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3 Romani and translanguaging

In this chapter we elaborate our theoretical stance, which is to distance ourselves
from groupism-based approaches to the treatment of Roma identity questions
and linguistic practices, and focus on ways of speaking linked to Romani, present-
ing them as parts of heterogeneous repertoires. Groupism labels a way of think-
ing based on the idea of fixed ethnic and linguistic categories (Brubaker 2002,
2004). In the lack of a defined territory, nation state or a state-like entity, the
mainstream groupism-based identity politics becomes particularly problematic,
and the socially constructed nature of ethnic categorisation (Ladányi and Szelényi
2001) is more striking than in the case of other ethnic groups in Central-Europe.
By contrast, from an anthropological viewpoint, Stewart argues that Gypsies
“who always live immersed inside and dispersed among majority populations
and are invariably bi- or multilingual, do not fit the ‘one culture, one territory,
one social structure’ model at all” (2013: 417).

Roma cultural and identity politics in Eastern and Central Europe (e.g. Mirga
and Gheorghe 1997; Marushiakova and Popov 2001, 2021) often follow groupism-
based nation-state patterns, not only in the matter of standardisation, but also in
the attempts to create political unity (for a critical overview from an anthropolog-
ical point of view, cf. Fosztó 2003). From a groupism perspective, Marushiakova
and Popov, for example, define the Roma as an “intergroup ethnic community”,
which is “divided into a widespread archipelago of separate groupings, split in
various ways into metagroups, groups and subgroups” (2001: 33). Such political
movements achieve modest results (Barany 2002), while the corresponding scien-
tific approaches are challenged by anthropological viewpoints (e.g. Fosztó 2003;
Surdu 2016; Law and Kováts 2018), underlining the nationalist roots and the con-
tradictions of Roma ethnic struggles (for a critical analysis of related debates, cf.
Acton 2018). The intended systematicity and homogeneity of groupism-based ap-
proaches is challenged by a variety of factors, most prominently by the disruption
of ethnically constructed entities by social categorisations.

3.1 The challenges of ethnic and linguistic
categorisations

Besides ethnicity, the term Roma denotes belonging to a certain social category
across Europe and in Hungary. Social belonging has been connected to poor
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socioeconomic status, but also to certain occupations or non- or semi-sedentirised
(peripatic) ways of life (Törzsök 2001; Janko Spreizer 2013; Mirga 1992). Further-
more, racialised appearences also come into play in the construction on the
Romas’ difference from majority society members. Dark skin colour and black
hair are frequently connected to the Roma by the majorities and sometimes by
the Roma themselves. Accordingly, questions such as who is a Roma and who can
decide who is a Roma are evergreen topics. Both self-identification and classifica-
tions by outsiders are based partly on ethnic, racial, social, or habitual criteria, all
of which are often linked to issues of stigmatisation (cf. Lucassen 1991). There are
studies showing that in times of economic crises, members of the most marginal-
ised social groups are seen as Roma a generation later (Nagy 2007, 2015, 2020).
There are also examples of the reverse: persons that have reached the living
standards of the middle classes often dissociate themselves (and are dissociated)
from the Roma in social discourses.

Groupism-based ideas permeate to a certain extent Romani studies, too, and
result in academics retaining the idea of bounded groups in their arguments.
Tremlett (2014) suggested that superdiversity is a helpful theoretical construct in
revealing the complexity of discourses and social practices which contribute to
the construction of and ethnic group, and it “allows a direction in Romani studies
that moves beyond a fixed or limiting notion of ‘ethnicity’” (844). It follows from
our rejection of groupism that we see it neither practicable nor necessary to give
the number of Roma or Romani speakers, either in Europe or in Hungary. The
size of these numbers depends on the ideologies along which we construct an eth-
nic and/or linguistic group. Deleuze and Guattari highlight in their essay about
rhizomatic multiplicities (1987) that “the number is no longer a universal concept
measuring elements according to their emplacement in a given dimension, but
has itself become a multiplicity that varies according to the dimensions consid-
ered” (8). We emphasise the rhizomatic multiplicity of social realities: instead of
bounded groups such as “Roma” or “Romani speaking Roma” we see qualities of
belonging which pull subjects in various directions with variable strength at dif-
ferent points in time. For instance, a young male student at university, with a
Vlach Roma father and a Hungarian mother considers himself a Carpathian Rom,
which linguistically and in its origins represents a different group from the Vlach
Roma. He studied music in Budapest with a group of Carpathian (Hungarian)
Roma and identitifies fully with this group, and the fact that he has no Carpathian
Roma roots has little significance both for himself and his music teachers.

