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ABSTRACT 

 In our globalizing world, language learners must navigate meaning across languages, 

audiences, and spaces to build multicultural and multilingual dialogues (Douglas Fir Group, 

2016; New London Group, 1996). Second language (L2) researchers have responded to this 

multilingual paradigm by proposing multiliteracies curricula (Cope & Kalantzis, 2009; New 

London Group, 1996) to better equip language learners with the translingual and transcultural 

competencies necessary for interacting with other users of a language (Kern, 2003, 2004; MLA 

Report, 2007). Some scholars have further evaluated the implementation of such curricula to 

demonstrate the feasibility of innovative assessments (Byrnes, 2002; Van Gorp, 2018). While 

studies in language program evaluation and multiliteracies have contributed to the field of L2 

teaching and learning, there is still little known about how stakeholders experience 

multiliteracies in L2 programs. 

 To understand the tensions and opportunities fostered by multiliteracies, this three-article 

dissertation involved a nested case study (Thomas, 2011) of an undergraduate French program at 

a large university in the United States. Grounded in the overarching framework of complexity 

theory for L2 development (Larsen-Freeman, 2007), this design-based implementation research 

(DBIR) (Fishman et al., 2013) study explored the implementation and evaluation of 

multiliteracies at the macro, meso, and micro levels of an undergraduate French program.  

 The first article, a language program evaluation grounded in complexity theory (Larsen-

Freeman, 2007), examined the implementation of multiliteracies at the macro level of the French 

program by zooming in and out across the perspectives of 26 program stakeholders. Qualitative 

coding of program documents, 26 interviews, and 7 classroom observations revealed that 

multiliteracies provided opportunities to contextualize language learning and create social 
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learning amongst multiliteracies instructors. Findings also indicated challenges for 

implementation such as the persistence of decontextualized “culture,” “language,” and “content.” 

 At the meso level, the second article demonstrated how 185 undergraduate students 

enrolled in an Intermediate French II multiliteracies course experienced designing digital 

multimodal compositions. Grounded in multiliteracies, this qualitative analysis involved 

multimodal transcription (Flewitt et al., 2014) and open, axial, and selective coding (Strauss & 

Corbin, 1998) of 376 video reflections, 122 multimodal country presentations, 72 hypertext 

poetry projects, 32 multimodal presidential campaign projects, 39 final video projects, and 10 

student interviews. Findings illustrated that digital multimodal composing helped students to 

develop critical literacy and a growth mindset while also creating a sense of community among 

classmates.  

 The third article, a qualitative analysis grounded in multimodality (Kress, 2003; 2010), 

explored multiliteracies at the micro level by examining how seven undergraduate students from 

the United States leveraged multimodal composing to reflect on language, culture, and identity 

while studying French abroad in Paris, France. The study used multimodal transcription and 

open, axial, and selective coding to analyze 21 vlogs, 14 blogs, 21 video reflections, 7 final 

projects, and 7 design interviews. Findings elucidated how students developed their 

metalinguistic awareness and multilingual identities through their digital multimodal 

compositions.  

 The examination of the macro, meso, and micro levels of the undergraduate French 

program holds important implications for conducting program evaluations, implementing 

multiliteracies curriculum for language learning, and applying multimodal composing in 

domestic and study abroad language learning programs for college students. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

 In our globalizing world, language learners must navigate meaning across languages, 

audiences, and spaces to build multicultural and multilingual dialogues (Douglas Fir Group, 

2016; New London Group, 1996). Second language (L2) researchers have responded to this 

multilingual paradigm by proposing multiliteracies curricula (Cope & Kalantzis, 2009; New 

London Group, 1996) to better equip language learners with the translingual and transcultural 

competencies necessary for interacting with other users of a language (Kern, 2003, 2004; MLA 

Report, 2007). Likewise, scholars have proposed multiliteracies as a solution to the “language-

content” separation between intermediate and advanced levels of college language courses in the 

United States (Kern, 2003, 2004; MLA Report, 2007). While implementing new curricula, some 

researchers have adopted evaluation practices to demonstrate the feasibility of innovative 

assessments (Byrnes, 2002; Van Gorp, 2018), graduate teacher training (Zannirato & Sánchez-

Serrano, 2009), participatory curriculum development (Lynch 1992), and student involvement in 

curricular objectives (Sempere et al., 2009). While some research has explored administrator and 

educator tensions when implementing multiliteracies curriculum (Allen & Paesani, 2010; Menke, 

2018; Paesani & Allen, 2020), few studies have focused on the perspectives of most important 

stakeholders of language learning — the students. 

