy pointed to details in the picture, labelled the animals in
Portuguese (lines 1, 5), and used English (line 3) or Luxembourgish with Portu-
guese (lines 7, 11) to make himself understood. To guarantee comprehension, he
pointed and imitated the slithering movement of a snake. The teacher listened to
Felice and confirmed (lines 2, 4) or corrected his speech (line 6) when he con-
fused snakes with worms. To help Felice remember the names of the animals and
the word ‘heart’, she pointed to the objects in the book, drew a heart on his chest
to make him feel the shape (line 12), repeated words (lines 4, 6, 8) and trans-
lated (lines 2, 4, 6, 10). As Felice did not know the word ladybird, she offered
him the word in Luxembourgish and Portuguese. Felice not only had an opportu-
nity to acquire the Luxembourgish names of the animals he knew in Portuguese
but he may also have learned more about a grasshopper, a snake and a ladybird.
Ms Clara showed him the grasshopper he had not mentioned and provided some
explanations (line 2). She also rephrased his short utterances and embedded them
in slightly larger chunks (line 8, 12) to promote language learning. In contrast to
Excerpt 6 of the day-care center, Ms Clara monitored her speech and was highly
responsive to the child’s interests and needs. She let Felice take the lead, provided
input when necessary to move the conversation on, translated with a purpose in
mind and created a space where both could use their entire semiotic repertoire
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for meaning-making. The range of strategies deployed, such as translations,
repetitions, explanations, questions, corrective feedback, pointing and drawing
are very similar to the strategies used by other teachers (e.g. Mary and Young
2017; Mifsud and Vella 2018). In this carefully scaffolded child-initiated interac-
tion, Ms Clara posits both herself and the child as multilingual. This position-
ing, which includes and legitimates the child’s language practices, may enhance
the child’s confidence and well-being and make him feel valued and included in
class. It is a core strategy of a translanguaging pedagogy according to Palmer
et al. (2014).

11

12

Actor
Felice

Ms Clara

Felice
Ms Clara

Felice

Ms Clara

Felice

Ms Clara

Felice

Ms Clara

Felice

Ms Clara

Description
pointing
pointing
pointing

slithering
like a snake
on the floor

pointing to a
ladybird

pointing to a
heart
drawing a
heart on his
chest

Utterance (Luxembourgish,
Portuguese, English)
Caracol

Jo, do ass e Schleek.
En Heesprenger,
sprengt.

Oh, another one.
Nach een. Schleek.
Oh, cobra.

gell, de

Nee, et ass keng Schlaang, et
ass e Wuerm. Et ass e Wuerm.
Uh, roud e schwaarz.

Et ass roud mat schwaarze
Punkte, mee wéi heescht
deen?

Eu ndo sei o que é.

Ah, weess du et net? Dat ass
en Himmelsdéierchen.
Joaninha. (...)

En huet en coragdo.

Jo, en hued en Hierz um
Bauch.

Excerpt 7 Book reading in the précoce (04.07.2017)

English translation

Snail.

Yes, this is a snail. A
grasshopper, it  jumps,
doesn’t it?

Oh, another one.

Another one. Snail.
Uh, snake.

No, it is not a snake, it is a
worm. It is a worm. (...)
Uh, red and black.

It is red and has black dots
but what is it called?

I do not know what it is.

Uh, you do not know? That
is a ladybird. A ladybird.

He has a heard.

Yes, he has a heart on his
belly.
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5 Summary and Conclusions

Focusing on practitioners in early childhood education in Luxembourg, this chap-
ter set out to analyse their reasons for translanguaging, the deployment of their
linguistic repertoire, and the ways in which their practice contributed to inclusion
and participation. The results showed that all four practitioners associated trans-
languaging with particular aims such as communication, learning, participation,
well-being and recognition of home languages (Garcia 2011; Garrity et al. 2015;
Gort and Sembiante 2015; Kirsch 2017). Furthermore, we found that all practi-
tioners, who adhered to monolingual policies at the beginning of the professional
development path, began to deploy their multilingual and multimodal repertoires
more flexibly. This encouraged children to use language features dynamically.
Translanguaging became a legitimate practice. The adults’ multilingual language
practices included translating, ‘home languaging’ and, especially in the case of
the précoce, using semiotic resources flexibly and fluidly. Like teachers else-
where (Gort and Sembiante 2015; Mary and Young 2017; Palviainen et al. 2016),
the practitioners in Luxembourg frequently deployed translations. Unlike other
studies, they also reverted to various home languages for purposes other than
translations. To ensure their well-being, they at times addressed children in their
home languages, speaking one language to one child, a second to the other. In this
way, they created a situation of parallel monolingualism. This practice of frequent
switching testifies to the practitioners’ multilingual competence and is typical of
residents in Luxembourg who need to constantly accommodate the interlocutors’
linguistic needs in this highly diverse country. Similar to the Welsh study (Lewis
etal. 2013), the translanguaging practices in Luxembourg developed with the
children’s (and the practitioners’) developing language competence.

There were some differences in the translanguaging practices between the
practitioners. Ms Clara and Ms Jane engaged less in ‘home languaging’ and
used their semiotic repertoires more fluidly, as a result of having developed a
dynamic view of multilingualism (Garcia 2009). Furthermore, they monitored
children’s linguistic needs more carefully than the practitioners in the day-care
center, possibly because of their longer experience of observing and assess-
ing children at the end of each term or the teacher education programme, which
focuses on planning, teaching, assessment and reflection on one’s practice. Ms
Clara and Ms Jane had come to deploy translanguaging as part of a pedagogy
including design and stance (Garcia et al. 2017), thus legitimating and making
‘visible the meaning-making potential of all students’ (Garcia and Otheguy 2019,
p- 11). In doing so, they helped all children participate in daily interactions and
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literacy activities. By contrast, Mr Ken and Mr Ted tended to use translating and
‘home languaging’ to accommodate for the perceived needs of the children with-
out always considering their actual needs or reflecting how this may enhance their
participation. There were some examples of unequal participation and ‘othering’
(Hamman 2018; Thomauske 2017), possibly because the multilingual practices
were not embedded into a translanguaging pedagogy.

With the limited data at hand, we do not claim that the practices we observed
in the day-care center led to exclusion. But, based on our findings, we wish to
remind practitioners and researchers that we need to take a close look at the forms
of flexible language use, and their implications. Translanguaging can be inclusive
and encourage participation if practitioners use their linguistic repertoires stra-
tegically and based on children’s needs, and if they are aware of language hier-
archies (Jaspers 2015; Hamman 2018). We therefore agree that translanguaging
practices need to be integrated into a wider transformative pedagogy that values
social justice and inclusion (Garcia et al. 2017). While we agree with the need to
monitor languages as emphasised by Garcia (2009) or Palviainen et al. (2016),
our findings have shown that this complex ability does not come automatically,
and may need to be developed, for example through further training with a focus
on observation and reflection. Future research could examine factors beyond the
adults’ languaging practices, such as the children’s views, policy frameworks, the
institutional context and parental contributions.
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