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Introduction

The growing number of multilingual learners is challenging educators and education organizers
to reconsider traditional monolingual education. In some places, such as Finland, there has been
a shift from monolingual educational policies to more holistic policies wherein all languages
are seen as resources for learning. Indeed, current Finnish educational policies (National
Agency of Education, 2014, 2015) are highly progressive with regard to the role of languages
in learning (see Alisaari, 2020; Alisaari et al., 2019b). However, little information is available
on what beliefs teachers hold regarding students’ use of their entire linguistic repertoires for
learning, or on how Finnish teachers' beliefs on language use align with the current educational
policies (see, however, Alisaari et al., 2019a). Therefore, the aim of this study is to explore
teachers’ beliefs about students’ use of their home languages in learning and to examine what

instruction teachers give with regard to language use during collaborative learning tasks.

A person’s beliefs are the ways they perceive the world and the ideas or opinions that they hold
true (Barcelos, 2003; Kalaja et al., 2016). Beliefs are context-dependent (Kalaja et al., 2016),
formed by both personal and professional experiences (Biesta et al., 2015). Teachers’ beliefs
influence their classroom policies and actions (Althusser, 1976; Johnson, 2013), especially in
Finland, where teachers have remarkable pedagogical freedom and the curricula do not require
the use of any specific methods. Thus, it is important to investigate teachers’ beliefs in order to
interpret their preparedness to implement the requirements of the curricula and subsequently
develop better teacher education and professional development programs. Moreover, as
previous studies have shown that teaching experience and experience working with students
with immigration background are reflected in teachers’ beliefs and practices (Alisaari et al.,
2019a), we also examine how these background factors are related to teachers’ beliefs regarding

students’ use of their home languages in the classroom.

The aim of this study is to examine Finnish elementary, secondary, and upper-secondary school
teachers’ beliefs regarding students’ use of their home languages in learning. The two research

questions are:

1. How can teachers’ beliefs about students' use of their home languages during a
collaborative learning task be categorized, and are the different categories inter-related?

2. TIs there a relationship between teachers’ background factors (teaching experience, area
of professional expertise) and their beliefs regarding students’ use of their home

languages in the classroom?
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In this study, the term student with immigration background is used to refer to first- or second-
generation immigrant students who speak other languages as their home languages than the
language of instruction. The term home language is used to refer to the language that these
students use with their families; we have chosen to use this term (see e.g., Eisenchlas &
Schalley, 2020) even though we acknowledge that it dichotomizes the language used at home
and the language used at school (Seltzer, 2019). It is particularly problematic that the term home
language restricts the domain of the language to the speaker’s home (Seltzer, 2019). However,
it does not address the speaker’s proficiency in this language; instead, it reflects the idea of the
language that is the closest to a person’s identity (see also Eisenchlas & Schalley, 2020).
Furthermore, we use the term language of instruction to refer to the language used for classroom
instruction, which in Finland can be Finnish, Swedish, or Sami (or the target language during
additional language classes). However, we want to emphasize that we use these terms with full

awareness that none of them are neutral.

Multilingualism: Policy and instruction

Finland has a multilingual history, and the national languages, Finnish and Swedish, and the
indigenous language, Sami, are all acknowledged in the constitution. Furthermore, the
language-learning program in basic education (grades 1-9) is extensive; all students learn at
least two additional languages. Until recently, educational policies and practices have been
monolingual. Even in areas where both Finnish and Swedish are spoken, separate schools exist
for each language; in each, only one language is used as the language of instruction, except in

Content and Language-Integrated Classrooms (CLIL), which are still relatively rare.

Recently, increased immigration has raised the number of languages spoken in Finland,
especially in the larger cities. For example, in 1980, there were only 9000 inhabitants (0.2% of
the population) who spoke a home language other than Finnish, Swedish, or Sami, while by the
end of 2019, this number had increased to 412,644 (7.5% of the population). Moreover, in 2018,
6.5% of all students in basic education studied Finnish or Swedish as a second language!, and
in the province of Uusimaa, the area around the capital region, the percentage was 13.5%
(Education Statistics Finland, 2019; Statistics of Finland, 2020.) In spite of these trends, official
educational language policies followed monolingual norms until 2016, and linguistic diversity

was primarily seen as involving students with immigrant background (Zilliacus et al., 2017).

" In the Finnish core curricula, only students whose home language is not Finnish, Swedish, or Sami
can study Finnish or Swedish as a second language; when a Swedish speaking student studies Finnish
or vice versa, it is studied as a second domestic language (National Agency of Education, 2014; National
Agency of Education, 2015).
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Today, there are many students with immigration background in Finnish schools, and there may
be a dozen or more different languages spoken in one classroom. This change is reflected in the
current Finnish core curricula, which have created an ideological space for multilingualism (see
also Hedman & Magnusson, 2019) supported by stakeholders. All students in basic and upper
secondary education should be allowed to use their entire linguistic repertoire for learning, and
all teachers should critically review their pedagogical practices through a language lens
(Alisaari, et al., 2019b; National Agency of Education, 2014, 2015). However, it is often the
case that the home languages of students with immigration background go unheard during the
school day.

While some teachers worry that these students will not learn the school language if it is not used
all the time (Alisaari et al., 2019a; Cummins, 2001; Lee & Oxelson, 2006; Rodriguez-1zquierdo
et al., 2020; Shestunova, 2019), there is substantial evidence that using home languages during
learning does not prevent learning the language of instruction, rather a strong knowledge of
one’s home language supports learning both other languages and school subjects (Cummins,
1979, 2007; Ganuza & Hedman, 2018; Goldenberg, 2008; Ovando & Combs, 2011; Ramirez,
1992; Slavin & Cheung, 2005; Thomas & Collier, 1997). For example, the studies of Thomas
and Collier (1997) and Ramirez (1992) showed that students who mainly used their home
language, Spanish, for learning at school learned English better than those who studied in
English. In addition, Ganuza and Hedman (2019) found that students’ reading comprehension
skills in their home language, Somali, were more indicative of their learning outcomes in other
subjects than their reading skills in the language of instruction (Swedish). Furthermore, a review
of studies on bilingual reading instruction indicated that bilingual approaches to teaching
reading are beneficial (Slavin & Cheung, 2005). In spite of a common misbelief, teachers do
not need to know students’ home languages, they only need to see the students as experts in
their own languages and understand that all languages are valuable learning resources (Duarte,
2018). There are many ways a student’s entire linguistic repertoire can be used as a resource
for learning, even when the teacher is not familiar with the languages (see e.g., Garcia et al.,
2016), for example by encouraging students to seek information in their home language or

discuss a topic with a peer who speaks the same language.

Unfortunately, many teachers are either unwilling or unable to use their students’ home
languages as learning resources (Alisaari et al., 2019a; Iversen, 2019; Lundberg, 2019; Sullivan,
2016; Taylor et al., 2008), and students’ home languages are invoked only unintentionally
(Burner & Carlsen, 2019). Historically, children who speak other languages at home than the
language of instruction have been punished for speaking their home languages at school.
Cummins (2001, p. vii) described this as “coercive relations of power” and suggested it should
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not be manifested in the classroom. Indeed, a study by Thomas and Collier (1997) demonstrated
that teaching only in the language of instruction results in considerably lower academic
outcomes than if home languages are included. Advocating for the use of home languages in
learning can enable students to use their entire cognitive capacity, support their holistic
identities (Cummins, 2001), and positively influence their self-esteem and enthusiasm for
learning (Catalano et al., 2019). Pedagogies where students’ multilingual resources are used for
communication and learning, called multilingual pedagogies or translanguaging (see e.g.,
Creese, 2017), will be presented in the following section.

Multilingual pedagogies

It has been argued (Garcia & Hesson, 2015; Garcia et al., 2016) that all teaching should support
the entire linguistic repertoires of bilingual and multilingual students. Pedagogy wherein all of
students’ linguistic resources are flexibly used for learning has been termed translanguaging
(Garcia & Hesson, 2015). In the Finnish core curricula, this pedagogy is referred as the use of
multiple languages or multilingual practices (National Agency of Education, 2014, 2015); we
have mainly used the term multilingual pedagogies in this study. These kinds of pedagogies
usually require endorsement from policy makers (Garcia & Hesson, 2015), but teachers’ actions
are also relevant, as there are differences in how translanguaging occurs in classrooms: In fact,
it is the teachers who enact the curricula in the classroom practices that implement, construct,
and shape the policies (Hornberger & Johnson, 2007; Menken & Garcia, 2010). According to
Cenoz (2017a, 2017b), translanguaging may be planned, or it may be sporadic and not
intentionally supported by teachers, such as when a student asks their peers for clarification in
their home language.

