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LINGUISTIC LANDSCAPE ON CAMPUS:
ASIAN COLLEGE STUDENTS’ PERCEPTIONS OF MULTILINGUAL LEARNING
ENVIRONMENTS

ABSTRACT
The purpose of this study is twofold: (1) to investigate Asian international students’
perceptions of linguistic landscape on campus, and (2) to enhance the classroom environment by
creating a multilingual linguistic landscape for international students at the campus which is the
research setting. The researcher designed a hands-on workshop to create a warm and welcoming
environment for the students. (The final product of the workshop is displayed in the hallway in
one of the campus buildings.) The researcher investigated how students' motivation, attitude and
cultural awareness is affected by the linguistic landscape. The research for this study was
conducted with Asian international students at a public, comprehensive state university campus
in the northeast United States. The data collected through the survey is analyzed quantitatively,
while the interview data used vivo and pattern coding (Saldaña, 2016). The main findings from
the data indicated the importance of linguistic landscape for international students. It was found
that international students are aware of the multilingual linguistic landscape around them, see it
as important, and believe it can be used as a tool to increase their language awareness, improve
social interaction, and represent their identities.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
Significance
According to the U.S Department of State (2017), the number of international students
enrolled in U.S. higher education increased by 3.4 percent to 1,078,822 students in 2016/17. The
continually increasing number of international students in American schools makes this research
study significant because it is important to create a classroom and school environment that
represents, respects, and values all of the students’ home languages. This means that the
linguistic diversity students bring to the university should be recognized and that it helps all
students become more aware of what languages and scripts co-exist with English in their
communities (Celic & Seltzer, 2013). This linguistic landscape (LL) project is also useful for
thinking about the innovative ways people use language in local contexts (Sayer, 2009).
This study will investigate the perception of LL in English language learners in
university-level English as a second language (ESL) classrooms located at a public,
comprehensive state university campus in the northeast United States. This study is valuable
because the result will shed light on cultural sensitivity, motivation, attitude and the needs of the
international student population. It will directly engage participants in enhancing and
personalizing their own learning environment.
Problem
According to the U.S department of State (2017), students from the top two countries of
origin—China and India—now represent approximately 50 percent of the total enrollment of
international students in the United States. Despite a decrease of 3.8 percent, South Korea moved
up to the third leading place of origin, after dropping to fourth place the previous year. The
number of international students studying in the United States has never been higher.
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International students and scholars bring diversity to American campus through their
contributions to academic fields and their different perspectives on higher education (Rainey &
Miller, 2002). Therefore, visibility of languages other than English may be as important for
multinational students as being full participants in the academic community is. Because language
is the means by which students participate in the academic community.
The LL of the campus (or classroom) can be a tool for students and others to connect the
classroom to the world. The LL refers to any display of visible written language (Gorter, 2013).
It can increase students’ intercultural awareness. However, with the growing number of
international students, multilingual ecology (MLE) can vary from campus to campus. MLE
refers to the entire range of language practices of all students in the school’s textual landscape, as
well as in the interactions of all members of the school community (Collins & Guzmán-Valerio
2015). They also indicated that languages of the school are visible and heard, represented in
signs throughout the school, in texts in the library and classrooms, and used throughout the day.
Students’ language practices and cultural understandings can be used in all classrooms as
resources for deeper thinking, clearer imagining, greater learning, and academic languaging.
Purpose
The theoretical foundation for the study is Linguistic Landscape theory (Gorter, 2013).
The purpose of this study is twofold: (1) to investigate Asian international students’ perceptions
of LL on campus, and (2) to enhance classroom environment by creating a multilingual LL for
international students at the campus which is the research setting. The researcher will investigate
how students' motivation, attitude and cultural awareness is affected by the LL through rating
scales, and interviews. The LL itself is measured through photographs and observation.
Research Questions
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How do international students perceive the quality and importance of LL on campus?
What is the effect of developing LL materials first hand for students?

Table 1: Linguistic Landscape Lexicon

BE

Bilingual Education. An approach where both first language/home language
and the new language are used in approximately equivalent measures

ESL

English as a second language - students (whose first language is not
English) learning English while living in English speaking country.

EFL

English as a foreign language - students (whose first language is not
English) learning English while living in their own home country.

ELLs

English Language Learners- Students who are learning English as an
additional language.

LL

Linguistic Landscape- any display of written language on public space.

MLE

Multilingual ecology- environment more than one language is used.

TESOL

Teachers of English to the speakers of other languages.

Translanguaging

The language practice of bilingual people. People using knowledge of one
language to support learning of another language.

Textual landscape Language visibility on public space such as signage or other print materials
involving words.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review
The Linguistic Landscape
The Definition of Linguistic Landscape
The LL refers to any display of visible written language (Gorter, 2013). According to the
dictionary, ‘landscape’ as a noun has basically two meanings. On the one hand the more literal
meaning of the term landscape is the piece or expanse of scenery that can be seen at one time
from one place. Another meaning of landscape is a picture representing such view of natural
inland scenery, as distinguished from sea picture or portrait.
More specifically, ‘LL’ refers to “all the language items that are visible in a specified
part of the public space” (Cenoz & Gorter, 2008). The definition of LL given by Landry and
Bourhis (1997) is commonly quoted in the literature: The language of public road signs,
advertising billboard, street names, place names, commercial shop signs, and public on
government buildings, street names, place names, commercial shop signs, and public signs on
government buildings combines to form the LL of given territory, region, or urban
agglomeration. They defined LL as the language on signage ‘of given territory, region, or urban
agglomeration. Shohamy and Waksman (2008) indicated LL is not only the manifestations of
social structure and dynamics but also an arena through which various agendas are battled,
negotiated and dictated. LL is a complex construct, situated contested and negotiated arenas of
ecology.
The Features of Linguistic Landscape
Language use in discussions of LL falls into two categories: Top-down, and bottom-up.
The ‘top-down’ LL items include those issued by national and public bureaucracies-public
institutions, signs on public sites, public announcement and street names. ‘Bottom-up’ items, on
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the other hand, included those which were issued by individual social actors-shop owners and
companies-like names of shops, signs on business and personal announcements (Ben-Rafael,
Shohamy, Amara & Trumper-Hecht, 2006). That dimension refers to a difference between
official signs, placed by government or related institution and nonofficial signs put there by
commercial enterprises or by private organizations or person. For each, a sign coding scheme has
to be developed, where a researcher can decide to make it more or less elaborated. This scheme
includes elements such as how language appears on the sign, the location on the sign, the size of
the font used, the number of languages on the sign, the order of languages on multilingual signs,
the relative importance of languages, whether a text has been translated (fully or partially),etc
(Gorter, 2006). LL reflects discrepancies between top-down and bottom-up signs due to
ideological or political consideration (Lado, 2011).
Dressler (2015) photographed all the signs of a school in order to analyze the LL of
school signage. The digital photographs were sorted by the name of the area of the school in
which they were located using location notes made during the photography session. Signs were
first analysed according to what language(s) appear on the signs and the categories of top-down
or bottom-up signs. With regard of language, the photographs were classified as to the languages
appear on them (English only, German only, both English and German or multilingual). They
were classified as top-down if they were official signs of the school board, government or
outside agency and bottom-up if the signs were created locally (i.e. in the school). As with all
linguistic landscape research, the researcher must decide the demarcation between top-down and
bottom-up.
However, Marten, Menser, and Gorter (2012) argued the LL research today does not
necessarily focuses on dichotomies of top-down vs. bottom-up or private vs. government
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signages as many early studied did. Most studies include both qualitative and quantitative data in
the form of background interviews or more in-depth analysis of individual features of the data.
Often, the systematic analysis of written language in the public sphere becomes particularly
valuable when related to other data sources such as oral language practices or language
legislation.

Figure 1. Categories of LL items. Directly from “Linguistic landscape as symbolic
construction of the public space: The case of Israel” by E. Ben-Rafael, E. Shohamy, M. H.
Amara, and N. Trumper-Hecht, 2006, International Journal of Multilingualism, 3(1).