But just as there is no universal answer to the question of who is, and who is
not, a Roma, it is also beyond our remit to decide what the linguistic practices
linked to Romani are. Many Roma speak Romani only in specific environments
and contexts. Many Roma conceptualise their language as not pure, consisting of
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a mix of languages. Many weave into their everyday practices linguistic resources
that they consider Romani without calling their speech Romani. Many Roma grow
up in families where Romani is present but prefer other linguistic resources in
their speech. The non-Roma remain often unaware that the Roma living in their
environment speak Romani, including their teachers and interviewers completing
census or research questionnaires. For these reasons, we find statistical data irrel-
evant to the study of the Roma’s identity and linguistic practices. To indicate the
extent of the issues we are dealing with here and the proportion of the population
concerned, the number of speakers who (also) incorporate Romani resources into
their everyday practices is in the millions in Europe, with hundreds of thousands
of speakers in the Carpathian basin (For an overview of Romani languages in Eu-
rope cf. Matras 2002).

In addition to the challenges of the referencial complexities of the term
Roma, the term cigány ‘Gypsy’, widespread in Central and Southeast Europe, re-
veals further challenges to ethnic categorisation. In Hungary, Romania, and Ser-
bia many people labelled by others as Gypsy are considered bilingual, speaking
the national language and Boyash (in language typological terms described as an
Eastern-Romance variety, e.g. Tálos 2001; Landauer 2009), and claim a Boyash
identity (Sorescu-Marinković, Kahl, and Sikimić 2021). Since the ethnonym Roma
is seen as a Romani word for ‘people’ (the plural of Rom ‘man’), Boyash speakers
in Hungary label themselves with the ethnonym cigány ‘Gypsy’ and not Roma. Sci-
entific discourses in Hungary have also adopted this practice and understand
Gypsy as an umbrella term labelling a larger group than the term Roma, including
also the Boyash. In addition, many people who are seen as Gypsy/Roma and who
also self-identify as Gypsy/Roma, speak neither Romani nor Boyash but the na-
tional language. (For an analysis of linguistic ideologies in the scientific classifica-
tion of Roma, cf. Bodó 2016: 159–174).

Except for small children or socially highly isolated persons, Romani speakers
usually follow multilingual practices: besides Romani they speak the majority lan-
guages of the region they live in. Their Romani is usually not oriented toward a
single prestige variety (standard), and it is often perceived as a language with a
high proportion of elements from other languages. Research on mutual linguistic
influences between Romani and other languages has a long tradition (Boretzky
1989; Bakker and Courthiade 1991). Para-Romani (Matras 2002: 242–248), following
the paradigm of variational linguistics, is “a generic term for a set of contact vari-
eties, in which most of the lexicon is from Romani, but most of the grammatical
system is from another language” (Bakker 2020: 353). Secret languages and jar-
gons focusing on lexis are also often associated with Roma and Romani (Matras
and Tenser 2020), particularly in Western Europe. In Central and Eastern Europe,
Roma communities are often socio-linguistically more salient and Romani can be
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made available as a school subject with language examinations available in it.
The varieties and typological diversity of Romani have been described in depth,
and their discussion remains beyond the scope of the present volume (Matras,
Bakker, and Kyuchukov 1997; Boretzky and Igla 2005; Bakker and Courthiade
1991; Matras 1995, 1998).

