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Abstract 

The aim of this article is to analyse teachers’ beliefs 
on integrating multilingual linguistic landscapes into 
the plurilingual language classroom. In an empirical 
study, a focus group interview was conducted with 
teachers of Spanish, French and Latin who have 
worked with linguistic landscapes in the realm of a 
language project day. Since teachers have generally 
positive beliefs towards plurilingualism, it remains 
underexplored what beliefs underlie their perspec-
tives, namely heteroglossic and/or monoglossic per-
spectives. Using discourse and content analysis, be-
liefs can be placed on a continuum from a hetero-
glossic perspective (on plurilingual groups, interdisci-
plinarity and connecting languages) to a monoglossic 
perspective (on the special status of certain lan-
guages). Within this continuum, there are tensions in 
terms of ideologies, school structures, and teachers’ 
critical awareness that have the potential to lead to 
the co-construction of knowledge and learner-centred 
pedagogies. 

Keywords: Linguistic landscapes; Teachers’ beliefs; 
Plurilingualism; Translanguaging; Heteroglossia 

 Resumen 

El objetivo de este artículo es analizar las creencias de 
profesores y profesoras sobre la integración de pai-
sajes lingüísticos multilingües al aula de idiomas plu-
rilingüe. En un estudio empírico, se hizo una entre-
vista en grupo con profesores del español, francés y 
latín que han trabajado con paisajes lingüísticos en el 
ámbito de un día de proyecto de idiomas. Ya que los 
y las profesores y profesoras tienen en general convic-
ciones positivas hacia el plurilingüismo, permanece 
poco explorado qué creencias fundamentan sus per-
spectivas, en concreto perspectivas heteroglósicas y/o 
monoglósicas. Usando un análisis de discurso y con-
tenido, las creencias se pueden colocar en un contin-
uum desde una perspectiva heteroglósica (sobre 
grupos plurilingües, interdisciplinaridad y el conectar 
de lenguas) hasta una perspectiva monoglósica (sobre 
el estatus especial de ciertos idiomas). Adentro de este 
continuum existen tensiones en cuanto a ideologías, 
estructuras escolares, y la concientización crítica de 
profesores que tienen el potencial de llevarles a la co-
construcción del saber y pedagogías centradas en el o 
la estudiante. 

Palabras clave: Paisajes lingüísticos; Creencias de los 
profesores; Plurilingüismo; Translanguaging; 
Heteroglosia 
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INTRODUCTION 

Multilingual linguistic landscapes (LL) represent today’s complex multilingualism 

that can be analysed from a (socio-)linguistic or a language-pedagogical perspec-

tive. “Linguistic landscapes are the ensemble of linguistic, semiotic and sensorial 

cues in public and private spaces” (Brinkmann, McMonagle et al., 2022, p. 5). LL 

can be used as a pedagogical tool for the foreign language classroom with a mono-

lingual or plurilingual focus or both (Melo-Pfeifer & Silva, 2021). 

This study addresses teachers’ beliefs as part of their professional identity 

that can be influenced by working with multilingual LL. This possible influence 

was identified as a research gap in Lourenço and Melo-Pfeifer (2023). In this em-

pirical study, a multilingual focus was chosen to approach LL. Its aim is to research 

teachers’ beliefs and their underlying heteroglossic and/or monoglossic perspectives 

on the integration of multilingual LL in the foreign language classroom. Multilin-

gualism refers to language from a societal perspective, while plurilingualism de-

notes an individual perspective, describing a linguistic repertoire (Vallejo & Dooly, 

2020). Both concepts can be underpinned by either a monoglossic or heteroglossic 

perspective. “Heteroglossia as a theoretical term, then, is by definition hetero-

glossic. As such, it reflects the mobility and flux” (Blackledge & Creese, 2014, p. 4) 

of languages, language users and the environment. In contrast, monoglossia refers 

to an understanding of languages as countable, separable entities (Blackledge & 

Creese, 2014), which has also been referred to as “named languages” by Otheguy 

et al. (2015, p. 283). 

An action-based research project was designed involving a language teacher 

and researchers from the university within the research project LoCALL1. In May 

2022, seven language teachers organised a Language Project Day, aimed at explor-

ing LL with a plurilingual focus. After that day, a focus group interview was con-

ducted with some of the teachers involved in the project in order to analyse teach-

ers’ beliefs on the integration of multilingual LL in the plurilingual classroom (that 

is a classroom where several linguistic repertoires come together), and the hetero-

glossic and/or monoglossic justifications they use. 

In the theoretical part of this paper, a monoglossic versus a heteroglossic 

approach to integrating multilingual LL into the language classroom is presented. 

This is followed by an examination of the state-of-the-art on teachers’ beliefs about 

 

1 “LoCALL: LOcal Linguistic Landscapes for global language education in the school context” is an Erasmus 

Plus project, developed between 2019 and 2022. For more information, see: https://locallproject.eu/  

https://locallproject.eu/
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the integration of LL into the language classroom. In section 4, the empirical study, 

an overview of the context and of the participants is provided, followed by a de-

scription of the Language Project Day and the methods used. The final section pre-

sents the findings of the content and discourse analysis from the interaction during 

the focus group interview. 

A MONOGLOSSIC VS. HETEROGLOSSIC APPROACH TO INTEGRATING 

MULTILINGUAL LL INTO THE LANGUAGE CLASSROOM 

This section examines how the pedagogical use of multilingual LL in the language 

classroom can be linked either to separable and separated languages in the LL em-

bedded into rather monolingually driven language instruction (the monoglossic 

perspective) or to the idea of a linguistic repertoire that functions as a whole and 

of languages as used and mixed by speakers, in other words as hybrid realities (the 

heteroglossic perspective). 

From a pedagogical perspective, LL have the potential to be used in the lan-

guage classroom with either a monolingual focus, a plurilingual focus or a mix of 

both (Brinkmann, Duarte et al., 2022; Melo-Pfeifer & Silva, 2021). In general, in 

the language classroom LL can address sociolinguistic and/or linguistic compe-

tences. In the realm of linguistic competences, LL have been explored with a mul-

tilingual focus – including a translanguaging standpoint (García et al., 2013; Gorter 

& Cenoz, 2015; Gorter et al., 2021; Lourenço & Melo-Pfeifer, 2023; Prada, 2023; 

Seals, 2020) and a plurilingual standpoint2 (Araújo e Sá et al., 2022; Brinkmann, 

Duarte et al., 2022; Brinkmann, McMonagle et al., 2022; Oyama et al., 2023) –, 

with a monolingual focus (Bagna et al., 2018; Cenoz & Gorter, 2008; Chern & 

Dooley, 2014; Huțanu & Radu-Pop, 2018; Janiková, 2017; Mitschke, 2023; Sayer, 

2010, 2020), and with a mixed focus (Brinkmann et al., accepted; Eibensteiner, 

2023; Solmaz & Przymus, 2021; Szabó & Dufva, 2020). In pedagogies where LL 

are used with a monolingual, multilingual (plurilingual standpoint) or mixed focus, 

there tends to be an emphasis on separating languages by naming and identifying 

them – in contrast to a translanguaging approach as suggested by García and Wei 

(2014), Gorter and Cenoz (2015), and Lourenço and Melo-Pfeifer (2023). 