Other pedagogical models also actively support multilingualism in the classroom. For example,
collaborative learning allows students to co-construct knowledge through social interaction
with peers who speak the same language, which provides them opportunities to develop their
skills within their zone of proximal development (Teemant & Hausman, 2013; Vygotsky,
1986). When students are encouraged to use all their languages, their understanding of the
topics being taught may be deeper than if they are restricted to using only the language of
instruction (Tharp et al., 2000).

There is some concern regarding the actual implementation of multilingual pedagogies and
teachers’ reactions to the use of students’ linguistic repertoires for learning (Alisaari et al.,
2019b). Thus, there is a need to better understand teachers’ beliefs about the use of different

languages for learning, since “if teachers don’t believe that drawing on all the students’
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linguistic and other semiotic resources in teaching is good pedagogy, it will not work because

they are not convinced of the value” (Catalano et al., 2019, p. 66).

Method

This study is a part of a larger research project investigating teachers’ beliefs, knowledge, and
practices related to culturally and linguistically diverse learners. In this sub-study, we focused
on one open-ended question from an online survey that elicited teachers’ self-reported
perceptions of how they would react in a situation where students with immigration background

use their home languages during a collaborative task.

Data collection

The data were collected in the spring of 2016 using an online survey based on a preliminary
version of a survey about linguistically and culturally responsive teaching by Milbourn, Viesca,
and Leech (2017). The survey was advertised through social media, various professional
websites, email lists related to teaching, and the national educational fair. A cover letter and a
link to the survey were also sent to all local education offices in Finland with the request that
they be forwarded to all the teachers in the area. Information about the study and its purpose
and the protection of the data was included in the cover letter and on the first page of the online
survey. Participants were informed that filling out the survey implied consent. It was not
possible to calculate the participation percentage, as the number of people who received or saw

the survey link is unknown.

Questionnaire

The responses of 691 teachers to one open-ended question were examined. The question was:
“Your students are working in pairs. You walk around the classroom, watching the pairs work.
You approach two students with immigration background who are speaking to each other in
their home language. You do not know the language. How do you react?” A collaborative
learning task was used as the context for this question because successful collaboration requires
negotiation, knowledge construction, and joint regulation of a learning process, which may

involve the use of one’s entire linguistic repertoire.

The question was part of an online survey that included both Likert scale (1-5) statements and
open-ended questions; a more detailed description can be found in the studies of Alisaari and
colleagues (2019a) and Heikkola and colleagues (forthcoming). In the online survey, the
response ratio to the 11 open-ended questions was approximately the same for all the questions
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(around 85%); this was lower than the response ratio to the Likert scale statements, which may
be due to the open-ended questions being at the end of the survey, the number of the questions,
or the fact that answering them was not compulsory. Nonetheless, the high number of responses
to this question (N = 691; 84% of all participants) provided rich data that enhances
understanding the beliefs behind the classroom language practices of Finnish teachers. These
are key to addressing the obstacles and opportunities related to the implementation of the
progressive curricula, especially as this sample is highly representative of the Finnish teacher
population. However, it should be considered that answering the survey was voluntary, thus
participants may have been more interested in the topic than non-participating teachers, which
can affect the generalizability of the results.

Participants

A total of 820 teachers participated in the larger survey, 84% of which (N = 691) answered the
open-ended question that form the data for this sub-study. Of these 691 respondents, 79%
identified as female, 21% as male, and 1% as other. The mean age of the participants was 48.
The gender and age structure was relatively representative of the larger Finnish teacher
population (Kumpulainen, 2017). The participants included 92% Finnish L1 speakers, 6%
Swedish L1 speakers, and 2% speakers of other languages as L1.

Teachers in secondary or upper-secondary school comprised the largest group of respondents
(47%); of these, 20% taught mathematics and what are known in Finland as theoretical subjects
(e.g., biology, religious studies, and social studies); 16% taught Finnish as a first or second
language and literature; 11% taught foreign languages; and 7% taught arts and P.E. The second
biggest group were elementary school classroom teachers (25%), then 15% were special
education teachers or teachers of newly arrived migrants, 5% were principals, 4% were

counselors, and 4% were other (mostly substitute teachers).

Data analysis

All of the responses were in Finnish or Swedish and the coding was done in Finnish; Examples
from the data presented in this paper have been translated into English by the authors. At the
beginning of the qualitative content analysis (Krippendorff, 1980), Authors 1 and 2 read all the
teachers’ responses, and Author 3 read the first 100 responses to gain an initial understanding
of any recurring topics. Based on the preliminary review of the data, Authors 1, 2, and 3
identified three topics for more detailed content analysis: 1) teachers’ beliefs related to students'
use of home languages; 2) teachers’ focus on task, language, or both during collaborative

learning tasks; and 3) ways teachers gave directions regarding students’ language use during a
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collaborative learning task. By task, we mean that teachers focus on students accomplishing the
task, by language that the focus is merely on the language used to do the task, and by both we
mean that teachers made reference to both of them. Next, Authors 1, 2, and 3 outlined the
categories of the responses (presented below). As each response was reviewed, it was analyzed
and coded accordingly. First, all the authors read and discussed the first 100 responses, created
the initial coding scheme, then coded these accordingly. Responses that did not fit any of the
three categories were categorized as “Not applicable”. After the first 100 responses were coded,
an understanding of the categorization was negotiated to establish inter-rater reliability. Second,
Authors 1 and 2 analyzed all 691 responses independently; the coders reached a satisfactory
agreement (95%). Finally, the categories were named by all authors based on an anonymous

reviewer’s suggestions during a revision of the article.

Teachers’ Beliefs About the Use of Languages Other than the Language of Instruction

Teachers’ beliefs as reflected in their reported actions were coded as (a) restrict, (b) tolerate,
or (c) encourage regarding students using their home languages in a collaborative learning
situation. The categories were data-driven, and they were intended to capture the teachers’
beliefs as well as how they communicated with their students. The categories and examples of
the data are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Categories illustrating teachers’ beliefs about students’ home language use

Category Description Example from the data

Restrict The teacher does not allow students “I point out that at school/classroom, we speak
to use their home languages. Finnish, and if it is necessary, you can quickly ask

for some help in your native language.”

Tolerate The teacher does not deny students’ “I don’t react in any way. It’s completely natural
use of home languages but does not that people speak their home languages.”
encourage it either.

Encourage The teacher encourages the use of “I don’t react. I continue in the same way as with
home languages and communicates others; I ask and check in a common language if
this to their students. their work is proceeding well and remind them

that they can always ask me to help and that they
can search words and texts via internet by using
their home language, Finnish, or English,
whatever best supports their understanding.”

Not applicable = The teacher does not clearly express | “I don’t teach students with immigrant

(N/A) their attitude toward students’ home backgrounds.”

language use.
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Teachers’ Focus During Collaborative Learning Tasks

In the initial reading, several responses were noted wherein teachers emphasized wanting to see
students accomplishing the task regardless of what language they used; other teachers strongly
argued for the use of the language of instruction. In addition, some teachers reported focusing
on both task and language. These categories are presented in Table 2.

Table 2. Categories illustrating teachers’ focus during collaborative learning tasks

Category Description Example from the data
Task The teacher is most interested in “I ask them if they are talking about the assignment.”
students being on task.

Language of The teacher points out the “I request that they change the language to Finnish.”
instruction importance of the language of

instruction.
Both task and The teacher wants the students to “I don’t react. Students can, by all means, process the
linguistic work toward a learning goal using content to be learned with their own language and create
resources whatever language is suitable. output in Finnish.”
N/A The teacher does not clearly express | “It depends on the situation and the assignment.”

whether they are more concerned

about the task or the language used.

Directions About Language Use During a Collaborative Learning Task

The kinds of directions teachers reported giving regarding students’ language use during a
collaborative learning situation was also coded. The responses varied, from the teacher’s own
understanding to emphasis on the task or the language of instruction. The categories and
examples thereof are presented in Table 3.

