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Abstract
Introduction. Recently, multilingualism and translanguaging have received considerable attention and are al-
ways a topic of interest and public debate in language education. However, to our knowledge, studies on pre-
service EFL teachers’ beliefs about multilingualism with respect to translanguaging in the Indonesian context 
have not appeared in the literature. Therefore, to address this gap, this research investigated beliefs about mul-
tilingualism with respect to translanguaging, including language separation, language use/mixing, and language 
support, among pre-service EFL teachers in the Indonesian context. 
Materials and Methods. This study is quantitative in nature, adopting a survey research design. We collected 
data from 270 pre-service EFL teachers using an online Likert scale questionnaire that lacked any potentially 
sensitive questions. They were between the ages of 17 and 26, and were English teacher candidates majoring 
in English education at higher education institutions on the Indonesian islands of Sumatra, Java, Sulawesi, and 
Kalimantan. The collected data were analyzed using descriptive statistics, which included the percentages and 
frequency distributions of the participants’ Likert scale responses. 
Results. The current study’s findings corroborate previous research indicating that teachers believe multilingua-
lism and collaborative use of languages are potential assets that can benefit their students’ language learning. 
Discussion and Conclusion. Language separation in EFL classrooms appears to be a point of contention for 
the majority of pre-service EFL teachers surveyed, with a preference for and support for multilingualism and 
translanguaging over language separation in EFL classrooms. They agree on the importance of using or mixing 
other languages in their classes. On the one hand, they believe that it is critical to avoid other language support in 
classrooms; on the other hand, they believe that other language support can benefit students, offering a wave of 
optimism about future language education. Therefore, there is a need to gradually introduce and include pedago-
gical translanguaging to the existing curricula. The integration of new multilingual facts and the implementation 
of translanguaging pedagogies are part of a larger educational renewal. There is a need to intentionally create 
a multilingual space (translanguaging space) in EFL classrooms to fully utilise studentsʼ multilingual capabilities 
creatively and critically because today many teachers struggle to reconcile the disparities between monolingual 
educational policies and the realities of multilingual classrooms. 

Keywords: EFL, multilingualism, translingualism, translingual approach in teaching foreign languages, pre-ser-
vice teachers, survey
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Аннотация
Введение. В настоящее время важную роль в обучении английскому языку играют мультилингвизм и транс-
лингвизм. Несмотря на многочисленность публикаций по этой проблематике, практически отсутствуют ис-
следования по изучению уровня осведомленности будущих учителей английского языка о мультилингвизме 
и транслингвальном подходе в обучении иностранным языкам в Индонезии. Цель исследования – анализ 
восприятия будущих учителей английского языка как иностранного таких явлений как мультилингвизм 
и траснлингвальный подход в обучении иностранным языкам, включая разделение языков, употребление 
языков/языковое смешение, лингвистическую интерференцию, принцип опоры на родной язык. 
Материалы и методы. Для изучения проблемы было проведено анкетирование, в котором приняли уча-
стие 270 будущих учителей английского языка в возрасте 17–26 лет. Полученные данные проанализиро-
ваны с помощью методов описательной статистики, которые включали процентное соотношение и ча-
стотное распределение ответов участников по шкале Лайкерта. Для определения валидности вопросника 
использовался анализ моментов Пирсона.
Результаты исследования. Данное исследование подтверждает выводы предыдущих изысканий, указывая 
на то, что учителя считают мультилингвизм и изучение иностранного языка с опорой на другие языки, в том 
числе родной, тем лингводидактическим потенциалом, который поможет в обучении иностранным языкам.
Обсуждение и заключение. Сделанные авторами выводы вносят вклад в развитие новых направлений 
педагогики, лингводидактики, социолингвистики, ведут к реформам в системе образования. Сегодня мно-
гие учителя пытаются лавировать между монолингвальными установками в образовательной политике 
и реальностью мультилингвального класса. Следовательно, существует потребность в создании мульти-
лингвального (межъязыкового/транслингвального) пространства на уроках английского языка с целью 
использования мультилингвальных способностей обучающихся в полном объеме. Педагогика транслинг-
визма постепенно должна быть введена в учебные планы образовательных учреждений.

Ключевые слова: английский язык как иностранный, мультилингвизм, транслингвизм, транслингвальный 
подход в обучении иностранным языкам, будущий учитель, анкетирование
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Introduction
Recently, multilingualism and translan-

guaging have received considerable attention 
and are always a topic of interest and public 
debate [1] in language education. Many inves-
tigators have turned to investigate translan-
guaging in the context of English as a foreign 
language (EFL) instructions, especially within 
multilingual language education (see, among 
others, [2–5]. From a multilingual context 
point of view, it is widely known that Indone-
sia is multicultural and multilingual with more 
than 700 languages spoken by 606 ethnic 
groups [6]. Thus, Indonesian people have am-
ple opportunity to learn and use a variety of 
local languages and get involved in various 
cultural communications, but at the same time, 
when learning other languages, including fo-
reign languages, it is a challenge for them to 
maintain their identity [7].  