The significance of linguistic landscape
The use of language in the LL indexes issue of identity and cultural globalization, the
growing presence of English and other foreign language and informs us about the presence of
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immigrant groups or the revitalization of minority language. The descriptive approach to the LL
is an additional tool to measure the diversity of language in a specific situation. As compared to
other tools (survey, censuses, interviews), which are product-oriented, the LL has an added value
because of the special impact it can have on the people who see the street signs. In particular,
the LL can affect the perception and attitudes people have about languages and influence the use
of language in society (Cenoz & Gorter, 2008).
The LL not only reflects the status of different languages in society, but it also acts as a
force shaping how languages are being perceived and used by the population (Gorter, 2013).
Similarly, Chestnut, Lee, and Schulte (2013) noted the LL seems to reflect the relative power and
status of the different language groups in a specific context. The LL contributes to the
construction of the sociolinguistic context because people process the visual information that
comes to them, and the language in which signs are written can certainly influence their
perception of the status of the different languages and even affect their own linguistic behavior.
The LL or part of the LL can have an influence on language use (Cenoz, Jason & Gorter, 2006).
LL provides a prism of language embedded in societies, and situated in humanistic, social and
political ecology of those who share, from, influence and are influenced by it (Shohamy &
Waksman, 2008). They also noted that LL can be used as an instructive and conductive tool for
developing awareness, understanding and social activism in current society. Lado (2011)
indicated the LL is not only informative but also has symbolic functions, i.e. it reflects power,
prestige, and the status of the language.
Why Study Linguistic Landscape?
The LL approach seems particularly appropriate for research for a number of reasons.
First, it adopts an all-encompassing view on written language in public space, paying attention to
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all signs, rather than limiting its scope to the study of predominantly one type of signs, Second,
LL research not only studies the signs, but it investigates as well who initiates, creates, places
and reads them (Marten, Mensel & Gorter, 2012). It also considers ways in which the LL does or
does not reflect language demographics, use, attitude, and policies (Cenoz & Gorter, 2006).
The study of Linguistic Landscape
According to Gorter (2013), most research studies approach LL from applied linguistics,
or sociolinguistics, including a language policy perspective. Other disciplinary backgrounds of
researchers include advertising, education, economics, history, media, semiotics, sociology, and
urban geography. Many LL studies are confined to one specific geographic area, which often is a
city, but could also be a street, a neighborhood, or even a whole country, or it could be a
comparison between more than one of these levels of analysis. Researchers approach the LL
from variety of theoretical perspective with various methodologies. The typical LL method of
collecting photographic data can be considered an additional source of information about the
sociolinguistic context along with the censuses, survey, and interviews. The methodology can be
quantitative, qualitative, ethnographic studies or even experimental. A basic assumption of many
studies is that the LL contributes to the construction of the sociolinguistic context because people
process the visual information that comes to them. Another assumption is that the language in
which signs are written can influence the perception of the status of the different languages and
affect linguistic behavior. Aiestaran, Cenoz, and Gorter ( 2010) noted that a limited number of
studies have highlighted that perceptions of LLs are profoundly influenced by the ideologies
surrounding languages and the identities of those who traverse those landscapes. Most research
studies on the LL are based on the analysis of digitized pictures which provide a method for
studying an important aspect of the sociolinguistic ecology of city (Cenoz & Gorter, 2008).
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However, as language becomes more increasingly digitized, the size, range, and nature of the
samples that can be analyzed will increase dramatically. More rigorous research is needed that is
well controlled and that can be replicated by other researchers (Gorter, 2013).
The emphasis in most LL work has been on examples of written language on static signs.
At the same time, this focus may seriously limit the variety of signs that one can encounter in
public space. An analysis of static linguistic signs may seem slightly outdated in times where
flat-screen displays, video walls, and other visual stimuli have spread in great quantities due to
recent technological innovations and price-cuts. Nowadays focus on static signs, therefore,
becomes more problematic, incomplete and less clear due to the considerable impact on LL of
digital screens that contain text and pictures which move merge, change, collapse, blur and
dissolve. Another field of written language which is usually neglected but deserves more
attention is the more traditional non-static signs-such as texts on cars, trains, but also on T-shirts
and other clothing worn by residents and visitors of an area, on bags and other gadgets that
people carry around. The LL studies have so far usually been limited to ‘written texts', but
limiting LL to its visible elements, in contrast to the spoken or audible language, is also
problematic because those boundaries may become diffused (Marten, Mensel, & Gorter 2012).
Similarly, Gorter's (2013) study also argued the impact of technology on LL. Researchers
studying language on signs may result in further shifts of theoretical approach and methods as
the field in moving forward. The ways in which signs are displayed and how languages are used
may change in striking ways due to technology. Recent technological developments have added
many new types of signs: electronic flat-panel displays, LED neon lights, foam boards, electronic
message centers, interactive touch screen, inflatable signage, and scrolling banners. As language
becomes increasingly digitized, the size, range, and nature of samples that can be analyzed will
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increase dramatically. More rigorous research needed that is well controlled and that can be
replicated by other researchers.
The study of LL is particularly interesting in bilingual and multilingual contexts. The LL
can provide information about the sociolinguistic context and the use of the different languages
in language signs can be compared to the official policy of the region and to the use of language
(Cenoz & Gorter, 2006).
The Linguistic Landscape in an Educational Context
Shohamy and Waksman (2008) described the LL as a ‘powerful tool for education’.
According to Gorter (2013), a promising direction in LL studies consist of investigations of
semi-public institutional context, such as government buildings, libraries, museums, hospitals,
and schools. Education as an institution has already attracted the attention of some scholars. The
attention to the LL in an educational context provides a promising way to teach about language
awareness and literacy practices.
The Pedagogical Benefits of Linguistic Landscape
In Rowland’s (2013) study, he claimed the interaction between the children and the LL
said to help the students appreciate how language is manipulated by the producers of signs to
stake out territory, shape identities, and value/devalue the interest of certain groups in their
communities. He also pointed out that LL represents an important resource for teachers,
especially within English as a foreign language (EFL) contexts. This is because the LL is an
ideological loaded space shaped by both local and global forces and displaying a full range of
communicative modalities. It exists as an authentic, dynamic, public mega-text. It serves realworld purposes; it is constantly changing; it is accessible to all. Also, in Shohamy and
Waksman's (2008) study, they argued that students be aware and notice the multiple layers of
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meaning displays in the public space. In that way, each building, each site, each sound, a
billboard, and outdoor moving screen, a mall, a homeless person sitting in the corner of the
street, is actually LL text that has to be critically ‘read'. In other words, all those visible ‘text'
need to be processed as ‘tips of icebergs’ to a deeper and more complex meaning which are
embedded in histories, cultural relations, politics and humanistic interrelations.
Rowland’s study (2013) asked the students to form small groups and discuss how
frequently English occurs on signs in Japan. The report revealed that the students' categorization
of their photographs relied heavily on their perceptions of the various functions that English
performed on the sign. For example, the students developed categories of signs based on
informational functions of English (‘ These signs in English tell us the shops’ name, the opening
and closing times, and address’ ), regulatory functions (‘ We found signs that said No Bicycle
Parking and No Parking and we thought they are important to prevent accidents and disorder of
the city’), and persuasive functions (‘ The sign was in front of a famous sports store: “ Cheapest
goods. Best quality”. We thought it attracted people to that store’) to name a few. These
categories showed that the students made connections between the communicative intentions
behind the signs, the linguistic forms displayed on the signs and the social contexts that the signs
existed in. All of this may have raised their sensitivity to pragmatic issue in English. The study
pointed out that foreign language education is thus presented with new challenges requiring new
approaches. To equip them properly, language learners deserve opportunities within the language
classroom to experiment with different combinations of semiotic modes, to critically analyse
their own (multiple) identities and the identities that other may assume, to bring to bear different
lenses and perspectives on culturally ingrained beliefs and values, and to explore the historical
and discursive forces which govern human ways of making meaning. Another study by Rowland
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(2016) focused on Japanese university students' perception of multilingual signage. Students'
understanding of how the force of globalization is placing (linguistic) demands upon Japan that
cannot be ignored if Japanese people are to participate meaningfully in global future.
Unlike other scholars, Vandenbroucke (2015) claims that the LL in itself does not
necessarily reflect the ethnolinguistic diversity of all inhabiting majority and minority
communities. However, according to Celic & Seltzer (2013), it is important to create classroom
and school environment that represent, respect, and value all of your students’ home language
side-by-side with English recognized the linguistic diversity they bring to school and helps all
students become more aware of what language and scripts co-exist with English in their
communities.
The Linguistic Landscape of school signage
Schools are public space in which the visible language choice on signs reveals the
circulating discourses around language status. Previous LL research has focused on signage
within a city, neighborhoods or geographic areas, noting how the sign of setting reflect and
inform the language use of a given area. Yet, as linguistic landscape research develops further,
investigations are beginning to include schools (Dressler, 2015).
Within a school, language on signs serves a number of functions. Regulatory signs direct
the actions and behaviors of the social actors (e.g. ‘No Smoking; ‘Reserved Parking day and
Night). Interactional sign draw upon the relationship between the invisible sign maker and the
reader, often eliciting a particular behavior or conveying information through a sense of common
purpose (e.g. ‘Save the World'; ‘We Have the right to Choose Our Friends’). Some signs serve a
personal function, emphasizing individuality by raising some individuals above others or
promoting behaviors that lead to success (e.g. ‘ Read to Success'; ‘Good Readers…'). Other signs
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have an imaginative function. These can take the form of inspirational quotes (‘You are about to
enter the learning zone'), travel posters or decorations. Still, others are representational, proving
location label, even when those might be superfluous (‘Main Doors'; ‘In/Out). Signs aimed at
students carry educational message that promotes health and fitness, encourage appropriate
school behavior, instruction educational strategies (e.g. reading strategies), or inform as to
upcoming events and the identification of location, including those that are off-limits of them
(Halliday, 1969). Some of the signs are aimed at parents who might visit the schools to provide a
sense of an educational school culture (Dressler, 2015). In case of education, the signage can be
related to issue of second or third language acquisition or language awareness, but as these
studies demonstrate, questions about the functions of signs, multilingual literacy, or multilingual
competence can also be investigated (Gorter, 2013).
Dressler’s (2015) study is an examination of signage and signs making practice in one
German Bilingual Program elementary public school. The study contributed to our understanding
of LL research by exploring the degree to which a school offering a Bilingual (German and
English) Program promotes bilingualism through signage. The reach of sign- making practices
in this study can be understood by figuratively following the path students from the German
Bilingual Program will take through the school to where they exit through the main doors and
into the world outside the classroom. Similarly, Laihonen and Todor’s (2017) study also focused
on the LL in an elementary school in Romania. They indicate that the bilingual signs at school
served two purposes: that of giving status to Hungarian, and that of helping Children to learn
Romanian expression with the help of translation. Different from other studies, Rowland (2016)
focused on the university students’ perception of multilingual signage. This study outlines three
distinct characterizations of the motivations behind English language use on signage in the
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Japanese LL. The students’ perceptions draw upon discourses of commercialism, culture
essentialism, and globalization, and accordingly project both materialist and idealist worldview.
Teachers as linguistic landscape designers
To the teachers interested in instigating LL projects with their own classes, it is worth
suggesting that most, if not all, of six pedagogical benefits, could be enhanced by explicitly
instructing students about certain features of LL, such as multimodality before they began an LL
project. The list below summarises the pedagogical benefits. Overall pedagogically motivated
interaction with the LL is claimed to (Rowland, 2013) :
● Develop students’ critical literacy skills
● Improve students’ pragmatic competence
● Increase the possibility to incidental language learning
● Facilitate the acquisition of multimodal literacy skills
● Simulate students’ multicompetence
● Enhance students’ sensitivity to connotational aspect of language
Teachers use environmental print to draw students’ attention to language and increase
their language awareness (Dressler, 2015). What makes more sense is for teachers to bring to the
classroom an awareness of diverse cultural possibilities that might relate to their students, but
then to get to know students themselves (Sleeter, 2012). Many students come from diverse
cultural backgrounds, and all students benefit from understanding how their learning relates to
new/different cultures. Here are some suggestions for teachers to make classroom environment
multilingual (Celic & Seltzer, 2013):
● Greetings: Have bilingual students teach their classmates a greeting in their home
language
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● Songs: If you use music during instruction, you can incorporate songs that have
multilingual version.
● Transitions: Think about the signals you use with students to transition between
activities.
● Rules and Routine Charts: Many teachers display charts outlining class rules, or
explaining step-by-step routines. Enlarge the text, print it out, and you can post
the home language translation along with the English.
● Labels: You can label things in things in the classroom in English as well as your
students’ home languages.
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Figure 2. Bilingual School in Western New York. Personal photograph by researcher. Spring,
2017.
An example of multilingual ecology in a bilingual school in Western New York can be
seen above in Figure 2. In 2017 spring, the researcher visited a public bilingual school, and
during the field trip, the researcher observed that public signs in the hallway, charts in the
classroom and classroom materials are both in Spanish and English. Some of the signs are
created by teachers, some of them are students’ works. The teacher from the school said that the
multilingual ecology could increase students’ multilingual and language awareness. Also, it can
make parents and visitors feel more welcomed and respected.
Dressler’s (2015) examination of the LL of German Bilingual using nexus analysis makes
an important contribution to our understanding of school as unique LL. According to Scollon
(2004), the original meaning of the word “nexus” is a link between two different ideas or objects
which link them in a series or network. So in the simplest meaning a nexus analysis is the study
of the ways in which objects or ideas linked together. Dressler (2015) concluded that the
discourse in place influenced which signs are made and why, what languages are chosen and any
tension among discourses present in this LL. The nexus analysis reveals that teachers are primary
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creators of signs that promote German-English bilingualism. In addition, teachers as sign makers
are constrained in the responsibility outlined and the reach of German- English bilingualism
within school is limited to the GBP wing, with the exception of a few signs. The teachers, in
their role as primary sign makers, would redefine their responsibilities and extend the reach of
the promotion of bilingualism.
Multilingualism and Linguistic Landscape
Yet another important aspect of LL entails multilingualism (Gorter, 2006). In antiquity
the linguistic the LL was already multilingual in some places, but today, due to globalization, a
pure monolingual LL is a rarity, if only because of the spread of English in non-English speaking
countries and the spread of foreign brand names, shop names, and slogans in monolinguals
English-speaking countries (Gorter, 2013). Cenoz and Gorter (2006) claimed that
multilingualism is a common phenomenon, which can be studied from different perspectives
including the use of languages in the sociolinguistic context.
The study of LL aims to add another view to our knowledge about societal
multilingualism by focusing on language choice, hierarchies of languages, contact-phenomena,
regulations, and aspect of literacy. LL are of course, important in monolingual context (if those
in a strict sense still exist), but studies of LL can be more revealing when they deal with
multilingualism, variation, and the conflict and contact of languages. The results of LL research
offer fresh perspectives on issues such as urban multilingualism, globalization, minority
languages, and language policy. The various emerging perspective in LL research can deepen
our understanding of languages displayed in urban spaces, language users, and societal
multilingualism in general (Gorter, 2013).
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In Walinski (2014), and Rowland’s (2013) study, the participants were encouraged to
look inside public spaces such as cafés, restaurants, shops, etc. to discover the linguistic
diversity and take a photo. The data in both studies were collected with simple methodology:
photographs of multilingual signs. Different from their study, Kalpwijk & Walt (2016) and
Atabekova et al. (2016) gathered qualitative data through the use of questionnaire and onlinesurvey. For example, in the former study the questionnaire is focused on students’ perception of
language learning, the existence of alternative/multiple language identities, the latter is focused
on students’ view on their own and foreign culture. In general, studying the LL can be useful to
identify and examine pattern and tendencies in (language) displays in general, yet also, more
specifically, to address power of status (in)equalities and social change reflected in public space
as indicative of change, ongoing struggle or developmental process in society at large. The study
of LLs has been particularly fruitful in highly multilingual spaces, including not only larger
structural conglomerates such as countries, regions or cities but also smaller scale entities such as
individual neighborhood and street (Vandenbroucke, 2015). In Rowland’s (2013) study, the
students identified multimodal displays of communication on the signs, noted the absence of
languages other than Japanese and English, described various social functions of English on
signs and exploited their linguistic ability in both Japanese and English to arrive at some nuanced
conclusion about multilingual signs.
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Figure 3. Multilingual Signs in Urumqi, Xinjiang province, China (the author’s home region).
Photo source cited below:: https://image.baidu.com/search/index?tn=baiduimage&st=1&ipn=r&ct=201326592&nc=1&lm=-1&cl=2&ie=utf-8&word=wlmq%20大巴扎&ie=utf8&istype=2&fm=se0
Note on Figure 3, Xinjiang Province, China is the researcher’s hometown. She grew up in
the neighborhood where Uyghur and Han people mingle. Both Uyghur and Mandarin Chinese
were used in her daily life. In her homeland, the multilingual LL such as public signs, advertising
billboard, government signage are both in Uyghur and Chinese according to the government
regulation. English as an international language, sometimes also can be seen on shopping malls,
tourists place and stores founded in English speaking countries.
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Figure 4. Multilingual sign in Korea. The photo is from Chesnut, M., Lee, V., & Schulte,
J. (2013). The language lessons around us: Undergraduate English pedagogy and linguistic
landscape research. English Teaching, 12(2), 102.
The impact of globalization on linguistic landscape in educational contexts
Globalization and internationalization make a profound impact on higher education
development and set new tasks for universities that tend to become international terms of faculty
and student body, courses and curriculum content, Government system, campus environment
(Atabekova, Belousov & Yastrebov, 2016).
Rowland (2016) described that the students’ understanding of how the forces of
globalization are placing (linguistic) demands upon Japan that cannot be ignored if Japanese
people participate meaningfully in a global future. By attending to the relationships between the
term the students employ to describe the existence of English in the Japanese LL, this study has
shown both materialist and idealist worldviews are projected by the students.
Amidst emerging trends in transnational migration via globalization, an increasing
number of families have gone abroad to help their school-aged children and youth gain
international education credential and provide them an opportunity to acquire English as a global
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language as early as possible (Song, 2011). In Klapwijik and Walt’s (2016) study investigated
university students’ attitude and perceptions about language in a multilingual environment,
whether in terms of general use or its use in education. However, while English was given the
highest score in terms of success in studies, students did not completely disregard the importance
of their home language in this regard. Their study seemed to indicate the recognition of other
languages as useful to mediate and make sense of academic material, and students are aware of
the role of other languages in learning. Despite strong home language identities, students
nevertheless experience some threat to their home languages or they experience a separation
from home language or culture. Multilingual South African students bring awareness of their
own multilingual potential for social and economic capital to the classroom; an awareness that
enhances the desire to include their own languages in education and ultimately increase their
linguistic capital. In Atabekova et al’s study (2016), researchers explored first year students
feelings about international university students campus. The research focuses on the first-year
domestic and international students’ attitudes to their own and other cultures, students’ readiness
to share their personal psychological environment with epy representatives of other cultures. The
study showed that both local and international students are conscious about values of
internationalized education environment and the possibility to study in the international
community does matter for youngsters. The data proved that there are no drastic differences
regarding domestic and international students’ view of their own and foreign cultures. The
research confirm that the phenomenon of the university alumni strongly value in the international
education and ranking depends on the ways the first year students of the university international
community are treated and guided in terms of their attitudes and behaviour regarding peers from
other cultures and counties. Developing student community as internationally friendly and
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Chapter 3: Methodology