A monoglossic perspective on plurilingualism considers one language at a 

time and little interdisciplinarity. In contrast, a heteroglossic perspective stands for 

multiple codes, i.e. multiple discourses and voices, of language (users) (Blackledge 

 

2 Both concepts assume a linguistic repertoire in which languages interact. While plurilingualism implies a 
plurality of languages, it leaves out the concept of languaging (García & Wei, 2014).  
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& Creese, 2014; Creese & Blackledge, 2011; Melo-Pfeifer, 2018a). As stated in the 

introduction, there is no single definition of heteroglossia. Therefore, we may speak 

of heteroglossic approaches or perspectives that indicate diversity in speaking and 

languaging. The essential idea of heteroglossic approaches involves the social, po-

litical, and historical implications of language use (Blackledge & Creese, 2014). It 

thematises and theorises human interaction and the difficulties of establishing lim-

its across languages by socially constructing them. Therefore, the phenomenon in-

volves agency and becomes a social resource. The processes of translanguaging and 

heteroglossia come together in the concept of flexible bilingualism, describing a 

complex way of using languages and placing the language user in the centre of an 

interaction (Creese & Blackledge, 2011). In a heteroglossic understanding, lan-

guage is essentially embedded into the context where it emerges, which is itself 

generated in the actions taken by speakers (García & Wei, 2014). Finally, hetero-

glossia allows us to relativise the native speaker norm (speaking correctly a named 

language) while legitimising others codes of languages (Creese & Blackledge, 

2011). 

In school, monoglossic ideologies of language(s) and the “monolingual hab-

itus” (Gogolin, 1994) present an obstacle to students’ plurilingualism. Integrating 

LL from a heteroglossic perspective would draw mostly on a multimodality of signs 

and ways of communication, translanguaging practices and softening the borders 

between named languages. 

“SHADES OF GREY”: TEACHERS’ BELIEFS ON INTEGRATING 

MULTILINGUAL LINGUISTIC LANDSCAPES INTO THE PLURILINGUAL 

CLASSROOM 

Regarding the integration of LL, teachers are active decision-makers who mediate 

between societal or school ideologies and individual students. Therefore, teachers’ 

beliefs about plurilingualism and their underlying monoglossic or heteroglossic ap-

proach are relevant to our object of enquiry and are discussed in this section. Re-

searching teachers’ beliefs is important in understanding teachers’ actions and de-

cision-making in the classroom (Barkhuizen, 2016; Biesta et al., 2015; Haukås, 

2016; Makarova et al., 2021; Pajares, 1992; Zheng, 2015). Pajares (1992, p. 316) 

therefore calls them “teachers’ educational beliefs”. These are complex in that they 

include a wide range of convictions and modalities that do not have to be consen-

sual or coherent. They are also dynamic since they differ according to one’s expe-

riences in teaching and changes in teaching environments. Taking these character-

istics together, beliefs turn out to be an interrelated, heterogenous system (Zheng, 
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2015). Having a closer look at the literature, the heterogeneity of language teach-

ers’ beliefs on plurilingualism can be seen as “shades of grey” (Jaspers, 2022, p. 4). 

Indeed, while some teachers may be generally against monolingual policies, at the 

same time they may maintain them in their discourse or practise them in the lan-

guage classroom. 

In a qualitative interview study, Makarova et al. (2021) explored beliefs 

about integrating language awareness and translanguaging activities in the lan-

guage classroom. Both teachers and teacher trainers showed mostly positive views 

on these approaches for minority language teaching. However, challenges emerged 

in determining when and where to integrate language awareness. Brinkmann et al. 

(2021) found similar results in their study on pre-service language teachers’ beliefs, 

with positive attitudes towards plurilingualism but concerns about time constraints 

for implementing plurilingual activities. 

Araújo e Sá et al. (2023) conducted a mixed-methods study on (pre-service) 

teachers co-constructing the concept of LL. The outcome was a homogenous yet 

complex understanding of LL. Complementing this, Brinkmann & Melo-Pfeifer 

(2023a) reported diverse interpretations of LL but shared positive beliefs on en-

hancing language awareness and diversity. 

Chimirala (2022) investigated schoolscapes and language pedagogies in mi-

nority language contexts, highlighting the discrepancy between language policies 

and actual practices in Indigenous tribal communities. The teachers interviewed 

identified the schoolscape as a potential learning resource but also as a source of 

reductive and silencing practices. 

Brinkmann, Duarte et al. (2022) explored the use of LL in language class-

rooms, finding positive effects on language awareness and empowering minority 

language users and plurilingual students. These findings were supported by Duarte 

et al. (2023) and Brinkmann and Melo-Pfeifer (2023b). 

Although teachers reveal rather positive beliefs on the integration of pluri-

lingual pedagogies using LL in the language classroom, it must be kept in mind that 

these beliefs are ambiguous and unstable, revealing possible pedagogical tensions 

and insecurities (Melo-Pfeifer, 2018a). While teachers are using LL in the classroom 

and display positive attitudes towards plurilingualism and plurilingual pedagogies, 

less is known of the beliefs about languages – heteroglossic and/or monoglossic – 

that underlie them. The present study aims to close this gap by addressing the fol-

lowing research question: How can teachers’ beliefs on the use of multilingual LL 
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in the plurilingual classroom reveal their monoglossic and/ or heteroglossic per-

spective of teaching languages? To answer this question, an empirical study was 

conducted that is described in the following section. 

EMPIRICAL STUDY 

Context and participants 

The empirical study was carried out in the summer of 2022 at a grammar school3. 

The teachers at this school have a working group on plurilingualism in languages 

other than English (French, Latin, and Spanish). One teacher (M1, see table 1) has 

integrated LL into her French language classroom since 2020 in collaboration with 

the University as part of the LoCALL project, and brought in other colleagues from 

the grammar school. 

Seven teachers are involved in the working group at that school. For this 

empirical study, four of them participated in a focus group, together with another 

third-language teacher (T2) and one external guest teacher (T5) who wanted to 

learn about the functioning of the working group. Their profile is presented in Ta-

ble 1. 

Table 1. Overview of the characteristics of the participants 

Teacher 
Language 

subject 
Gender 

Years of teaching 
experience 

Second language 
subject* 

Part of the  
working group 

M1** French female <10 none yes 

T1 French female <10 English yes 

T2 Latin male >5 none no 

T3 Spanish female >5 English yes 

T4 Spanish female >10 English yes 

T5 none female <10 none no 

* In Germany, teachers have to study and teach two subjects that can be combined as they wish (Gogolin et al., 2019). 

** ‘M’ indicates that this teacher moderated the focus group. She played a double role since she summarised and asked 
questions, but she also expressed herself reflecting her own beliefs’, which were included in the analysis. 

 

One researcher from the LoCALL project, the author of this article (M2), 

was also part of the focus group. M2 joined M1 in moderating the focus group. 

M2’s role in the project was to gather data on the participants’ beliefs about 

 

3 In the German school system, at the age of 10 or 12, students receive a recommendation for different school 
types, either a grammar school which leads them to the A-level or other school types leading to a low or 
middle certificate (Gogolin et al., 2019).  
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plurilingualism and their professionalisation processes in using LL in the language 

classroom. 