However, a long-standing monolingual 
assumption in EFL education remains to be 
in existence among teachers. In Indonesia, for 
example, teaching EFL using a monolingual 
approach is common, but there are still a few 
limitations, such as a strict grammar syllabus 
and an exam that does not require students 
to communicate in any way [8]. It is com-
monplace that teachers’ and learners’ shared 
first language (L1) and language teaching are 
inseparable issues [9]. Therefore, shifting 
from the monolingual assumptions through 
the use of learners’ full linguistic repertoire is 
essential for EFL teaching and learning, and 
it is no doubt that one way to accomplish this 
is through translanguaging [10]. 

Translanguaging, an emerging term 
within bilingual education1 [11; 12], looks 
at bilingualism as a sustainable and valuable 
resource rather than a simply tolerated move 
towards monolingualism [11]. This term re-
fers to bilinguals’ language practices that uti-
lise a single linguistic repertoire which is of 
great value to students’ further language de-
velopment [13]. It is defined as an approach 
to language use, bilingualism, and bilingual 
education that views the language practices 
of bilinguals as one linguistic repertoire rath-
er than two separate systems2. 

There is now much evidence to support 
that translanguaging plays a crucial role in EFL 
education. Translanguaging in the classrooms 
allows students to understand the content of 
the lesson, develop their linguistic proficiency 
more confidently [14; 15] and raise the con-
sciousness of foreign/second language lear-
ning (L2) [16] that leads to the improvement 
of their academic achievements [17]. Tea-
chers who are fluent in both English and their 
students’ home language have an advantage 
when it comes to helping their students im-
prove their language skills [18] because if 
judiciously used students’ home language 
can help them reduce their anxiety and cogni-
tive load [19]. Their home language does not 
prevent them from learning EFL [20]. Trans-
languaging practices help Indonesian teachers 
make meaning and check students’ compre-
hension3, explain grammar, motivate students, 
and encourage them during the lesson in EFL 
classrooms [21] that they feel more relaxed 
during their learning [19]. 

1 García O., Wei L. Translanguaging: Language, Bilingualism and Education. 1st ed. England: Palgrave Mac-
millan; 2014.

2 Ibid.
3 Zein S. Translanguaging in the EYL Classroom as a Metadiscursive Practice: Preparing Prospective Teachers. 

In: Zein S., Stroupe R. (eds.) English Language Teacher Preparation in Asia: Policy, Research and Practice. New York: 
Routledge; 2018. p. 47–62. Available at: https://www.taylorfrancis.com/chapters/edit/10.4324/9781315105680-3/
translanguaging-eyl-classroom-metadiscursive-practice-subhan-zein (accessed 22.06.2021).

https://doi.org/10.15507/1991-9468.109.026.202204.756-770
https://www.taylorfrancis.com/chapters/edit/10.4324/9781315105680-3/translanguaging-eyl-classroom-metadiscursive-practice-subhan-zein
https://www.taylorfrancis.com/chapters/edit/10.4324/9781315105680-3/translanguaging-eyl-classroom-metadiscursive-practice-subhan-zein
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Despite the benefits, however, teachers 
and prospective teachers of EFL are also re-
ported as having two opposing viewpoints 
on translanguaging. Their opinions on this 
pedagogy are inconsistent and ambiva-
lent [22; 23]. This implies that they are like-
ly to continue to view L2 learning through 
a monolingual lens, believing that studentsʼ 
home language is a barrier [24; 25], not a re-
source for language learning4 [26]. 

Although findings in the literature sug-
gest that there is a direct relationship bet-
ween teachers’ beliefs and their instructional 
planning, decision, and practices in the 
classrooms [27], however to our knowledge, 
studies on pre-service EFL teachers’ beliefs 
about multilingualism with respect to trans-
languaging in the Indonesian context have 
not appeared in the literature. Therefore, 
to address this gap, this research explores 
beliefs about multilingualism and translan-
guaging among pre-service EFL teachers in 
their classrooms in the following research 
question: What are the perceptions of mul-
tilingualism with respect to translanguag-
ing, including language separation, language 
use/mixing, and language support, among 
pre-service EFL teachers in the Indonesian 
context?

Literature Review
Multilingualism and Translanguaging 

in EFL Context. Although the monolingual 
view remains noticeable and dominant in 
mainstream education, however, since the 
publications of two books5 (see [28]), many 
researchers have recently turned to investi-
gate multilingualism [1]. 

Multilingualism plays a significant role 
in education and society [1]. When speak-
ing about language, the terms bilingualism, 
multilingualism, and plurilingualism are 
included; however, the term bilingual edu-
cation is used to recognise clear and exact 
educational efforts to help students develop 

their “plurilingual abilities” or to make use 
of the abilities to educate6. A series of new 
terms has been introduced in the literature, 
for example, “metrolingualism”, “polylan-
guaging”, “language meshing”, and “trans-
languaging” [1]. In the field of education, the 
term bilingual education itself is an umbrella 
term to refer to trilingual and multilingual 
education. The prefix bi- does not refer to 
two entities, but to innumerable complex 
linguistic interactions. Thus, bilingual edu-
cation focuses on complex language prac-
tices that enable students with plurilingual 
abilities to be educated7. 

