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Abstract
The present study investigates the dichotomous relationship between the official language policies
celebrating multilingualism in education on the one hand, and the practice field facing practical
challenges concerning their students’ multilingualism on the other hand (Cummins & Persad, 2014;
Lundberg, 2019). Document analysis of LK20 and focus groups of teachers were used to investigate
two research questions; 1) Which aspects of multilingualism are represented in the core curriculum
and in the subject curricula of English, Foreign languages and Norwegian in LK20? and 2) How are
aspects of multilingualism in LK20 perceived by teachers of English, Foreign languages and
Norwegian?
The findings indicate that there is a gap between the intentions of the ideological curriculum and the
perceived and experiential curricula of teachers and students (Goodlad, 1979). When LK20 states that
“All pupils shall experience that being proficient in a number of languages is a resource, both in
school and society at large”, the teachers report that this normative assumption may place too much
responsibility on different stakeholders such as students, as some are reluctant to display their
multilingual repertoires in class. Furthermore, although the intentions at the ideological level of LK20
seem clear, the operational level remains unclear, since how this claim is to be applied in the
classroom is not specified. This, in addition to the fact that multilingualism is conceptualized in a
different way in the three language subject curricula of English, Foreign Languages and Norwegian,
may explain why teachers report that, despite being positive towards linguistic diversity, they are
insecure concerning the operationalization of multilingualism in their classrooms.
Keywords: multilingualism, plurilingualism, operationalizations of multilingualism , language