Previous research in language learning contexts has demonstrated how multiliteracies can 

promote student identity development (Fukunaga, 2006; Guth & Helm, 2011), agentic practices 

of language learning (Marshall et al., 2012; Schmerbeck & Lucht, 2017), social and cognitive 

reflective practices (Warner, 2014), and linguistic and metalinguistic competencies (Blattner & 

Fiori, 2011; Kumagai et al., 2015). Likewise, research has illustrated how multimodal composing 

supports multilingual designers in bolstering their linguistic repertoires (Ajayi, 2015; D’warte, 
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2014), affirming their multilingual identities (Anderson & Macleroy, 2017; Cummins, et al., 

2015), and engaging in social critique (de los Ríos, 2018a; Honeyford, 2014). 

While studies in language program evaluation, multiliteracies, and multimodality have all 

contributed to L2 teaching and learning, there is still little research on how multiliteracies is 

implemented in college L2 programs. Because of the motivational aspects of multimodal 

composing and multiliteracies for language learning (Allen, 2010; Jiang & Luk, 2016), critically 

evaluating curricula may provide administrators with tools to align program practices, encourage 

collaboration in longitudinal curriculum implementation, and create space for students to voice 

their experiences with these innovative practices.  

In this three-article dissertation, I aimed to understand how stakeholders experienced the 

implementation of a multiliteracies curriculum by conducting a design-based implementation 

research (DBIR) nested case study (Fishman et al., 2013; Thomas 2011). The overarching 

ecological framework of complexity theory (Larsen-Freeman, 2007) served to contextualize 

diverse stakeholder perspectives when implementing multiliteracies curriculum in domestic and 

study abroad contexts of a college French language program. In the following sections, I detail 

the theoretical frameworks of complexity theory and multiliteracies, the data collection and 

analysis methods for each of the nested studies, and how these studies complemented each other 

to provide a nuanced picture of stakeholders’ experiences with a French multiliteracies 

curriculum. 

Theoretical Framework 

This dissertation integrated complexity theory and multiliteracies to examine stakeholder 

experiences with French multiliteracies curricula. By situating these frameworks in the supra-
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theory of ecology, I here explain the theoretical underpinnings of complexity theory and 

multiliteracies, and I justify their usage for language program evaluation research.  

Complexity Theory 

Complexity theory is a theory of second language development (SLD) that falls under the 

larger umbrella of ecological theories for L2 (Larsen-Freeman, 2007). Proponents of complexity 

theory explain language learning as “dynamic, complex, nonlinear, unpredictable, sensitive to 

initial conditions, sometimes chaotic, open, self-organizing, feedback sensitive, [and] adaptive” 

(Larsen-Freeman, 2007, p. 3). Complex systems are nested parts of larger systems and changes 

in one part of the system affect the entire system (de Bot et al., 2007). Complexity theory is a 

particularly attractive metaphor for understanding multiliteracies because it conceptualizes of 

language(s) as a full, open repertoire from which speakers make meaning (Herdina & Jessner, 

2002). Further, complexity theory supports iterative and longitudinal methods to account for the 

dynamic nature of systems (Larsen-Freeman, 2011).  