Among the terms, researchers have be-
come increasingly interested in investigating 
translanguaging. The term, derived from the 
Welsh trawsieithu, was coined by Cen Wil-
liams (1994, 19968). This term was origi-
nally used as a pedagogical practice where 
students were asked to alternate between 
different languages for either productive or 
receptive purposes9. The term has been now 
extended by a large number of scholars (see, 
among others, [29–31]). In a short period of 
time, the term translanguaging has emerged 
eventually in the field of bilingual education 
and multilingualism and its definition has 
now evolved [1]. 

Teachers’ Beliefs about Multilingualism. 
Regarding the concept of beliefs, which is 
considered similar to perceptions [32], it 
may always be confusing [1]. There are a lot 
of other terms used in the literature to refer 
to beliefs such as “attitudes, values, judge-
ments, axioms, opinions, ideology, percep-
tions, conceptions, conceptual systems, pre-
conceptions, dispositions, implicit theories, 
explicit theories, personal theories, internal 
mental processes, action strategies, rules of 
practice, practical principles, perspectives, 
repertories of understanding, and social stra-
tegy” [27]. Pajares’ work was partially based 
on earlier research findings by Rokeach 
(1968), who proposed that beliefs have three 

4 García O., Wei L. Translanguaging: Language, Bilingualism and Education.
5 May S. ed. The Multilingual Turn: Implications for SLA, TESOL, and Bilingual Education. New York: 

Routledge; 2014. Available at: https://www.routledge.com/The-Multilingual-Turn-Implications-for-SLA-
TESOL-and-Bilingual-Education/May/p/book/9780415534321 (accessed 22.06.2021).

6 García O., Wei L. Translanguaging: Language, Bilingualism and Education.
7 Ibid.
8 Ibid.
9 Ibid.

https://www.routledge.com/The-Multilingual-Turn-Implications-for-SLA-TESOL-and-Bilingual-Education/May/p/book/9780415534321
https://www.routledge.com/The-Multilingual-Turn-Implications-for-SLA-TESOL-and-Bilingual-Education/May/p/book/9780415534321
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main components, which include: (1) cog-
nitive component, representing knowledge; 
(2) affective component capable of arous-
ing emotion; (3) and a behavioural compo-
nent activated when action is required (as 
cited in [27]). Humans always have beliefs 
about everything [27]. 

In the field of education, to be more spe-
cific, teachers’ beliefs refer to “a particularly 
provocative form of personal knowledge 
that is generally defined as pre- or in-service 
teachersʼ implicit assumptions about stu-
dents, learning, classrooms, and the subject 
matter to be taught” [33]. The belief system 
is just like an atom structure in which its 
nucleus binds different particles in a firmly 
fixed system. In this core-peripheral dimen-
sion, certain beliefs form the systemʼs nuc-
leus, and these core beliefs are more impor-
tant and immune to change (Rokeach, 1968 
as cited in [29]). 

In terms of beliefs about multilingua-
lism, it is reported that in-service English 
teachers in Poland have more multilingual 
awareness compared to those of pre-service. 
The multilingual/plurilingual awareness, ho-
wever, is not solely dependent on teaching 
experience but also on the language learning 
experience [34].

Teachers positively believe that multilin-
gualism can benefit their language learning, 
but not that it can benefit their students. The 
teachers believe that collaborative language 
use benefits studentsʼ language learning, 
but they do not use it in the classroom [35]. 
Thus, an assumption can be made that lan-
guage hierarchies, separation of languages, 
and persistent monolingual assumptions at 
school still continue to exist. Teachers edu-
cate their students based on their own per-
sonal beliefs of monolingualism. Therefore, 
integrating a critical component of language 
awareness into teacher education and profes-
sional development needs to be taken into 
account [36]. 

In EFL classrooms, rarely have teachers 
activated their students’ other languages. In 
other words, they practice a target language 
use only behaviour in their classrooms. To this 
end, teacher education curricula are expected 
to be designed to raise pre-service teachers’ 
language awareness according to the current 
trends in language teaching approaches [37]. 

It is also reported that teachers and pre-
service teachers support multilingual peda-
gogy and multilingualism, however, they also 
confirm their persistent views of monolingual 
myth [38; 39]. To put it another way, on the 
one hand, teachers hold positive beliefs about 
multilingualism. However, they fail to act con-
gruently with their beliefs in classroom prac-
tices. On the other hand, they believe that lan-
guage teaching through language separation 
has positive effects. In other words, they have 
fairly ambivalent feelings about the language 
teaching approach. Most of their beliefs are 
still influenced by the so-called monolingual 
myth for language teaching [40].  

Materials and Methods
This study is quantitative in nature, 

adopting a survey research design10. It refers 
to an in-depth look and description of a spe-
cific issue, topic, or object [41], in this case, 
beliefs about multilingualism and translan-
guaging among pre-service EFL teachers in 
Indonesia. Surveys are frequently used in so-
cial and psychological research because they 
are frequently used to describe and investi-
gate human behaviour11. 