In Hungary, most of the Romani-speaking Roma are called Vlach-Roma and
they speak, according to a diachronic approach, several varieties of the Vlach-
Romani dialect group with a high proportion of words of Romanian origin (Bak-
ker and Matras 1997: xvii). From a language-historical perspective, Romani and
Romanian are both Indo-European languages, but despite of the similarity in
their name they belong to entirely different branches, Romanian belonging to
Eastern-Romance, thus closely related to Italian or French, while Romani has no
such close affines in Europe. For speakers at our research site in Tiszavasvári,
Hungary, older, for example Romanian contact features in the local Romani re-
main unnoticed. However, the Romani speakers in Tiszavasvári are very much
concerned with the frequency and presence of words with a noticeable Hungar-
ian origin. That is, resources due to earlier contacts with Romanian and other lan-
guages are seen as parts of the language, as it is understood and constructed by
speakers in the present day, but results of recent and ongoing contact with Hun-
garian is assessed as a loss of the pure form of old Romani (cf. Abercrombie 2018).

There are classification attempts of Romani varieties from a language typo-
logical perspective, such as scalar-based decoupling of Romani and Para-Romani,
as well as a genealogical and a diffusion model to describe a Romani variety spec-
trum (Bakker and Matras 1997; Matras 2005; Boretzky 2007; Elšík and Benišek
2020: 390). A wide range of Vlach-Romani varieties are registered in Hungary
(Szalai 2007; Baló 2017), constituting units of both dialectal and ethnic bonding,
going back to original tribal groupings (Erdős 1959). These exploratory models
often provide a very detailed, multi-faceted overview of the diversity and stratifi-
cation of varieties and contact phenomena. However, the contradictions de-
scribed above underline that Romani, similar to Roma ethnicity, hardly fits into
groupism-based categories. Sometimes the theorists themselves, such as Baló
(2017) stress regarding the situation in Hungary the difficulty, inconsistency, and
imperfection of categorisation: “the Roma tribes outlined by Erdős (1959), which,
in his view, correspond to language varieties, are either sporadically documented
or not documented at all. [. . .] However, more recent data collected by myself
show that, because of the type and extent of the variation, both the delineation of
the tribes (in case they still exist) and the one-to-one correspondence between
groups and language varieties is questionable” (Baló 2017: 220–221, translated by
János Imre Heltai). Our experience in Tiszavasvári underlines Baló’s observation.
Vlach-Romani speakers at our research site do not mention any dialectal/ethnic
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differentiation regarding their language and ethnic belonging, only that they
speak Romani. Romani speakers at our other research site in Slovakia, Szímő
(Zemné), live in a Hungarian speaking environment (a minority village); they also
speak a variety classified as Vlach-Romani. We are unaware of any perceptions
among them of specific ethnic or dialectal distinction of their language.

There are attempts of standardisation of Romani in several European states.
These have mostly an impact on national or local level. They are conducted by a
narrow group of intellectuals and activists, often with civil or academic support
(Halwachs 2020) and (in lack of a state or state-like power centre) they are carried
out in a decentralised and pluralistic way (Matras 2015). In Hungary for example,
there is a possibility to take a school leaving exam or a language proficiency
exam in the standardised Romani variety (a Vlach-Romani variety called Lovari).
People might make use of this language certificate to meet requirements at uni-
versity or in job search, as it is seen as an easier option than other languages
such as English or German. In any case, most Roma in Hungary usually do not
comply with standardisation efforts and the resources they provide. The Roma
might be aware of some standardisation attempts, for instance, the Roma at our
research sites might have a Romani translation of the Bible or some other printed
materials, but their own Romani practices maintain a noticeable distance from
standardised forms (cf. Acton and Klimová 2001; Abercombie 2018).