Table 3. Categories illustrating the teachers’ directions about students’ language use during a

collaborative learning task

Categories Description Example from the data
Reporting to teachers = The teacher asks the pupils to tell them “I ask them to use Finnish and tell me
in language of what they are doing in language of how their work is proceeding.”
instruction instruction. Focus is on the teacher’s

understanding.
Supporting the The teacher allows the use of all linguistic “I ask them to be brave and use
inclusion of the resources and provides guidance for the use = Finnish, and on the challenging
language of of the language of instruction. Focus is on points, I tell them to use their own
instruction in the task = the task. language.”
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Reporting on & The teacher encourages students to report “I ask what they were discussing, and
supporting the how their work is proceeding in the if it is task-related, I help them to
inclusion of the language of instruction and provides formulate their answer in Finnish.”
language of guidance for their use of the language of

instruction in the task | instruction in their work. The focus is on the

teacher’s understanding and the task.

Restricts usage to the = The teacher tells students to use only the “I tell them to switch to English
language of language of instruction. Focus is on the because we are having an English
instruction in the task = language of instruction. lesson.”?

N/A The teacher did not mention giving “I let students continue their work.”

directions concerning language use.

Next, SPSS 25 was used for crosstabs and Chi square statistics to explore how significantly the
teachers’ background factors (teaching experience, area of professional expertise) were linked
to their beliefs about students’ use of home languages in the classroom. In addition, Cramér’s
V was used to determine the strength of the association of categorical variables: background
factors, teachers’ beliefs, whether the teacher focused on language or task, and what directions

were given regarding language use.
Results

Beliefs related to students’ use of home languages

The teachers’ reported beliefs related to students’ use of their home languages in a collaborative
learning task were mainly neutral with 71% tolerating home languages (Table 4). However,
almost one-fifth of the teachers (18%) expressed negative beliefs.

Table 4. Distribution of teachers’ (N = 691) beliefs related to students’ use of their home
languages in a collaborative learning task

Beliefs N %
Encourage 48 7
Tolerate 490 71
Restrict 124 18
N/A 29 4
Total 691 100

Only 7% of the teachers’ beliefs could be characterized as encouraging students’ use of their

2 During language lessons, the language of instruction is sometimes the target language.
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home languages, as can be seen in excerpts 1,2, and 3 (the original examples in Finnish can be

found in the Appendix).

1.

topic.

students in the class as well.

1 ask [them] if they need help. I offer it. | make sure that the discussion is content-related
and is related to the given assignment. I remind them that the time spent using their own

language is their right to get to know the topics, but it is also trusting [them] to stay on

I encourage [them], and I might ask them to write in both their home language and in

Finnish. I want to learn new expressions myself, and these can be taught to other

3. [ ask if I can help with the assignment, and I encourage [students] to do the task by

collaborating in their home language.

These responses express open-mindedness towards the use of home languages in the classroom.

The teachers described their own conduct as being in the service of the students (1, 2, 3) and

ensuring that the students' intentions are in line with the task (1, 2). The teachers also expressed

an understanding of the importance of home languages during collaboration (3).

The small number of responses in the category of encourage might be related to the fact that

teachers’ tolerate beliefs formed a continuum, thus only the clearest cases could be coded as

encourage; this variance in responses is demonstrated in Figure 1. When the teachers neither

strictly forbade home languages nor encouraged their use, the responses were coded as tolerate.

Figure 1. The continuum of tolerate responses

TOLERATE

- O—~" 4 ntm=

I stop and tell my
opinion, that it's
not very polite
for two people to
talk in a language
that people
around them do
not understand. If
they give a good
rationale for
using the
language, e.g., to
deepen the
context, it's ok.

If working
seems to
proceed, they
can continue the
same way. |
might ask how it
is going and |
expect them to
answer
truthfully, either
in a language
that I understand
or by gestures.

I can ask and
check if the
work is
proceeding
as planned.
Speaking
another
language
doesn’t
bother me; I
don’t feel
myself as an
outsider.

I ask in Finnish
how it’s going. I
ask if they need
any help in their
work. If things are
going well, for my
part, they are
allowed to use their
own language for
studying because
comprehension of
content and
learning could be
easier.

mQ»3C OO Zm
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In both the encourage and tolerate categories, the teachers’ responses included many
expressions like “I ask if I can help”. These teachers make themselves available, but they also
trust their pupils’ capacity to express or even assess their own needs. When moving from
encourage toward tolerate, the expressed stance becomes conditional. There are many
expressions like “if the work is proceeding”, “if they give a good rationale”, and “I might ask”,
reflecting the contextual nature of group work. When the students are working on the

assignment, the use of home languages is tolerated but not encouraged.

As shown in Table 4, almost one-fifth of the teachers (18%) expressed negative beliefs related
to the use of students’ home languages in the classroom and reported preventing the use of
languages other than the language of instruction. This can be seen in the following excerpts:

4. I put my hands on my ears and pretend to be horrified and say, “Speak Finnish —
PLEEEEZ,” and I do this often (I'm a Finnish L2 teacher) without judging but

humorously.

5. I remind [them] that we speak Finnish only here. If [they]still do not change the
language, I will tell [them] how bad I and other pupils feel when we don’t understand
their talk.

6. Out of the class!

7. I ask [them] if they are talking about the assignment, and I ask [them] why it was

necessary to talk in their own language. Then I guide them to use Finnish.

These examples illustrate how the teachers who restrict the use of home languages treat it as an
affective matter. They reported reprimanding (4-7), emotional reactions through embodied
conduct (4), naming emotions (4, 5), and using harsh, authoritative directives (6). Many of the
responses reflect a moral stance instead of a pedagogical justification. Furthermore, the teachers
used authoritarian language reflecting necessity or demand. This authoritarian perspective
reflects an orientation towards a monolingual school where only the language of instruction,

which is often the majority language, is allowed.

Some of the responses in the restrict category included pedagogical rationale as a basis for the
beliefs; for example, 4% of all participants considered the choice of language a classroom
management issue (8) and mentioned that they never paired two learners with the same home
language. Furthermore, 2% of the teachers believed that not using the language of instruction
indicated not understanding the content of the assignment (9). There were also teachers who
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reported beliefs about the use of home languages as being related to topics other than
schoolwork, disturbing other students (10), or even violating the rules (8, 10).

8. I point out that the rules of the class include speaking Finnish. If you cannot follow the
class rules, the next stop is in the corridor. I would also send a parental note, and 1

would raise the issue in the work community if breaking the rules is continuous.

9. I check what they are talking about. If it is task-related, I might ask, “Do you need
help?” If it is clearly something else that slows down or disrupts schoolwork, I would

ask them to stop.

10. In such cases, the use of your own language is allowed; that is, unless it bothers others.

Balancing the foci of language and task

One of the issues that the data-driven content analysis revealed was the different emphasis
teachers placed on the context-dependent practices. As mentioned, the teachers indicated
concern about either accomplishing the task or focusing on what language their students used.
The distribution of the teachers’ answers is presented in Table 5.

Table 5. Distribution of teachers’ (N = 691) focus on task, language, or task and linguistic
resources during collaborative learning situations

Focus N Y%
Both task and linguistic resources 318 46
Task 223 32
Language of instruction 100 15
Not applicable 50 7

Total 691 100

These results show that almost half of the teachers (46%) considered task and linguistic
resources equally important, meaning that they mentioned both the aim of accomplishing the
task and the use of students’ linguistic resources (11). Almost one-third of the teachers (32%)
reported that their main focus in a collaborative learning situation was the task and that the

students were actively working (12).

11. I praise them for their hard work and ask if they need help. If they can work well in their

own language and the output is generated in Finnish, then it does not bother me.

12. I look at what they have accomplished in their work.
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However, 15% of the teachers emphasized only the role of language (13). These responses often
included the Finnish verb pyytdcd or the Swedish verb be, both of which can be translated as ask
or request; its connotations are relatively positive, and its degree of obligation leaves room for
the request to be declined (13).

13. Because the students are in a Swedish-speaking school, it is important that the language
during the lessons is Swedish. [ would probably ask (Swedish: be) them to try to speak

in Swedish instead.