Description of the Language Project Day and teaching materials 

The focus group aimed at discussing the Language Project Day that had been de-

signed by the working group in June 2022. The Language Project Day aimed at 

raising students’ language awareness in grade 6 (students aged 11-12). The main 

pedagogical ideas underpinning this event centred on: 

• a plurilingual and interlinguistic approach to the curriculum, connecting 

French, Latin, Spanish and other languages; 

• a co-ethnographic approach, meaning that the students become researchers 

of the LL; 

• an approach of “learning in the LL” (Brinkmann, Duarte et al., 2022) with 

a multilingual focus; 

• a pedagogical integration of the main group in which the students are taught 

and the language courses (French, Latin, and Spanish); 

• bridging indoor and outdoor as well as formal and informal learning (as 

proposed in Brinkmann, McMonagle et al., 2022). 

To carry out the Language Project Day, the working group teachers fol-

lowed three stages: preparation, action, and presentation. M1 and M2 explored 

together neighbourhoods that could be interesting for the students and rich in lan-

guages and modalities. The working group teachers designed materials to structure 

and scaffold the language awareness activities. Once the preparation was com-

pleted, the materials were presented to the pedagogically responsible teacher of the 

main group so that these teachers could also contribute to the Language Project 

Day in the action stage and inform students’ parents. The procedure is presented 

in Table 2. 
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Table 2. Overview of the Language Project Day 

Stage Actors Actions → aims Materials 

Prepara-
tion 

French/ Latin/ Spanish 
teacher and students 

Understanding what LL are → to scaffold 
PowerPoint presenta-
tion 

Elaborating on the concept of multilingual 
LL and phenomena linked to plurilingual-
ism and multilingualism in each course 
(e.g. internationalisms) → to scaffold 

Diverse materials 

Presenting the structure of the action 
stage → to structure 

See below 

Action 

Pedagogically responsi-
ble teacher of the main 
group, French/ Latin/ 
Spanish teacher and stu-
dents 

Exploring the LL of two selected neigh-
bourhoods in Hamburg in plurilingual 
groups; filling in the table in the work-
sheet → to raise language awareness 

Worksheet (see ap-
pendix) 

Presenta-
tion 

French/ Latin/ Spanish 
teacher and students 

Preparing the photos, the students had 
taken; uploading them to a joint online 
collaboration board; listing the languages 
found → to present students’ findings to 
discuss and / or compare them 

Padlets 

 

Methods 

This study is action-based research due to the cooperation between M1 and re-

searchers from the University. This type of research enables accessing the research 

field of teachers’ beliefs on integrating multilingual LL into the plurilingual class-

room. Action-based research has both a knowledge and a research perspective (Al-

trichter et al. 2018) because it is “a form of enquiry that enables practitioners in 

every job and walk of life to investigate and evaluate their work” (McNiff & 

Whitehead, 2011, p. 7). In this study, teacher M1 decided to organise, evaluate and 

research the Language Project Day. She invited M2 to do scientific research while 

she supervised her learning group. Jointly, they evaluated (M1’s aim), researched 

the event’s outcomes from the teachers’ perspective (M2’s aim) and analysed the 

results. 

To research teachers’ evaluation and beliefs on the use of multilingual LL in 

the plurilingual classroom, the method of focus group interview (Liebig & 

Nentwig-Gesemann, 2009) was used. In line with the action-based research con-

text, M1 took on a leading role. The focus group was framed as “Evaluation of the 

Project Language Day”. It was conducted in the participants’ L1 (German) and 

took place one month after the action phase in the school. Ethical guidelines were 

followed, including inter alia teachers’ voluntary participation, informed 
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agreement, anonymity, and confidentiality. During the focus group interview, M1 

asked T1-T5 about how well the preparation, action, and presentation stage went 

while M2 added questions on their professionalisation to M1, T1-T5. The teachers 

participating discussed both their own experiences as well as those of their students. 

The 51 minutes of discussion were recorded and transcribed. To analyse the data 

discourse analysis and an integrated content analysis were used (Hardy et al., 

2004). While M1 analysed the contents of the discussion and deduced improve-

ments, M2 coded the whole interview inductively using MAXQDA. The resulting 

inductive main codes and their distribution are represented in Figure 1. 

Figure 1. Code system 

 

 

 

In this paper, only the last main code “heteroglossic vs. monoglossic per-

spective” is of interest to answer the research question. The excepts assigned to this 

main code were analysed again in detail and the subcodes “heteroglossic perspec-

tive”, “monoglossic perspective” and “heteroglossic and monoglossic perspective 

mixed” were found. To gather the underlying, implicit meanings that teachers at-

tribute to the content, concrete examples were selected for each subcode and ana-

lysed in detail using discourse analysis. Here, the word choice was the predominant 

element of analysis. Furthermore, the transcription guidelines by Kuckartz (2010) 

enabled a discourse analysis regarding emphasis (underlined), unfinished sentences 

(“/”) and pauses (“(…)”). In the following section, these subcodes, examples, and 

their discourse analysis are presented. 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

In this final section of the article, the participants’ beliefs on the use of multilingual 

LL in the plurilingual classroom will be analysed and discussed according to their 

Code system 
 

Evaluation of the language project day 43,7% (62) 

 

 

Commentaries on the focus group by M1 and M2 12,0% (17) 

 

 

Evaluation of the teaching and learning materials 11,3% (16) 

 

 

Heteroglossic vs. monoglossic perspective 33,1% (47) 

 

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 
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underlying heteroglossic perspective (5.1.), monoglossic perspective (5.2.), and a 

mix of both (5.3.). 

Heteroglossic perspective 

The extracts which show that the participants had a heteroglossic perspective on 

multilingual LL in the plurilingual classroom will be presented first. Three aspects 

shape this perspective: plurilingual groups, interdisciplinarity, and linking lan-

guages. 

Plurilingual groups 

One of the aspects the teachers discussed the most was the fact that the groups 

analysing the multilingual LL should be plurilingual or, in their own words, 

“mixed” (T1, T44) or “diverse” (T4). The participants discuss that for a follow-up 

of the Language Project Day, the French, Latin, and Spanish teachers should play 

the main role, but English teachers, who had not been part of the project on that 

first language project day, should be involved too. T4 suggests “team teaching in 

pairs in front of the class, I think you can complement each other quite well any-

way”. She emphasises that team teaching should take place “in pairs” of a French/ 

Latin/ Spanish language teacher with an English language teacher. She uses the ad-

verb “anyway” to indicate that it is not only in moments of the Language Project 

Day that it would make sense to teach in teams and bringing the languages together 

to complement languages and teachers’ linguistic competencies. 

The teachers continue to discuss the idea of integrating English teachers in 

the project. T2 states: “But I think it will be more mixed if we include it in the 

English classroom … [and] better, because then we have a better mix”. M1 answers 

that “Maybe we can organise it in such a way that the teachers of the second for-

eign language join them in one lesson, I think that’s the best thing for this kind of 

teaching and learning anyway.” Finally, T4 states that for her this would be the 

“ideal case” and “perfect”. In this excerpt, “anyway” is used again to indicate that 

team teaching is a good option, but this time it does not only relate to the language 

project day but to any plurilingual learning and teaching scenario. Additionally, 

many positive adjectives were used, such as “perfect”, “best”, and “better”. 