policies

Introduction
Multilingualism, here defined as the “repertoire of varieties of language which many
individuals use” (Council of Europe, n.d.) has been promoted by a number of scholars
(Conteh & Meier, 2014; May, 2014; 2019). Within foreign language instruction, it is argued
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that globalization and multilingualism have “changed the conditions under which foreign
languages (FLs) are taught, learned, and used” (Kramsch, 2015, p.1), and scholars have
promoted the paradigm shift of “the multilingual turn” (Conteh & Meier, 2014; May, 2014).
Multilingualism is also highlighted as an important resource in the Common European
Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) (Council of Europe, 2001; 2018), and in
curriculum reform in Norway (LK06; LK20). The core curriculum in LK20 for example
stipulates that “All pupils shall experience that being proficient in a number of languages is a
resource, both in school and society at large” (The Ministry of Education and Research,
hereafter MER, 2017).
However, multilingualism in curricula may be understood and operationalized in
different ways, and despite the educational and political celebratory views of multilingualism
(Berthelé, 2021), several studies report that language teachers are insecure in how to
comprehend multilingualism and how to implement it in their classrooms (Bredthauer &
Engfer, 2016; Dahl & Krulatz, 2016; Haukås, 2016; Myklevold, 2021). Other studies show
that teachers are reluctant to incorporate languages they themselves do not know in their
teaching (Haukås, 2016; Myklevold, forthcoming,; Søndergaard Knudsen et al., 2021). In
addition, there is evidence that the students themselves are sometimes reluctant to display and
utilize their multilingual repertoires in the classroom (Čeginskas, 2010; Liu & Evans, 2015;
Ticheloven et al., 2019).
Therefore, despite the widespread understanding that multilingualism is “without a
doubt an advantage” (Aronin, 2019, p. 1), some researchers have called for more critical
approaches within the field (Berthelé, 2021; Jessner & Kramsch, 2015; Kelly, 2015;
McNamara, 2011). It is argued that the discourse seems to be dominated by a “selective
celebration of diversity” (Berthelé, 2021, p. 126), and claimed that “multilingual education is
a truly challenging enterprise” (Aronin, 2019, p. 1). The present study therefore investigates
the seemingly dichotomous relationship between the official language policies and research
promoting multilingualism as a resource on the one hand, and the practice field facing
practical challenges concerning multilingualism on the other hand (Cummins & Persad, 2014;
Lundberg, 2019).
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The main purpose of this article is to inform our understanding of how aspects of
multilingualism are represented in curriculum documents and how teachers perceive and
make sense of such aspects. To do so we have conducted a document analysis of LK20 and
focus group interviews of teachers of Norwegian, English and German. By teachers’
‘perceptions’ we here mean opinions and perspectives, and perceptions are often used
synonymously with ‘attitudes’ and ‘beliefs’ (Pajares, 1992, p. 309).
Background
Multilingualism has for many years been promoted by the Council of Europe
(hereafter CoE), an organization which Norway has been a long-term member of and whose
language policies it has been clearly influenced by (Simensen, 2010). In the CEFR, for
example, multilingualism is highlighted as an important part of a language users’
communicative competence (CoE, 2001). Utilizing the term “plurilingualism” rather than
“multilingualism”, the CEFR states that such plurilingualism involves individuals’ ability to
draw on all the knowledge and experiences of languages that they know “in order to achieve
effective communication with a particular interlocutor” (CoE, 2001, p. 4). The CoE also
claims that their plurilingual vision “gives value to cultural and linguistic diversity […] and
emphasizes the need for language learners to “draw on all their linguistic and cultural
resources and experiences in order to fully participate in social and educational contexts […]
(CoE, 2020, p. 123).
These are all ideas that have been adopted by Norwegian curricula in the past two
decades, first in the 2006 national curriculum (LK06), and more recently in the 2020
curriculum (LK20). Norwegian curricula are regulations that have legal status in education
and that teachers need to know in order to plan, implement and evaluate their teaching
(Speitz, 2020, p. 40). From a political point of view, curricula legitimize the goals of public
education, which include values in society and individual rights (Karseth & Sivesind, 2009).
What remains unclear in these documents, however, is how teachers are to operationalize
multilingualism in the classroom and how they can utilize linguistic diversity in a context
where their students are assessed in one (target) language and where multilingual teaching
practices “still lack concepts and theoretical underpinnings” (Ziegler, 2013, p. 7).
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This lack of – or unclear – operationalization of multilingualism is also grappled with
in Sickinghe’s work (2013) in her discussions of how Norwegian policy documents, such as
yellow papers, educational strategy plans and LK06, conceptualize and operationalize
multilingualism differently than the students themselves. She concludes that “to establish
more including language education policy discourses, a more precise, multilingually oriented
and consistently applied terminology should be used when referring to the different categories
of multilingual language users in the Norwegian school system” (Sickinghe, 2013, p. 111).
This view is also supported in other studies, for example in Myklevold (2021) where
interviews with teachers and teacher educators revealed that even though they regarded
multilingualism as an important resource for both minority and majority language students in
language learning, they were insecure about how they could implement multilingualism
systematically in their language classrooms. Vikøy & Haukås (2021) found that teachers of
Norwegian seldom encouraged the use of minority students’ L1 as a resource in the classroom
and that the teachers had a language-as-problem orientation towards the multilingualism of
their students.
Conceptual framework