Ecological studies of SLD are still regarded as “alternative approaches” (Atkinson, 

2011), although ecological theory has been applied to explore how different groups perceive 

language learning (Hellmich, 2018) and to explain how language teachers can leverage the 

learning context to increase learning potential (Liu & Chao, 2018). Complexity theory has been 

further utilized to study discrete linguistic sub-systems (Larsen-Freeman, 2009; Verspoor et al., 

2004), but has not yet been applied at a larger scale to evaluate language programs or curricular 

implementation. The propensity of complexity theory to zoom in and out across sub-systems 

makes it an attractive framework to manage the dynamic systems and sub-systems of language 

program evaluation.  



IMPLEMENTING & EVALUATING MULTILITERACIES 13 

In the current dissertation, a nested approach to the multitude of sub-systems (de Bot et 

al., 2007) in an undergraduate French program was leveraged to analyze how different 

stakeholders perceived curricular implementations, as well as the different activities within the 

curriculum (e.g., digital multimodal composing). 

Multiliteracies 

 In 1996, the New London Group proposed multiliteracies as a theory and pedagogy to 

respond to today’s multiplicity of communication channels, languages, cultures, and media and 

how these multitudes impact our interactions in public and private spheres. Multiliteracies entails 

a pedagogy of Designing, in which students analyze their Available Designs, including their first 

and second languages (L1 and L2), language varieties and registers, genres, and semiotic modes. 

While Designing, students create meaning based on their Available Designs, which they then 

transform into the Redesigned – or a new meaning that becomes a novel Available Design ready 

for Redesigning (Cope & Kalantzis, 2009; New London Group, 1996).  

 Multiliteracies was originally intended as a multidisciplinary pedagogy; however, it took 

nearly a decade for it to tangibly trickle down into foreign language programs in the United 

States after repeated calls for change (Kern, 2003, 2004). In some L2 programs, multiliteracies 

has been adopted to enact “significant changes that foster development of language and literacy 

simultaneously across the undergraduate curriculum” (Allen & Paesani, 2010, p. 120). These 

curricular innovations came directly in response to the 2007 Modern Language Association 

report that drew attention to the lack of academic literacies instilled in beginning and 

intermediate college language courses (Allen & Paesani, 2010). Multiliteracies has been 

proposed as a more ecologically valid pedagogy than other approaches because it views language 

as socially, culturally, and cognitively constructed (Kern & Schultz, 2005). The college 
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programs that have implemented multiliteracies curriculum have experienced benefits to 

students’ identity development (Blattner & Fiori, 2011; Guth & Helm, 2011), linguistic 

competence and metalinguistic awareness (Marshall et al., 2012; Thorne & Reinhardt, 2008; 

Warner, 2014), and motivation and agency (Fukunaga, 2006; Schmerbeck & Lucht 2017). At the 

departmental level, multiliteracies has supported increased collaboration and reflective practices 

across stakeholders as they design curriculum and assessments (Byrnes, 2002). 

Digital Multimodal Composing 

 Within the multiliteracies framework, digital multimodal composing can be used as a tool 

to Design and Redesign meaning through the combining of images, texts, words, sounds, 

gestures, and other modes that are each imbued with personal, societal, and cultural meaning 

(Kress, 2003, 2010), and which as a whole multimodal product are greater than the sum of their 

parts (Jewitt, 2009). Modal interactions transcend traditional academic practices in that designers 

simultaneously communicate multiple meanings to multiple audiences through multiple modes 

and across multiple digital spaces (Jewitt, 2009; Pacheco & Smith, 2015). In multilingual and 

language learning contexts, multimodal composing has fostered student engagement (Ivkovic, 

2019; Jiang & Luk, 2016; Kumagai et al., 2015), affirmation of multilingual identities (Cummins 

et al., 2015; de la Piedra, 2010), and development of full modal and linguistic repertoires to 

convey meaning through multimodal codemeshing (Pacheco & Smith, 2015; Smith et al., 2017).  

In the current study, a multiliteracies pedagogical and theoretical framework is employed 

to examine how different stakeholder groups perceive curriculum and the obstacles and 

opportunities they experience. Digital multimodal composing is incorporated into the study 

through the analysis of projects (e.g., hypertext poetry, mock presidential campaigns, vlogs) and 
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interviews to understand how stakeholders perceived such projects for learning about language, 

culture, and identity. 