 

4 Where not indicated elsewhere, the empirical references are retrieved from the focus group discussion, June 
2022.  
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To sum up, the teachers’ beliefs display a heteroglossic perspective consist-

ing of a positive evaluation of bringing together both languages and students or 

teachers of languages. 

Interdisciplinarity 

Interdisciplinarity is an aspect only mentioned by M1. As she is the leader of the 

focus group and of the working group on plurilingualism, she created a moment of 

professional development for the other teachers. She links interdisciplinarity to 

bringing languages together and elaborates on research-based learning, where stu-

dents learn through researching, by saying that: 

And then, of course, interdisciplinary research. This is already included in the multilingual-

ism concept, but also in relation to geography and history, which is something that comes 

along naturally and automatically when you are travelling through the city with the stu-

dents (M1). 

For M1, interdisciplinary research appears obvious as she uses the adverb 

“of course” and “then”, indicating a (logic) sequence. Plurilingual pedagogies are 

by definition interdisciplinary, expressed by her as “already included”. She goes on 

to connect the ethnographic walking to other subjects and understands this con-

nection with the adverbs “naturally” and “automatically” that describe the action 

of bringing geography, history and multilingualism together. In another extract, 

she mentions the cooperation with the university as a way to give and receive mu-

tual input, inspiration and reach innovation by co-researching. 

Although M1 is the only teacher expressing (positive) beliefs on interdisci-

plinarity to support heteroglossic work with languages at school, she thoroughly 

describes the learning of languages across subjects and in a plurilingual manner, 

and the importance of collaborating with the university. For her, interdisciplinarity 

is natural and she frames it within the concept of research-based learning. 

Linking languages 

Linking languages is about recognising, or being able to infer, similarities, exchang-

ing content between languages, promoting motivation, and creating transfer situa-

tions. When the participants describe these aspects, they do not name explicit lan-

guages, but assume a coherent, interrelated linguistic system. At another moment, 

the connectedness of different languages became the discussion topic, as illustrated 

in the following quote about introducing internationalism: “Where the students 

could then link French and English terms with Latin, and in that context, I think 

that was a very purposeful (.), purposeful preparation for them” (T2). The teacher 
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repeats “purposeful” as the main characteristic of linking languages. He names 

languages (French, English, Latin) to provide examples. Regarding the impact of 

linguistic languages, M1 states that the students “suddenly see: ‘Oh yes, it is actu-

ally useful for me to learn another foreign language in addition to English. I will 

then also understand other foreign languages’. So, if it doesn’t stand on its own 

didactically, but really has an integrative component” (M1). The “integrative com-

ponent” is the main element of linking languages for M1. Through LL, the students 

have a discovery or Eureka moment described with the adjective “suddenly”, the 

use of free speech in the first person singular and the interjection “Oh yes”. When 

she talks about intercomprehension or understanding more languages even when 

learning only one, she uses the adverb “also” and the qualifier “other” to empha-

sise the various benefits of language learning. 

To sum up, participants’ beliefs on linking languages range from discovery 

moments and purposeful connectedness of language, to the benefits of language 

learning for the individual learner. 

Monoglossic perspective 

In this sub-section the teachers’ monoglossic perspective is presented with regards 

to the inductively identified aspects of underscoring the interconnectedness and 

special statuses of languages. 

Rejecting the interconnectedness of languages 

T2, the only language teacher in this focus group interview who is not part of the 

working group on plurilingualism, does not see how he can connect the French and 

the Latin language in general in the classroom and therefore highlights what would 

be a main issue in the discussion: the interconnectedness of these languages. He 

states “I can’t contribute anything to French, that’s really the case. Not at all 

(laughs), that’s why (...) I would find (..) that quite good, I think, if the/” (T2). In 

this statement, T2 makes it clear that he “really” cannot contribute “anything”, 

“not at all”, emphasising negation with another negation. He laughs, interrupts his 

speech, pausing and leaving his sentences unfinished, which can indicate either a 

negative feeling such as shame – e.g. that he did not feel competent in French in 

contrast to the others, because he constructed it as an isolated language – or inse-

curity, e.g. indicating that he has just become aware of the fact that he cannot 

contribute to the French classroom or that he lacks knowledge of how to make 

Latin relevant. He transfers his beliefs onto the students and says “they don’t have 

much to do with French, so nothing, so to speak, and then (..)/”. Once again T2 
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used two negations (“don’t” and “nothing”) to reinforce his statement. Again, he 

pauses and does not finish the sentence, perhaps for the same reasons as explained 

above. T2 is the only participant rejecting the connectedness of languages, which 

may be caused by negative feelings or insecurities. 

Special status: English and Latin 

The participants treat some languages as having a special status. The English class-

room, for instance, is seen as less plurilingual and English language teachers as 

different from those of other languages. 

But of course, we also have English colleagues who […] can’t do anything with any of the 

second foreign languages, so, I don’t know, Jan5 (...), I don’t know, Anna is still a bit pro-

ficient, I think, but there are many who here they do at all/ but they couldn’t deal with this 

diversity of the second foreign language, no (T1). 

T1 doubts that the English language teachers she speaks of can deal with 

plurilingualism and linguistic diversity, although she is insecure about this state-

ment, which can be deduced from the use of “I don’t know”, the pause and the 

unfinished sentence. She starts with the expression „but of course”, indicating that 

for her the difference between the English and the third-language teachers is obvi-

ous. In her discourse, English teachers are constructed as being unable to deal with 

more than one language (they “can’t”). Her observation is made for the specific 

plurilingual event “here” (emphasised), creating a contrast to the monolingual lan-

guage teaching situation. 

The Latin teacher attributes a similar special status to Latin because for him 

it lacks plurilingualism. He says: “Of course, Latin is a bit on the outside in this 

whole language-linking thing, I would say, especially when you are looking for 

Latin words in everyday life” (T2). He also begins his sentence with the expression 

“of course”, meaning that Latin’s special status “on the outside” appears natural 

to him. Linking languages is for him “a thing”, i.e. something undefined that he 

cannot grasp. This understanding is emphasised in the expression “this whole … 

thing”, referring to the linking of languages as an abstract or complex concept that 

is difficult to understand. He adds “I would say”, probably showing awareness 

that his opinion differs from the other participants. 

Thus, in this focus group interview, the participants’ monoglossic perspec-

tive within their beliefs on plurilingualism is related to the special status assigned 

 

5 Names have been changed to preserve anonymity. 
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to English and Latin as not plurilingual and L1 as not foreign (enough). In addition, 

T2 articulates his opposition to the linking of languages when it comes to Latin. 

His position on the linking of languages is very likely related to the special status 

he attributes to Latin. 

Heteroglossic and monoglossic perspectives mixed 

In this sub-section, the tensions between and co-existence of the heteroglossic and 

the monoglossic perspective will be examined and exemplified with two quota-

tions. The first quotation shows how the heteroglossic and monoglossic perspec-

tives are intertwined: 

You gain a completely different view of the students when you suddenly don’t communicate 

with them in the language of instruction or in the subject, but suddenly it’s about languages 

that they either know and bring with them from home or that you find in the city. Suddenly, 

the students develop a different motivation or they show themselves in a completely differ-

ent way when, for example, their heritage language suddenly plays a role. So, I find that 

encouraging because I think it is an enrichment for the lessons, that the students realise 

once again that their own language influences their identity and their self-perception. So, 

it’s a change for them and also for the teacher. So, students who otherwise just sit there as 

my French students, they change in my perception, [...] That they then show up in a com-

pletely different way, and I think that’s great that this works so easily through language. 