There was no mention of either language or task from 7% of the teachers: “I smile” or “I don’t
have this kind of pupil.” Many of these responses indicated that teachers “let the pupils be”;
based on the brevity of these responses, it was not possible to interpret the corresponding
beliefs.

Significant correlations were found between the teachers’ beliefs and their focus on task or
language: The teachers who believed in tolerating the use of the home languages also
emphasized the task or both the task and the linguistic resources (r = 0.159, p < 0.001).

Giving directions concerning language use

Next, the way the teachers reported giving directions about language use during a collaborative
learning task was examined; Table 6 shows the distribution of the teachers’ responses. Many
of the teachers (39%) did not mention giving any directions regarding language use, rather they
reported letting the students work without getting involved. Responses with no explicit mention

of giving directions regarding language were categorized as not applicable.

Table 6. Distribution of teachers’ directions regarding language use during a collaborative
learning task from the largest percentiles to the smallest

Directions regarding language use N %
Report to teachers in the language of instruction 228 33
Support students’ use of the language of instruction in the task 21 3

Report on & support students’ use of language of instruction in the task 42 6

Restrict usage to language of instruction in the task 131 19
N/A 269 39
Total 691 100

Most of the preferred language practices (33%) were coded as report to teachers in the language
of instruction and showed that the teachers wanted students to report on their work primarily in
the language of instruction (14). However, almost one-fifth of the teachers emphasized

restricting usage to the language of instruction in the task, reflecting monolingual practices
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(15, 16). These responses often expressed reprimand with verbs such as point out (16, in Finnish
huomauttaa) or demand, though sometimes the expressions were more reassuring using verbs

such as encourage (15).
14. I would maybe ask them to tell me some of their thoughts in Finnish.
15. I encourage them to switch to Finnish.

16. I point out that at school/in class we speak Finnish, and that they can quickly ask for
help in their own language if they have to.

A small percentage of the teachers (6%) answered that they would ask their students to report
on their work in the language of instruction and pedagogically support their students’ efforts,
such as by helping them find accurate academic or subject-specific vocabulary (17). In addition,
a few teachers (3%) reported providing support for students’ use of the language of instruction
but also tolerated the use of other languages (18).

17. 1 try to help the pupils say it in Finnish, and in return I will also try to learn a new word

in a foreign language.

18. I'll let them be. However, I encourage them to also build as much Finnish as possible
into their output. It's the same in any language when you learn something, as long as
you learn it. The Finnish language classes are the exception. [During them], it is easier

to understand and accept the requirement [of Finnish only].

A relationship was found between teachers’ beliefs about the use of home languages and their
given directions concerning language use (Table 7). Of the respondents who restricted the use
of home languages, 82% were also coded as requiring students to continue collaborating in the
language of instruction. In contrast, only 5% of those who tolerated the use of home languages
required the use of the language of instruction. Those who wanted their students to report in the
language of instruction were almost always coded as either tolerating or encouraging the use of
home languages. This indicates that the teachers asking their students to include the language
of instruction in their work did not necessarily reflect negative beliefs about the use of home
languages, rather a desire to ensure that the teachers and students would understand each other

(14) and make progress with their Finnish.
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Table 7. Crosstabulation of teachers’ beliefs and directions concerning language use during a

collaborative learning task

Report to Support Report in Restrict to N/A % Total % (N)
teachers in | students’ and support | the use of N)
language of | inclusion of | students’ language of
instruction | language of | inclusion of | instruction
% (N) instruction language of | in the task
in the task instruction % (N)
% (N) in the task
% (N)
Restrict 1(1) 0 () 0 () 82 (101) 17 (21) 100 (123)
Tolerate 43 (208) 3(19) 6 (31) 5 (26) 42 (205) | 100 (489)
Encourage 32 (16) 10 (5) 18 (9) 2(1) 38 (19) 100 (50)
Not 14 (4) 0 () 3() 3(DH 79 (23) 100 (29)
applicable
Total 33 (229) 4 (24) 6 (41) 19 (129) 39 (268) | 100 (691)
Background factors

Next, background factors (area of professional expertise, teaching experience) were analyzed
to discover whether they were related to teachers’ beliefs about the role of language in a
collaborative learning task, their focus on language or task, and their directions regarding

language use.

Areas of professional expertise

Teachers’ (specific) professional expertise was examined as a background factor to determine
whether there were differences according to teachers’ areas of specializations. First, the
following teacher groups were compared: classroom teachers (grades 1-6), subject teachers
(grades 7—12), special education teachers (grades 1-12), and school counselors, who also have
teaching responsibilities in Finland (grades 7—12). Next, teacher groups based on subject were
compared: Finnish as a first or second language, other languages, mathematics or theoretical
subjects, and arts and crafts. There were no differences related to beliefs about students’ use of
home languages between the teacher groups in either of the two different groupings. However,
with regard to whether teachers focused on task, language, or both during collaborative learning
situations (Table 5), there were significant differences between some of the subject teacher
groups (X%(9) =23.3,p <0.010, Cramér’s V =0.15); only 18% of the language teachers focused
on task, whereas 46% of the arts and crafts teachers focused on task over language. Moreover,
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21% of the language teachers focused on language regardless of the task, while none of the arts
and crafts teachers focused on language only. The teachers’ directions regarding language use

did not differ significantly between the groups.

Work experience

We examined teachers’ general work experience as another possible factor that might have
affected teachers’ beliefs. The number of years of teaching had no significant effect on their
beliefs, whether they focused on language or task, or the directions they gave regarding
language use. Teachers’ experience working with students with immigration background only
influenced whether they focused on language or task (X?(18) = 21.7, p = 0.245 (2 cells under
5), Cramér’s V = 0.1). Of the teachers who had no experience working with students with
immigration background, 23% reported focusing on task over language, whereas 40% of
teachers who had 10-20 years of experience working with students with immigration

background focused on task over language.

Discussion

Our aim was to examine Finnish teachers’ (N = 691) beliefs related to the use of students’ home
languages for learning and whether these beliefs reflect the multilingual pedagogies (Garcia &
Hesson, 2015) required by the current Finnish core curricula. The qualitative analysis of an
open-ended question consisted of three topics: 1) teachers’ beliefs about the use of home
languages in the classroom; 2) teachers’ focus on language or task; and 3) teachers’ directions
to their students regarding language use during a collaborative learning task. In addition,
possible links between teachers’ background factors (teaching experience, area of professional
expertise) and their beliefs about students’ use of home languages were investigated.

The results showed that the majority of the respondents held neutral or positive beliefs about
students’ use of home languages and would tolerate the use of home languages or what can be
seen as translanguaging during a collaborative task. Previous research has shown that when
teachers encourage the use of home languages, immigrant students’ identities and their sense
of belonging at school are affirmed (Tarnanen et al., 2017), which engages the students more
actively (Cummins et al., 2005; Paris, 2012; Taylor et al., 2008). Encouraging students to use
their home languages also enables them to deepen their understanding of a topic more than if
they are restricted to using only the language of instruction (Tharp et al., 2000). However, in
our study, while the majority of the teachers surveyed would not stop discussions in home

languages, they also did not actively provide opportunities for or explicitly encourage them.
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When planning instruction, in particular collaborative tasks, the role of language must be
considered; teachers can advocate for social interaction to support learning the language of
instruction and/or enable learning content through peer support from students of the same home
language (de Jong, 2011). It is essential that teachers make intentional pedagogic decisions that
include ways to actively advocate for the use of home languages to promote the best academic
outcomes for students with immigration background (see Cummins, 1979, 2007; Ganuza &
Hedman, 2018; Goldenberg, 2008; Ovando & Combs, 2011; Ramirez, 1992; Slavin & Cheung,
2005). Thus, while the teachers surveyed tolerated translanguaging during collaborative
learning situations, they did not intentionally plan or encourage it (see also Cenoz, 2017a;
2017b). This may reflect a lack of knowledge about how to implement effective multilingual
pedagogical practices. Because educational policies can reduce social inequalities and provide
equal learning opportunities to all (see also Borgna, 2017) encouraging learners to use their

entire linguistic repertoires could positively influence their identities and learning outcomes.