Due to the lack of institutional use of Romani (such as schools and other so-
cial institutions using standardised Romani), Romani speakers do not have an in-
terest to follow standard forms and adapt their ways of speaking to a standard
variety (Busch 2012a). In the countries where they live, social progress and com-
petitiveness in education is based on the standard variety of the given national
language and not a Romani standard. Nevertheless, living in societies shaped by
strong monolingual and standard ideologies, Romani speakers are affected to a
great extent by standard-language ideologies as well. As a result, speakers per-
ceive their own non-standard Romani practices increasingly as not pure, mixed
and therefore less worthy. Centres of standardisation fail to spread standard lin-
guistic forms, but they successfully circulate standard ideologies (Abercrombie
2018). The Roma in Tiszavasvári typically assume that a pure Romani variety ex-
ists somewhere else, even if they are not familiar with it. They located this pure
variety in discussions in various ways. Some of them linked it to surrounding vil-
lages, others to Budapest.

In Hungary, in the few cases Romani is present in education it features as a
heritage or a foreign language, typically as a by-product of national or local stand-
ardisation attempts. Romani was provided in the first decade of this century in a
dozen schools as foreign or heritage language (Lakatos 2012; for a critical analysis
cf. Orsós 2015; Lakatos 2018), and the situation did not change significantly since
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then. As there is no teacher training for Romani teachers, Romani is taught by
Roma or non-Roma teachers holding a language certificate and a degree in an-
other field. The few teaching materials in Romani follow an alphabet developed
in the Romani standardisation project in the 1980s (Choli Daróczi and Feyér 1988;
Rostás-Farkas and Karsai 1991; for an analysis, cf. Heltai 2020 and Chapter 14.1),
containing letters which do not belong to the Hungarian alphabet. Texts based on
this standardised orthography are not easily readable for the Roma who were
taught the Hungarian alphabet at school (Réger 1995: 86). Additionally, authors or
translators of these materials make use of individual word creations or use
words which are part of their local vernacular but unfamiliar to others.

The above considerations reveal tricky and tenacious problems. The next
part of this chapter argues that the concept of translanguaging, replacing named
language with the notion of repertoire, offers a starting point to the resolution of
some of these problems.

3.2 Translanguaging as an alternative
to standardisation

Standardisation attempts of Romani, resulting from prevailing monolingual and
standard ideologies in Europe, are ongoing, yet controversial. Hence, it remains
problematic to introduce Romani into educational settings. Translanguaging-
based education offers a more realistic chance, than the introduction of a stand-
ardised Romani variety as language of instruction, for speakers of Romani to en-
hance their success in school.

Translanguaging as understood in this volume is a concept based on the as-
sumption that speakers’ repertoires are not divided into named languages: they are
unitary (García 2014; Vogel and García 2017); thus, the knowledge about languages
and the consciousness about being a mono- bi- or multilingual person is a result of
social learning. Languages exist as social facts (Kleyn and García 2019; Otheguy,
García, and Reid 2015), but, translanguaging scholarship argues, it is not necessary
to assume “a cognitive duality corresponding to the social duality” (Otheguy, Gar-
cía, and Reid 2019: 626–627). Further important features of translanguaging include
multimodality, that is, human communication including body language and ges-
tures (García and Otheguy 2020: 25) and the interconnectedness of cognitive sys-
tems (Li 2018: 20). This volume addresses the multimodality of learners’ experience
in a translanguaging educational environment. Translanguaging scholars view the
diversity of speaking not as a system of languages and varieties, but as the dynamic
combinability of linguistic resources appearing in speakers’ repertoires. Category-
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creating procedures concerning language boundaries develop in dynamic and com-
plex ways in speakers’ everyday life, and have a central role in this approach.

Translanguaging investigates the speakers’ perspective on the connection be-
tween different languages and their linguistic resources, thus providing an alterna-
tive way of understanding spoken Romani and the everyday practices of Romani
speakers. It is a concept for both describing human linguistic practices and building
pedagogies based on such new perspectives. Auer (2019: 16) criticises translanguag-
ing scholarship claiming that “disconnected phenomena of language contact and
highly diverse bilingual practices are all subsumed under the new term”. In our
view, translanguaging is not a substitute for language typological approaches; it
does not compete with research on language contact and variation. It is a suitable
theoretical framework for understanding speakers’ language practices and the ide-
ologies underpinning them: it allows us to grasp how speakers make use of differ-
ent linguistic forms, the way they combine, manipulate, and evaluate them.