Although survey research and question-
naires do not have to be necessarily connected 
in any way12, however, we used an online Li-
kert scale questionnaire with no questions that 
could be deemed sensitive13 for data collec-
tion. Prior to collecting data, we explained in 
great detail the purpose of this current study to 
the research participants and reassured them 
that they would be guaranteed anonymity 
and confidentiality [42]. Due to the low-risk 

10 Dey I. Qualitative Data Analysis: A User-Friendly Guide for Social Scientists. London and New York: 
Routledge; 2005. Available at: https://www.routledge.com/Qualitative-Data-Analysis-A-User-Friendly-Guide-
for-Social-Scientists/Dey/p/book/9780415058520 (accessed 22.06.2021).

11 Straits B.C. Approaches to Social Research. New York: Oxford University Press; 2005.
12 de Vaus D.A. Surveys in Social Research. 5th ed. New South Wales: Allen & Unwin; 2002. Available at: 

https://parsmodir.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/devaus.pdf (accessed 22.06.2021).
13 Preston V. Questionnaire Survey. In: International Encyclopedia of Human Geography. Elsevier; 2009. 

p. 46–52.

https://www.routledge.com/Qualitative-Data-Analysis-A-User-Friendly-Guide-for-Social-Scientists/Dey/p/book/9780415058520
https://www.routledge.com/Qualitative-Data-Analysis-A-User-Friendly-Guide-for-Social-Scientists/Dey/p/book/9780415058520
https://parsmodir.com/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/devaus.pdf
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nature of this study, we did not require written 
consent from participants, as their voluntary 
participation was interpreted as agreement. 

Participants. The respondents consist-
ed of 270 pre-service EFL teachers in the 
17–26 age range. They were English teacher 
candidates majoring in English education in 
both public and private universities, 83.3% 
and 16.7% respectively, on Sumatra, Java, 
Sulawesi, and Kalimantan islands, Indonesia. 
They were studying to become an English 
teacher in primary and secondary schooling. 
Most of them (80.4%) were female, and the 
rest (19.6%) were male. Female participants 
appear to outnumber male participants in this 
study, which is in line with previous findings 
that schools are perceived as ʻfeminisedʼ 
environments [43–45]. They also reported 
that only a small number of them (36.3%) 
had English teaching experience, while the 
rest (63.3%) did not. Regarding their ethnic 
groups, below is the information. 

Table 1 below illustrates that the ethnic 
groups of the participants under investigation. 
Among them, the majority were Javanese, 
with a total of 52.2% followed by Lampung, 

Banjarese, Sundanese, and Padangnese, which 
is 16.0%, 8.9%, 6.3%, and 6.3%, respectively. 
There is a similar pattern in the frequency and 
percentage of other ethnic groups, with a total 
range of one participant (0.4%) – six (2.2%). 
In summary, the participants taking part in the 
study were mostly Javanese, the biggest eth-
nic group in Indonesia.  

In terms of the participants’ first lan-
guage and language proficiency characte-
ristics, it is reported that Indonesian is the 
first language of the majority (66.7%), fol-
lowed by Javanese and Banjarese (21.2% 
and 5.9%, respectively). The rest of the par-
ticipants (only a small number of them) con-
sider their local languages as their first lan-
guages, ranging from 0.4–1.5% of them. In 
other words, the majority of them reported 
being first language speakers of Indonesian, 
the national language. As widely known that 
Indonesia is a multicultural and multilingual 
country, with a variety of ethnic groups and 
local languages peacefully coexist, and Eng-
lish is learnt as a foreign language. Illustrated 
in Table 2 below is the information regarding 
their language proficiency.  

T a b l e  1.  Ethnic groups of the participants
No. Ethnic groups Frequency Percent

1 Javanese 141 52.2
2 Lampung 43 16.0
3 Banjarese 24 8.9
4 Sundanese 17 6.3
5 Padangnese 13 4.8
6 Bataknese 6 2.2
7 Komering 6 2.2
8 Semendo 5 1.9
9 Palembangnese 3 1.1
10 Buginese 2 0.7
11 Balinese 2 0.7
12 Dayak 2 0.7
13 Bantenese 2 0.7
14 Betawinese 1 0.4
15 Minahasan 1 0.4
16 Nias 1 0.4
17 Chinese Indonesian 1 0.4

Total 270 100.0
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Table 2 below clearly illustrates the par-
ticipants’ self-reported proficiency in three 
languages (English, Indonesian, and lo-
cal language) in terms of listening, reading, 
speaking, and writing skills. It is apparent 
that, on average, they have a high language 
proficiency in Indonesian and local language 
(M > 3.5), except their local language writing 
skill falling into the medium proficiency cate-
gory (M ≥ 3–3.5). In terms of English profi-
ciency, on average, their proficiency falls into 
the medium proficiency category (M ≥ 3–3.5). 