Moreover, the use of one’s home language has intrinsic value, which situates this topic within
the perspective of linguistic human rights. According to Skutnabb-Kangas (2001,2017), human
rights are actualized in education when students are encouraged to learn through both their
home languages and the language of instruction. Accordingly, instead of implicit language
rules, teachers should reflect on their beliefs regarding language values and openly discuss
language use with both their students and the entire school community. Indeed, valuing all
languages aligns with the Finnish curricula and the European Convention on Human Rights
(Council of Europe, 2010). However, our findings indicate that teachers’ approach to language
use is reactive rather than proactive: they accept the use of different languages but they do not

encourage it or explain why it would be important to use home languages.

It is somewhat alarming that almost one-fifth of the participants reported that they would restrict
the use of home languages in the classroom. Moreover, language was sometimes seen as a
problem (see Ruiz, 1984) and related to off-task behavior (see Duarte, 2019), and some
responses bound language choice with classroom management issues or transgression and
indicated that the use of home languages may be penalized. These ideologies, which can be
harmful to students’ identities and learning outcomes (Cummins, 2001), echo outdated
monolingual beliefs (see also Aronin & Singleton, 2019; Garley, 2019) or the unspoken rules
of monolingual schools where languages other than the language of instruction offend discipline
and order. This can be explained with the outdated idea that a language is learned only by using
it as much as possible (see also Cummins, 2001), even though research has demonstrated the
opposite (e.g., Ramirez, 1992; Thomas & Collier, 1997). Globally, there has been a long
tradition of keeping languages separate in schools (Gorter & Cenoz,2017). Findings concerning
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the promotion of monolingual ideologies have also been reported in Finland (Tarnanen &
Palviainen, 2019; Alisaari et al., 2019b): Although the curriculum requires and teachers claim
to value diversity and multilingualism, the implementation of including home languages in

classrooms is still rare. This finding is partly confirmed by our results.

This study also found differing views with regard to language goals or task accomplishment.
The main focus seemed to be the task, though many teachers also emphasized the role of
language, indicating the importance of both academic and linguistic development. It is
important to note that pedagogical planning that integrates both task and language can respond
to students’ needs and nourish their linguistic development while challenging them
academically, and such practices should be supported with pedagogical training. Only a few
teachers emphasized the role of language at the expense of the task, indicating a view that
language choice is essential, regardless of the outcome. However, many of these teachers were
language teachers, which makes their emphasis on language clear. Furthermore, the teachers
who considered home languages a resource for learning focused more on task completion than
language. Thus, our findings indicate that for most of the teachers, their students’ academic

accomplishment was the primary focus.

Some of those teachers who restricted home languages feared that students used them to discuss
topics other than schoolwork. However, as Duarte (2019) has shown, off-task discussion occurs
as much in the language of instruction as it does in home languages; on- and off-task behaviors
are similar regardless of students’ language choices. Many of the teachers in this study
responded that they would allow students to converse in their home language during a task, but
they would make sure that the outcome of the task would be in the language of instruction. If
students’ skills in the language of instruction are still developing, discussing in their home
language may deepen their understanding of a topic more than if they are restricted to using
only the language of instruction (see, e.g., Collier, 1995; Swain, 1979).

The results of this study indicate that a teacher wanting students to report on their work in the
language of instruction does not necessarily reflect negative beliefs about the use of home
languages; based on teachers’ responses, in many cases it appears to indicate a desire to ensure
that students understand the content of the lesson. However, explicitly requiring the use of
language of instruction might send implicit messages about the value of and appreciation for
different languages. Students’ achievements can be hindered if practices are implemented that
do not support effective schooling for students with immigration background (Thomas &
Collier, 1997). Thus, it is important for teachers to critically reflect on their language policies
in order to promote effective schooling for all students.
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In sum, though teachers might show a surface acceptance of students’ home languages, a deeper
look could reveal pedagogy that is still not optimal for students with immigration background
by sending mixed signals about the value of their languages. Thus, when analyzing teachers’
pedagogical practices, the analysis should not only examine teachers’ beliefs related to the use
of home languages, but also include whether they focus on task accomplishment or language
choice and how they provide feedback regarding students’ language use. A wider scope
provides a deeper understanding of teachers’ language-related beliefs and practices. Further,
this wider scope provided us with one of the important findings, namely that teachers tend to
be passive in their stances regarding language use. There is a need for teachers to take a more
proactive stance about the importance of the use of home languages both for the deepening of
conceptual development as well as for the affective benefits. Our study indicated that teachers
need more support in doing this work, for example professional learning opportunities or a
school culture that supports them in becoming active advocates for the use of entire linguistic

resources of their students.

Moreover, collaborative learning is more beneficial if teachers facilitate students’ discussions
(Teemant & Hausman, 2013). Teachers can support conceptual development by providing
lexicon and concepts and support knowledge construction by guiding students deeper into their
discussions (Tharp et al., 2000). However, explicit support was mainly absent from the
teachers’ responses in this study; very few teachers reported that they would guide the
development of the language of instruction, for example by providing vocabulary. Indeed, many
of the teachers reported that they would not support their pupils’ work in any way, they would
just “let the students be” . This lack of support does not optimally benefit learners’ development
(see, e.g., Tharp et al., 2000), even though the approach includes allowing the use of home
languages. However, the tendency to not interfere with students’ work might be related to the
idea of negative face (see e.g., Brown, 2015; Brown & Levinson, 1986); in the Finnish cultural
context, when students work individually, teacher interference can be considered an
infringement on their independence. Since supporting was not explicitly asked about, we cannot
make any solid claims about this issue based on our data, and further studies on this topic may
be needed.

Next, we compared background factors of the different teacher groups. With regard to teachers’
professional expertise, the subjects taught by the secondary school teachers were related to
whether they focused on task or language. We found that language teachers focused on
language choice more than task accomplishment, while arts and crafts teachers focused on
students completing the task. Even though it might be expected that language teachers naturally

focus on language, it is important to note that home languages can be used as a resource for
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learning additional languages as well; for example, learning vocabulary in a new language is

easier when the concepts are known in the home language.

Teachers’ general work experience did not significantly affect their reported beliefs about the
use of home languages or whether they focused on language or task. However, the amount of
experience teachers had working with students with immigration background did influence their
preferences; those with more experience in this area focused on task over language more often

than teachers with less experience.

Teachers’ general beliefs related to the students’ use of their home languages were mainly
positive, but their reported classroom practices were more reflective of monolingual ideologies.
Furthermore, the teachers whose beliefs were coded as restrict held rigid opinions. This might
be due to multilingual pedagogies being challenging for many teachers, as the Finnish school
system has promoted monolingual ideologies until only recently (Alisaari et al., 2019b). Our
findings suggest that teachers should encourage multilingual practices and help students
understand how the use of their full linguistic repertoire will benefit them in both school and
the wider community. Concrete training in and modelling of multilingual pedagogies is needed
(see e.g., Catalano et al., 2019) to help teachers understand the importance of such practices.
Developing teacher education to include linguistically responsive pedagogy that advocates for
multilingualism and reflects the realities of the classroom in every teacher’s basic training could

ensure better learning for all students.

It should be considered that only teachers’ written responses were analyzed in this study, and
their practices were not observed. However, the categories, which were based on the first 100
responses, sufficiently accounted for all of the responses and for the analysis of the entire data
of the study, and they are indicative of cultural perceptions held by teachers in the Finnish
context. Our analysis was data-driven and revealed topics that were not predetermined by the
authors. In this way, new information about teachers’ beliefs about home language use was
generated. Future studies could focus on actual classroom practices and combine observations
with interviews of students and teachers in order to gain a deeper understanding concerning

home language use in the classroom.

Conclusion

Currently, language policies for education are changing in many countries with a shift towards
encouraging teachers to include students’ home languages as a resource for learning. In Finland,
the curricula for basic and upper secondary education support multilingual practices (National

Agency of Education, 2014, 2015), and thus, teachers have a unique opportunity to implement
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practices that increase academic success for all learners. The results of this study indicate,
nevertheless, that even in a country where educational policies are highly progressive, policy-
level change is not enough. While most of the teachers reported having positive beliefs about
multilingualism, few of them actively encouraged the use of different languages, which would
align with the ideologies reflected in both the national curricula and theories of translanguaging
(Garcia & Hesson, 2015). The findings indicate that teachers, especially those with less
experience with students with immigration background, would benefit from time to reflect on
both the curriculum and their beliefs and practices, additional resources to develop their work,
and more theoretical and practical professional development for using multilingual pedagogies
in their classrooms (see Kirsch et al., 2020 for the possibilities of professional development
influencing teachers’ beliefs). The finding that most teachers indicated that they would allow
the use of home languages in the classroom suggests that through critical reflection they could
likely adopt a more proactive stance, especially if given opportunities to develop deeper
understandings about and classroom practices for multilingual pedagogies.