And I think that helps the students to realise that they have different access points to foreign 

languages, even if they have difficulties in French, for example, and in this sense, I think 

that is also a pedagogical gain in a broader sense (M1). 

Here, M1 discusses the integration of heritage languages and the languages 

in the city (LL) within formal language education. She links this integration with 

important psychological processes and outcomes such as the influence on the stu-

dents’ identity and self-perception, on the teachers’ perception (she emphasises “my 

perception”), and the heterogeneity of ways to access language(s) and to develop 

motivation. She uses the active verb “develop” instead of a static verb like “be” 

and the adjective “motivated”, which highlights students’ agency in the foreign 

language classroom. In general, she uses active verbs (e.g., “communicate”, “bring 

with them”, “realise”) to indicate active processes. She addresses a change in this 

language learning process that is underpinned by the adjectives and adverbs “com-

pletely different”, repeated four times, and “suddenly”, repeated two times. Fi-

nally, she evaluates what she says with positive and empowering connotations such 

as “enrichment”, “encouraging”, “great”, or “gain”. 

In this extract, the duality of the heteroglossic and monoglossic perspective 

can be seen again in words like “enrichment” that suggest that plurilingual 
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pedagogies are rather an additional than an integrated element of the language 

classroom. Furthermore, M1 expresses a surprise that her students’ (meta)linguistic 

performance “change in my perception” from weak in French to invested in pluri-

lingualism, which can be read as another example of monoglossic and static beliefs 

about language teaching and learning. The adverb “suddenly” also indicates a 

monoglossic view opposed to an understanding of plurilingualism as something 

natural that surrounds us continuously and does not pop up suddenly. 

M1 also refers to a correctness norm or deficit-orientation, as she mentions 

students who “have difficulties in French”. This can be contrasted with the hetero-

glossic view on plurilingualism , expressed when she refers to heritage languages 

and languages that students bring with them from home. She builds a bridge be-

tween the school and the world outside, especially the students’ homes. 

As a result of their participation in the Language Project Day, T3 sharpened 

her view on languages, when she specifies that: 

You put on your glasses and look more: What languages do I see here now and oh, I don’t 

know what that means at all, or in Asian languages I think: I don’t know in which country 

that is really spoken or written. And then maybe you also want to educate yourself and 

have another look: Well, I’ve never looked into that language. Would I perhaps have time 

for that? Also the Scandinavian ones. […] So I think that as a teacher, you perceive it just 

as much as the students do and try to sharpen your view. 

T3 contrasts Asian and Scandinavian languages with language learning and 

language awareness in general. She indicates a surprise, emphasised by the interjec-

tion “oh”, of not knowing some languages, especially Asian ones. She lumps to-

gether the languages of a continent into a single group. Then, she talks about a 

specific language using the definite pronoun “that” in the singular form. She claims 

to not know the “Asian languages”, as an undefined group, which seems to cause 

difficulties in her role as a teacher who should have the answers to “in which coun-

try that is really spoken and written”. The use of “really” in this phrase might 

indicate a scenario where students have an answer, but she is not sure they are 

right. 

Regarding the unspecified language, she implies that it has a spoken and a 

written form, and that it is spoken in/by one nation. In the end, she describes that 

teachers and students can learn from LL to sharpen their view of linguistic diversity 

and languages. She emphasises this by using the phrase “just as much”. 

To sum up, the teachers intertwine their heteroglossic and monoglossic per-

spectives on multilingual LL in the language classroom, exemplified in the insights 
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from the Language Project Day. The participants state that languages should not 

be isolated but understood as a holistic natural system, while maintaining the idea 

of language correctness. 

DISCUSSION 

Through analysing the focus group interview, different areas could be identified of 

how teachers’ beliefs on multilingual LL in the plurilingual classroom can reveal 

the monoglossic, heteroglossic perspective on language teaching. Their beliefs are 

diverse in that they can be underlined by: 

• a heteroglossic perspective that is based on interdisciplinarity, language link-

ing, and plurilingualism, regarding students and teachers as plurilinguals; 

• a monoglossic perspective according to which teachers assign a special sta-

tus to specific languages or reject the interconnectedness of languages, and; 

• a combination of both perspectives, characterised by tensions between the 

idea of singular (‘correct’) language learning and plurilingualism as a natural 

way of language learning. 

Their beliefs reveal that these perspectives co-exist and become intertwined. 

They vary inter and interpersonally. No teacher displays purely heteroglossic or 

monoglossic perspectives. We may therefore understand the heteroglossic and 

monoglossic perspectives as a continuum rather than as an opposition, in which 

teachers’ beliefs move dynamically within the continuum. 

In section 5.1. and 5.2., we saw that T2 on the one side favours linking 

languages and on the other side rejects it. When it comes to learning Latin, to which 

he assigns a different status than the other Romance languages, he does not take 

into account the potential of intercomprehension in language learning (Melo-

Pfeifer, 2018b) especially with language families such as the Romance languages. 

The extracts of section 5.3. showed that the teachers posit their beliefs within the 

continuum of monoglossic and heteroglossic perspectives on language teaching ac-

cording to the frame they are referring to. 

When M1 refers to the curriculum of the target language classroom, she 

follows partly the native speaker norm (Creese & Blackledge, 2011). She also 

draws on the correctness of speaking the target language and contrasts it with the 

change in students’ competencies when moving away from the “monolingual hab-

itus” (Gogolin, 1994) to a plurilingual classroom. 
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When T3 refers to language(s) in society, she is legitimising only a reduced 

number of codes (Creese & Blackledge, 2011). She reproduces the common myth 

of one nation, one language (Billig, 1995). Both M1 and T3 follow the idea of 

named languages. 

When M1 refers to individual speakers and their heritage languages, she 

draws on the connection between one’s languages, identity, and (self and external) 

perception. In doing so, she refers to the integration of heritage languages, which 

has the potential to empower plurilingual students (Brinkmann, Duarte et al., 

2022). She names the languages, notably minority or heritage languages, that she 

wants to integrate into her target language classroom to reach social justice and 

empowerment. This belief demonstrates M1’s critical awareness and it can be as-

sumed that her experience with integrating multilingual LL in the plurilingual class-

room encouraged her “critical awakening” (Prada, 2021), because she sees the ef-

fect of including her plurilingual students and the benefits of connecting languages. 

Thus, instead of referring to students’ entire linguistic repertoire and translanguag-

ing practices – what Creese & Blackledge (2011) describe as flexible bilingualism –, 

she values the languages by explicitly naming them. 

