Translanguaging pedagogy in multilingual
early childhood classes
A video ethnography in Luxembourg
Katja N. Andersen

University of Luxembourg, Research Unit Education, Culture, Cognition &
Society (ECCS)

This paper investigates translanguaging practices and pedagogy with very
young children in the trilingual country of Luxembourg. Recent research has
shown that in early childhood education in Luxembourg there is a focus on
Luxembourgish to the exclusion of other languages and that this appears to
exclude children with foreign language backgrounds from everyday institutional life. Our research asks how and in which forms can a translanguaging
pedagogy offer young multilingual children opportunities to engage in literacy
practices. Our empirical qualitative pilot study carried out among children aged
2 to 6 in Luxembourgish early childhood programs clarifies forms of translanguaging when instruction is accompanied by pictures and reading in German.
The findings suggest that gesture and body language are part of translanguaging, providing multiple resources that enable the young multilingual learner
to make meaning.
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1.

Introduction

In Luxembourgish primary and secondary education there is an interplay of the
three languages of instruction: German, Luxembourgish and French. In early
childhood education and daycare Luxembourgish is the mainstream language, to
some extent, at the cost of the children’s home languages (Neumann 2015). The
Luxembourgish Ministry of Education promotes Luxembourgish in early childhood education (Majerus 2006) with the goal of enhancing opportunities for the
integration of children with migration backgrounds. However, empirical studies
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have shown that the use of Luxembourgish as a lingua franca in daily communication at daycare facilities leads to an inequality of opportunities for children with
non-Luxembourgish citizenship (Neumann 2012, 2015; Seele 2015). The PISA
2012 results in Luxembourg (Ugen et al. 2013) support this claim of an inequality
of opportunities, showing that children who speak French, Portuguese or a Balkan
language as a first home language are significantly below the Luxembourgish/
German reference group in all tested competences. In the field of reading in
German the differences correspond to one to two years of schooling.
This paper asks which forms of a translanguaging pedagogy offer opportunities for young children with foreign language backgrounds in the Luxembourgish
early childhood education system to engage in reading in German. We assume,
first, in accordance with Ugen et al. (2013), that learning some German in early
childhood education should ease the transition to primary school where literacy in
German is a goal. Second, following Creese and Blackledge (2010), we assume that
permitting translanguaging while reading in a language other than the language
of instruction leads to students’ engagement. Third, in accordance with Britsch
(2009) and Sayakhan and Bradley (2014), we consider that the use of images and
rhymes are of particular importance for reading as they facilitate understanding
and enhance language development.
In our study we followed multilingual children aged 2 to 6 years in videorecordings of practices with German rhymes and images (Kirsch 2015). We investigated in what ways, in oral discussions, translanguaging enables children to
make meaning of such rhymes and images. In reporting on this study, we clarify
implicit and explicit forms of translanguaging in the young multilingual children’s
communication in formal and non-formal educational settings.
2. Background of research: Early childhood education in Luxembourg
This research took place in Luxembourg where translanguaging is part of everyday life (Gilles and Moulin 2009) and where, within a population of 549,700 inhabitants, 45.3% are non-Luxembourgish citizens (STATEC 2014, 9). This means
that almost every second inhabitant in Luxembourg has a nationality other than
Luxembourgish. Particularly since the 1970s, the number of residents without
Luxembourgish citizenship has increased steadily. The highest percentage of nonLuxembourgish citizens living in Luxembourg are Portuguese (16.5%), followed
by French (6.7%), Italian (3.4%), Belgian (3.3%) and German (2.3%) citizens
(STATEC 2014, 9). In a comparison of all EU countries Luxembourg is the second
lowest in population size. Yet, at the same time, the proportion of resident foreigners (by citizenship) is the highest of all EU countries (as of 2014, EUROSTAT 2015).