Multilingualism is a complex phenomenon and there are multiple definitions of the
construct. As Berthelé argues, we have to question “the exact meaning of items in our
entrenched jargon” and also “think more carefully about the meaning of the words we use.”
(Berthelé, 2021, p. 8). Therefore, in the following section some terminology and
conceptualizations of multilingualism will be discussed before proceeding to the method,
findings and discussion sections.
According to Cenoz (2013), multilingualism has both a societal and an individual
dimension. In the CEFR, for example, the societal dimension is expressed in the term
multilingualism which refers to “the presence in a geographical area, large or small, of more
than one variety of language” (CoE, 2007, p. 8). The individual dimension, on the other hand,
is manifested in the term plurilingualism, where the focus is on the “the repertoire of varieties
of language which many individuals use […]” (p. 8). As the CEFR is mainly focused on the
language learning and language use of the individual learner, the focus there is predominantly
on plurilingualism. However, since the individual and the societal dimensions of language
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may be seen to be closely linked (Kramsch, 2014), it may be argued, as Martin-Jones et al. do,
that “the difference between multilingualism and plurilingualism is largely theoretical” and
that “the terms connote different ways of perceiving the relationship between languages in
society and individual repertoire” (Martin-Jones et al., 2012, p. 50). Therefore, the two terms
multilingualism and plurilingualism may be seen to differ, but they may also be used
interchangeably (Martin-Jones et al., 2012, p. 50). Interestingly, the relationship between
language and culture is evident in other parts of the CEFR, for example in the way the CoE
links the notion of plurilingualism to the idea of pluriculturalism, where both aspects may be
regarded as part of a language user’s communicative competence. The CEFR Companion
Volume states that: “[the language user] does not keep these languages and cultures in strictly
separated mental compartments, but rather builds up a communicative competence to which
all knowledge and experience of language contributes and in which languages interrelate and
interact” (CoE, Companion volume, 2020, p. 123). The two terms are frequently presented in
tandem throughout the document as “plurilingual/pluricultural” (e.g. CoE, Companion
Volume, 2020, p. 22), emphasizing the idea that they may be understood as two sides of the
same coin. Moreover, and relatedly, plurilingualism is also linked to the notions of
intercultural interaction and intercultural competence. A validation, or promotion of language
diversity and plurilingual competence is another way of conceptualizing multilingualism, as
when it is stated that “The plurilingual vision associated with the CEFR gives value to
cultural and linguistic diversity at the level of the individual” (Council of Europe, Companion
volume, 2020, p. 123).
We will subsequently return to these conceptualizations of multilingualism from the
CEFR in our findings and discussion.
In addition to this, multilingualism may be regarded as an expression of identity, since
language “represents and mediates the crucial element of identity” and “constitutes one of the
most defining attributes of the individual (Aronin & Laoire, 2004, p. 11). On a similar note,
Cenoz claims that “the choice of one or another language is not only dependent on the
availability of the linguistic resources the multilingual individual has at his or her disposal,
but at the same time an act of identity” (Cenoz, 2013, p. 9). This also means that even though
individuals have skills in several languages, they may still be reluctant to show them, as their
repertoires do not always correlate with their preferred language identities.
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Some scholars also link multilingualism to metacognition since studies have shown
that metacognition is important in order to strengthen language learning (Haukås et al. 2018;
Jessner, 2018; Myklevold, 2021). Like multilingualism, metacognition may have several
definitions, but one is “an awareness of and reflections about one’s knowledge, experiences,
emotions and learning” (Haukås et al., 2018, p. 3), and Jessner is one of the scholars who
links multilingualism and knowledge about different languages directly to metalinguistic
competences (Jessner, 2018, p. 31).
Since the present study discusses conceptualizations of multilingualism as a resource,
the language ideologies theories of Ruiz (1984) and de Jong et al. (2016; 2019) may be
utilized. Ruiz is preoccupied with language ideologies that underpin national language
policies and puts forward three different orientations: language-as-problem, language-as-right
and language-as-resource. It is important to note, however, that, as with many other
categorizations, these three orientations may overlap and may be regarded as “competing, but
not incompatible approaches” (Ruiz, 1984, p. 18).
Firstly, language-as-problem refers to an orientation that comes from previous,
reductionistic language views where anything outside of the majority language was identified
as problematic or demanding. Secondly, language-as-right is an orientation that considers
languages as rudimentary human rights, in order to be free “from discrimination on the basis
of language” (Ruiz, 1984, p. 22). However, Ruiz is also critical towards such a rightsperspective in language policies because it may symbolize that “the rights of the few are
affirmed over those of the many” (Ruiz, 1984, p. 24). Thirdly, Ruiz proposes a less
confrontational language orientation: language-as-resource. This view presupposes that
“language is a resource to be managed, developed and conserved” (Ruiz, 1984, p. 28). When
languages are viewed as holistic resources within education, industry and diplomacy,
language minorities will also be regarded as “important sources of expertise” (Ruiz, 1984, p.
28). Further elaborating on Ruiz’ theories, de Jong et al. claim that a fourth orientation is
needed, coined “multilingualism-as-a-resource” (de Jong et al., 2019, p. 107). They argue that
it is vital to view multilingualism as a resource, and that both teachers and teacher educators
have a great responsibility when interpreting and applying new curricula in their classrooms
(de Jong et al., 2019, pp. 108-109).