These procedures have special characteristics among Romani-speaking Roma,
often living in great numbers on the margins of societies in the nation states of West-
ern, Central and South-Eastern Europe. They are, just like all other European citizens,
experiencers of various national and European language policies. At the same time,
they speak their non-standardised Romani along with other (mostly national) lan-
guages. Their multilingualism fits neither the (parallel) monolingual national nor the
plurilingual European policies. Their multilingualism is surrounded by language ide-
ologies of otherness, which project the non-Roma view of the Roma’s marginalised
social position on their linguistic practices. This is underpinned by speakers’ own
perceptions of Romani’s status as a “mixed” language, becoming increasingly appar-
ent as it is undergoing continuous change from generation to generation. It is also
often claimed to be restricted to domestic domains (as a home language) and to com-
munity-internal language practices (such as secret languages). Translanguaging al-
lows us to describe the linguistic practices of these (bi- or multilingual) speakers in a
way which is detached from such ideologies.

Linguistic repertoire is a basic unit in the translanguaging approach. From a
cognitive perspective, translanguaging is based on the assumption that the lin-
guistic repertoire is unitary and not divided into languages (García 2014; Vogel
and García 2017). The repertoire is a theoretical construct to model mental pro-
cesses and representations, and as a result it cannot be photographed or docu-
mented in any way (Kovács and Téglás 1999: 221). Thus, the repertoire is not a
tangible part of the observable biological reality. Therefore, the unitary nature of
the repertoire is an assumption, not a proven biological fact.

Linguistic resources are basic units of complex repertoires. They include
words, multi-word phrases, phonological realisations, etc. They can be both spe-
cific (concrete units of speech, such as words) and schematic (abstract patterns of
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speech, such as syntactic units), or often a combination of the two (Blommaert
and Backus 2013: 6). In addition to shared resources, communication assumes
that speakers have a shared knowledge about how their resources are valued by
others in order to avoid being treated as ridiculous or strange. People evaluate
their abilities to speak depending on their environment; they use resources others
understand and appreciate.

In an early conceptualisation, the repertoire was imagined as an inventory of
resources (Gumperz 1964). The model has changed as research into linguistic ide-
ologies has come to the fore, and today the repertoire is seen as constantly evolv-
ing in speakers’ intersubjectivity, and not as an objectified unit (Busch 2012b,
Blommaert and Backus 2013). This approach is based on Bakhtin’s often cited
idea: “our speech is filled with other people’s words” (Busch 2012b cites Bachtin
1979 [1934–1935]: 185; Milani and Jonsson 2012 and Blackledge and Creese 2014
cite Bakhtin 1981). Resources of a person’s repertoire are common property,
shared with other speakers. Others, but not necessarily everyone, in their envi-
ronment are familiar with these resources, too.

Speakers making use of resources have a common (and constantly changing)
knowledge of their resources’ social meanings. This knowledge is multifaceted
and complex. It includes, for instance, thoughts and judgements about which lan-
guage a particular resource belongs to. In Tiszavasvári, for example, pupils are
convinced that some words of which their teachers think as Hungarian words
with a Romani suffix are actually Romani words. In this case, the judgements of
the non-Roma and Roma are different about the belonging of certain repertoire
components to one language or the other. Such evaluations often change with
time, depending on various factors, such as speakers’ desire to distance them-
selves from, or come closer to, other speakers or communities. Discourses of to-
getherness, which make use of evaluative statements about language, characterise
groups of speakers of various size and create cohesions across these groups.