Research Instrument and Procedure. The 
main instrument for data collection of this 
study was an online questionnaire with close-
ended questions to get the participants’ demo-
graphic profile and a set of statements about 
multilingualism and translanguaging. In the 
first section of the questionnaire, the demo-
graphic profile, the questions were about the 
participants’ sex, age, ethnic groups, first lan-
guage, and local language mastery. In this 
section, they were also required to self-assess 
their language proficiency in English, Indo-
nesian, and local language on a scale of 1–5 
(total mean score M > 3.5 = high, M ≥ 3–3.5 = 
= Medium, and M < 3 = Low). The second 
section of the questionnaire consisted of 
a 5-point Likert scale statement with a total 
of 33 items that were related to beliefs about 
multilingualism and/or translanguaging (lan-
guage separation, language use/mixing, and 
language support). The questionnaire was 
developed by Gorter and Arocena [1] with 
a few modifications and adjustments. 

To make sure the directions and state-
ments in the questionnaire were understanda-

T a b l e  2.  The mean score of the participants’ perceived language proficiency (self-assessment)

Listening Reading Speaking Writing
English 3.18 3.46 3.16 3.19
Indonesian 4.50 4.46 4.51 4.26
Local language 3.77 3.63 3.52 3.33

ble and reasonable in length14, prior to distri-
bution to the participants, it was pilot tested 
to assess its design and appropriateness and 
to ensure it could achieve the purpose of the 
research15. Pearson product-moment analy-
sis was used to determine the questionnaire’s 
validity (0.00 < 0.05), which was found to 
be acceptable. The internal consistency of 
items was also checked to see if they were ac-
curate and consistent in measuring variables, 
using the correlation coefficient (Cronbachʼs 
Alpha). A reliability and internal consistency 
score of greater than or equal to 0.60 was ob-
tained for each item.

The participants were required to com-
plete and return the 5-point Likert scale on-
line questionnaire that was sent to them via 
an online survey tool, Google Forms. They 
received a WhatsApp message with a link to 
the online questionnaire. After a 30-day on-
line survey carried out in April – May 2021, 
the results were exported to an Excel spread-
sheet. In addition, our colleagues on the In-
donesian islands of Sumatra, Java, Sulawesi, 
and Kalimantan helped disseminate the on-
line survey to a wide range of potential par-
ticipants. Finally, they were aware that by 
completing and returning the questionnaire, 
they were consenting to the use of their res-
ponses for the purpose of this research.

Data Analysis. The data collected from 
the participants were analysed using de-
scriptive statistics, which included the per-
centages and frequency distributions of the 
participants’ Likert scale responses16. The 
key part of the analysis was the compari-
son of frequencies17 for participants’ beliefs 

14 Schleef E. Written Surveys and Questionnaires in Sociolinguistics. In: Research Methods in Sociolinguis-
tics: A Practical Guide, First. John Wiley & Sons, Inc.; 2014. p. 42–57.

15 McQuirk P.M., O’Neill P. Using Questionnaires in Qualitative Human Geography. In: Hay I., ed. Quali-
tative Research Methods in Human Geography. Don Mills, Canada: Oxford University Press; 2016. p. 246–273. 
Available at: https://core.ac.uk/download/pdf/81226005.pdf (accessed 22.06.2021).

16 Lau F. Methods for Survey Studies. In: Lau F., Kuziemsky C. (eds.) Handbook of eHealth Evaluation: An 
Evidence-based Approach. Victoria (BC): University of Victoria; 2016. p. 227–242.

17 Ibid.

https://core.ac.uk/download/pdf/81226005.pdf
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about multilingualism with respect to trans-
languaging including three constructs: lan-
guage separation, language use/mixing, and 
language support. In so doing, the manner in 
which the information obtained is presented 
and described could be made more conveni-
ent and understandable [46]. 

Results
The main aim of the present study was 

to describe pre-service EFL teachers’ beliefs 
about multilingualism with respect to trans-
languaging, including language separation, 
language use/mixing, and language support 
in the Indonesian context. In other words, 
regarding beliefs about multilingualism with 
respect to translanguaging, we focused on 
three constructs: language separation, lan-
guage use/mixing, and language support. 
The following sections contain summaries 
of the studyʼs key findings.

Participants’ Belief about Language Sepa-
ration. The first construct is belief about lan-
guage separation as illustrated in Table 3 below. 

Table 3 below illustrates belief about lan-
guage separation in EFL classrooms among 
pre-service EFL teachers. This belief was 
measured using six items, primarily refer-
ring to monolingual notions about using only 
one language at a time and exclusively us-
ing the target language in a language class-
room [1]. It can be clearly seen that the ma-
jority of the participants under investigation 
express their neutral opinion (undecided). In 
other words, they neither agree nor disagree 

with all the six items under this construct, 
ranging from 28.1–40.0%. The other res-
ponses (strongly disagree and disagree vs. 
agree and strongly agree) to the items such 
as teaching a language separately without 
making use of other languages (Item 1), ot-
her languages must not be used in EFL class-
rooms (Item 3), and resource books ought to 
be available in one language (Item 5) also 
have an almost similar pattern. However, 
nearly half of them strongly disagree and dis-
agree (13.3% and 33.7%, respectively) with 
the prohibition on asking questions in a lan-
guage other than English (Item 2). Regarding 
the importance of using more than one lan-
guage at the same time in EFL classrooms 
(Item 4), most of the participants agree and 
strongly agree with this statement, 36.7% 
and 10.4%, respectively. The statement on 
using only the target language when teaching 
EFL (Item 6) also has an almost similar pat-
tern with Item 2, with participants showing 
strong disagreement and disagreement with 
the statement, 8.1% and 27%, respectively. 