The purpose of this study is twofold: (1) to investigate Asian international students’
perceptions of LL on campus, and (2) to enhance classroom environment by creating a
multilingual LL for international students at the campus which is the research setting. The setting
for the research is a small, public, comprehensive university campus in rural New York State.
The sample consists of voluntary, uncompensated, international students over the age of 18 who
are enrolled in an English language acquisition and enhancement program on campus. These
participants shared their thoughts and feelings about the LL that they experience on campus.
The researcher was inspired by a course work-related visit to a bilingual school in
Western New York, and by work as a volunteer at a Family Night at a different public school
organized by former TESOL graduate student who currently teaches English as a Second
Language (ESL) at the school. At the Family Night, the researcher helped grade 1-5 students and
their parents to create a multilingual culture quilt. The goal of the Family night was to provide
material for an enhanced multilingual LL at the school.
The researcher's personal life experience also inspired the topic. The researcher is a
minority group member from China who speaks Uyghur and Mandarin Chinese as her first
languages. She grew up in a neighborhood where Uyghur and Han people mingle (Han people
make up most of the population in China and speak Mandarin). Both Uyghur and Mandarin
Chinese are used in the author’s daily life. In her homeland, the multilingual LL composed of
Uyghur and Mandarin Chinese in that region (such as public signs, advertising billboards, shops,
and government signage) is everywhere in public spaces. Because of this background, the
researcher is keenly aware of the importance of LL and its impact on the students.

