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What we label as a “project”, is, as the previous chapters have shown, made up of 

different activities by different actors, embedded both in Tiszavasvári and in Szímő (Zemné) 

in special sociocultural environments and surrounded by different ideologies circulating at 

local, national and supranational levels. The TRANSLANGEDUROM project is, at the time 

of writing, nearing its end, but most of the participants continue their local activities, just as 

they did prior to the project. Over the years, many of the activities have changed, and the 

range of participants has expanded. The activities are linguistic ethnographic in nature, but 

with language pedagogical implications, and relating to minority language practices and to 

issues of language planning. The consequences of the work carried out so far shape reality in 

the project sites. 

The key concept of our project is Translanguaging, characterised as a practical theory 

(Li 2018) for both describing human linguistic practices and pedagogies built around them. 

The present volume, based on various project activities and participants, concentrates on the 

connectivity of this concept, approaching translanguaging from different angles and 

highlighting its different features. The first chapters introduced the topic in a concentric way, 

leading the reader closer and closer to the locality, its implications, and the project activities. 

This chapter defines the conceptual framework according to which data of a translanguaging-

based project in the context of such a wide range of activities can be produced, sorted and 

interpreted in an interdisciplinary but coherent way.  

 

2.3.1 Concepts of interconnectivity 

Our team includes, apart from applied linguists, teachers and teacher education 

specialists with no specific linguistic or sociolinguistic training. The project is based on 

ethnographic research methods and on participatory approaches. Academic (e.g. linguistic, 

pedagogical, etc.) and local knowledge has become symbiotic during project activities. The 

perspectives of all participants influenced the way we understand translanguaging. Rather 

than defining the pedagogy of translanguaging and possibilities of its application among local 

Roma students, non-linguist academic members of our project were more concerned with 

pointing out how translanguaging complements contemporary pedagogical approaches. As a 

result, project members see translanguaging at the schools as a stance that can work as an 

inclusive part of contemporary pedagogical approaches and concepts, and which redefines 

teachers’ work and the ways they think (cf. Chapter 3.9 on adaptive schooling). The activities 

with non-academic participants, such as local Roma parents, have increasingly encouraged all 

participants to think of translanguaging not only as a pedagogical concept for schools, but as a 

possibility for organising cultural and social life as a whole (cf. Chapter 3.7 on community-

based knowledge and culturally transformative education). 

Models and concepts aimed to capture such complex and diverse realities necessarily 

exhibit interdisciplinary characteristics. They reveal the fading relationship between the 

various disciplines and remind us that individual research is always part of complex systems 

(cf. Larsen-Freeman and Cameron 2008). A position paper of the Douglas Fir Group (2016), 

made up mainly of SLA practitioners, presents such a holistic model of applied linguistics 

research in the field of language learning and teaching. The authors map the factors that 

influence language teaching and learning and map them to three levels (a micro level of social 
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activity, a meso level of sociocultural institutions and community, and a macro level of 

ideological structures) in a highly complex and chiselled way. Hult (2019), recognising the 

virtues of this model, proposes an approach based on nexus analysis (Scollon and Scollon 

2004). It not only emphasises the embeddedness of applied linguistic research in complex 

realities, but also highlights how elements of reality interrelate, with dynamic interactions and 

relationships within a single complexity. Social actions are at the heart of the proposed model. 

Social actions are embedded in the history of a person’s experience (historical body), in the 

normative systems of the person’s conversations with other persons (interaction order) and in 

the spaces and localities where these interactions take place (discourse in place). With this 

model, inter- and transdisciplinary research can not only take all these dimensions into 

account, but can treat them in their interconnectedness, as parts of a single integrated system. 

Hult argues that this nexus analysis approach can be extended, beyond ethnographic 

description, to the analysis of any social action and its context, in any field of applied 

linguistics (2019: 142). 

The same logic and way of thinking prevails in the metaphor we have chosen in this 

volume to present our diverse activities as parts of translanguaging, which we view as an 

integrated, but multiple system. However, there is also some difference between the 

approaches discussed above and the metaphor we propose. The proposed metaphor is that of 

the rhizome, which was brought into social science thinking by Deleuze and Guattari (1987). 

With its use, we do not capture the elements of reality, but their interconnectedness, and we 

rather focus on the transitions than on the dimensions of reality. 

Rhizome, a term in biology, describes a type of root system, which lacks a central stem 

and consists of several multiple interconnected small roots, as seen in various types of 

grasses. These root systems have no boundaries, they have an extent, but no beginning and no 

end. Regarding their internal structure, they can’t be traced back to a single unit: there is no 

trunk and main root as for some other plants. Rhizomatic root systems cannot be divided into 

clearly separable parts. When detaching a part of any size, a new rhizome is created. The 

rhizome is open in all possible directions due to the complex system of the small roots. As a 

result, it can come into contact with its environment in many ways. 

In the introduction of their work A Thousand Plateaus Deleuze and Guattari (1987) 

claim that facts and phenomena of the world, instead of being structured into hierarchical 

order, are arranged in a rhizomatic way, with multiple and variable connections. This claim is 

ambitious yet simple, which is both its strength and its weakness. It aspires to explain how 

practically everything in the social world operates, and focuses on easy-to-understand 

characteristics: everything is connected, nothing is central, nothing is hierarchical, and there is 

no traceable ultimate unity. (Compare this to the term heterarchy, “where due to homologous 

dynamics, influence extends in both/many directions among the components of a complex 

system, rather than top-down or bottom-up” Larsen-Freeman 2019: 68).  