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2.1 Languages in the formal and non-formal Luxembourgish educational
system
Early childhood education in Luxembourg consists of Education Précoce and
nursery school in the formal sector and the institutions Crèche and Maison Relais
pour Enfants in the non-formal sector. The formal educational system starts with
the optional Education Précoce (ages 3 to 4, Luxembourgish as the medium of
instruction), followed by compulsory nursery school (ages 4 to 5, Luxembourgish
as the medium of instruction), which are part of the École Fondamentale (ages 3
to 11). Formal education in Luxembourg has an ongoing competence-based curriculum established in 2011, following the PISA debate, which has shown that language competences influence all school subjects and play a central role in school
success (cf. Esser 2006; Ugen et al. 2013). In the curriculum the focus is on language, which is addressed explicitly and implicitly in a plurality of competences
in all school subjects. For example, in science education one of the central competences focuses on communication skills: “interact using different forms of communication” (MENFP 2011, 34; my translation from French).
Non-formal education in Luxembourg also underwent reform. In 2005 the
Maison Relais pour Enfants – an after-school institution – was established for the
care of children aged 0 to 11 years, in addition to the Crèche for 0 to 4 year olds.
The Maison Relais pour Enfants is non-compulsory and aims to provide opportunities for children to improve their school success (MFI et al. 2009), in particular, through language development (Majerus 2006). In his government declaration in 2004, the former Prime Minister Jean-Claude Juncker stated that the
Maison Relais pour Enfants has the key goal of introducing Luxembourgish to
children with non-Luxembourgish citizenship living in Luxembourg (Majerus
2006). Recent studies have confirmed that the emphasis on Luxembourgish appears throughout the non-formal (Neumann 2012; 2015) and formal (MENJE
2015) early childhood education.
2.2 Language backgrounds of children in early childhood education in
Luxembourg
The language situation in Luxembourg is often described as ‘triglossic’, referring to
the three official languages – Luxembourgish, German and French – recognized
by the 1984 language law (Horner and Weber 2010). All three languages are school
languages used for instruction at primary and secondary school (MENJE 2014,
100). Many schoolchildren speak, as their first home language, languages other
than Luxembourgish, German or French. In 2015 there were children of 123 different nationalities at the École Fondamentale (ages 3 to 11; MENJE 2015, 8). The
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number of children who speak a first home language other than Luxembourgish
increased by almost 50% between the school years 2004/05 and 2013/14 (cf. data
in MENJE and Université du Luxembourg 2015, 10). At the École Fondamentale
60.2% of all children did not speak Luxembourgish as a first home language in the
school year 2012/2013 (MENJE 2014, 102). This percentage is even higher if one
looks exclusively at the language situation in early childhood education. Among 3
to 6 year olds 64.9% of the children speak languages other than Luxembourgish as
a first home language (MENJE and Université du Luxembourg 2015, 21). Almost
one third (27.1%) speak Portuguese as a first language (MENJE 2014, 102) and
more than 35% have yet another first language such as Italian, French, Spanish,
German, Chinese, Polish, Romanian or Hungarian (MENJE 2014, 102).
3. Theoretical framing: Translanguaging as pedagogy with young learners
There are two relevant discourses in this research: the discourse on translanguaging
pedagogy in early childhood education, which focuses on the role played by translanguaging in young children’s learning, and the discourse on language practices
with images and rhymes, which asks in what ways languages can be developed.
3.1 Translanguaging pedagogy in early childhood education
Scholarly interest in translanguaging pedagogy has grown in recent years (Creese
and Blackledge 2010; García, Sylvan and Witt 2011; Hornberger and Link 2012;
Durán and Palmer 2014; García and Li Wei 2014), but empirical research on translanguaging pedagogy in the early childhood educational sphere is more rare. Most
studies to date have focused on translanguaging at primary or secondary school.
Multiple studies (cf. Hornberger and Link 2012) have shown that educational
practices favour monolingual, written and decontextualized language practices.
Yet, at the same time, it has been shown that oral, multilingual and contextualized practices are essential for young learners’ development (García and Li Wei
2014) and translanguaging practices play an important role in teaching and learning (Creese and Blackledge 2010). In García and Flores’ (2012) differentiation
between four types of language pedagogy (foreign language, second language,
bilingual and multilingual) only multilingual instruction takes learners’ different
linguistic profiles and practices into account to extend the “plurilingual potentials
of students” (235).