When M1 and T3 refer to their extracurricular initiative of the Language 

Project Day, they understand plurilingualism as a bridge between the school and 

the world outside. Especially the students’ homes reflect the potential of LLs’ bridg-

ing formal and informal learning (Brinkmann, McMonagle et al., 2022). Co-eth-

nography plays a key role on the Language Project Day. T3 indicates that both 

students and teachers become co-ethnographers of the LL (Lourenço & Melo-

Pfeifer, 2023) and experience similar discoveries and learning opportunities. In gen-

eral, she understands her own lack of knowledge as an opportunity to learn con-

tinuously and “educate yourself”, like the performative dimension of language 

awareness (James & Garrett, 2014). For M1, the experience and outcomes of inte-

grating heritage languages into the formal language classroom are rewarding be-

cause the heritage language speakers feel empowered and the other students and 

she as a teacher can learn from them. Thus, the language classroom becomes a 

space of co-constructions of meaning. 

This understanding of the heteroglossic and monoglossic perspective as a 

continuum is summarised in Figure 2, indicating which frame and context draw 

teachers from one place of the continuum to another. 
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Figure 2. Overview of the continuum of heteroglossic and monoglossic perspectives on lan-
guage teaching 

 

Figure 2 shows that there are elements, such as named languages, that co-

exist in different frames, which means that it may not be necessary to simply over-

come a monoglossic perspective, but instead, we could take its tensions with the 

heteroglossic perspective into account. Especially regarding heritage language 

speakers, the discussion showed that a rather monoglossic perspective on language 

teaching expressed through named languages and a rather heteroglossic perspective 

expressed through flexible bilingualism create fruitful tensions. 

CONCLUSION 

Teachers’ beliefs on multilingual LL in the plurilingual classroom revealed that 

there is a continuum of the monoglossic perspective and heteroglossic perspective 

on language teaching. A possible compromise between the two perspectives could 

start from making students, student teachers, and teachers aware of the mono-

glossic perspective on language teaching that leads to (re)producing the structure 

of singular target languages in teacher’s education at university, continuous profes-

sional development, and in the curriculum. Integrating a heteroglossic perspective 

on language teaching would mean either disrupting the structures through extra-

curricular initiatives or making the learner the centre of language education. Here, 

the integration of LL into the language classroom has the potential to offer the 

teachers a new learning and teaching ground, full of linguistic input, and not only 

the target language. Using LL in the LL classroom can help students to become co-

ethnographers and enable teachers to not understand themselves as unique 

knowledge owners. In teacher education, a pedagogical implication would be that 

also teacher educators invite the (student) teachers to co-construct knowledge 

Monoglossic perspective       Meteroglossic perspective 

Curriculum 
Target language class-
room 
• monolingual habitus 
• native speaker norm  
• correctness 

Society 
Common beliefs on lan-
guage(s) 
• one nation, one lan-
guage 
• named languages  
• reduced number of 
codes 

Individual  
speakers 
Heritage language 
speakers 
• empowerment 
• critical awakening 
• named languages 
• flexible bilingualism 

Extracurricular  
initiative 
Language Project Day 
• connecting languages 
• language awareness 
• linguistic diversity  
• continuous learning  
• co-ethnography  
• bridging indoor and 
outdoor learning 
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about language(s) through researching individual (student) teachers’ linguistic bi-

ographies and the language(s) displayed in the public space. 

In terms of perspectives for future research, follow-up studies could focus 

on an analysis of the evaluation of the Language Project Day that takes into ac-

count the context of this action-based study and attempts to triangulate the find-

ings on teachers’ beliefs with teachers’ actual teaching practices retrospectively 

which could reveal either reinforcements or discrepancies between beliefs and ac-

tions and the role LL play within their teaching actions. In addition, teachers’ be-

liefs could be triangulated with students’ beliefs and their perspectives on multilin-

gual LL and plurilingualism. This would allow us to investigate possible origins 

and the impact teaching experiences have on teachers’ beliefs. 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

I thank Lea Wistuba, a student of the department, for the transcriptions of the 

interviews and Sílvia Melo-Pfeifer for her constructive support. 

 

APPENDIX 

 

 

 



Brinkmann, L.M. 

Bellaterra Journal of Teaching & Learning Language & Literature 

20 

REFERENCES 

Altrichter, H., Posch, P., & Spann, H. (2018). Lehrerinnen und Lehrer erforschen ihren Un-
terricht. Julius Klinkhardt. 

Araújo e Sá, M. H., Carinhas, R., & Melo-Pfeifer, S. (2022). De la rue aux pupitres : l’éducation 
au plurilinguisme à travers les paysages linguistiques vue par les enseignants de langues. 
Recherches En Didactique Des Langues Et Des Cultures, 20(1). 
https://doi.org/10.4000/rdlc.11637 

Araújo e Sá, M. H., Carinhas, R., Melo-Pfeifer, S., & Simões, A. R. (2023). The Co-Construction 
of the Concept “Linguistic Landscape” by Language Educators in an Online Course. In S. 
Melo-Pfeifer (Ed.), Linguistic Landscapes in Language and Teacher Education (pp. 223-
241). Springer. 

Bagna, C., Gallina, F., & Machetti, S. (2018). L’approccio del Linguistic Landscape applicato alla 
didattica dell’italiano L2 per studenti internazionali. Università Ca’ Foscari Venezia. 
https://doi.org/10.14277/6969-227-7/SR-13-14 

Barkhuizen, G. (2016). Narrative Approaches to Exploring Language, Identity and Power in Lan-
guage Teacher Education. RELC Journal, 47(1), 25-42. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0033688216631222 

Biesta, G., Priestley, M., & Robinson, S. (2015). The role of beliefs in teacher agency. Teachers 
and Teaching, 21(6), 624-640. https://doi.org/10.1080/13540602.2015.1044325 

Billig, M. S. (1995). Banal nationalism. Sage. 

Blackledge, A., & Creese, A. (2014). Heteroglossia as Practice and Pedagogy. In A. Blackledge & 
A. Creese (Eds.), Heteroglossia As Practice and Pedagogy (pp. 1-20). Springer Nether-
lands. 

Brinkmann, L. M., Duarte, J., & Melo-Pfeifer, S. (2022). Promoting Plurilingualism Through Lin-
guistic Landscapes: A Multi-Method and Multisite Study in Germany and the Nether-
lands. TESL Canada Journal, 38(2), 88-112. https://doi.org/10.18806/tesl.v38i2.1358 

Brinkmann, L. M., Gerwers, F., Melo-Pfeifer, S., & Androutopoulos, J. (2021). Einstellungen an-
gehender Französisch Lehrkräfte zum Einsatz von Linguistic Landscapes im Fremdspra-
chenunterricht: un objet pédagogique non identifié? Zeitschrift Für Romanische Sprachen 
Und Ihre Didaktik, 15(1), 39-68. 

Brinkmann, L. M., McMonagle, S., & Melo-Pfeifer, S. (2022). Guidelines for introducing linguis-
tic landscapes in (foreign) language learning and teacher education. Universität Hamburg. 
https://doi.org/10.25592/uhhfdm.10241 

Brinkmann, L. M., & Melo-Pfeifer, S. (2023a). Linguistic Landscapes in Multilingual Pedagogies. 
International teachers’ beliefs on the use of linguistic landscapes in the foreign language 
classroom. In L. Eibensteiner, A. Kropp, J. Müller-Lancé, & C. Schlaak (Eds.), Neue 
Wege des Französischunterrichts: Linguistic Landscaping und Mehrsprachigkeitsdidaktik 
im digitalen Zeitalter (pp. 199-226). Narr Francke Attempto. 