LINGUISTIC LANDSCAPE ON CAMPUS

28

While engaged in her own graduate studies in Language and Learning, the researcher
noticed the lack of multilingual ecology around the campus itself and began questioning the
possible effects of this lack on international students on campus. These questions prompted the
researcher to design the current study.
Research Design and Rationale
The researcher studied in an English language enhancement program on campus for two
months prior to enrolling in her first graduate course, and this program provided a natural setting
on campus for the research study. A mixed methods design was chosen because LL is
complicated to just do rating scale or just an interview would give weak, inadequate picture of
the data. In order to collect as much data as possible, the researcher used multimodal strategy for
data collection.
Conceptual Definitions and Operational Definitions. The main ideas of interest in this
study include LL refers to all the language items that are visible in a specified part of the public
space (Cenoz & Gorter, 2008) and measured by the Multilingual Ecology Rating Scale; the
degree to which participants felt welcome, included, and engaged in the college campus
atmosphere, as measured by interview responses, and international students, sometimes also
called multinational students, defined as students on campus who were born outside of the
United States of America. On this campus, at the time of the study all potential participants came
from Asian countries (China, Japan and Korea). Their “international” status was determined by
campus documents and records. It should be noted that all final participants were from either
China or Korea.
Research Participants
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The participants in this study were the international students who has experience of
learning English at English language enhancement program on campus. The students were from
different language backgrounds such as China and Korea. Most of the participants in this study
were undergraduate students, and others were graduate students. They will study ESL courses at
EC English until they reached the undergraduate or graduate level of English proficiency. The
participants in this study were most likely be in their twenties. Students in EC English were
divided into 3 classrooms based on their English level: low-intermediate, intermediate and
advanced level. Class size is around 10 in each classroom. The participants for this study were
18-25 years old female and male adult English language learners. 13 students from intermediate
and advanced level of class attended hands-on workshop. During the hands-on workshop
students created multilingual word wall that is home language side-by side with English. Among
them, five participants agreed to participate in the interview section. After hands-on workshop,
the researcher conducted the interview. The diversity of the population provided different
perspective to this research study.
Research Setting
The observation, photos, interview, first-hand linguistic materials and other related data
were collected and created in the English language acquisition and enhancement program on
campus previously mentioned. The researcher sent a letter to explain the main goal of the
research study to the program manager. Through correspondence with the manager, the
researcher was granted permission to present the purpose of the study to the potential participants
for recruiting purposes.
The researcher implemented program manager's advice on how to create first-hand
linguistic materials. Program manager gave a space to hang students’ work on the hallway, and
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allowed the researcher to conduct the hands-on workshop on class time so that the researcher had
enough time to work with EC English students and increased the students’ participation.
Research Instrument
The researcher modified the checklist (Appendix A) listed below to make it more
appropriate for use on a college campus. In order get more accurate responses, the researcher
translated the rating scale into Chinese by herself (Appendix B), and Korean with her classmate
who speaks Korean as his first language (Appendix C). Because the participants in this study are
either Chinese or Korean, and have different level of English language proficiency. They may
have difficulty in comprehending some of the questions on the survey without translation.
A recent instrument below designed by City University of New York State Initiative on
Emergent Bilinguals (CUNY-NYSIEB) (Guzman-Valero & Menken, n.d.) titled AI-RA Team
Linguistic Ecology Checklist was designed to document the multilingual ecology within a school.
This Linguistic Ecology Checklist was designed to provide a systematic way to evaluate the
multilingual ecology within a school. As seen in the Checklist, it is suggested to evaluate a
school at least twice a year; the first visit provides a baseline and the second or future visits
evaluate the multilingual ecology after implementing the work suggested by CUNY-NYSIEB.
The Checklist is divided into three columns: Setting, First Visit, and Last Visit. School spaces to
be evaluated include the main entrance, main office, general education classroom, ESL
classroom, Bilingual Education classroom, and Special Education and/or Bilingual Special
Education classroom. Within each of these settings, the individual evaluating takes pictures of
items displayed following the Checklist as a guide. The photos should include items such as
bulletin board(s), signage, classroom library, hallways, and the schools’ inside and outside walls.
The Checklist allows schools the opportunity to reflect on how they represent their diverse
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student populations as well as the message being displayed for students, staff, and families. By
providing such a tool to multilingual/ multicultural schools, the hope towards creating a better
representation of the school and its student population can become a reality through an effective
use of the LL or multilingual ecology (Gifford, 2016).
The original (unadapted) checklist is presented on the next page ...
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Multilingual Ecology for CUNY-NYSIEB Schools
Consider each criterion listed below as it is presently being enacted in your school. Use the
rating scale of 0-10 to pinpoint the current reality. Then, begin to consider ways to
improve the multilingual ecology of the school.
Rating Scale*: 0-10
A score of 0-2 indicates a Poor Multilingual Ecology
A score of 3-5 indicates a Developing Multilingual Ecology
A score of 6-8 indicates an Adequate Multilingual Ecology
A score of 9-10 indicates an Outstanding Multilingual Ecology
Criteria

Rating*

1. The languages of your students appear in the visual landscape of the
school in signs, bulletin boards, murals.
2. The languages of your students are given official spaces in public. For
example, there are school-wide events such as multilingual spelling bees,
bilingual plays and performances, bilingual poetry slams, and student
presentations at large assemblies in multiple languages.
3. Families are involved in helping teachers leverage home language
practices in instruction.
4. Classrooms and the school library have multilingual resources that
students can use to read and do research.
5. Students’ home languages are visibly displayed in classrooms (e.g., in
classroom materials and resources, displayed student work, word walls etc.)
6. Home language practices are recognized by all teachers and used for
teaching and learning. Teachers use translanguaging strategically.
7. All bilingual students are encouraged to read and write in languages other
than English. Students are encouraged to translanguage in order to make
meaning.
8. All students are encouraged to learn about other languages, and especially
the languages, cultures, and histories of their community and their
classmates.
9. Students are engaged in community multilingual awareness studies.
10. Multilingualism is acknowledged in English Language Arts and ESL
classes.
11. There are events that celebrate the cultures and histories of all students.