30

NJLTL Vol. 9 No. 2 (2021)

DOI 10.46364/njltl.v9i2.947

Since the focus of the present study is on multilingualism in curricula, the curriculum
theory of John Goodlad et al.(1979) will be used. Here, they define curriculum theory as “the
study of decision-making processes at all the levels […]: societal, institutional, instructional,
and personal” (Goodlad, et al.,1979, p. 51). The theories on curriculum practice and
substantive domains will be applied, including the levels of i) the ideological curriculum (the
curricula of ideas that emerge from idealistic planning processes), ii) the formal curriculum
(the official written syllabus), iii) the perceived curricula (the teachers’ perceptions of the
syllabus), iv) the operational curricula (how it is operationalized by teachers) and v) the
experiential curricula (how it is experienced by students). Even though we will for the most
part make use of the ideological, the formal and the perceived levels in our analysis, some of
these levels are interrelated and overlap. When our teacher informants talk about how they
implement multilingual lesson plans in the classroom, we arguably incorporate the (selfreported) operational level of the teachers in addition. As Goodlad et al. also state “the
operational, too, is a perceived curriculum; it exists in the eye of the beholder (Goodlad et al.,
1979, p. 62).
To sum up this part, in this article we conceptualize multilingualism in its widest and
most holistic sense, both incorporating the societal and the individual dimensions of the
concept, and also including aspects of identity and metacognition. We build on a
multilingualism as a resource orientation (de Jong et al. 2019) in mainstream classrooms and
also integrate dialects and varieties of language in an individual’s repertoire, regardless of
proficiency level (Haukås, in press; Haukås & Speitz, 2020). Against this theory and
background, two research questions (RQs) have been developed:
RQ1: Which aspects of multilingualism are represented in the core curriculum and in
the subject curricula of English, Foreign languages and Norwegian in LK20?
RQ2: How are aspects of multilingualism (ML) in LK20 perceived by teachers of
English, Foreign languages and Norwegian?
Method
When doing research on curricula, according to Goodlad, one should always seek to
“study actors, actions, and the consequences of actions in natural settings” (Goodlad, 1991, p.
164). Data was therefore collected both through a document analysis of the new national
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curriculum (LK20), and through two focus group interviews with language teachers (n=6).
The document analysis contains an analysis of both the core curriculum and the national
subject curricula in English, Foreign Languages and Norwegian. As Bowen notes, documents
are «stable, “non-reactive” data sources, meaning that they can be read and reviewed multiple
times and remain unchanged by the researcher’s influence or research process» (Bowen,
2009, p. 31). Interviews, on the other hand are more prone to be subject to researcher
reactivity where the interviewees and their answers are influenced and coloured by what they
think the researcher wants to hear (Hammersley, 2008). More generally we believe that a
reflexive pragmatist (Alvesson, 2009) view on interviews are relevant, which means
recognizing the variety of meanings that may occur, interpreting these in an open and selfcritical way. Epistemologically, we therefore position ourselves through a Deweyan
pragmatist orientation where we realize that “language and knowledge do not copy reality, but
are means to master a world in transformation” (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2009, p. 70, our
translation).
Document analysis was used to answer RQ1 and interviews were used to answer RQ2.
Document analysis was chosen in order to examine how multilingualism was understood,
described and operationalized in the core curriculum and in the three language subject
curricula of Norwegian, English and Foreign languages at the upper secondary school level.
Focus group methodology was chosen since it is beneficial “in exploring and examining what
people think, how they think, and why they think the way they do about the issue of
importance to them without pressuring them into making decisions or reaching a consensus”
(Liamputtong, 2010, p. 5).
Participants
The informants for the interviews were recruited by means of both purposive and
convenience sampling techniques. Participants from within our own network from two upper
secondary schools were contacted and via the convenient snowball sampling method also
guided us to other potential participants. Participants were then also selected based on their
expertise, a purposive aspect, since it was communicated to our contact persons at the two
schools that we wanted informants who represented most of the language subjects that were
taught in the schools in order to make the most of “the potential of each person to contribute
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to the development of insight and understanding of the phenomenon»”(Merriam & Tisdell,
2016, p. 127) to employ a cross-linguistic approach and to avoid an “atomistic language
view” (Cenoz & Gorter, 2013). Therefore, teachers who either taught English, German and
Norwegian, or a combination of these, were included in both the groups of the sample. Due to
the lockdown following the Covid-19 pandemic, it was difficult to find teachers who were
willing to participate in the study. The initial plan was to conduct four focus groups
interviews, but due to recruitment difficulties we ended up with two mini-focus groups
Liamputtong, 2010) with three teachers in each group, and the number of focus group
sessions was once for each group. The group interviews lasted from 68 to 85 minutes and
were subsequently transcribed verbatim and translated by one of the researchers.
Procedure
The focus group interviews were conducted physically, not digitally, since “the
balance of evidence tends to show that face-to-face focus groups yield data of superior quality
compared to online ones” (Bryman, 2016, p. 519). Physical focus groups are also better at
establishing rapport and improving interaction between the informants (Bryman, 2016, p.
519), and thus assist in building confidence in the groups as they take turns in expressing their
similar or dissimilar interpretations of the construct. The semi-structured interview guide was
first piloted on a group of non-sample participants; two teachers of Norwegian and English at
the upper secondary school level. The interview guide was found to be a bit too
comprehensive, so then it was altered into fewer, more inductive questions (see appended
Interview guide). In the interviews, the two focus groups were given prompts in the form of a
chart of quotes from the LK20 curriculum, which included quotes from both the core
curriculum and the subject curricula. Then they were asked how they interpreted these, how
they would work with the multilingual competence aims in their classrooms, and how they
perceived the use of other languages than the target languages in their teaching. In addition,
they were asked if they had worked with multilingualism prior to the introduction of LK20, to
which degree they use mapping of the students’ previous languages prior to teaching their
students, and to which degree the learning resources or textbooks they use provide them with
support concerning multilingual tasks. Probes or follow-up questions were frequently used
during the interviews in an attempt to elicit more substantial information, for example when
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the participants mentioned that some students were embarrassed about using their
multilingual repertoires in class, one probe was “Could you say something more about this…
Do I understand it correctly that they… the students do not want to draw on their multilingual
repertoire?”
Data analysis
In the data analysis process, both analyst and respondent validation techniques were
employed (Patton, 1999, pp. 1195-96). Excerpts of the focus group interviews and LK20 were
cross-coded with two other independent researchers in order to compare them to the authors’
findings to reduce potential researcher bias, and some of the codes were adjusted accordingly.
The data findings were also subjected to member-checking, or respondent validation, where
one participant from each of the focus groups was asked to reevaluate the findings and see if
the findings resonated with their opinions (Patton, 1999, pp. 1195-96). The informants only
elaborated further on their initial responses and had no major alterations they wanted to
incorporate.
Although it may be argued that “[t]ranscribing the interviews is in fact an initial data
analysis” (Liamputtong, 2011, p. 165), the concrete coding began after the second interview.
Both the document analysis and the interview transcripts were coded utilizing an open coding
strategy and the codes were derived at abductively, that is categories emerge iteratively,
through a constant comparison (Onwuegbuzie & Leech, 2007). More specifically, the coding
of the curriculum documents started out deductively with a search for formulations which
corresponded to the definitions of multilingualism discussed in the Conceptual framework
section, for example multilingualism as linguistic and cultural diversity (see above). Coded
segments from the document analysis and the focus groups were compared by examining
what kinds of topics were present in both data sets, if there were any broad patterns across
sets and how these either correlated or differed (Bowen, 2008). Identity is an example of a
category that was derived from both sets, and that differed in its representation; as having a
positive and safe connotation in the document analysis, and as containing a multifaceted and
partly unfavourable connotation in the focus group interviews.
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Findings
Document Analysis
The document analysis was conducted in order to answer RQ1: Which aspects of
multilingualism are represented in the core curriculum and in the subject curricula of English,
Foreign languages and Norwegian in LK20? This part of the study therefore belongs to the
levels of the ideological and formal curricula (Goodlad et al., 1979). Data will be presented in
the following order: first the Core curriculum, and then the subject curricula for Norwegian,
English and Foreign languages. The focus of this article is on mainstream, multilingual
language classes, and therefore Norwegian as a second language is not included in our
analysis this time.
In the Core curriculum section 1.2 Identity and cultural diversity (MER, 2017), there
are three occurrences of elements relating to multilingualism. The first occurrence refers to
language use, communication, belonging, and cultural awareness:
Opplæringen skal sikre at elevene blir trygge språkbrukere, at de utvikler sin språklige
identitet, og at de kan bruke språk for å tenke, skape mening, kommunisere og knytte bånd til
andre. Språk gir oss tilhørighet og kulturell bevissthet.
[The teaching and training shall ensure that the pupils are confident in their language
proficiency, that they develop their language identity and that they are able to use language to
think, create meaning, communicate and connect with others. Language gives us a sense of
belonging and cultural awareness]