Participants’ Belief about Language 
Use/Mixing. The second construct is belief 
about language use/mixing in EFL class-
rooms. The participants’ responses related to 
this belief is illustrated in Table 4 below. 

Table 4 below gives information about 
the participants’ belief about language use/
mixing in EFL classrooms, referring to the 
notion that languages can be used inter-
changeably and that mixing languages is not 
necessarily bad in and of itself [1]. 

T a b l e  3.  Participants belief about language separation in EFL classrooms

No. Statements
Response

Strongly 
disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree
1 Languages should be taught in isolation, 

without reference to other languages
20 

(7.4%)
73 

(27.0%)
76 

(28.1%)
73 

(27.0%)
28 

(10.4%)
2 In (my) classroom it is prohibited to ask 

questions in another language
36 

(13.3%) 
91 

(33.7%) 
83 

(30.7%) 
51 

(18.9%)
9 

(3.3%) 
3 Using other languages in the English class 

must be prohibited 
28 

(10.4%) 
54 

(20.0%)
108 

(40.0%)
56 

(20.7%) 
24 

(8.9%) 
4 It is necessary to use more than one 

language at a time in English classrooms 
10 

(3.7%) 
44 

(16.3%) 
89 

(33.0%) 
99 

(36.7%) 
28 

(10.4%) 
5 Textbooks should only be in one language 22 

(8.1%) 
61 

(22.6%) 
85 

(31.5%) 
65 

(24.1%) 
37 

(13.7%) 
6 I only use the target language while 

teaching
22 

(8.1%) 
73 

(27%) 
104 

(38.5%) 
53 

(19.6%) 
18 

(6.7%)
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It can be seen that the participants show 
strong disagreement and disagreement 
with the prohibition of language mixing at 
schools (Item 1), with a total of 22.6% and 
37.4%, respectively. More specifically, they 
also strongly disagree and disagree with 
the prohibition of other languages in their 
EFL classrooms (Item 2), 7.0% and 30.7%, 
respectively. This opinion also applies to 
Item 3 regarding the use of Indonesian, local 
languages and English at the same time in 
their EFL classrooms, with a total of 10.7% 
showing strong disagreement and 32.6% 
disagreement. By contrast, the majority of 
them show agreement and strong agree-
ment with the rest of the items (Items 6–9), 
which include bilinguals’ use of one lan-
guage at a time, responding to questions in 
Indonesian and/or local languages, mixing 
languages among students, using different 
words of different languages in informal 
contexts, using Indonesian and/or local lan-
guages to promote class participation, and 
the naturalness of using words of two diffe-
rent languages together. In addition, there is 
also an almost similar pattern in the number of 
neutral responses, ranging from 24.8–38.9% 
of the participants expressing their neutral 

T a b l e  4.  Participants’ belief about language use/mixing in EFL classrooms

No. Statements
Response

Strongly 
disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree
1 In school, language mixing should be 

prohibited 
61 

(22.6%) 
101 

(37.4%) 
68 

(25.2%) 
30 

(11.1%)
10

 (3.7%) 
2 Other languages must be prohibited in 

English classrooms
19 

(7.0%)
83 

(30.7%) 
81 

(30.0%)
66 

(24.4%)
21 

(7.8%) 
3 It is confusing to use Indonesian (or 

local languages) and English at the 
same time in English classrooms

29 
(10.7%) 

88 
(32.6%) 

82 
(30.4%) 

46 
(17.0%)

24 
(8.9%) 

4 Bilinguals should try to 
use a single language at a time

11 
(4.1%) 

31 
(11.5%) 

95 
(35.2%) 

98 
(36.3%) 

34 
(12.6%) 

5 It is acceptable for students to answer 
in Indonesian or local languages in 
English classrooms

22
 (8.1%)

60 
(22.2%) 

91
(33.7%) 

70 
(25.9%) 

27 
(10.0%)

6 It is okay for students to mix languages 
among friends in English classrooms

9 
(3.3%) 

23 
(8.5%)

67 
(24.8%) 

118 
(43.7%) 

53 
(19.6%) 

7 It is good to use together the words of 
different languages in informal contexts

13 
(4.8%) 

24 
(8.9%) 

74 
(27.4%) 

106 
(39.3%) 

53 
(19.6%) 

8 It seems good to me that students use 
Indonesian and/or local languages 
to promote participation in English 
classrooms

6 
(2.2%) 

52 
(19.3%) 

80 
(29.6%) 

92 
(34.1%) 

39 
(14.4%) 

9 For bilinguals it is natural to use words 
of two languages together

6 
(2.2%) 

15 
(5.6%) 

105 
(38.9%) 

103 
(38.1%) 

40 
(14.8%) 

opinion (undecided) on the entire items un-
der the construct of belief about language 
use/mixing in EFL classrooms. This means 
that they neither agree nor disagree with all 
the nine items under this construct. 