AI-RA Team Linguistic Ecology Checklist. Directly from CUNY-New York State Initiative on
Emergent Bilinguals by L. Guzman-Valero and K. Menken, (n.d.).
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Research Procedures
Collecting Photographic Data. The typical LL documentation method of collecting
photographic data can be considered as an additional source of information about the
sociolinguistic context along with censuses, survey, and interviews. The methodology can be
qualitative and quantitative (Gorter, 2013). The researcher collected photographic data through
classroom walls, hallways, bulletin boards and signs. The resources represent students' home
language visibility such as multilingual dictionaries, books, and classroom materials also
considered. The researcher analyzed photographic data according to what languages appeared in
English language acquisition and enhancement program classrooms and hallway. This analysis
provided the researcher with information regarding which part of the LL needed to improve.
Preparing for Multilingual Linguistic Landscape Hand-On Development. A majority
of international students are full-time language learners at the program. The researcher met with
program manager to set up the appropriate time to create first-hand multilingual LL materials
with the collaboration of the students. The researcher also discussed the items needed for the
project. After discussion, the researcher prepared the items needed. The hands-on workshop
supplies included scratch off world map wall poster, crayons, colored pencils, glue, scissors,
tape, stickers, and papers. The researcher also prepared a short presentation along with the
powerpoint slides to show students examples of LL project.
Conducting the Survey
Before the hands-on workshop, the researcher gained entry to the classrooms where
research could be conducted. Based on students’ first language (L1) which is either Korean or
Chinese, the researcher gave the paper survey to the students according to their L1. It took
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around fifteen minutes to finish the survey. After completion of the survey, the participants were
thanked for their participation. The researcher collected 17 completed survey.
Hands-On Workshop. The intervention included:
1. Scratch off world map. The participants scratched off the places on the map
according to their birthplace.
2. ‘Hope and Dream’. The participants wrote down the quotes they like, their hopes
or dreams in their home language side by side with English, and drew the pictures
which represent their identity, language, culture, or goals.
Before conducting hands-on workshop, the researcher explained the purpose of the study
along with the the five minutes powerpoint presentation and informed consent document. Then
after receiving signed informed consent from volunteer participants, the researcher supplied
appropriate craft materials to the students. The participants spent around one and a half hour
creating their ‘Hopes and Dreams’ and scratch map. During the workshop, two program
instructor assisted the researcher to facilitate the activity. At the end of the workshop, each
participant voluntarily presented their works to the whole class, and shared their hope and
dreams for the future. The map and ‘Hopes and Dreams’ were collected to hang out on the
language acquisition and enhancement program hallway. The researcher collected Scratch off
World Map and 14 completed works of “Hopes and Dreams”. Among them 13 participants were
agreed to share their works on the hallway.
Conducting Interviews. After hands-on workshop, the researcher conducted individual,
face-to-face interview with four current EC English student and one former EC English student
who is already enrolled in university program. The interview occurred third and fourth week of
May in 2018. The purpose of the interview is to study how multilingual LL impact on students’
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cultural sensitivity, motivation and attitude. Interviews allowed the researcher to gain a better
understanding of the cultural needs of the international student population. The researcher also
explored the benefits of LL through the interview.
In order to gain more data, the questions in the interview are more specific and openended, and the questions are 12 in total (Appendix D). The interview were conducted and data
were collected third and fourth week of May. As the participants in the interview were English
language learners, the researcher explained each question in details and made sure the
participants understand the questions before conducting interview.
Data Analysis
The researcher collected all the interview data at the end of May. The interview
transcription saved in Mircosoft Word document. The researcher grouped together the responses
on the same questions in order to identify the differences and similarities between different
participants’ answer. Then the researcher photo copied each students’ answer in order to take a
note and highlight the important points that can help to analyze the data.
The research has qualitative and quantitative aspects. The data analysis collected in the
interview divided into the following steps. First, the researcher photo-copied each students
interview transcription and highlighted words, phrases and sentences that can help to identify the
data. Second, the researcher took a note to identify the theme that can help to analyze the
potential data. In the third step, the researcher used pattern and vivo coding (Saldaña, 2016) to
identify patterns among participants’ response. The data is broken into parts based on the coding.
Then, each part of the coding is re-examined. Finally, according to the coded data, the major
themes emerged and were determined. The researcher also used quantitative data from the
environmental rating scale (scores 1-10) to pinpoint students’ perceptions of the language
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program’s current environment. The researcher presents simple descriptive statistics: scores,
ranges and averages because the sample size is too small to justify variance, standard deviations
and tests of significance or effect size. The results will be discussed in chapter four.
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Chapter Four: Results

The purpose of this study was to investigate Asian international students’ perceptions of
LL on campus, and enhance classroom environment by creating a multilingual LL for
international students at the campus which is the research setting. The researcher investigated
how students' motivation, attitude and cultural awareness was affected by the LL. Analysis of the
data generated by this study is presented below.
Physical Environment/Setting

Figure 5, the LL of classroom wall prior to workshop activities. The photo taken in the language
acquisition and enhancement program classroom by the researcher on May, 2018.
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Figure 6, the LL in hallway:lots of information, but all in English . The photo is taken on the
language acquisition and enhancement program hallway by the researcher on May 2018.

The photographic data collected above suggested that the current MLE of the language
program would be considered as “Developing Multilingual Ecology” according to the instrument
designed by CUNY-NYSIEB (Guzman-Valero & Menken, n.d.). In the classroom, there are
posters and information that can help students to learn English. However, the researcher didn’t
find the language, signage, students’ work, or other visible images that can represent students’
home language, identity, or culture. In the hallway bulletin board, there are many interesting
activities and useful information that is helpful for students’ life inside and outside of the
classroom, again, all in English. The researcher also found some important information that is
closely related to the international population such as F1 students visa file update which is only
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required to the international students on campus, student health center information, and graduate
writing center that can help to improve students’ English. However, it is all written in English.
Considering students’ English level of proficiency, students at lower level of proficiency
may not be able to understand all the written information on the bulletin board. It may be better
if some of the information which is highly related to international students translated into the
language other than English according to the students' population in the program. This reminded
the researcher that one of the Korean English language learners in the program stated that it is
important languages other than English appeared around campus because it can help them to get
more information.
Multilingual Ecology Rating Scale (MERS)
In this study, 17 completed surveys were collected. Among all the surveys, eight
completed survey were discarded. As it was a pencil and paper survey, the researcher was able to
observe while participants choosing their answers. It was noticed that six Korean participants
sitting close to each other and one Chinese participant simply checked off nine or ten on a
pinpoint scale without reading. Another Chinese participant’s survey result showed that there
were made up answers and the responses not consistent with reality. For example, on the rating
scale evaluation, items such as ‘ My home language is given official spaces at Campus’, and ‘
Classrooms and library have multilingual resources that students can use to read and research’ ,
the participant chose eight and nine which does not reflect the current MLE on campus. In
addition, there was a clear difference between the valid survey answers and the discarded survey:
The valid survey answers reflected the current environment on campus, while the discarded
survey does not reflect the reality. The valid survey result used to identify the current MLE
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around international students on campus. As shown in the charts below, 17 scales were
completed; eight were discarded due to inappropriate response behavior, and 9 were kept
STUDENT

Q-1

Q-2

Q-3

Q-4

Q-5

Q-6

Q-7

Q-8

MEAN
SCORE

1. Chinese

0

3

3

0

1

0

4

8

2.375

2. Chinese

0

3

3

1

6

1

5

8

3.375

3. Chinese

2

5

4

2

5

7

8

8

5.125

4. Chinese

0

0

5

0

3

3

7

3

2.625

5. Chinese

2

2

4

2

6

5

7

5

4.125

6. Chinese

1

2

6

1

5

8

6

9

4.75

7. Chinese

0

1

2

0

0

1

1

1

0.75

8.. Chinese

0

1

6

0

7

9

8

2

4.125

9.Korean

1

1

1

0

1

1

2

1

1

10. Chinese

2

8

9

6

7

7

5

8

6.5

11..Korean

9

8

8

5

9

8

7

10

8

12. .Korean

10

10

10

10

10

10

10

10

10

13. .Korean

10

10

10

10

10

10

10

10

10

14..Korean

10

10

10

10

10

10

10

10

10

15..Korean

9

9

9

9

10

9

9

9

9.125

16. .Korean

9

9

10

9

10

9

9

9

9.25

17. .Korean

10

8

8

10

9

9

9

9

9

Overall, the average of scores for students’ responses is 5.8 on a ten point scale indicated
the ‘Adequate Multilingual Ecology’ of current environment on campus, which can not be used
as the accurate result for the MLE, because it was skewed by the inflated scores. The range of
scores for question #1 is 10.0-0.0=10.0, the range of score for question #2 is 10.0-1.0=9.0, the
range of score for question #3 is 10.0-1.0=9.0, the range of score for question #4 is 10.00.0=10.0, the range of score for question #5 is 10.0-1.0=9.0, the range of score for question #6 is
10.0-0.0=10.0, the range of score for question #7 is 10.0-1.0=9.0, the range of score for question
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#8 is 10.0-1.0-9.0. These wide ranges are the evidence of the skew in the data caused by the
inappropriate response behavior noted earlier.
The chart below reflects MERS data from the nine participants who read the scale and
responded carefully:
STUDENT