The linguistic resources of the Roma in Tiszavasvári and Szímő (Zemné) are
linked by outsiders to more than one language. Most of them speak at home in
ways which are considered to be Romani and Hungarian, and in Szímő (Zemné)
also Slovak. The Roma in Tiszavasvári experience their repertoire differently from
the ways speakers of standardised languages do. They often formulate statements
which reflect the unitary nature of their repertoire. In our ethnographic fieldwork,
when we tried to inquire about the use of Romani and Hungarian as the dominant
named languages in the speakers’ practices, our attempts often failed, because we
received answers such as “we speak Romani and also Hungarian” and even “we
speak Romani, that is, Hungarian”. In similar fieldwork situations regarding the
children’s language acquisition we often asked the parents how they speak to the
children at home. One of the typical answers was that they spoke both Romani and
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Hungarian. Another usual response included examples of the Hungarian phrases
they teach children before they go to nursery, such as “I’d like a glass of water” and
“I need to go to the bathroom”. However, the nursery teachers’ perception of how
well the children know Hungarian differs from parents’ reports.

This difference in judgements reflects a mismatch in what is perceived as
Hungarian by the bilingual families and the monolingual nursery teachers. As the
Roma do not sense the boundaries in their Romani and Hungarian resources in
the same way as Hungarian monolinguals do, they believe that they speak Hun-
garian, and they speak it well, in situations when monolingual Hungarians do not
necessarily think so. The language ideologies underpinning such judgements
have an impact on everyday life, on Roma’s ways of speaking and the children’s
linguistic behaviour in and outside of school. In situations which are dominated
by the monolingual norm, such as everyday interactions in shops, classrooms and
other spheres of public life, the differences in evaluative judgements about lan-
guage lead to the silencing of ways of speaking characterising the Roma. The non-
Roma often remain unaware of the Roma’s Romani competences and trans-
languaged ways of speaking, which they have difficulties substituting with double
monolingualism. Translanguaging as a pedagogical stance is instrumental in re-
vealing children’s fluid linguistic practices and the unitary nature of their reper-
toire. It is thus a helpful approach to overcoming the silencing of Roma pupils’
ways of speaking at school.

Pedagogies applying a stance based on translanguaging, that is, the multiple
but unitary repertoire of the learners, challenge monolingual pedagogies (Creese
and Blackledge 2010; García 2014) and seek to develop learners’ verbal and learn-
ing skills based on their whole linguistic repertoire (García and Kleyn 2016). In
this way, “translanguaging theory helps teachers separate language-specific per-
formances in the named language (. . .) – from general linguistic performances,
that is, the pupils’ ability, for example, to argue a point, express inferences, com-
municate complex thoughts, use text-based evidence, tell a story, identify main
ideas and relationships in complex texts, tell jokes, and so forth” (García and
Kleyn 2016: 24, italics in the original). A teacher adopting a translanguaging stance
includes all languages spoken by the pupils and concentrates on these general lin-
guistic competences instead of competences linked to a single language.

Translanguaging in school helps acknowledging students’ spontaneous linguistic
practices and integrate them in everyday learning activities, even in classes con-
ducted in a monolingual way. Cenoz and Gorter argue that pedagogical translanguag-
ing in the United States has “more of a social justice focus and is seen as empowering
minority students” (2021: 5, referencing García and Lin 2017). They highlight that in
the original Welsh context (Williams 1994), the aim was different inasmuch as it was
to extend competences in the minority language (cf. Baker 2003). Translanguaging in
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this context is, thus, a pre-planned, teacher-guided activity, and a policy which intro-
duces the use of several named languages in the same class (Williams 2002, 2012).
The focus is not so much on the development of learners’ unitary repertoire as on
the development of their minority language competences in order to strengthen mi-
nority language practices in a community. Thus, the approach based on William’s
work questions the tradition of the strict separation of languages in particular clas-
ses, but it serves mainly to support and promote successful minority language poli-
cies in education (Cenoz and Gorter 2017).