Participants’ Belief about Language 
Support. The last construct is related to belief 
about language support in EFL classrooms. 
The participants’ responses to this belief are 
illustrated in Table 5 below. 

Table 5 below shows the participants’ res-
ponses to the belief about language support 
in EFL classrooms, with the notion underpin-
ning this construct that knowing one language 
will enable learners to learn another or that 
contrasting languages can be beneficial [1]. 

It can be seen that nearly half of the partici-
pants agree (33.7%) and strongly agree (6.3%) 
on avoiding translations in their EFL learning 
(Item 1). However, they also agree and strong-
ly agree that the use of translations in EFL 
classrooms is beneficial (Item 2), 33.7% and 
7.4%, respectively. By contrast, nearly 40% 
of them express their strong disagreement 
(11.1%) and disagreement (28.1%) on the 
item stating that using Indonesian and/or local 
languages in EFL classrooms make it easier 
for them to learn English grammar (Item 3). 
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T a b l e  5.  Participantsʼ belief about language support in EFL classrooms

No. Statements
Response

Strongly 
disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 

agree
1 I try to avoid using translations in my 

English learning
3 

(1.1%)
56 

(20.7%)
103 

(38.1%)
91 

(33.7%)
17 

(6.3%)
2 Using translations in English language 

classrooms is good
2 

(0.7%)
30 

(11.1%)
127 

(47.0%)
91 

(33.7%)
20 

(7.4%)
3 If I use Indonesian or local languages, 

it will make it easier for me to master 
English grammar

30 
(11.1%)

76 
(28.1%)

86 
(31.9%)

63 
(23.3%)

15 
(5.6%)

4 It is a good idea to sometimes use two 
or three languages for comparing in 
English classrooms

14 
(5.2%)

36 
(13.3%)

103 
(38.1%)

92 
(34.1%)

25 
(9.3%)

5 It is good to compare texts written in 
different languages at school

6 
(2.2%)

21 
(7.8%)

106 
(39.3%)

104 
(38.5%)

33 
(12.2%)

6 It is good to compare the grammar of 
different languages in school

4
 (1.5%)

27 
(10.0%)

94 
(34.8%)

104 
(38.5%)

41 
(15.2%)

7 It is good to compare the lexicon of 
different languages in school

3 
(1.1%)

15 
(5.6%)

99 
(36.7%)

121 
(44.8%)

32 
(11.9%)

8 Knowing Indonesian is helpful in 
learning English

0 (0%) 11 
(4.1%)

69 
(25.6%)

112 
(41.5%)

78 
(28.9%)

9 Knowing local languages is helpful in 
learning English

14
 (5.2%)

66 
(24.4%)

99 
(36.7%)

64 
(23.7%)

27 
(10.0%)

10 When writing, it is worth highlighting 
what is similar in other languages

6 
(2.2%)

27 
(10.0%)

78 
(28.9%)

120 
(44.4%)

39 
(14.4%)

11 If I know how to write a letter in 
Indonesian, I can use this knowledge to 
write letters in English

2 
(0.7%)

19 
(7.0%)

57 
(21.1%)

122 
(45.2%)

70 
(25.9%)

12 Being bilingual is helpful in learning 
other languages

1 
(0.4%)

8 
(3.0%)

51 
(18.9%)

113 
(41.9%)

97 
(35.9%)

The most common trend is the partici-
pants’ responses to the rest of the statements 
(Items 4–12), most of them showing agree-
ment and strong agreement on the items re-
lated to using more than one language for 
making a comparison, comparing written 
texts, grammar, and lexicons of different lan-
guages, the benefit of knowing Indonesian 
and local languages, the benefit of highlight-
ing something similar in other languages, 
the benefit of using knowledge of how to 
write a letter in Indonesian and the benefit of 
being bilingual for learning EFL. 

In addition, there is also an almost similar 
pattern in the number of neutral responses, 
ranging from 34.8–47.0% of the participants 
expressing their neutral opinion (undecided) 
on items 1–7 and 9 and 18.9–28.9% of the 
participants expressing their neutral opinion 
(undecided) on items 12, 11, 8, and 10. This 
indicates that they neither agree nor disagree 
with all the items under this construct. 

Discussion and Conclusion
The study reported here illustrates, ac-

cording to their self-reported language pro-
ficiency, that the participants are truly mul-
tilingual, which is in line with what is well 
known that Indonesia is a country that is rich 
in linguistic superdiversity with a complex 
linguistic ecology; hence multilingualism is 
common in Indonesia [6]. 

The findings indicate that the participants 
under investigation are in a neutral position 
when responding to the statements under 
the language separation construct. However, 
there is a clear tendency for them to support and 
appreciate multilingualism and translanguag-
ing more highly than language separation in 
EFL classrooms, offering a wave of optimism 
about future language education [1] as stated 
in the literature within the framework of mul-
tilingualism and translanguaging that complex 
language practices facilitate instructions of stu-
dents with multi/plurilingual abilities18. 