The Norwegian original, authoritative text was chosen for this quote because the noun
'språk' may be interpreted as either indefinite singular ('language') or plural ('languages').
Interestingly, the singular noun 'language' is used in the official English translation.
The second occurrence relating to multilingualism in the Core Curriculum is about
linguistic diversity in society. It states, "knowledge about the linguistic diversity in society
provides all pupils with valuable insight into different forms of expression, ideas and
traditions" (MER, 2017).
The third occurrence relating to multilingualism is that "all pupils shall experience that
being proficient in a number of languages is a resource, both in school and society at large"
(MER 2017). These passages from the Core Curriculum are clearly of ideological and
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normative character (Goodlad, 1979). It remains unclear, how this claim is to be understood
and applied. What does it for example mean to be proficient in a number of languages?
Turning to the three subject curricula in English, Foreign languages and Norwegian,
they contain variations of the same sentence, for example: "Through working with the
Norwegian subject, the pupils shall become confident language users who are aware of their
own linguistic and cultural identity in an inclusive community in which multilingualism is
valued as a resource." (MER, 2019a, italics added). While the curriculum for Norwegian puts
emphasis on multilingualism as a resource in communities, the curricula for English and
Foreign languages seem to highlight individual multilingualism: "The pupils shall experience
that the ability to speak several languages is an asset at school and in society in general."
(MER, 2019b) and "The subject shall help the pupils to gain understanding of linguistic and
cultural diversity. Through the subject, the pupils shall be allowed to experience that
multilingualism is an asset, both in school and in society at large" (MER 2019c).
As for use of terminology, the terms multilingualism or multilingual, 'flerspråklighet'
or 'flerspråklig' – noun or adjective – occur in all three language curricula, as well as the
ability to speak several languages'. All three language curricula also include elements about
comparing languages or transferring linguistic knowledge from other languages the students
know, although the strongest focus on this may be viewed in the English subject curriculum,
where one of the competence aims states that the students should be able to compare English
to “other languages with which the pupil is familiar” (MER, 2019b). This is a phrase which is
used at all levels in the English subject curriculum.
Linguistic diversity, often related to the Sami and Scandinavian languages, is another
central term in the curriculum for Norwegian, and one of six core elements in the subject. In
English, linguistic diversity is related to an international context, intercultural communication
and the English-speaking world: "Working with texts in English helps to develop the pupils’
knowledge and experience of linguistic and cultural diversity" and "explore and describe
ways of living, ways of thinking, communication patterns and diversity in the Englishspeaking world" (MER, 2019b). In the Foreign language curriculum, there is a more
individual perspective, connecting linguistic diversity to students' intercultural competence:
"Intercultural competence means developing curiosity about, insight into and understanding
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of cultural and linguistic diversity, both locally and globally, to interact with others." (MER,
2019c).
Linguistic and cultural identity is also highlighted in the Norwegian subject
curriculum: “Through working with the Norwegian subject, the pupils shall become confident
language users who are aware of their own linguistic and cultural identity in an inclusive
community in which multilingualism is valued as a resource” (MER, 2019a). The English
subject elaborates on this perspective and relates multilingualism to intercultural competence:
"[The pupils] shall build the foundation for seeing their own identity and others’ identities in a
multilingual and multicultural context" (MER, 2019b). In the curriculum for Foreign
languages, multilingualism is emphasized mostly as an aspect of language learning. It
constitutes one of the four core elements of the subject, called Language Learning and
Multilingualism: "In the encounter with the foreign-languages subject, the pupils are already
multilingual and have extensive language-learning experiences from various contexts" (MER,
2019c).
To sum up, we can say that all three curricula, Norwegian, English, and Foreign
languages, contain aspects of multilingualism as a resource. At the same time, there are
differences regarding how the idea of “resources” is represented. The Norwegian subject
description has a clear emphasis on the students becoming confident language users, and on
linguistic and cultural identity. It focuses on the two variants of written Norwegian: Bokmål,
Nynorsk, as well as Sami and other languages, including neighboring, or Scandinavian
languages. In addition, there is also a clear focus on local and national contexts (expanding
contexts from lower to higher grades).
As for the English curriculum, its main multilingual perspective is the comparison
with other languages the students have encountered. We interpret this to include both
languages of schooling and students' home languages. English is clearly presented as the
international language of communication and a key to experiencing both multilingual and
multicultural diversity.
In the Foreign languages curriculum, which involves the last languages introduced in
school (usually in 8th grade), language learning is even more explicitly to be based on the
students' previously learnt languages, within and outside of school. The students are seen as
being “already multilingual” and having “extensive language-learning experiences from
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various contexts" (MER, 2019c). This curriculum is the one that most explicitly connects
metacognition to language learning, although the English subject curriculum also encourages
a comparative approach for language learners.
Focus group interviews
The focus group interviews were conducted in order to answer RQ2: How are aspects
of multilingualism in LK20 perceived by teachers of English, Foreign languages and
Norwegian? This part of the study belongs to Goodlad’s perceived level of the curriculum and
to the instructional domain where teachers adapt the curriculum into practice (Goodlad,
1979).
First, in response to the question of how they perceive “multilingualism as a resource”
in the Core curriculum, the teachers reported that they viewed it as a tool for communication.
Interestingly, they also related it to the idea of pluriculturalism as an aspect of communicative
competence (Council of Europe, 2018). For example, they stated that “not only is
[multilingualism] a means of communication, but also…a way of approaching other cultures.”
The teachers also viewed the concept as “a lovely way of displaying diversity”, which may
also be linked to a validation of linguistic and cultural diversity in classroom settings.
Second, the teachers saw multilingualism as a way of improving both the cognitive
and the metacognitive aspects of language learning. One informant said that multilingualism
may be used “not only as a tool for communication, but also as a development on a cognitive
level”, and another teacher reported that it was “a way of thinking differently, on a metalevel,
regarding languages”. Another informant argued that “the more you draw on languages, the
broader understanding of languages you get, also of your own language […]”.
A third finding relates to the teachers’ insecurity regarding the operationalization of
multilingualism as a resource in the core curriculum and the multilingual competence aims in
the subject curricula. One of the teachers asked critical questions about the realism in - and
the operationalization of – how the students will obtain these experiences that multilingualism
is a resource regardless of contexts:
T2: Concerning ‘language as a resource’, that is also about getting the experience that we view it as
such. Because what is not described here [in the core curriculum] is who… where… how do you get
this experience? Because then…in a way…your peers, the teachers, all the people you encounter,
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society must… uh… attribute…a positive value to it. And that is not…given. That it is like that, even
though it is so nicely put in this…core curriculum.