The findings suggest that transferring pedagogical recommendations at the policy level to
teachers' practical competences does not happen automatically. This is something that needs to
be taken into account in developing professional learning for both pre- and in-service teachers.
If we want linguistically responsive pedagogy to go beyond rhetoric and platitudes to change-
making pedagogical practices at the grass-roots level, attention should be given to helping
teachers understand the rationale for a translanguaging pedagogy, as well as specific steps they
can take in their classrooms to create both the climate and the practices that can maximize
students’ academic and affective outcomes. This professional learning should extend to helping
teachers to intentionally use translanguaging pedagogies in their classrooms. This would
include how students’ languages can be used as a resource for learning in order to make sound,
multilingual pedagogical decisions and classroom language policies. One way to do this is to
discuss about them with the students, for example pointing out the ways they can use their entire
linguistic repertoire in their learning. These policies must be based not only on the national core
curricula but also on the teachers’ reflections on the value of languages. Most importantly,
teachers need to build trust in the classroom that their students are indeed using their languages
for learning even when the teachers cannot understand their languages (see also Duarte, 2019).
Through teacher training or professional development, teachers can become more comfortable
with the fact that “mixing languages is a legitimate act that does not result in penalties but rather
is an effective means of expressing and communicating ideas that cannot be transmitted in one
language” (Shohamy, 2011, p. 427).
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Whether or not teachers are proactive in their promotion of linguistically responsive pedagogy
can be reflected in the ways they guide their students’ language use during lessons. The findings
also suggest that further investigation could reveal any relationships that might exist between
teachers' beliefs and their focus on task completion vs the languages students use to do so. It
makes a difference for students’ identity and their sense of belonging whether teachers’
pedagogy reflects encouragement for the use of home languages rather than pedagogy wherein
the languages are only tolerated. Policies that appreciate cultural and linguistic diversity
positively impact the sense of belonging for students with immigration background (Celeste et
al. 2019; Picton & Banfield, 2020; Yeasmin & Uusiautti, 2018). One way for schools to reduce
ethnic inequalities (Borgna, 2017) is to develop these kinds of policies and practices:
Intentionally encouraging students to use their entire linguistic repertoires for learning would
benefit all learners and engage them more actively in school practices (Cummins et al., 2005;
Paris, 2012; Taylor et al., 2008).

While this study was conducted in the Finnish context, it does have implications for other
educational contexts that are grappling with increased linguistic diversity among their student
populations. Finnish teacher education is theory- and research-based, and all teachers are
trained to critically reflect on their work and conduct research. Nevertheless, even though the
teacher education is recognized for its high quality, and educational policies advocate for a
linguistically responsive pedagogy, classroom practices do not yet fully reflect these practices.
Thus, it is important to support teachers’ pedagogical development more thoroughly in all
educational contexts — particularly when significant changes are made in national educational
policies. When teachers succeed pedagogically, both they and their students thrive. In other
words, offering pedagogical support for teachers benefits everyone in the school context. For
teachers to be able to take more active stances towards their students’ home language use and
change their pedagogies in this matter, they need to get enough support and possibilities for
professional learning (Soini et al., 2016). Pedagogy is always related to teachers’ personality
(van Manen, 2015), and thus, changes in pedagogy require changes in teachers’ identities
(Kyckling et al., 2019), which is not always easy nor without pain (hooks, 1994).

Acknowledgments

We are grateful to all the participants of this study for their efforts. We would also like to thank
Emmanuel Acquah for the help in modifying the survey instrument; Heidi Vaarala, Teija
Kangasvieri, Leena Nissild, and Paula Mattila for commenting on and revising it; Minna Agge
for translating the cover letter of the survey for the Swedish speaking participants; Erja
Hyytidinen for sending the survey to all of the school offices; the National Teacher Trade Union

Critical Multilingualism Studies | 9:1 68



ALiSAARI, HURME, HEIKKOLA & ROUTARINNE ¢ Beliefs about Home Language Use

(OAJ) and the Association of Finnish Language Teachers for advertising the survey; and Eero
Laakkonen for the help in statistical analyses. Additionally, we are deeply grateful to the
anonymous reviewers of this article and for Professor Emerita Nancy Commins for their

valuable suggestions for revising the manuscript.

Funding

Alisaari and Hurme received funding from the project DivED, funded by the Finnish Ministry
of Education and Culture, and Alisaari also received support from the Academy of Finland
Flagship Programme (decision number: 320162). Heikkola and Routarinne did not receive
funding to conduct this study.

References

Alisaari, J. (2020). Case study 5. Language sensitive curriculum and focus on language
awareness in Finland. In E. Le Pichon-Vorstman, H. Siarova & E. Sz6nyi (Eds.) The future
of language education in Europe: case studies of innovative practices NESET Analytical
Report  (pp. 78-85).  Publications  Office of the European  Union.
https://doi.org/10.2766/81169

Alisaari, J., Heikkola, L. M., Acquah, E. O., & Commins, N. (2019a). Monolingual ideologies
confronting multilingual realities. Finnish teachers’ beliefs about linguistic diversity.
Teaching and Teacher Education 80, 48-58. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2019.01.003

Alisaari, J., Vigren, H., & Mikeld, M-L. (2019b). Multilingualism as a resource: Policy changes
in Finnish education. In S. Hammer, K.M. Viesca, & N.L. Commins (Eds.) International
research on content teachers working with multilingual learners: Policy, perspectives,

preparation, practice (pp. 29—49). Routledge.

Althusser, L. (1976). Ideology and ideological state apparatuses. In A. Sharma & A. Gupta
(Eds.), Essays on ideology (pp. 1- 60). Blackwell.

Aronin, L., & Singleton, D. (2019). Introduction. In D. Singleton & L. Aronin (Eds.), Twelve

lectures on multilingualism (pp. xii—xxvi). Multilingual Matters.

Barcelos, A. M. F. (2003). Teachers’ and students’ beliefs within a Deweyan framework:
Conflict and influence. In P. Kalaja & A. M. F. Barcelos (Eds.), Beliefs about SLA: New
research approaches (pp. 171-199). Kluwer Academic Publishers.

Biesta, G., Priestley, M., & Robinson, S. (2015). The role of beliefs in teacher agency. Teachers
and Teaching, 21(6), 624—-640. https://doi.org/10.1080/13540602.2015.1044325

Critical Multilingualism Studies | 9:1 69



ALiSAARI, HURME, HEIKKOLA & ROUTARINNE ¢ Beliefs about Home Language Use

Borgna, C. (2017). Migrant penalties in educational achievement. Second-generation

immigrants on Western Europe. Amsterdam University Press.

Burner, T., & Carlsen, C. (2019). Teacher qualifications, perceptions and practices concerning
multilingualism at a school for newly arrived students in Norway. International Journal of
Multilingualism. https://doi.org/10.1080/14790718.2019.1631317

Catalano, T., Traore Moundiba, H. C., & Pir, H. (2019). ‘I felt valued’: Multilingual
microteachings and the development of teacher agency in a teacher education classroom.
Critical Multilingualism Studies, 7(3), 55-76.

Celeste, L., Baysu, G., Phalet, K., Meeussen, L., & Kende, J. (2019). Can school diversity
policies reduce belonging and achievement gaps between minority and majority youth?
Multiculturalism, colorblindness, and assimilationism assessed. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 45(11), 1603—1618. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167219838577

Cenoz,J. (2017a). Plenary speech. Translanguaging pedagogies and English as a lingua franca.
Language Teaching, 52(1), 71-85. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0261444817000246

Cenoz, J. (2017b). Translanguaging in school contexts: International perspectives. Journal of
Language, ldentity and Education, 16(4), 193—-198.

Collier, V. P. (1995). Promoting academic success for ESL students. New Jersey Teachers of
English to Speakers of Other Languages-Bilingual Educators.