Certain aspects of this conceptual metaphor have became popular in the last decades of 

sociolinguistic thinking. The image of the rhizome was used to describe the organisation of 

discourses (Pietikäinen 2015, Leppänen and Kytölä 2017), classroom practices (Prinsloo & 

Krause 2019) linguistic landscape (Milani and Levon 2016), the language performance of 

individuals (Canagarajah 2018), research methods (Heller, Pietikäinen, and Pujolar 2018), and 

translanguaging and translingual practices (Heltai 2021). 

The rhizome-metaphor helps to highlight that translanguaging is a concept in constant 

development, having both theoretical and practiceoriented aspects interconnected with each 

other, and connected with pedagogical issues and questions of language policy in multiple 

ways. It is also a tool to understand the relationship between the chapters in this volume. The 

complexity of the connections and the diversity of voices and activities that characterise the 
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project, which we intended to make an important feature of this book, can be both captured 

and understood by the metaphor of the rhizome. 

 

2.3.2 Translanguaging as a rhizomatic multiplicity 

Translanguaging describes language as a “multisensory and multimodal system 

interconnected with other (…) cognitive systems” (Li, 2018: 20) and embraces different 

communicative and learning practices (cf. Heltai 2021: 13). The term described originally a 

concept of teacher-guided multilingual learning organisation (Williams 1994), promoting the 

use of two languages in a complementary way. The reshaped (García 2009, García and Li 

2014, Blackledge and Creese 2010) concept has seen in the last decade a blooming history 

and shaped thinking about both multilingualism and multilingual pedagogies. 

The core idea of translanguaging is the unity of the linguistic repertoire (Vogel and 

García 2017). One must note that the linguistic repertoire is not a human organ, but a concept, 

an idea which helps to imagine how a person operates all resources and skills needed to speak, 

always collaborating with other speakers. This means that the repertoire is not only 

psychologically embedded, but also strongly linked to intercorporeality (Busch 2012a, 2012b) 

and interpersonal relationships. Translanguaging scholars assume that bi- and multilingual 

speakers do not have double, triple etc. repertoires according to the number of languages they 

speak. That is, the languages spoken by a person do not divide the repertoire into separate 

units. Instead, every single speaker has only one repertoire, independent from the number of 

the languages she or he speaks. The unitary repertoire consists of many different linguistic 

resources (words, syntactic structures, stress patterns etc. – cf. Blommaert and Backus 2013: 

6), and, more broadly, semiotic resources. The latter term includes also non-verbal resources 

such gestures, facial expressions, etc. These resources are in our thinking assigned to one or 

more languages, but also to situations, interaction partners etc. This assignment defines when 

and how to combine repertoire components. But the repertoire itself is unitary. This is a point 

matching the picture of the rhizome, which is also a single unity consisting of different, 

multiply connected components, both unitary and diverse at the same time. 

People speak in diverse ways. They all make use of different linguistic and semiotic 

resources. When speaking, we mostly do not care whether we are using resources assigned to 

one, two or more units (languages or varieties), but select them in a way best suited to be 

understood by our conversation partners. It does not mean that boundaries between languages 

and varieties do not exist; on the contrary, these boundaries are very real. This is, however, a 

social and cultural reality: the boundaries are formed due to social and cultural processes. 

That is why they are in constant change, not fully exact to define, and interpreted differently 

in different communities. Languages and varieties are seen as social inventions, resulting 

from social and cultural traditions (Makoni and Pennycook eds. 2006; Blommaert and 

Rampton 2011; Kleyn and García 2019; Otheguy, García, and Reid 2015). Translanguaging 

scholars argue that the boundaries between them are social in nature, they do not have mental 

representations: our cognitive system is structured, but not in the way as languages structure 

social reality (Otheguy, García, and Reid 2019: 626–627). Languages do not have a 

psycholinguistic reality.  

This argument has far-reaching pedagogical consequences. Translanguaging scholars 

propose to acknowledge and to make use of learners’ entire repertoire in education, not only 

because it is socially just (García and Kleyn 2016: 24–25) but also helpful in learning. They 

recommend developing the whole repertoire in a holistic way (Blackledge and Creese 2010), 

instead of supporting only one or the other language exclusively. Translanguaging in 

pedagogy is the conscious utilization of all linguistic resources that make up students’ 

repertoires. It can be implemented by students and/or initiated by teachers and often results in 
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new language policy solutions in classrooms and schools (Cenoz and Gorter 2017; Prinsloo 

and Krause 2019). 

In this volume, we consider translanguaging not as pedagogy per se, but as a 

pedagogical stance, an insight of the fact that acknowledging students’ unitary repertoire 

means to acknowledge students’ full personality. Translanguaging as a pedagogy is in our 

opinion based on a magic moment of recognition and change, a turn in behaviour and 

thinking, connecting entrepreneurial teachers with new pedagogical possibilities. These 

possibilities occur in many different areas of a teacher's work. In the ten main chapters of this 

volume such areas will be explored. This volume introduces translanguaging as a rhizomatic 

multiplicity, constantly changing in nature.  
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