The term translanguaging (García, Sylvan and Witt 2011; Hornberger and Link
2012; García 2013) – unlike the term ‘code switching’ which is based on the idea of
separate linguistic systems (Li Wei 2011) – refers to the fluid language practices of
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multilingual speakers (as described, for example, by Creese and Blackledge 2010;
García and Li Wei 2014). Translanguaging acknowledges the varied linguistic repertoires that children bring to kindergarten (Garcia and Flores 2012, 233) and
allows children to use all these varied features for expression and meaning making “without regard for watchful adherence to the socially and politically defined
boundaries of named […] languages” (Otheguy, García and Reid 2015, 283). From
the outsider’s view, we look at language as a cultural object and at entities that are
societally allocated to one language or another. However, seen from the speaker’s
perspective, it is one repertoire of features that belong to the individual speaker’s
idiolect and are deployed to enable communication (Otheguy, García and Reid
2015). Learning and teaching seen through a translanguaging lens allow children
to use their repertoire of features for expression and meaning making. On this
basis, Busch (2011, 1) claims that schools must reconceptionalize themselves “as
an open space of potentialities, where the polyphony of voices […] is appreciated
as resource and asset.”
Following García (2014), translanguaging is rooted in the principle that bilinguals use their language practices in ways that fit their communication within
a situation. Recent research has demonstrated the benefits of gesture for communication. Kirk, Pine and Ryder (2011) have shown that gesture encourages and
supports language-impaired children to communicate effectively. BreckinridgeChurch, Ayman-Nolley and Mahootian (2004) have demonstrated that learning
increased for students when gesture accompanied speech instruction. Bernardis
and Gentilucci (2005) suggest that symbolic gesture and spoken word are coded as
single signal by a unique communication system. Pine, Lufkin and Messer (2004)
assume that gestures are an integral part of the child’s thinking process. This article focuses on how gesture relates to translanguaging, i.e. whether it is part of
translanguaging or whether it co-occurs with it.
3.2 Developing languages through rhymes and visual images
Rhymes have been shown to be an effective way to further language development
(Brown 2014; Sayakhan and Bradley 2014). Sayakhan and Bradley (2014) have
demonstrated the benefits of integrating rhymes into everyday practices. Through
rhymes, children become familiarized with themes and story patterns. They are
introduced to vocabulary and grammatical structures, and acquire a repertoire
of verbal expression through the repetition of rhymes (DRK 2006). Brown (2014)
has shown that in early childhood education the reading aloud of rhymes is of particular relevance for developing phonological awareness, which Brown explains
by the fact that rhymes are typically connected with repetition, rhythm, singing
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and clapping. Overall, rhymes as daily activities are seen as an effective way of
stimulating narration and developing vocabulary among young learners.
The benefits of visual images for language development have been extensively researched in secondary education, especially in second language learning
(Schnotz and Bannert 2003; Britsch 2009) and in reading (Bishop 1980; Buchholz
2014). Images enhance the understanding of the written text (Arcavi 2003; Schnotz
and Bannert 2003; Hiippala 2012) and stimulate the child’s imagination (Thiele
2003; Duncker and Lieber 2013). Children realize that a picture is a symbol representing something concrete. However, as Arcavi (2003) shows, the same picture
may have different meanings in different contexts. Kress and van Leeuwen (2001)
and Kress (2013) state that interpretation depends on the linguistic, situational,
cultural but also social context, and that interpretation stimulates narration.
Even though it is generally agreed that integrating rhymes and visual images
into daily activities is beneficial for language development, there is not much research, to my knowledge, that focuses on this approach in a translanguaging context, neither internationally, nor in Luxembourg (Kirsch 2015). Although Duncum
(2004) and Hallet (2008) refer to multiliteracy and multimodality in relation to
visual objects, they discuss their results solely through a monolingual language
lens; the context of translanguaging is omitted. This paper addresses a gap in the
knowledge of the benefits of visual images and rhymes for language development
in a translanguaging context.
4. Research approach and design
Our study, named MultOra (Multilingual Oracies in early childhood education;
Kirsch 2015; Andersen 2016), focused on language use in formal and non-formal
Luxembourgish early childhood education. The research project monitored scientifically the 10-hour professional development course for educators (non-formal sector) and teachers (formal sector) “Mit Versen in die Welt” (Rhymes as a
stepping stone into the world; Günnewig 2015; Kirsch 2015), which was financed
by the former Ministère de la Famille et de l’Intégration and the Ministère de
l’Education Nationale.