Some informants also claimed that they had not received support and lacked
competence in employing multilingual lesson plans:
T5: I think it is fun, especially because there are so many languages popping up that one did not know
the students knew. But then… it is difficult to know exactly how to work with it! […] We have not
attended any courses in this.

The teachers also reported that they had not received new textbooks from the school,
that they sometimes used LK06 textbooks even after the introduction of LK20, and that even
the new textbooks had only a “little bit more focus [on multilingualism] than it has previously
been”, but “not to a large degree”.
A fourth and last finding indicates that the teachers also linked multilingualism to an
expression of identity for the students, and that such a multilingual identity could both have
positive and negative connotations for them. During a language comparison task in the
Norwegian classes where the students were asked to choose one language they knew or were
currently learning, and then compare its syntax, lexis and morphology with Norwegian, some
students displayed a sense of pride in their multilingual identity, whereas other students were
reluctant to show their multilingual identity. One teacher reported that “I had two Somali boys
and they both presented their home language Somali. It was really elaborately done and they
were very eager to do it, so that was good”. However, other teachers reported having several
experiences with students who either showed great reluctance towards, or even refused to
display their full multilingual repertoires. One teacher argued that some of the students who
had a non-Norwegian mother tongue “had a big opportunity to benefit from that”, but then
“experienced that there were two boys who didn’t want to use their own mother tongue to
compare [Norwegian] with! They would rather choose English”. The teachers perceived that
this was due to several factors linked to their identity and that the students did not want to
stand out from the collective:
T4: […] there are some students who are embarrassed to speak another language. […]
I: Is it, can you elaborate on this… do I understand it correctly that some students do not want to draw
on their multilingual repertoires?
T4: Yes
T5: Yes
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T6: Yes. They do not want to acknowledge it.
T4: They want to fit in, you see.

The teachers also argued that “[...] there is too much focus on the student, so they may
think it is uncomfortable”, that “it may be due to personality”, and that “not everyone likes
that [attention]”. One of the teachers also firmly claimed that “I think that some students
oppose [multilingualism]” and provided a specific example of a girl in class who did not want
to display her full multilingual repertoire:
T1: I have a girl in my English class, who lived some years in Iceland, and then we had a listening
exercise that thematized Icelandic wordsmiths who made Icelandic words instead of using originally
English words. And everybody knew that she had been living on Iceland, and she knows Icelandic, but
she did not want that to be focused on. It was embarrassing for her, that it was referred to, so even if it
was an excellent opportunity for her to experience that knowing several languages is a resource, for
example in that listening exercise, she was not interested in doing that! Because she did not want to
stand out from the others […].