18 García O., Wei L. Translanguaging: Language, Bilingualism and Education.
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In terms of belief about language use/
mixing in EFL classrooms, the findings cor-
roborate previous research indicating that 
participants support multilingualism when it 
comes to translanguaging practices in EFL 
classrooms [35]. They support the use of fea-
tures of their first language(s) to help them 
with English learning, indicating they are 
truly multilingual. Moreover, the findings 
are consistent with Indonesia’s well-known 
multilingualism and multiculturalism, with 
more than 700 languages spoken by 606 eth-
nic groups [6], making its people have ample 
opportunity to learn and use a variety of local 
languages and get involved in various cul-
tural communications, but at the same time, 
when learning other languages, including fo-
reign languages, it is a challenge for them to 
maintain their identity [7]. Therefore, simi-
lar to what is found in other geographical re-
gions, multilingual interaction among socie-
ties is common, as is in African countries19. 

The current study’s findings also corrob-
orate previous research indicating that tea-
chers believe multilingualism and collabora-
tive use of languages are potential assets that 
can benefit their students’ language learning; 
however, they do not put their beliefs into 
action in the classrooms [39; 40]. This indi-
cates that language hierarchies, separation 
of languages, and persistent monolingual 
assumptions at school still continue to exist 
today [36]. This finding slightly contradicts 
a previous finding that in-service teachers 
have more multilingual awareness than pre-
service teachers [34].

Regarding the findings on the partici-
pants’ beliefs about language support in EFL 
classrooms with the notion underpinning 
this construct that knowing one language 
will enable learners to learn another or that 
contrasting languages can be beneficial [1], 
it is clear that the current findings positively 
support this notion. In other words, parti-
cipants (unconsciously) move away from 
viewing bilingualism as “two separate, rigid, 
and static languages” toward viewing them 
as “fluid, flexible, and permeable” [17] 
within the so-called translanguaging view-
point. The findings bolster the argument that 

bilingual language practices are viewed as 
a single linguistic repertoire, rather than as 
a distinct linguistic system20, supporting tea-
ching activities that incorporate multiple lan-
guages in the classrooms [47]. Therefore, 
languages do not compete and should not be 
isolated; rather, knowledge of one language 
can aid in the learning of another, mutually 
supporting one another [1]. 

The current study has unravelled pre-
service EFL teachers’ beliefs about multilin-
gualism with respect to translanguaging in 
the Indonesian context that, to our knowled-
ge, have not appeared in the literature. Lan-
guage separation in EFL classrooms appears 
to be a point of contention for the majority 
of pre-service EFL teachers surveyed, with 
a preference for and support for multilingua-
lism and translanguaging over language sepa-
ration in EFL classrooms. They agree on the 
importance of using or mixing other langua-
ges in their classes. On the one hand, they be-
lieve that it is critical to avoid other language 
support in classrooms; on the other hand, 
they believe that other language support can 
benefit students. In other words, they are truly 
multilingual with a tendency to support and 
appreciate multilingualism and translanguag-
ing more highly than language separation 
in EFL classrooms, offering a wave of opti-
mism about future language education. They 
positively support the use of features of their 
first language(s) to help them with EFL lear-
ning. They (unconsciously) move away from 
viewing bilingualism as “two separate, rigid, 
and static languages” toward viewing them as 
“fluid, flexible, and permeable” [17] within 
the so-called translanguaging viewpoint. 

Therefore, the findings have some im-
plications in EFL education. Taking off from 
the idea of ‘multilingual turn’, there is a need 
to gradually introduce and include pedagogi-
cal translanguaging to the existing curricula. 
The integration of new multilingual facts 
and the implementation of translanguaging 
pedagogies are part of a larger educational 
renewal [1]. There is a need to intentionally 
create a multilingual space (translanguag-
ing space) in EFL classrooms to fully utilise 
studentsʼ multilingual capabilities creatively 

19 Edwards J. Multilingualism. London and New York: Routledge; 1994.
20 García O., Wei L. Translanguaging: Language, Bilingualism and Education.
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and critically [30] because today many tea-
chers struggle to reconcile the disparities 
between monolingual educational policies 
and the realities of multilingual classrooms 
(see, among others, [48–50]). 

Although we believe that the findings of 
this current study contribute to further our 
understanding of this educational inquiry 
and offer a relatively comprehensive insight 
into how future EFL teachers in Indonesia 
look at multilingualism and translanguag-
ing in English language teaching, however, 
this study is not without its shortfalls. This 

study only provides perspective data col-
lected from pre-service EFL teachers; there-
fore, empirical evidence related to multilin-
gual realities and translanguaging pedagogy 
needs to be taken into consideration in the 
future. Therefore, further research through 
naturally-occurring multilingual practices in 
EFL classrooms needs to be carried out. In 
addition, different research approaches with 
various instruments and data analyses need 
to be taken into account as well. In so do-
ing, we believe we would be able to provide 
more valid and reliable findings.
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