4.1 Research question
Two aspects of the above described research context are particularly relevant
for the research project MultOra. First, given that in early childhood education
in Luxembourg the focus is on Luxembourgish and that this appears to exclude
children with foreign language backgrounds from everyday institutional life, it
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is necessary to clarify how and in which forms translanguaging enables the very
young multilingual learner to engage in literacy practices. Secondly, visual images
and rhymes activate young children’s oral language use, which, in turn, furthers
language development. Nevertheless, there exists no research in Luxembourg on
forms of translanguaging while using images and rhymes in a language other than
the teaching language in groups of young multilingual learners. The research question of the MultOra study is: Which forms of translanguaging occur among very
young children in Luxembourgish early childhood programs when instruction is
accompanied by visual representations and the reading of rhymes in German?
4.2 Pedagogy of using visual representations and reading of rhymes in German
The pedagogy involving the use of visual representations and reading rhymes in
German is based on practices in early childhood education settings with posters, which were specifically designed for the professional development course
“Mit Versen in die Welt” in order to stimulate the children’s narration (Günnewig
2015). In total 12 language-stimulating posters with different rhymes in German
and with hand-drawn pictures were used. In the development of the posters it was
taken into consideration, first, that the rhymes represent children’s experiences
(Günnewig 2015; Kirsch 2015) in order to provide opportunities for talk in early
childhood education settings, and, second, that the rhymes introduce vocabulary
and grammatical structures that children might not hear in everyday language
(e.g. “mit Ringelschwanz”, German for ring-tailed).
The rhymes were illustrated on the posters by hand-drawn pictures that visualized objects that young children know well, and see, hear of, or act with in their
daily life (e.g. a dog or a cat). The pictures were symbolic representations of some
of the concrete experiences young children usually have (e.g. spilling tomato sauce
while eating spaghetti). The images used on the posters drew on the experiences of
the young children, but also showed a new perspective of a familiar situation (e.g. a
school desk with an elephant sitting on it). The underlying pedagogy of using these
posters is based on the understanding that young children need opportunities to
decode visual representations, relate them to their own experiences and talk about
them (Günnewig 2015; Kirsch 2015). In order to stimulate other languages next
to Luxembourgish, the instructor read the rhymes in a language (German) other
than the teaching language (Luxemburgish). To encourage children`s responses,
the instructor introduced pauses while reading the rhyme, and, every time he/she
repeated the rhyme, more and longer pauses were introduced. Whenever possible,
the instructor acted the scene described and illustrated in the poster. After reading
the rhyme, he/she talked to the children in German and Luxembourgish.
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4.3 Sample and methods
The sample comprised five groups of children aged 2 to 6 from one Crèche,
three Maison Relais pour Enfants, and one nursery school (111 children in total). The children in these groups spoke 17 different first languages, including Luxembourgish, Portuguese, Italian, Spanish, French, German, Russian,
Bulgarian, English, Hungarian and Polish. The criteria for selecting the children
were representation from all four institutions of the Luxembourgish early childhood educational system and contrasting intake, which was ensured by including institutions from different regions of Luxembourg (centre, south and north).
Before selecting the groups, we conducted a survey of all practitioners participating in the professional development course “Mit Versen in die Welt”, focusing on
the children’s previous experiences in the use of visual representations and rhymes
as part of their language learning practices. Based on these results, we formed the
sample of the five groups of children.
The methods used in this research are qualitative. They draw on grounded
theory (Charmaz 2006) and are based on video-recordings of language practices
during the use of posters with hand-drawn pictures and German rhymes. In the
five children’s groups, the practitioners video-recorded their own pedagogical
practices while using the posters, which had been introduced in the professional
development course. Each practitioner chose one video-recorded language practice based on the posters. This was later discussed by means of the repertory grid
technique within the group of practitioners (cf. for mathematics: Bruder, Lengnink
and Prediger 2003). The video-recordings are the data analysed in this article.