Cenoz and Gorter remind us that Williams (2012) differentiated official and
natural translanguaging (2021: 8), where the former is planned and systematic,
while the latter occurs at school when the students’ competences in the majority
language are not yet sufficient. Jakonen, Szabó, and Laihonen (2018) investigate
similar practices in Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) classrooms.
Cenoz and Gorter differentiate, similar to Williams, pedagogical and spontaneous
translanguaging as follows: “Pedagogical translanguaging is a pedagogic theory
and practice that refers to instructional strategies which integrate two or more
languages. Spontaneous translanguaging refers to the reality of bilingual usage in
naturally occurring contexts where boundaries between languages are fluid and
constantly shifting. A continuum can represent these two types of translanguag-
ing rather than a dichotomy because there can be intermediate situations” (2021:
18, cf. also 2017 and 2020).

García and her colleagues consider it a key feature of translanguaging that it
rejects abyssal thinking based on raciolinguistic ideologies (García et al. 2021: 203);
thus, for them, translanguaging has a strong political and social commitment (Gar-
cía and Kleyn 2016: 24–25) and it is dedicated to those who are not among the win-
ners of nation-building and global capitalism (García and Otheguy 2020: 28). This
reframed interpretation of translanguaging (García 2009; García and Li 2014; Li
2018) shifts the focus from the minority language to learners’ repertoires. Cenoz
and Gorter contrast both approaches, labelling them also in geographic terms such
as ‘Welsh’ and ‘US-concepts’. This volume adopts the US-approach which regards as
a basic feature of translanguaging in language pedagogy that it concentrates on
speakers instead of issues of language maintenance or revitalisation.

3.3 Summary: Translanguaging stance
and student-centred education

The efforts to implement education which is inclusive of Romani speakers have
not proven successful and the education of multingual Roma learners remains a
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typical example of language-based difficulties in the implementation of a just ed-
ucation (New and Kyuchukov 2018). Education for the Roma takes place all over
Europe in languages other than Romani as non-standard ways of speaking have
no place in European school systems. Romani is not used as the language of in-
struction (Gažovičová 2012). This situation is a necessary consequence of the con-
troversies around standardisation: in the lack of a standard, Romani cannot be
the language of instruction in a way standardised national languages fulfil this
role.

Translanguaging pedagogies do not necessarily require standardisation prior
to, or parallel with, their application. In this way, translanguaging pedagogy can
bring Romani into school even in its non-standardised form and to mediate the
school- and home-language practices of the students. A translanguaging stance
enables teachers to make use of Romani resources despite its non-standardised
status and to introduce it into written activities despite its non-academic literacy
traditions. Our project has shown that it is possible to overcome teachers’ mono-
lingual and standard ideologies, and thus launch a gradual transformation of the
institutional environment.

The shift from monolingual ideologies in teachers’ stance is supported by
learner-centred pedagogical approaches. In addition to the differences between
Williams’ original approach to translanguaging and García’s reframed one, the
difference in their respective foci and purpose is also striking: extending compe-
tences in a minority language through new classroom policies vs. “leveraging stu-
dents’ bilingualism for learning”, as formulated in the sub-title of García, Ibarra
Johnson, and Seltzer’s volume (2017). This difference overlaps with differentia-
tions between teacher-guided and student-centred approaches. In this respect,
our volume considers both teacher-guided and student-centred approaches as in-
terdependent parts of translanguaging in the classroom.

Translanguaging pedagogy, according to its US-proponents has a strong po-
tential to support bilingual victims of racism (García et al. 2021), or, more broadly,
speakers living on the margins of nation states and/or at the peripheries of global
capitalism (García and Otheguy 2020: 28). The transformative power of translan-
guaging (Li 2018: 23) is, however, not self-evident: success in education depends
on a set of factors, and education is part of a complex social system. Language is
only one of the factors which can prevent or facilitate success (Jaspers 2018). This
volume evaluates translanguaging as a pedagogical stance and as part of inclusive
and culturally transformative pedagogies, which have the potential to re-organise
participants’ interpersonal relations. At the same time, transformation achieved
through translanguaging is multi-faceted and not only political in nature: changes
in students’ and teachers’ self-confidence and well-being are all important factors
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in the transformation. In our volume, we reflect on our experience of translan-
guaging pedagogies, including the dilemmas as well as achievements.
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