Discussion
When comparing the results from the document analysis and the teachers' focus group
interviews, which included quotes from LK20, the findings indicate that there is a gap
between the intentions of the ideological curriculum and the perceived and experiential
curricula of teachers and students (Goodlad et al., 1979). When national curricula, like the
Norwegian LK20 state that “All pupils shall experience that being proficient in a number of
languages is a resource, both in school and society at large” (MER, 2017, italics added), there
is an ideological and a normative assumption that may expect too much and place too much
responsibility on different stakeholders such as students and teachers. The intentions of LK20
seem clear, but the operational level remains unclear, since several teachers express
uncertainty regarding how to implement multilingual practices in the classroom, especially
since some of their students did not always view their own multilingualism as a resource.
On the formal level of curricula (Goodlad et al., 1979), all the three language subject
curricula and the Core curriculum seem to contain a multilingualism as resource orientation
(de Jong et al., 2019). At the same time, they highlight different aspects of multilingualism.
The curriculum in Foreign languages emphasizes students' previous language learning
experiences, while the curriculum in English focuses on language comparison, and the one in
Norwegian underscores linguistic and cultural identity. These rather different foci may be
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connected to the order and place which the different languages are allocated in the educational
system, but they may also add to an inconsistent use of terminology connected to
multilingualism. Many aspects of multilingualism in LK20 are left untreated, for example the
questions of what it means to be proficient in a number of languages, whether dialects and
regional varieties are included in ‘languages’, how competence aims such as “experiences
from earlier language learning […]" can be assessed and how a regulation can be valid for
both "school and society at large.”
On the perceived level of curricula (Goodlad et al., 1979), a lack of consistency in the
use of terminology may also add to the insecurity that the teachers reported, since LK20
contains little guidance on how to understand and operationalize multilingual pedagogy in a
coherent and systematic way. Multilingualism and globalization may have “destabilized the
codes, norms, and conventions” for foreign language teachers, which implies a need for a new
pedagogy (Kramsch, 2015, p.1). This requires courses and continuing education for the
teachers. The teachers reported that they were positive towards linguistic diversity, but that it
was “difficult to know exactly how to work with it”, since they lacked competence in how to
operationalize multilingualism. This is also supported in other studies (Bredthauer & Engfer,
2016; Dahl & Krulatz, 2016; Haukås, 2016). The teachers in the focus groups reported that
they had received no courses or guidance in how to understand and implement a multilingual
pedagogy, and the textbooks did not contain a focus on multilingual tasks either. This lack of
support for the teachers may be seen as one of the biggest obstacles when attempting to
implement ‘the multilingual turn’ in language classrooms (Meier, 2017), and of course may
contribute to the fact that the teachers are insecure as to when, how and to what degree they
can work with competence aims related to multilingualism in LK20.
On the experiential level of curricula (Goodlad et al., 1979), as reported through the
teachers, not all of their students are eager to utilize or display their multilingual repertoire in
class, which is a finding supported by other studies (Čeginskas, 2010; Liu & Evans, 2015;
Ticheloven et al. 2019). This may have several reasons, but it nevertheless made the teachers
insecure as to what degree they could utilize their students’ multilingual repertoires in
language classes. The teachers related their students’ reluctance to the important identityaspect in language learning; that language is “a central medium through which we think,
define ourselves and present ourselves to others” (Rutgers et al., 2021). This may be one of
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the reasons why teachers hesitate in making use of multilingual elements as they are insecure
of how to utilize their students’ full multilingual repertoires without distressing the students,
or forcing certain identities on them that the students themselves do not want to present to
peers or be defined by.
Therefore, it is important to listen to these crucial educational stakeholders and their
practical challenges concerning multilingualism in language classrooms, both in order to
avoid a one-sided, “celebratory” focus of multilingualism (Berthelé, 2021), often portrayed in
language policy documents such as LK20, and to try to fill the gap between the ideological
and formal level on the one side, and the operational, perceived and experiential level of
curricula (Goodlad et al.,1979) on the other. To tackle the more practical and challenging
aspects of multilingualism is also important in order to avoid tokenism (Ticheloven et al.,
2019). As one of our informants said in the member checking procedure: “It is about taking
multilingualism seriously, not just as a token of differentness”.
The findings also indicate that there has been little support for the teachers in
implementing a multilingual pedagogy, which is unfortunate when introducing a new
curriculum reform (LK20) containing important values and competence aims relating to
multilingualism. The teachers in our focus groups seemed to have received no courses in
multilingual approaches in language teaching, which was seen as challenging, a finding also
confirmed in other studies (Bredthauer & Engfer, 2016). The teachers reported that the
learning resources they used contained few multilingual tasks, even the textbooks developed
for LK20 lacked a systematic multilingual focus. Many teachers look to their textbooks when
they plan their teaching, and therefore this may prevent the teachers from implementing
multilingual practices. As Meier also argues, one of the main challenges hindering the
implementation of the multilingual turn, in addition to the monolingual bias, is “a lack of
guidance for teachers” (Meier, 2016, p. 1). Therefore, to provide more support and
professional development for the teachers through courses, continuing education and properly
developed multilingual textbooks seems to be an important implication of this study.
Limitations
In our analysis of the documents in LK20 and the focus group interviews, there are
several limitations. Both the document analysis and the focus group interviews consisted of
small samples, and the inclusion of more documents and more informants may have yielded
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other and more comprehensive results. As for the document analysis, the sample consisted of
only four LK20 documents, and may provide incomplete detail to sufficiently answer our
research questions since most documents are made for purposes other than research (Bowen,
2009, p. 31). As for the focus groups, the sample was a small and rather homogenous sample
of teachers, which in itself is a limitation. Furthermore, the self-reported behavior by the
teachers does not always get an accurate picture of their practices or classrooms, so in future
research on multilingual classrooms, a triangulation of observations, interviews and
questionnaires would perhaps be beneficial to achieve a more comprehensive look at how the
teachers operationalize multilingualism in their language classrooms.
Conclusion
More research is therefore needed on how to operationalize multilingualism in
language classrooms, both involving student and teacher perspectives. The students’ different
and evolving multilingual identities, their experiences with, and sometimes reluctance
towards multilingualism are important factors to consider, both when teaching and doing
research on multilingualism (Aronin, 2019; Cenoz, 2013). To focus more specifically on the
students’ perspectives and experiences with multilingualism in the classroom could therefore
benefit future research in the field. In addition, a further investigation of the relationship
between official language policies on the one hand, and actual classroom practices on the
other hand also seems to be necessary (Cummins & Persad, 2014; Lundberg, 2019). When
introducing new curricula that contains several aspects of multilingualism, the teachers are
crucial stakeholders, and should therefore be involved in more empirical studies on how
multilingualism can be conceptualized and operationalized in contemporary language
classrooms. The field of multilingualism may be seen to “still lack concepts and theoretical
underpinnings” (Ziegler, 2013, p. 7), and such empirical studies may contribute to more
practice-grounded conceptualizations of multilingualism.
However, there is also a need to be critical in the complex field of multilingualism,
and to not let the discourse be dominated by a “selective celebration of diversity” (Berthelé,
2021, p. 126). When working with, and doing research on multilingualism, it is necessary to
pay attention to both the opportunities and the challenges that may emerge (Jessner &
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Kramsch, 2015; Myklevold, forthcoming). This is essential, both in order to achieve a
“fruitful future scholarly engagement with linguistic diversity […]” (Berthelé, 2021, p.126),
and to further improve our understanding of the construct and the field (Aronin, 2019;
Berthelé, 2021).
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Focusgroups, semi-structured interviewguide (Myklevold & Speitz, 2022):