Council of Europe. (2010). European  Convention = on  Human  Rights.
https://www .echr.coe.int/Documents/Convention_ENG.pdf

Creese, A. (2017). Translanguaging as an everyday practice. In B.A. Paulsrud, J. Rosén, B.
Straszer, & A. Wedin (Eds.), New perspectives on translanguaging and education (p- 1-
9). Clevedon, UK: Multilingual Matters.

Cummins, J. (1979). Linguistic interdependence and the educational development of bilingual
children. Review of Educational Research, 49(2), 222-225.
https://doi.org/10.2307/1169960

Cummins, J. (2001). Negotiating identities: Education for empowerment in a diverse society
(2nd ed.). California Association for Bilingual Education.

Cummins, J. (2007). Rethinking monolingual instructional strategies in multilingual

classrooms. Canadian Journal of Applied Linguistics, 10(2), 221-240.

Cummins, J., Bismila, V., Chow, P., Cohen, P., Giampapa, F., Leoni, L., Sandhu, P., & Sastri,
P. (2005). Affirming identity in multilingual classrooms. Educational Leadership, 63(1),
38-43.

Critical Multilingualism Studies | 9:1 70



ALiSAARI, HURME, HEIKKOLA & ROUTARINNE ¢ Beliefs about Home Language Use

Duarte, J. (2018). Translanguaging in the context of mainstream multilingual education.
International Journal of Multilingualism, 17(2), 232-247.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14790718.2018.1512607

Duarte, J. (2019). Translanguaging in mainstream education: A sociocultural approach.
International Journal of Bilingual Education and Bilingualism, 22(2), 150-164.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13670050.2016.1231774

Education Statistics Finland. (2019). Pupils’ subject choices.m https://vipunen.fi/en-

gb/basic/Pages/Kieli--ja-muut-ainevalinnat.aspx

Ganuza, N., & Hedman, C. (2018). Modersmalundervisning, lasforstaelse och betyg. Nordand,
13(1), 4-22.
https://www.idunn.no/nordand/2018/01/modersmaalsundervisning_lsfrstaaelse_och_bety
g 1

Garcia, O., & Hesson, S. (2015). Translanguaging frameworks for teachers: Macro and micro
perspectives. In A. Yiacoumetti (Ed.), Multilingualism and language in education: Current
sociolinguistic and pedagogical perspectives from commonwealth countries (pp. 221—
242). Cambridge University Press.

Garcia, O., Ibarra-Johnson, S., & Seltzer, K. (2016). The translanguaging classroom:

Leveraging student bilingualism for learning. Caslon.

Garley, M. (2019). ‘Do they know the normal language?’ Language attitudes and ideologies in
German hip hop culture. Critical Multilingualism Studies, 7(3), 93—128.

Goldenberg, C. (2008). Teaching English Language Learners: What the research does and does
not say. American Educator, 8-23,41-44. https://www .edweek.org/media/ell_final .pdf

Gorter, D., & Cenoz, J. (2017). Language education policy and multilingual assessment.
Language and Education, 31(3), 231-248.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09500782.2016.1261892

Hedman, C., & Magnusson, U. (2019). Performative functions of multilingual policy in second
language education in Sweden. International Journal of Bilingual Education and
Bilingualism, 1-15. https://doi.org/10.1080/13670050.2019.1693956

Heikkola, L. M., Alisaari, J., Vigren, H., & Commins, N. (forthcoming). Requirements meet
reality — Finnish teachers’ practices in linguistically diverse classrooms. Journal of

Language, Identity & Education.

hooks, b. 1994. Teaching to Transgress. Education as the Practice of Freedom. Routledge.

Critical Multilingualism Studies | 9:1 71



ALiSAARI, HURME, HEIKKOLA & ROUTARINNE ¢ Beliefs about Home Language Use

Hornberger, N. H., & Johnson, D. C. (2007). Slicing the onion ethnographically: Layers and
spaces in multilingual language education policy and practice. TESOL Quarterly, 41(3),
509-532. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.1545-7249.2007 .tb00083.x

Iversen, J. (2019). Negotiating language ideologies: Pre-service teachers’ perspectives on
multilingual practices in mainstream education. International Journal of Multilingualism,
18(3),421-434. https://doi.org/10.1080/14790718.2019.1612903

Johnson, D. C. (2013). Language Policy. Palgrave Macmillan.

de Jong, E.J. (2011). Foundations for multilingualism in education from principles to practice.
Caslon Publishing.

Kalaja, P., Barcelos, A., Aro, M., & Ruohotie-Lyhty, M. (Eds.). (2016). Key issues relevant to
the studies to be reported: Beliefs, agency and identity. In Beliefs, agency and identity in
foreign language learning and teaching (pp. 8-24). Palgrave Macmillan.

Kirsch, C., Duarte, J., & Palviainen, A. (2020). Language policy, professional development and
sustainability of multilingual approaches. In C. Kirsch & J. Duarte (Eds.), Multilingual
approaches for teaching and learning: From acknowledging to capitalising on

multilingualism in European mainstream education (pp. 186-203). Routledge Research in
Language Education. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429059674-14

Krippendorff, K. (1980). Content analysis: An introduction to its methodology. Sage.

Kumpulainen, T. (Ed.). (2017). Opettajat ja rehtorit Suomessa 2016 [Teachers and school
leaders in Finland]. Raportit ja selvitykset 2017: 2. National Agency of Education.
Retrieved from
https://www .oph.fi/download/185376_opettajat_ja_rehtorit_Suomessa_2016.pdf

Kyckling, E., Vaarala, H., Ennser-Kananen, J., Saarinen, T., & Suur-Askola, L. (2019).
Kielikoulutuksen  saavutettavuus  eurooppalaisessa  perusopetuksessa:  pddsyn,

mahdollistumisen ja arvon ndkokulmia. Soveltavan kielentutkimuksen keskus.
https://jyx.jyu.fi/handle/123456789/66348

Lee, J. S., & Oxelson, E. (2006). “It’s not my job”: K—12 teacher attitudes toward students’
heritage language maintenance. Bilingual Research Journal, 30(2), 453-477.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15235882.2006.10162885

Lundberg, A. (2019). Teachers’ beliefs about multilingualism: Findings from Q method
research. Current  Issues in  Language  Planning, 203), 266-283.
https://doi.org/10.1080/14664208.2018.1495373

Critical Multilingualism Studies | 9:1 72



ALiSAARI, HURME, HEIKKOLA & ROUTARINNE ¢ Beliefs about Home Language Use

Menken, K., & Garcia, O. (2010). Introduction. In K. Menken & O. Garcia (Eds.), Negotiating

language policies in schools: Educators as policymakers. Routledge.

National Agency of Education. (2014). Perusopetuksen opetussuunnitelman perusteet [Finnish
Core Curriculum for Basic Education]. Miirdykset ja ohjeet 2014:96. Retrieved March
23, 2017, from
http://www .oph.fi/download/163777_perusopetuksen_opetussuunnitelman_perusteet_201
4 pdf

National Agency of Education. (2015). Lukion opetussuunnitelman perusteet. [Finnish Core
Curriculum for Upper Secondary Education]. Méadrédykset ja ohjeet 2015:48. Retrieved
March 23, 2017, from
http://www.oph.fi/download/172124_lukion_opetussuunnitelman_perusteet 2015 .pdf

Ovando, C.J.,& Combs, M. C. (2011). Bilingual and ESL classroom: Teaching in multicultural
contexts (5th ed.). McGraw-Hill Education.

Paris, D. (2012). Culturally sustaining pedagogy: A needed change in stance, terminology, and
practice. Educational Researcher, 41(3), 93-97.
https://doi.org/10.3102/0013189X12441244

Picton, F., & Banfield, G. (2020). A story of belonging: schooling and the struggle of students
of refugee experience to belong. Discourse: Studies in the Cultural Politics of Education,
41(6), 841-853. https://doi.org/10.1080/01596306.2018.1552921

Rodriguez-Izquierdo, R.M., Falcén, I. G., & Permisin, C. G. (2020). Teacher beliefs and
approaches to linguistic diversity. Spanish as a second language in the inclusion of

immigrant students. Teaching and Teacher Education, 90.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2020.103035

Ruiz, R. (1984). Orientations in language planning. NABE Journal, 8(2), 15-34.