5. Findings: Forms of translanguaging in groups of young multilingual
children
The data of the complete MultOra study – comprising video-recordings of the
children’s group activities, video-recordings of the follow-up mentoring sessions
with the practitioners and a survey – has been analysed from various points of
view (Kirsch 2015; Andersen 2016). This article presents the findings of the data
analysis of the video-recordings of the children’s groups, which was carried out
through the lens of translanguaging practices and pedagogy. The main finding
was that gesture and body language were an integral part of translanguaging, thus
providing multiple resources that enabled the young multilingual learner to make
meaning. The findings generated by the data are presented and discussed according to seven aspects.
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First, it appeared that the young multilingual children used multiple resources (i.e. fluid language practices and body language) to make meaning of the
hand-drawn picture sequences on the posters. In the data it was evident that the
children, when they communicated in small groups about the visualized items,
flexibly used their resources to fulfil the communicative situation. Their multiple
resources were employed especially with posters that visualized objects children
were familiar with (e.g. a dog and a cat drawn as hand puppets). In one of the examples of particular interest (Crèche, four children, ages 3 to 4) the children used
two synonyms for the word ‘dog’: Hond and Mupp (single underlining indicates
what is considered to be Luxembourgish; italic script indicates what is considered
to be German; double underlining indicates what is considered to be French). In
this case, three children (Luxembourgish as home language, ages 3 to 4) used both
synonyms alternately, whereas one child (Spanish as home language, age 4), while
enthusiastically touching the dog pictured on the poster, insisted on the correctness of using Hond and the incorrectness of Mupp. While touching the image of
the dog, another child from this group (Italian and Luxembourgish as home languages, age 3) added: Mupp ass wéi Hond (Mupp is like dog). In this example, the
communication about the hand-drawn pictures within a group of young multilingual children appeared to be multimodal as the children connected physical
contact (tactile stimulation through touching the images) and language use (cf.
also Kirsch 2015; Andersen 2016). Body language seems to be significant. It can
be considered one of the multiple resources that help the very young learner fulfil
the communicative situation.
Second, the language practices among the children showed that acting and
translanguaging co-occurred and enriched each other when the practitioners and
the young children read a rhyme in a language (German) other than the language
of instruction (Luxembourgish) and play-acted in short sequences. This was clear
in several cases in which the practitioners and the children acted the scenes of a
German rhyme using their linguistic repertoire freely. For example, in one case
(Maison Relais pour Enfants, six children, ages 4 to 5) the educator introduced the
rhyme Affe – was juckt mich da (monkey – what itches me there) to which the children and the educator acted and “soft-assembled” (García 2014, 3) their language
features in ways that fitted their communication as in: Dat ass am Flottsten. Dann
am … Popo … Po. Und? Irgendwo. Da komm. Ein? Wat war et? Ein? Ein Floh (This
is the best. Then at the … buttocks … butt. And? Somewhere. There comes. A?
What was it? A? A flea). Of particular interest in this case is that the educator not
only permitted the children to use their multiple resources, but she herself used
body language and selected language features without regard for the boundaries of
named languages. Based on this case, it seems that play-acting enabled the group
of young learners to illustrate the German rhyme and stimulated the children to
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formulate the continuations of the rhyme. It appears that moments of play, in combination with the flexible use of linguistic features, enabled the children to make
meaning of text.
Third, the flexible use of language features appeared to be important for moments of linguistic creativity. In one example (Maison Relais pour Enfants, three
children, ages 3 to 5) flexible reference to the images on the poster stimulated
linguistic imagination. The children communicated about a poster with a picture
sequence of a crocodile and, while describing the crocodile’s actions, they said:
ann dann nach pfffff ahhhahhhahhh (and then even pfffff ahhhahhhahhh); dat ass,
pssstt. […] Vorsicht, Krokodil (this is, pssstt. […] Look out, crocodile). The example
indicates that moments of linguistic creativity occurred in the young children’s
conversation in forms of different kinds of sounds. The linguistic creativity enabled by translanguaging allowed the children to illustrate the actions of the animal portrayed in the pictures.