A) Generelt om overordnet del og kompetansemål i Fagfornyelsen
i)

I Overordnet del av Læreplanen står det: Alle elever skal få erfare at det å
kunne flere språk er en ressurs i skolen og i samfunnet. -Hvordan tolker
dere det?

ii)

Og hvis vi ser på de konkrete læreplanene står det bl.a. «Elevene skal
kunne «sammenligne særtrekk ved norsk med andre språk og vise hvordan
språklige møter kan skape språkendringer» (norsk) og «Explore and
describe some linguistic similarities and differences between English and
other languages he or she is familiar with and use this in his or her
language learning” (engelsk).
-Hvordan tolker dere de nye kompetansemålene rundt flerspråklighet i
Fagfornyelsen?

iii)

-Hvordan tolker dere begrepet «andre språk» i norskfaget/«other
languages» i engelskfaget?

B) Prosesser rundt språklæring, innføring av LK20 og læremidler
i)
-I hvilken grad finner dere ut av/kartlegger andre språk elevene
kan?
ii)
-Hvordan har dere jobbet i forkant med innføringen av de nye
læreplanene?
iii)

-I hvilken grad tematiserer lærebøkene/læringsressursene dere
bruker i Fagfornyelsen flerspråklighet?

C) Kjerneelementer i norsk, engelsk, fremmedspråk
i) -Hvordan kan man forstå og jobbe med disse kjerneelementene?:
-Språklæring og flerspråklighet, FREMMEDSPRÅK:

I møte med faget fremmedspråk er elevene allerede flerspråklige og har
omfattende språklæringserfaring fra ulike kontekster.
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- Language learning, ENGELSK:

Language learning refers to identifying connections between English and other
languages the pupils know, and to understanding how English is structured.

-Tekst i kontekst, NORSK:

De skal utforske og reflektere over skjønnlitteratur og sakprosa på bokmål og
nynorsk, på svensk og dansk, og i oversatte tekster fra samiske og andre språk.

D) Kompetansemål i norsk, engelsk og fremmedspråk
i)

-Hvordan kan man forstå og jobbe med disse kompetansemålene?:
- Etter Vg1, Nivå 1, FREMMEDSPRÅK: bruke relevante lærings- og
kommunikasjonsstrategier, digitale ressurser og erfaringer fra tidligere språklæring i
læringsprosessen
- Etter Vg1: ENGELSK: use knowledge of similarities between English and other
languages with which the pupil is familiar in language learning
-Etter Vg1, NORSK: lese, analysere og tolke nyere skjønnlitteratur på bokmål og
nynorsk og i oversettelse fra samiske og andre språk

E) Avsluttende spørsmål
i)

-Har dere andre kommentarer rundt innføringen av LK20 og flerspråklighet i LK20
som jeg ikke har spurt om, og som dere har lyst å få frem?

ii)

-Har dere andre kommentarer rundt flerspråklighet som jeg ikke har spurt om, og som
dere har lyst å få frem?
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