Brinkmann, L. M., & Melo-Pfeifer, S. (2023b). Teacher and Student Perspectives on the Use of 
Linguistic Landscapes as Pedagogic Resources for Enhancing Language Awareness: A Fo-
cus on the Development of Cognitive and Affective Dimensions. In S. Melo-Pfeifer (Ed.), 
Linguistic Landscapes in Language and Teacher Education (pp. 187-206). Springer. 

Brinkmann, L. M., Melo-Pfeifer, S., & Rosen, J. von. (accepted). Linguistic Landscapes im 
Französischunterricht: Eine Fallstudie zur Language Awareness von Lernenden. In L. 
Eibensteiner, S. Issel-Dombert, & J. Harjus (Eds.), Special Issue: Linguistic Landscapes in 
der Romania. promptus - Würzburger Beiträge zur Romanistik. 

https://doi.org/10.4000/rdlc.11637
https://doi.org/10.14277/6969-227-7/SR-13-14
https://doi.org/10.1177/0033688216631222
https://doi.org/10.1080/13540602.2015.1044325
https://doi.org/10.18806/tesl.v38i2.1358
https://doi.org/10.25592/uhhfdm.10241


“Their heritage language suddenly plays a role” 

Vol. 17(1) | Feb/Mar 2024 | e1268 

21 

Cenoz, J., & Gorter, D. (2008). The linguistic landscape as an additional source of input in sec-
ond language acquisition. IRAL - International Review of Applied Linguistics in Lan-
guage Teaching, 46(3), 267-287. https://doi.org/10.1515/IRAL.2008.012 

Chern, C.‑I., & Dooley, K. (2014). Learning English by walking down the street. ELT Journal, 
68(2), 113-123. 

Chimirala, U. M. (2022). When teachers take notice of the schoolscape: a Q method study of 
teacher perception of schoolscape of Indigenous Tribal Minority (ITM) schools of 
Chhattisgarh, India. Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural Development, 1-21. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/01434632.2022.2137515 

Creese, A., & Blackledge, A. (2011). Separate and flexible bilingualism in complementary schools: 
Multiple language practices in interrelationship. Journal of Pragmatics, 43(5), 1196-1208. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2010.10.006 

Duarte, J., Veenstra, S., & van Dijk, N. (2023). Mediation of Language Attitudes Through Lin-
guistic Landscapes in Minority Language Education. In S. Melo-Pfeifer (Ed.), Linguistic 
Landscapes in Language and Teacher Education (pp. 165-186). Springer. 

Eibensteiner, L. (2023). Förderung von Sprach(en)bewusstheit durch den Einbezug von herkunfts-
bedingter Mehrsprachigkeit in den Französischunterricht: Potenziale der Linguistic-Land-
scape-Forschung. In L. Eibensteiner, A. Kropp, J. Müller-Lancé, & C. Schlaak (Eds.), 
Neue Wege des Französischunterrichts: Linguistic Landscaping und Mehrspra-
chigkeitsdidaktik im digitalen Zeitalter (pp. 227-256). Narr Francke Attempto. 

García, O., Espinet, I., & Hernández, L. (2013). Las paredes hablan en El Barrio: Mestizo Signs 
and Semiosis. Revista Internacional De Lingüística Iberoamericana, 11(1[21]), 135-152. 

García, O., & Wei, L. (2014). Translanguaging: Language, bilingualism and education. Palgrave 
Macmillan. https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137385765 

Gogolin, I. (1994). Der monolinguale Habitus der multilingualen Schule. Waxmann. 

Gogolin, I., McMonagle, S., & Salem, T. (2019). Germany: Systemic, Sociocultural and Linguistic 
Perspectives on Educational Inequality. In P. A. Stevens & A. G. Dworkin (Eds.), Springer 
eBooks Education. The Palgrave Handbook of Race and Ethnic Inequalities in Education 
(2nd ed., pp. 557-602). Palgrave Macmillan. 

Gorter, D., & Cenoz, J. (2015). Translanguaging and linguistic landscapes. Linguistic Landscape, 
1(1-2), 54-74. https://doi.org/10.1075/ll.1.1-2.04gor 

Gorter, D., Cenoz, J., & van der Worp, K. (2021). The linguistic landscape as a resource for lan-
guage learning and raising language awareness. Journal of Spanish Language Teaching, 
8(2), 161-181. https://doi.org/10.1080/23247797.2021.2014029 

Hardy, C., Phillips, N., & Harley, B. (2004). Discourse Analysis and Content Analysis: Two Soli-
tudes? Qualitative & Multi-method Research, 2(1), 19-22. https://doi.org/10.5281/ze-
nodo.998649  

Haukås, Å. (2016). Teachers’ beliefs about multilingualism and a multilingual pedagogical ap-
proach. International Journal of Multilingualism, 13(1), 1-18. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/14790718.2015.1041960 

Huțanu, M., & Radu-Pop, A.‑M. (2018). Peisajul lingvistic urban și dezvoltarea competenței co-
municative în limba română ca limba a doua. In E. Platon, L.-I. Vasiu, & A. Arieșan 
(Eds.), Actele Conferinței Internaționale „Discurs polifonic în româna ca limbă străină 
(RLS)”. Cluj-Napoca, 20-21 octombrie 2017 (pp. 112-110). Casa Cărții de Știință. 

James, C., & Garrett, P. (2014). The scope of Language Awareness. In C. James & P. Garrett 
(Eds.), Applied Linguistics and Language Study. Language Awareness in the Classroom 
(pp. 3-20). Routledge. 

Janiková, V. (2017). Linguistic Landscapes als Forschungsgebiet und sprachdidaktisches Potential. 
Aussiger Beiträge, 11, 123-140. 

https://doi.org/10.1515/IRAL.2008.012
https://doi.org/10.1080/01434632.2022.2137515
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2010.10.006
https://doi.org/10.1057/9781137385765
https://doi.org/10.1075/ll.1.1-2.04gor
https://doi.org/10.1080/23247797.2021.2014029
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.998649
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.998649
https://doi.org/10.1080/14790718.2015.1041960


Brinkmann, L.M. 

Bellaterra Journal of Teaching & Learning Language & Literature 

22 

Jaspers, J. (2022). Linguistic dilemmas and chronic ambivalence in the classroom. Journal of Mul-
tilingual and Multicultural Development, 43(4), 281-294. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/01434632.2020.1733586 

Kuckartz, U. (2010). Einführung in die computergestützte Auswertung. Springer. 

Liebig, B., & Nentwig-Gesemann, I. (2009). Gruppendiskussion. In S. Kühl, P. Strodtholt, & A. 
Taffertshofer (Eds.), Handbuch Methoden der Organisationsforschung: Quantitative und 
qualitative Methoden (1st ed., pp. 102-123). Verl. für Sozialwiss. / GWV Fachverl. 

Lourenço, M., & Melo-Pfeifer, S. (2023). Conclusion: Linguistic Landscapes in Education - 
Where Do We Go Now? In S. Melo-Pfeifer (Ed.), Linguistic Landscapes in Language and 
Teacher Education (pp. 321-333). Springer. 