Q-1

Q-2

Q-3

Q-4

Q-5

Q-6

Q-7

Q-8

1. Chinese

0

3

3

0

1

0

4

8

MEAN
SCORE
2.375

2. Chinese

0

3

3

1

6

1

5

8

3.375

3. Chinese

2

5

4

2

5

7

8

8

5.125

4. Chinese

0

0

5

0

3

3

7

3

2.625

5. Chinese

2

2

4

2

6

5

7

5

4.125

6. Chinese

1

2

6

1

5

8

6

9

4.75

7. Chinese

0

1

2

0

0

1

1

1

0.75

8.. Chinese

0

1

6

0

7

9

8

2

4.125

9.. Korean

1

1

1

0

1

1

2

1

1

Overall, the average of scores for students’ responses is 3.1 on a ten point scale. The
range of scores for question #1 is 2.0 (2.00-0). The range of score for question #2 is 5.0 (5.0-0.0).
The range of score for question #3 is 5.0 (6.0-1.0). The range of score for question #4 is 2.0 (2.00.0). The range of score for question #5 is 7.0 (7.0-0.0). The range of score for question #6 is 7.0
(7.0-0.0). The range of score for question #7 is 7.0 (8.0-1.0). The range of score for question #8
is 7.0 (8.0-1.0). The more narrow range of scores suggests more accurate data from the
respondents who read the scale before writing their responses.
The MERS sample size is too small to justify reporting anything other than indicators of
central tendency. If the sample size were larger, the researcher would be able to analyze the
influences of diversity among the respondents on their perceptions of the LL, which part of
schoolscape/landscape should be improved and what the students’ needs are regarding
multilingual LL around them. However, the researcher was able to determine a group score for
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the MLE according to the instrument designed by CUNY-NYSIEB (Guzman-Valero & Menken,
n.d.). The overall average score of the students on the rating scale is 3.10 indicating a
“Developing Multilingual Ecology” of the program environment which reflects the current LL in
the classroom area around international students on campus as documented in the initial
photographs.

Hands-On Workshop results
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The hands-on workshop and the scratch map activity were completed at the beginning of
May. The researcher hung the participants’ workshop products and the map in the program
hallway the next day after the workshop. Fourteen participants attended the activity, and 13
participants agreed to share their works in the hallway. For more details see Appendix E.
During the workshop, the participants seemed very interested and engaged in the activity
and most of the students were willing to share their works in public space. It should be noted that
Korean students were fully engaged in workshop, expressed their great interest and willing to
share their works on the hallway while Chinese students were less interested. One of the Chinese
participants declined to hang his work on the hallway so that the researcher returned his work to
him. However, the rating scale results indicated that Chinese students took the paper and pencil
rating scale more seriously than Korean students. However, the Korean students were far more
engaged in the workshop and far more enthusiastic about having their work displayed. This
supports and justifies the appropriateness of multi-modal data collection.
Interview Results
All of the five participants in this the interview were international students on campus.
Four of them were Chinese international students: three English language learners in the
language program, one former language program student who is already enrolled in university
program. One Korean current language program student agreed to be interviewed..
The interview explored participants’ thoughts about the LL on campus. Each interview
session audio recorded for subsequent analysis. Qualitative analysis of the data from the
interviews used pattern coding and in vivo coding (Saldaña, 2016) to establish the patterns
among participants’ responses.
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Table 2: Summary of Cycle 1 In Vivo Coding and Cycle 2 Pattern Coding
(P1: Participant 1, P2: Participant 2, P3 Participant 3, P4: Participant 4, P5: Participant 5)
Cycle 1: In Vivo Coding
Cycle 2 Pattern:
Multilingual
Background
Knowledge

P1. I speak Mandarin, Japanese, and English.
P1. ...not trained to write academically and professionally in Mandarin.
P2. I can speak two languages: Chinese and English.
P3. Just two: Chinese and English.
P4. I speak three language: Cantonese, Mandarin and English.
P5. I can speak two languages: English and Korean.

Cycle 2 Pattern:
Translanguaging

P1. Not always.
P1. Dr. Li once read a poem in Mandarin in East Asian studies class.
P1. It is essential….to have access to original texts.
P2. ...my home language ...it is not helpful for my English.
P2. No, they can’t speak.
P2. ...teacher ask us to like “what’s your name’s meaning in your language?” and
we can write our name in Mandarin and talk about the meaning, our name
meanings in Chinese.
P3. I always compare English and Chinese together and learn together.
P3. ...if they have Chinese version, I can find the information or data more quickly,
and easy to study.
P3. I take notes both English and Chinese. It is quicker.
P4. ...we use some English words when we use Cantonese. It helped me to learn
English.
P4. ...it would be good to find materials in the library.
P4. I just want teachers use English to teach me English, not just Chinese.
P4. Taking notes, sometimes I use Chinese, because I can catch up what the
professor is saying about.
P5. Sometimes it helps me, but sometimes it bother me...But I think it is helpful.
P5. ...it’s gonna be great and helpful for us if the teacher could use my home
language, but not always just sometimes.

Cycle 2 Pattern:
Importance of
Linguistic
Landscape

P1. ...raises multilingual awareness.
P1. ...not only important for the students of multilingual background, also
important for local students to develop...acceptance and empathy.
P1. It opened a door for them...contribute to future studying.
P1. It brings back a sense of nostalgia and encourages me to be proud of my
heritage.
P2. I think it is important. Because we can let local people know more about
different culture in the world.
P2. I think Mandarine...can be in library or in my class.
P2. ...I can know my plan in the future.
P2. ...other people will know what is the meaning in both English and Chinese.
P3. They could offer Chinese version of signs.... So it can also help people to learn
English.... It think it is better for foreign people learn English.
P5. It could help us to get information.
P5. ... it can make us more comfortable... like you are not alone.
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P5. ... it makes me feel more comfortable.
P5. That makes us comfortable….It could make some help when someone got
homesick.
Cycle 2 Pattern:
Cultural
Awareness
&
Social Interaction

P1. I’m interested all kinds of multicultural events.
P1.I’ve wanted to learn Spanish and Finnish for a long time, thanks to my Finnish
friend…
P1. I saw Chinese signs in Dunkirk Middle School and thought about the kids who
might feel much more welcomed and confident.
P1. ...series of language instruction will be helpful. Maybe more classes on world
literature, culture, and history will be helpful.
P2. ...sometimes Facetime my mother...talk in Chinese.
P2. They have their own languages or own cultures. So, I think maybe college
students can learn about this.
P2. I will texting to my friends in my home language.
P2. I tried to learn Korean and Japanese.It is all from Asia.
P2. ...it can help local people learn more about the other cultures.
P2. ...will definitely go there.
P3. I have many Chinese classmates, we can talk our home language.
P3. It is important. Because it could be a special way to communicate together...
he/she know my culture and language we can talk more.
P3. If it happened, I would go.
P3. ...we always talk Chinese, not only culture but also language.
P3. I tried to learn some Korean. It is fun and good way to communicate with other
classmates, get more close to each other.
P3. It is really good to let Americans know our culture.
P4. I still have some friends use home language to talk to, we didn’t lose our home
language.
P4. I would go these events.
P4. I have some Korean friends…. I could say some Korean.
P4. ... it is good for knowing more about different culture.
P5. I think I would go...It would be interesting.
P5. ...we have to remember our language, our culture.
P5. I talk with Chinese students, and so I interested what they have in their
cultures, languages and pronunciation.
P5. This activity makes us more conversation and share our cultures.
P5. ... we don’t have much talk each other, teacher and students.