Fourth, a more flexible use of language features without regard for the boundaries of named languages seemed to be present if the children used gestures or
other bodily acts while sharing their ideas about the visual images on the posters
and/or about the rhymes. This was seen in situations where the children underlined different contexts by illustrating them with movements of their hands or
with facial expressions. For example, in one case (Maison Relais pour Enfants,
nine children, ages 4 to 5) one child, while saying Sou hoch, bis bei den Dach (This
high, to the roof), showed with his hands the height of a lawn that grows to the
roof. Particularly striking is that such combinations of body language and translanguaging occurred especially on the children’s side when the practitioners also
used gestures and/or when the children enthusiastically touched the illustrated elements right in front of the poster, accentuating their statements with gestures. In
some instances the children’s gesture had a different meaning from their speech,
e.g. when the above-mentioned child showed with his hand how something was
moving through the lawn, while describing the height. This type of evidence gives
rise to the assumption that the nature of the relationship between gesture and
translanguaging is more than co-occurrence. Being a meaning-making resource
by itself, gesture seems to be part of translanguaging. In many cases, these multimodal moments happened in connection with the flexible use of linguistic features.
One could almost say that the flexible use of language features without regards for
boundaries occurs particularly if the communication involves the children’s body
language. This tells us that multimodalities, gestures and acting are significant,
and that translanguaging refers not only to the free deployment of one’s linguistic
repertoire, but also to ‘acting’. On this basis, it can be assumed that body language
is another resource in translanguaging.
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Fifth, the flexible use of linguistic resources allowed the children to participate in oral discussions and to make meaning of the visual images and rhymes.
The children appeared to use their linguistic repertoire for meaning-making particularly when the practitioners themselves used their language features freely to
communicate. While the children fluidly used features of all three languages of
schooling (Luxembourgish, German and French), none of them used their varied
home languages. To make meaning of the pictures and rhymes, the children mostly used – next to gestures/body language – single words of a language other than
the teaching language, Luxembourgish (e.g. si maachen se net rop, dann pistolet an
pfff; they don’t put it on, then pistol and pfff). They sometimes used more than one
consecutive word of the other language (e.g. wéi een Pompjee, mee il va … il get méi
sou krrkrr”; as a fireman, he goes … he goes more as krrkrr), but no child spoke
several sentences in another language than Luxembourgish. In contrast, in almost
all cases the practitioners used several consecutive words when they spoke in a
language other than the language of instruction. The fact that the children used
only single words has to be considered against the fact that the sample consists of
very young children whose language output is generally limited.
Sixth, translanguaging, comprising body language and the flexible use of language features, enabled the very young children to connect the given rhyme and/
or images to their personal experiences, thus contributing their own experiences.
This seemed to occur especially when the practitioners also used translanguaging in their questions. This can be seen in one case of particular interest (Maison
Relais pour Enfants, nine children, ages 4 to 5), in which the educator asked: An,
fertig? (And, ready?). This appeared to encourage the group of children to subsequently use moments of translanguaging, which enabled the young children to
relate their own experiences, as in Ech ganz schnell schwammen (I am very fast
swimming). This example, among similar ones, leads us to the assumption that the
children’s sentences are rich and unfettered when they translanguage, and that the
free deployment of individual linguistic resources enables the young multilingual
children to express their associations.
Seventh, in the video-recordings of the poster- and rhyme-activities, it seems
that translanguaging enabled the children to illustrate their thoughts in a vivid
manner, and that sentence constructions were more complex when the young
children translanguaged. In the above-mentioned example (Maison Relais pour
Enfants, nine children, ages 4 to 5) a child formulated the sentence Sou hoch, bis
bei den Dach (This high, to the roof) using his language features freely to illustrate
his thoughts. What is interesting about this case is that the child’s picture (a lawn
grows to the roof) resulted from the wordplay and play-acting of the children’s
group: Eine Wiese. Ja, so groß. Nee, sou grouss. Sou hoch, bis bei den Dach (A lawn.
Yes, this big. No, this big. This high, to the roof). The educator explicitly showed

178 Katja N. Andersen

appreciation of the child’s flexible use of linguistic resources as she adapted to the
child’s wordplay by saying: Bis bei den, oh, bis zum Dach, oh (to the roof, oh, to the
roof, oh).This educator’s first language is German (in all other cases, the practitioners’ L1 is Luxembourgish).