Shestunova, T. (2019). Multilingualism in the Finnish preparatory classroom — does it exist? In
M. Kok, H. Massinen, I. Moshnikov, E. Penttild, S. Tavi, & L. Tuomainen (Eds.), Pidetddn
kielet eldvind — Keeping languages alive — Piemmo kielet eldvinny. AfinLA Yearbook.
Publications de [’association finlandaise de linguistique appliquée 77 (pp. 61-77).
https://doi.org/10.30661/afinlavk.78157

Shohamy, E. (2011). Assessing multilingual competencies: Adopting construct valid
assessment policies. Modern Language Journal, 95(3), 418-429.
https://doi.org/10.1111/5.1540-4781.2011.01210 .x.

Critical Multilingualism Studies | 9:1 73



ALiSAARI, HURME, HEIKKOLA & ROUTARINNE ¢ Beliefs about Home Language Use

Skutnabb-Kangas, T. (2001). Linguistic human rights in education: History, status, and current
challenges. Exceptional Children, 74(3),264-288.

Skutnabb-Kangas, T. (2017). Language rights. In In W. E. Wright, S. Boun, & O. Garcia (Eds.),
The handbook of bilingual and multilingual education (pp. 185-202). Wiley.

Slavin, R., & Cheung, A. (2005). A synthesis of research on language of reading instruction for
English Language Learners. Review of Educational Research, 75(2),247-281.

Soini T., Pietarinen J. & Pyhiltd K. (2016) What if teachers learn in the classroom? Teacher
Development, 20(3), 380-397. https://doi.org/10.1080/13664530.2016.1149511

Statistics of Finland. (2020). Vdesto 31.12. muuttujina Kieli, Vuosi, Sukupuoli, Ikd ja Tiedot
[Population 31 Dec by Language, Year, Sex, Age and Information]. Retrieved August 13,
2020, from
http://pxnet2.stat.fi/PX Web/pxweb/fi/Maahanmuuttajat_ja_kotoutuminen/Maahanmuuttaj
at_ja_kotoutuminen__Maahanmuuttajat_ja_kotoutuminen/maakoto_pxt_11vx.px/table/ta
bleViewLayoutl/

Sullivan, E. C. (2016). Mainstream teachers’ language-related knowledge and linguistically
responsive teaching practices for English language learners [Doctoral dissertation, Notre
Dame of Maryland University]. ProQuest Dissertations Publishing.

Swain, M. (1979). Bilingual education: Research and its implications. In C. A. Yorio, K.
Perkins, & J. Schacter (Eds.), On TESOL ’79: The learner in focus (pp. 23-33). TESOL.

Tarnanen, M., Kauppinen, M., & Yldmiki, A. (2017). Oman 4didinkielen tekstitaidot
monikielisyyttd rakentamassa — ndkokulmia kielille annettuihin merkityksiin ja kielten
kayttoon In S. Latomaa, E. Luukka, & N. Lilja (Eds.), Kielitietoisuus eriarvoistuvassa

vhteiskunnassa [Language Awareness in an Increasingly Unequal Society]. AFinlLAn
Vuosikirja 75, 278-297. https://journal fi/afinlavk/article/view/60559

Tarnanen, M., & Palviainen, A. (2019). Finnish teachers as policy agents in a changing society.
Language and Education, 32(5), 428-443.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09500782.2018.1490747

Taylor, L. K., Bernhard, J. K., Garg, S., & Cummins, J. (2008). Affirming plural belonging:
Building on students’ family-based cultural and linguistic capital through multiliteracies
pedagogy. Journal of  Early  Childhood  Education, 83), 269-294.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1468798408096481

Teemant, A., & Hausman, C. S. (2013). The relationship of teacher use of critical sociocultural
practices with student achievement. Critical Education, 4(4), 1-19.

Critical Multilingualism Studies | 9:1 74



ALiSAARI, HURME, HEIKKOLA & ROUTARINNE ¢ Beliefs about Home Language Use

Tharp, R., Estrada, P., Stoll Dalton, S., & Yamauchi, L.A. (2000). Teaching transformed:

Achieving excellence, fairness, inclusion, and harmony. Westview Press.

Thomas, W. P., & Collier, V. (1997). School effectiveness for language minority students.
National Clearinghouse for Bilingual Education.

Van Manen, M. (2015). Pedagogical tact - Knowing what to do when you don’t know what to
do. Left Coast Press.

Vygotsky, L. S. (1986). Thought and language. MIT Press. (Original work published in 1962).

Yeasmin, N., & Uusiautti, S. (2018). Finland and Singapore, two different top countries of PISA
and the challenge of providing equal opportunities to immigrant students. Journal for
Critical Education Policy Studies, 16(1),207-237.

Zilliacus, H., Holm, G., & Sahlstrom, F. (2017). Taking steps towards institutionalising
multicultural education — The national curriculum of Finland. Multicultural Education
Review, 2(18), 231-248. https://doi.org//10.1080/2005615X.2017.1383810

Appendix
The original examples of teachers’ responses in Finnish:

1. Kysyn tarvitsevatko he apua, tarjoan sitd. Varmistan, ettd keskustelu liittyy
opiskeltavaan asiaan, annettuun tehtdviin. Muistutan heitd, ettd omakielinen hetki on
heidédn oikeutensa saadakseen asioita selviksi, mutta se on my0s luottamusta asiassa

pysymiseen.

2. Kannustan ja saatan pyytdd heitd kirjoittamaan vastauksen sekd omalla, ettd suomen

kielelld. Haluan itsekin oppia uusia ilmaisuja ja ne voidaan opettaa muillekin luokassa.

3. Kysyn, voinko auttaa tehtivéssd, ja rohkaisen tekemiin tehtdvissd yhteistyotd omalla
kielella.

Teen titd usein (olen s2-opettaja), mutta ei ikind arvostelevalla tavalla vaan hauskan
kautta.

5. Muistutan siitd, ettd tddlld puhutaan ainoastaan suomen kieltd. Jos eivit vieldkdidn
vaihda kieltd, kerron, kuinka pahalta tuntuu minusta ja muista oppilaista kun emme

ymmirréd heidédn puhettaan.

6. Ulos luokasta!
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7. Kysyn oliko puhe tehtdvistd ja kysyn miksi oli tarpeen puhua omalla kielelld. Sitten
ohjaan kdyttimaédn suomea.

8. Totean, ettd luokan sddntdihin kuuluu suomen puhuminen. Jos luokassa ei osaa olla
sddntdjen mukaan, on seuraava pysdkki kdytdvissd. Laittaisin myds noottia kotiin ja

nostaa asian esille tydyhteisossd, mikili sddntdrikkomus alkaa olla toistuvaa laatua.

9. Seurailen, mistd he mahtavat keskustella. Jos se liittyy ty0hon, saattaisin kysyd,
tarvitsetteko apua. Jos se on selvésti jotain muuta ja hidastaa tai héiritsee koulutyotd,
pyytédisin lopettamaan.

10. Télldisissd tapauksissa oman kielen kéytto sallitaan eli ellei se héiritse muita.

11. Kehun heitéd ahkerasta tyoskentelystd ja kysyn, tarvitsevatko he apua. Jos tyoskentely
onnistuu omallakin kielelld eli syntyy tuotosta myds suomeksi, niin minua se ei haittaa.

12. Katson mitd he ovat saaneet tyOssddn aikaan.

13. For att eleverna befinner sig i en svensksprakig skola, dr det viktigt att lektionsspraket
ar svenska. Jag skulle troligtvis be dem att forsoka diskutera pa svenska istéllet.

14. Pyytidisin ehkd sanomaan jotain ajatuksistaan my0s suomeksi.
15. Kehotan vaihtamaan suomen kieleen

16. Huomautan, ettd koulussa/luokassa puhutaan suomea, ja ettd nopeasti vain voi kysya
apua omalla kielelld, mikéli on pakko.

17. Yritdn auttaa tyttdja sanoittamaan asiaa suomeksi ja vastavuoroisesti yritdn opetella

jonkin uuden sanan minékin vieraasta kielesta.

18. Annan heidén olla. Rohkaisen kuitenkin purkamaan tuotokset my0s suomeksi niin
paljon kuin mahdollista. On aivan sama milli kielelld jonkin asian oppii, kunhan oppii.
Suomen kielen tunnit ovat pieni poikkeus. Silloin vaatimusta on helpompi ymmértii ja
hyviksya.
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