According to the students’ answers to the questions, the coded data suggested the
following characterizations:
1. Multilingual background influences participants’ perception and motivation for
learning language.
2. Participants are tranlanguaging every day.
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3. Participants believe that LL is important and can be used as a tool to improve social
interaction and cultural awareness.
Multilingual Background Influences
All the five participants in this study speak two or more than two languages. Their
motivative choices of language can be categorized as prior living experience, educational
experience, and social bonds.
Four participants in this interview are from China, and one participant is from Korea.
Besides their home language, they also speak English. One former language program student
from China said she can also speak Japanese because Japanese became her major research focus
in her field of study here in the United States. When other participants asked if they ever tried to
learn languages other than English, their answers indicated that social bonds are the main
purpose of learning other languages, and they all have positive attitudes towards language
learning, such as interests in other cultures, getting along with their classmates, and better
communication in general. Four participants mentioned their friendship when they talked about
learning other languages. One Chinese participant said she tried to learn Korean and Japanese,
because it is all from Asia.
Interestingly, the researcher found that all the participants were from Asia, and they all
tried to learn languages used in Asia, such as Korean, Chinese and Japanese. That may be
because geographically close areas can increase the exchange of culture and language. It
positively influenced the participants’ awareness of acquiring second or third language.
Translanguaging
Translanguaging refers to the language practice of bilingual people, and translanguaging
posits that bilinguals have one linguistic repertoire from which they select features strategically
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to communicate effectively (Celic & Seltzer, 2012). Since all the participants in this study were
bilinguals who are using their home languages and English in their daily life, they are
translanguaging every day. When participants were asked if they ever read and write in their
home language, all of them answered yes. Participants are not only translanguaging for the
purpose of communication but also using their home language as a support to learn English. Two
participants responded they take classroom notes both in home language and English, because it
is quicker and can help to catch up with professor. Translanguaging is not only happening
between participants, but also between student-teacher interaction. One Chinese participant who
is studying in the language program said once the teacher asked them to write their names in
Chinese and explain the meaning to the classmates in English. Another Chinese participant who
is already enrolled in English major answered that her history professor once read a poem in
Mandarin Chinese in his Asian studies class and explained the meaning in English. However
there were two participants stated their home language is not very helpful when learning English.
One Chinese participant from Macau indicated that he prefer to learn English in an English
language environment, and Chinese is not necessary. Another participant who speaks Chinese
responded that her home language is not very helpful for her English, because it is two different
languages. Similarly, one participant from Korea said sometimes his home language is helpful
for learning English, but sometimes bothers him because Korean has different grammar and it
makes him confused. Yet, he thinks his home language is helpful for learning English. Unlike
Spanish, Italian or other languages exist in Europe, it is hard to find similarities between English
and languages used Asia in terms of lexicon, phonology, morphology, and syntax. That may be
one of the reasons why participants found it not very helpful. However, the participant from
Macau also indicated that he uses some English words when he speaks Cantonese, it helped him
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to learn English. Unlike Mandarin Chinese, Cantonese introduced many English words in
speaking. That is one of the reason why the participant could make connection between English
and his home language. One mandarin Chinese speaker said he always compare and contrast
English and Chinese together and learn together.
Although participants from the study may not know what translanguaging is, they are
translanguaging every day. Some of the participants are using their home language to support
their English. The participants who found their home language is not very helpful for learning
English also stated that they use their home language while taking notes. As can be seen from
their answers, translanguaging became a norm of their lives. While English is given the highest
status in terms of success in college by the participants, the participants didn’t disregard the
importance of their home language in their studying.
Importance of LL as a tool for cultural awareness and social interaction
All the participants from the interview were aware of the LL around them. Their answers
indicated that MLE could bring students awareness of diverse cultures, and they think it is
important that languages other than English appear around campus. At the same time, the
participants mentioned it is not only important for them, but also important for others to know
and accept their cultures.
When participants were asked if it is important that languages other than English appear
on campus, one participant said it is not only important for students of multilingual backgrounds
to feel welcomed here; it is also important for local students to develop a certain kind of
awareness, of acceptance, and of empathy. Another participant stated that it is important because
local people can know about different cultures. One participant thinks it is good for
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communication if others know her culture and language. One Korean participant said it can make
him more comfortable, and feel less alone.
The participants also talked about their views on having resources in their home language
in class or library. All the participants think it is necessary, not only for their study, but also to
enhance their own culture and language. One participant indicated that he can find information
and data more quickly if there were resources in Chinese while another participant (who works
part-time doing translation) responded from the perspective of a translator: ‘a lot is lost during
the process of translation. So it is essential for students and faculty to have access to original
texts’. One participant indicated that sometimes home language resources would be helpful to
remember his own language and culture.
Five participants in the interview attended the hands-on workshop and scratch off world
map activity. They all stated that they are willing to share their works with others and let people
know more about their culture and language. One participant said that the appearance of her
home language on the public space would make her proud of her heritage. The participants also
stated their suggestions to improve the MLE on campus. Two participants suggested the
multilingual signs, while one participant (from Macau) thinks campus already offered the better
language environment that is all in English. Two more participants answered the question from
different perspective: The former language program participant who is already enrolled as an
English major said it is more about curriculum design and student’s interest. She thinks maybe a
consistent series of language instruction will be helpful (For instance, more classes on world
literature, culture, and history). Another participant didn’t directly answered the question, but
talked about his experience during learning English. He felt there is not enough teacher-student
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interaction and what he is learning in ESL class seems not very related to the tests and his major
which makes him confused sometimes.
Overall, all the participants in the study expressed their interest of engaging in
multilingual events such as poetry slams, plays and performances. All the participants expressed
their strong will to attend events related to their home language.
When participants asked if they ever experienced the loss of home language and culture,
three participants responded no, because they are always using their home language with their
classmates, friends and parents while two participants said sometimes they felt losing it. One
Chinese participant answered the question from the perspective of academic language. She said
she didn’t train to write academically and professionally, so she lost this linguistic aspect. As can
be seen from their answer, while English has the highest status in terms of LL, some of the
participants didn’t think living in an English speaking country threaten their home language
while others felt separation from their home language.
The participants in this study were from diverse Asian cultural backgrounds, they
answered the questions from the different perspectives of the home cultures. However, one thing
in common is that they all found it is essential to share their home language and culture with
others, and understand how to relate their diverse cultural backgrounds to learning through the
lens of LL. The participants answer indicated that LL can not only increase cultural awareness
but also enhance social interaction.
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Chapter Five: Discussion

The overall goal of this study is to investigate the impact of LL on adult English language
learners. This study is valuable because the result will shed light on cultural sensitivity,
motivation, attitude and the needs of the international student population. The understanding of
international students’ attitude towards their own and others’ culture through the lens of LL helps
school staff and teachers to create friendly and collaborative international community. The
hands-on workshop aimed at creating a warm and welcoming environment for the students. With
the help of the language program staff, instructors and students, the researcher was able to
improve the linguistic environment for international students in the research setting. The
interview results confirm that the benefits of multilingual ecology in the school environment.
The interview data also reflected the students’ positive attitudes and desire to embrace cultural
diversity through the LL of the campus.
Limitations
The study has several limitations. As international students are short-term participants in
the program that served as the research setting, anyone could leave while the research was in
process. The researcher lost the opportunity to interview some of the students after the hands-on
workshop for this reason. The short timeframe of the study posed another problem, but that
limitation is tied directly to the 2 year graduate program’s time frame for program completion.
Another limitation is the small sample size. (14 participants in hands-on workshop, all of whom
completed the rating scale, and five participants in the interview). In addition, some of the rating
scales were completed in ways that led to their elimination from the data analysis: For example,
all answers were ten. The small sample size limited the statistical analysis because any “outlier”
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responses would inordinately skew the results. It also severely limited the generalizability of the
findings, but enough patterns could be identified among the responses to support a plan for a
replication study that attempts to address the problems with the current investigation.
Implications
With the number of international students increasing in the U.S, students’ attitude,
motivation, and engagement in multicultural landscape became an important issue. Students are
not only participants but also contributors to the university environment (Atabekova et al, 2016).
LL as a tool can facilitate the environment and give a chance to the students to express
themselves. It can increase students linguistic and self-awareness. LL is not only important for
international students. Teachers can also use LL as a resource to apply it to teaching and to know
students’ needs. Through the students’ multilingual hands-on works on the hallway, local
students had a chance to learn more about international students, which can enhance the social
interaction between local and international students. International students can feel more
welcomed and respected through the visible display of their language on public spaces.
Dissemination
The researcher displayed the hands-on workshop final products in the hallway of the
language program. Anyone who passes the hallways could use the scratcher or pennies to scratch
their home country on the map or new students in the program could post their “Hopes and
Dream” voluntarily on the hallway poster.
In the future, this thesis will be shared with the staff and instructors in the language
program because the researcher has been offered (and accepted) an opportunity to work in the
language program that was the setting for this study. The researcher had a similar campus
acculturation experience to the international students in the language program, and will be able
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to share personal experience in TESOL with international students. In addition, the researcher’s
continued presence on campus makes it likely that she will be sharing her research experience
with next year’s cohort of TESOL graduate students. The findings can also be shared at regional
professional association gatherings. In addition, this study will be archived in the State
University of New York at Fredonia’s Reed library for future researchers.
In this study, the diversity of the population is also limited to Chinese and Korean
students. Therefore the researcher will be careful not to generalize to broader groups and make
generalizations outside of the focal group. In addition, the researcher will continue to learn more
about the impact of LL on international students when working in the language program. The
researcher will do the survey as new students come into the language program, and do it again as
they leave. Then, compare and contrast the results in order obtain more data for future study.
Conclusion
In summary, the study examined the impact of LL on international students, and students’
perceptions of their own and other cultures, motivation and needs. It was found that
international students are aware of the multilingual LL around them, and believe it can be used
as a tool to increase their language awareness, improve social interaction, and represent their
identities. The data could be used to help educators to realize the importance of LL and apply it
to their teaching. The teachers could use it as a tool inside and outside of the classroom to bring
positive impact on the students’ learning. The students could use it as a tool to communicate with
each other and enhance their language learning. Overall, multilingual LL have a positive impact
on the students in an educational setting.
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Appendices
Appendix A: Multilingual Ecology Rating Scale Modified Checklist:
Rating Scale of Linguistic Landscape on Campus
Thank you for agreeing to participate in this survey. Your feedback is greatly appreciated. The
rating scale evaluates the linguistic landscape within SUNY Fredonia. Consider each criterion
listed below as it is presently being enacted at SUNY Fredonia. Use the rating scale of 0-10 to
pinpoint the current reality.
Criteria
1. My home language appears around SUNY Fredonia school signs, bulletin boards, murals.
Strongly disagree 0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
Strongly Agree
2. My home language is given official spaces at SUNY Fredonia. For example, there are school-wide
events such as multilingual plays and performances, multilingual poetry slams, and student presentations at
large assemblies in multiple languages.
Strongly disagree 0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