6. Discussion: Connection to the current state of research
In line with the discourse on translanguaging competence within the multilingual classroom (García and Li Wei 2014; Garrity, Aquino-Sterling and Day 2015;
Probyn 2015), this research supports the use of multimodal and multilingual communication in early childhood education. The findings suggest that the different
languages stay in the “game”, as García (2013, 3) expressed it, when young multilingual children communicate in groups about posters. In contrast to García’s
description, which outlines translanguaging as a dynamic interplay of all speakers’
languages, the findings of this research suggest that there is only a small selection
from the children’s first languages occurring when the children exchange ideas
about the hand-drawn pictures and/or rhymes. This may be because the children
have, to some extent, learnt to exclude their various home languages in group.
In this context, it should be underlined that Luxembourgish is, linguistically, a
German dialect and that in our study translanguaging occurs in the context of
variations between Luxembourgish and German, while first languages are being
almost entirely excluded. This raises the question whether translanguaging as dialect variation is being celebrated over first language use and whether children’s
home languages occur more frequently when rhymes in languages without dialect
variation are used.
The findings, however, suggest that translanguaging in groups of young multilingual children comprises the flexible use of language features combined with
gesture, other acts, and images as a repertoire of multiple resources. Our results
give rise to the assumption that gesture/body language and translanguaging do
not just co-occur, rather, that gesture is part of translanguaging as one resource of
meaning-making which helps the very young children to provide information additional to their spoken words. Translanguaging in this sense seems to enable the
children to articulate their thoughts and to make meaning of text (cf. Blackledge,
Creese and Hu 2015). In particular, the use of different meaning-making resources seems to enable the young multilingual children to achieve various goals, i.e.
fulfil the communicative situation, contribute their own experiences, illustrate
thoughts in a vivid manner, participate in oral discussions and make meaning of
pictures and rhymes. These positive impacts of translanguaging have to be considered against the fact that in our study not all children actively participated in
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the conversation about the pictures and rhymes, and, as mentioned earlier, the
children’s home languages were excluded. In other words, the benefits gained by
translanguaging applied to some children, whereas others were not involved in
the communication.
These results strengthen the discourse on the challenge for practitioners to
bridge the gap between the children’s understanding in their home language and
the language of learning and teaching (as discussed by Probyn 2015). In addition, the findings strengthen the discourse on translanguaging practices and pedagogy insofar as translanguaging practices are in accordance with the everyday
practices “used by bilinguals to make sense of their bilingual worlds” (Garrity,
Aquino-Sterling and Day 2015, 178). The findings suggest that within groups of
young and very young learners in diverse multilingual contexts translanguaging occurs as insertions of single words of another language into sentences in the
mainstream language. However, when looking at all meaning-making resources,
we find more than the linguistic features of German, Luxembourgish and French,
and can add gesture, play-acting and pointing at images as part of a repertoire of
multiple resources.
The findings also indicate that the following aspects seem to be of importance
for meaning-making enabled by translanguaging:
–
–
–
–
–

young children work in small groups of multilingual learners;
practitioners themselves use translanguaging;
rhymes in a language other than the language of learning and teaching are
combined with visual images;
spaces are created in which children can communicate freely following stimulation by the practitioner;
a culture of oracy practices is established, which allows the use of the children’s full language repertoire and includes all semiotic resources of the children, including their body language and gestures.

Our research provides several directions for further studies. One possibility would
be to evaluate in what forms the implementation in early childhood education of
the factors described above leads to the enhancement of the young multilingual
children’s engagement in literacy practices, in terms of frequency of participation, complexity of the contributions and degree of active input of ideas. It would
also be of interest to know in what way translanguaging helps the young learner
to co-construct meaning and build bridges between their home language and the
language of teaching. Another question is whether the children’s ages influence
the forms of translanguaging, that is whether translanguaging and body language
merge with children of older ages to the same degree, as seen in this study.
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Moreover, research could be carried out on whether groupings of children according to same or different (home) languages encourage or discourage translanguaging and whether the educators’ L1 influences the complexity of the children’s
translanguaging. Finally, the sample needs to be enlarged to guarantee representative status. Of interest would be to explore whether, in a bigger sample comprising
more classes of early childhood education, the use of translanguaging in connection with images and German rhymes would enable the young learners’ communication in similar forms and with what complexity and involvement the children’s
home languages occur. Even though the sample of the project MultOra is not representative, it is evident that there is great potential for increased reflection on the
development of translanguaging practices in early childhood education.
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