Makarova, I., Duarte, J., & Huilcán, M. I. (2021). Experts’ views on the contribution of language 
awareness and translanguaging for minority language education. Language Awareness, 
32(1), 74-93. https://doi.org/10.1080/09658416.2021.1963976 

McNiff, J., & Whitehead, J. (2011). All you need to know about action research. Sage. 

Melo-Pfeifer, S. (2018a). The multilingual turn in foreign language education. Facts and fallacies. 
In A. Bonnet & P. Siemund (Eds.), Foreing Language Education in Multilingual Class-
rooms (pp. 191-212). John Benjamins. 

Melo-Pfeifer, S. (2018b). When Non-Romance Languages Break the Linguistic Contract in Ro-
mance Languages Chat Rooms: Theoretical Consequences for Studies on Intercomprehen-
sion. In J. Buendgens-Kosten & D. Elsner (Eds.), Bilingual Education & Bilingualism. 
Multilingual Computer Assisted Language Learning (pp. 151-167). Channel View Publi-
cations. 

Melo-Pfeifer, S., & Silva, F. (2021). Potencial didático da paisagem linguística no ensino-aprendi-
zagem do português: Um estudio da paisagem linguística do “Portugiesenviertel” de 
Hamburgo. In N. Dominique & M. Souza Neto (Eds.), Microgeopolítica da língua portu-
guesa: ações, desafios e perspectivas (pp. 85-107). Boavista Press. 

Mitschke, A. (2023). Die Sprachlandschaft in Aosta (Italien) als kompetenzerweiternder Input: 
Das Potenzial der Place Émile Chanoux für die Sprachenaneignung. In L. Eibensteiner, A. 
Kropp, J. Müller-Lancé, & C. Schlaak (Eds.), Neue Wege des Französischunterrichts: Lin-
guistic Landscaping und Mehrsprachigkeitsdidaktik im digitalen Zeitalter (pp. 257-288). 
Narr Francke Attempto. 

Otheguy, R., García, O., & Reid, W. (2015). Clarifying translanguaging and deconstructing 
named languages: A perspective from linguistics. Applied Linguistics Review, 6(3), 281-
307. https://doi.org/10.1515/applirev-2015-0014 

Oyama, M., Moore, D., & Pearce, D. R. (2023). Walking Linguistic Landscapes as Ways to Expe-
rience Plurality: A Visual Ethnography into Plurilingualism with Elementary School Chil-
dren in Japan. In S. Melo-Pfeifer (Ed.), Linguistic Landscapes in Language and Teacher 
Education (pp. 39-61). Springer. 

Pajares, M. F. (1992). Teachers’ Beliefs and Educational Research: Cleaning Up a Messy Con-
struct. Review of Educational Research, 62(3), 307-332. 
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543062003307 

Prada, J. (2021). The critical awakening of a pre-service teacher in a Spanish graduate program: a 
phenomenology of translanguaging as pedagogy and as content. International Journal of 
Bilingual Education and Bilingualism, 26(8), 992-1005. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/13670050.2021.1881945 

Prada, J. (2023). Sensescapes and What it Means for Language Education. In S. Melo-Pfeifer 
(Ed.), Linguistic Landscapes in Language and Teacher Education (pp. 243-258). Springer. 

Sayer, P. (2010). Using the linguistic landscape as a pedagogical resource. ELT Journal, 64(2), 
143-154. https://doi.org/10.1093/elt/ccp051 

https://doi.org/10.1080/01434632.2020.1733586
https://doi.org/10.1080/09658416.2021.1963976
https://doi.org/10.1515/applirev-2015-0014
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543062003307
https://doi.org/10.1080/13670050.2021.1881945
https://doi.org/10.1093/elt/ccp051


“Their heritage language suddenly plays a role” 

Vol. 17(1) | Feb/Mar 2024 | e1268 

23 

Sayer, P. (2020). Ethnographic Language Learning Projects Through the Linguistic Landscape. In 
D. Malinowski, H. H. Maxim, & S. Dubreil (Eds.), Language Teaching in the Linguistic 
Landscpae: Mobilizing Pedagogy in Public Space (pp. 327-347). Springer. 

Seals, C. (2020). Classroom Translanguaging Through the Linguistic Landscape. In D. Malinow-
ski, H. H. Maxim, & S. Dubreil (Eds.), Language Teaching in the Linguistic Landscpae: 
Mobilizing Pedagogy in Public Space (pp. 119-141). Springer. 

Solmaz, O., & Przymus, S. (Eds.). (2021). Linguistic Landscapes in English Language Teaching: 
A Pedagogical Guidebook. the LLinELT project. 
https://doi.org/10.18776/tcu/book/45344 

Szabó, T. P., & Dufva, H. (2020). University Exchange Students’ Practices of Learning Finnish: A 
Language Ecological Approach to Affordances in Linguistic Landscapes. In D. Malinow-
ski, H. H. Maxim, & S. Dubreil (Eds.), Language Teaching in the Linguistic Landscpae: 
Mobilizing Pedagogy in Public Space (pp. 93-117). Springer. 

Vallejo, C., & Dooly, M. (2020). Plurilingualism and translanguaging: emergent approaches and 
shared concerns. Introduction to the special issue. International Journal of Bilingual Edu-
cation and Bilingualism, 23(1), 1-16. https://doi.org/10.1080/13670050.2019.1600469 

Zheng, H. (2015). Teacher Beliefs as a Complex System: English Language Teachers in China. 
Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-23009-2 

———— & ———— 

LISA MARIE BRINKMANN 

I am a research assistant at the University of Hamburg, currently doing a PhD about the use of 
portfolios in the French classroom in school and its impact on German students’ investment. I am 
part of the Erasmus+ projects BOLD and AGILE and coordinate the “Transcultural encounters in 
Spanish Teacher Education” series. 

lisa.marie.brinkmann@uni-hamburg.de  
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3217-7399 

———— & ———— 

Brinkmann, L.M. (2024). “Their heritage language suddenly plays a role” – Teachers’ beliefs on 
integrating multilingual linguistic landscapes in the plurilingual language classroom. Bellaterra 
Journal of Teaching & Learning Language & Literature, 17(1), e1268. 
https://doi.org/10.5565/rev/jtl3.1268 

———— & ———— 

Rebut / Recibido / Received / Reçu: 30-06-2023 

Acceptat / Aceptado / Accepted / Accepté: 23-01-2024 

https://revistes.uab.cat/jtl3/ 

https://doi.org/10.18776/tcu/book/45344
https://doi.org/10.1080/13670050.2019.1600469
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-23009-2
mailto:lisa.marie.brinkmann@uni-hamburg.de
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3217-7399
https://revistes.uab.cat/jtl3/

	Introduction
	A monoglossic vs. heteroglossic approach to integrating multilingual LL into the language classroom
	“Shades of grey”: teachers’ beliefs on integrating multilingual Linguistic Landscapes into the plurilingual classroom
	Empirical study
	Context and participants
	Description of the Language Project Day and teaching materials
	Methods

	Results and discussion
	Heteroglossic perspective
	Plurilingual groups
	Interdisciplinarity
	Linking languages

	Monoglossic perspective
	Rejecting the interconnectedness of languages
	Special status: English and Latin

	Heteroglossic and monoglossic perspectives mixed

	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgements
	Appendix
	References