Strongly Agree

3. Classrooms and the Fredonia Reed Library have multilingual resources that students can use to read and
do research.
Strongly disagree 0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
Strongly Agree
4. My home language is visibly displayed in classrooms (e.g., in classroom materials and resources,
displayed student work, word walls etc.)
Strongly disagree 0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
Strongly Agree
5. My home country, language and cultures are recognized by teachers and classmates. Also, used for
teaching and learning.
Strongly disagree 0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
Strongly Agree
6. I am encouraged to read and write in languages other than English. I am encouraged to translate in order
to make meaning.
Strongly disagree 0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
Strongly Agree
7. I am encouraged to learn about other languages, and especially the languages, cultures and histories of
my community and classmates.
Strongly disagree 0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
Strongly Agree
8. There are events that celebrate the different cultures and histories. For example, events that celebrate the
festivals of my home country, or culture.
Strongly disagree 0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
Strongly Agree
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Appendix B: Multilingual Ecology Rating Scale in Chinese:
Rating scale of Linguistic Landscape on Campus
纽约州立大学Fredonia分校语言环境评分等级
Thank you for agreeing to participate in this survey. Your feedback is greatly
appreciated. The rating scale evaluates the linguistic landscape within SUNY Fredonia. Consider
each criterion listed below as it is presently being enacted at SUNY Fredonia. Use the rating
scale of 0-10 to pinpoint the current reality.
感谢您同意参加此调查。 非常感谢您的反馈。 评级量表评估纽约州立大学
Fredonia分校的语言环境。 请仔细考虑下面列出的每个标准，根据纽约州立大学校园
环境的实际情况, 使用0-10的评分标度查明当前的现实情况。
Criteria
1. My home language appears around SUNY Fredonia school signs, bulletin boards, murals.
1. 我的母语出现在纽约州立大学弗里多尼亚学校的招牌，公告栏，壁画等公共场合.
Strongly disagree 0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
Strongly Agree
2. My home language is given official spaces at SUNY Fredonia. For example, there are school-wide
events such as multilingual plays and performances, multilingual poetry slams, and student presentations at
large assemblies in multiple languages.
2. 我的母语在纽约州立大学弗雷多尼亚分校获得校方授权, 例如, 学校范围内的活动包括: 多种语言
的表演，多语言诗歌朗诵，以及多种语言学生演讲。
Strongly disagree 0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
Strongly Agree
3. Classrooms and the Fredonia Reed Library have multilingual resources that students can use to read and
do research.
3. 教室和Fredonia图书馆拥有多种语言资源，学生可以使用它来阅读和研究。比如双语图书, 中
文或其他语言资料。
Strongly disagree 0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
Strongly Agree
4. My home language is visibly displayed in classrooms (e.g., in classroom materials and resources,
displayed student work, word walls etc.)
4. 我可以在教室里看到我的母语 (例如双语词典，学生作品，双语字墙等）
Strongly disagree 0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
Strongly Agree
5. My home country, language and cultures are recognized by teachers and classmates. Also, used for
teaching and learning.
5. 我的祖国，语言和文化被老师和同学认可。 此外，应用于教学和学习。
Strongly disagree 0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
Strongly Agree
6. I am encouraged to read and write in languages other than English. I am encouraged to translate in order
to make meaning.
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6. 我被鼓励用英文以外的语言,例如用母语阅读和写作。被鼓励通过翻译，以便表达自想说的意思
。
Strongly disagree 0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
Strongly Agree
7. I am encouraged to learn about other languages, and especially the languages, cultures and histories of
my community and classmates.
7. 我被鼓励学习其他语言, 特别是我所在社区和同学的语言，文化和历史。
Strongly disagree 0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
Strongly Agree
8. There are events that celebrate the different cultures and histories. For example, events that celebrate the
festivals of my home country, or culture.
8. 学校举办庆祝别国文化的活动。 例如，庆祝我的祖国,文化,或节日的活动。
Strongly disagree 0
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
Strongly Agree
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Appendix C: Multilingual Ecology Rating Scale in Korean:
Rating scale of Linguistic Landscape at SUNY Fredonia
SUNY Fredonia의 언어 조경 평가 척도
Thank you for agreeing to participate in this survey. Your feedback is greatly
appreciated. The rating scale evaluates the linguistic landscape within SUNY Fredonia. Consider
each criterion listed below as it is presently being enacted at SUNY Fredonia. Use the rating
scale of 0-10 to pinpoint the current reality.
이 설문 조사에 참여해 주셔서 감사합니다. 귀하의 의견이 대단히 감사하게
생각합니다. 본 설문 조사는 SUNY Fredonia 내의 언어 환경을 평가하기위해서
평정척도로 측정하고자 합니다. SUNY Fredonia에서 현재 실행되거나 전시되는
부분을 아래 해당사항에 표시 해주십시오. 0-10의 평정척도을 현재 학교 상황을
정확하게 반영하도록 신중하게 선택해주십시오.
Criteria
1. My home language appears around SUNY Fredonia school signs, bulletin boards, murals.
1. SUNY Fredonia내 학교 간판, 게시판, 벽화 주변에 모국어가 표시됩니다.
Strongly disagree 0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

Strongly Agree

2. My home language is given official spaces at SUNY Fredonia. For example, there are school-wide events
such as multilingual plays and performances, multilingual poetry slams, and student presentations at large
assemblies in multiple languages.
2. 귀하의 모국어가 SUNY Fredonia에서 공식 공간이 지정되어있습니다. 예를 들어, 다국어 연극
및 공연, 다국어 시 슬램 및 다국어 어샘블리 학생 프레젠테이션
Strongly disagree 0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

Strongly Agree

3. Classrooms and the Fredonia Reed Library have multilingual resources that students can use to read and
do research.
3. 학교 교실과 Fredonia Reed Library는 학생들이 연구를 할수 있게 다국어 자료가 있습니다.
Strongly disagree 0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

Strongly Agree

4. My home language is visibly displayed in classrooms (e.g., in classroom materials and resources,
bilingual dictionaries, student work, word walls etc.)
4. 귀하의 모국어가 교실에서 눈이 보이게 전시되어있습니다 (예 : 교실 소재 및 자료,
2개국어사전, 학생 작품 전시, 단어 벽 등).
Strongly disagree 0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

Strongly Agree
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5. My home country, language and cultures are recognized by teachers and classmates. Also, used for
teaching and learning.
5. 귀하의 모국이, 언어 및 문화가 교수와 급우들에 의해서 인정됩니다. 또한, 교육 및 학습용으로
사용됩니다.
Strongly disagree 0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

Strongly Agree

6. I am encouraged to read and write in languages other than English. I am encouraged to translate in order to
make meaning.
6. 영어 이외의 언어로 읽고 쓰는 것을 권장을 합니다. 나는 의미를 만들기 위해 번역을 하도록
권장을 합니다.
Strongly disagree 0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

Strongly Agree

7. I am encouraged to learn about other languages, and especially the languages, cultures and histories of my
community and classmates.
7. 나는 타 언어, 특히 나의 지역 사회와 급우들의 언어, 문화 및 역사에 관해서 배우는것을 권장을
합니다.
Strongly disagree 0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

Strongly Agree

8. There are events that celebrate the different cultures and histories. For example, events that celebrate the
festivals of my home country, or culture.
8. 다양한 문화와 역사를 기념하는 행사가 엽니다. 예를 들어, 본국의 문화와 그것을 기념하는
축제를 여는것을 말합니다.
Strongly disagree 0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

Strongly Agree
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Appendix D: Interview Questions
Interview Questions about Multilingual Ecology Around Campus
1. Can you think of any language other than English appear in the visual landscape of the
school signs, bulletin boards, and walls?
2. Can you think of events related to your home language or other than English such as
bilingual poetry slams, bilingual plays and performances around campus?
3. Are there any multilingual resources that you can use to read and do research in class or
library?
4. Can you think of any languages other than English that are visibly displayed in
classrooms (e.g., in classroom materials and resources, displayed student work, words
walls etc.)
5. Do your home language recognized by all teachers and used for teaching and learning in
the classroom?
6. Do you read and write in your home language ? (e.g., classroom notes, reading materials,
novels, texting etc).
7. Have you ever tried to learn about your other languages? Especially your classmates’
home language, culture, and histories of their community and their classmates.
8. Have you ever engaged in community multilingual awareness studies on campus?
9. Is multilingualism acknowledged in English language Arts and ESL classes?
10. Can you think of any events that celebrate the culture and histories of all the students?
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