Integrating Complexity Theory and Multiliteracies 

 An integrated framework of complexity theory and multiliteracies can provide a nuanced 

picture of the experiences of program stakeholders when implementing multiliteracies. Because 

most previous work on multiliteracies has yet to couch research in an empirical light, complexity 

theory can serve to more scientifically frame the ecology of a program implementing new 

materials and assessments. It is important that studies on curriculum design and multiliteracies 

furnish a roadmap to other scholars and practitioners who hope to implement similar curricula. In 

this dissertation, complexity theory can thus help us to understand how different stakeholders 

interact with the materials and assessments of multiliteracies, and any tensions and opportunities 

that the stakeholders may confront.  

Methods 

 This dissertation utilized a nested case study (Thomas, 2011) to examine how different 

stakeholders experienced and perceived the implementation of a multiliteracies curriculum in a 

university French language program. Nested case studies involve multiple studies of separate 

systems within the same case and are an ecological approach in qualitative research across 

disciplines (Lotz-Sisitka & Raven, 2004; Thomas, 2011). DBIR was selected for this dissertation 

due to its focus on the “mutually transformative” relationship between research and practice 

(Fishman et al., 2013, p. 138) by asking “what works, when, and for whom” (Means & Penuel, 

2005). DBIR involves establishing partnerships through research and innovation and views 

development as recursive rather than linear. This transformative method is at the intersection of 

research on evaluation, design, and implementation (Fishman et al., 2013). Through DBIR, I 
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longitudinally implemented the multiliteracies curriculum for Intermediate French II from Fall 

2017 through Spring 2020. Further, I collaboratively participated in the needs assessments, initial 

implementation, revisions, evaluation, and discussions of multiliteracies curricula across 

stakeholders of an undergraduate French language program. The three nested studies involved 

the concentric systems of: the entire French language program, an intermediate multiliteracies 

curriculum at the United States campus, and multimodal composing in advanced multiliteracies 

courses for the French department’s study abroad program in Paris.   

Study 1: Language Program Evaluation  

 The research question guiding the first article of the dissertation is: What are the tensions 

and opportunities that stakeholders experience when implementing and evaluating a college 

French multiliteracies curriculum?  

 This study was conducted in an undergraduate French program of a large university in the 

Southwest of the United States. The 26 participants in this study included 3 program 

administrators, 4 professors, 1 adjunct, 5 graduate instructors, and 13 undergraduate university 

students.  

I conducted 30 to 45-minute individual interviews on Zoom with each of the 26 

participants. To understand the ecology, scope, and sequence of the French program, I also 

conducted seven classroom observations that represented a purposeful sampling (Patton, 1990) 

of each course level (100, 200, 300, and 400) and of a variety of teaching experiences. To 

ascertain how curriculum implementation occurred within the ecology of the French program, I 

collected program documents including: the program’s mission statement and objectives, 

webpages, scope and sequence of courses, recent evaluation documents, and one current syllabus 

from each course taught.  
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Data analysis included open and axial coding (Strauss & Corbin, 1998), and comparative 

case methods (Stake, 2006). In Inqscribe, I created video logs for the classroom observations in 

which I integrated my field notes and a detailed explanation of lesson activities, the use of 

French and English, course materials, and student engagement. I then conducted open and axial 

coding (Strauss & Corbin, 1998) in NVivo through multiple, iterative passes across the interview 

transcripts, field notes, and program documents. Comparative case methods (Stake, 2006) helped 

uncover opposing and/or similar themes across levels of stakeholders. From the codes, I 

ultimately identified emerging themes as related to constraints and opportunities experienced by 

the programs’ various stakeholders, while identifying how themes converged or diverged within 

and across stakeholder groups. 

Study 2: Multiliteracies in the Intermediate Curriculum  

 The research question guiding the second article is: What are undergraduate students’ 

experiences with designing meaning through digital multimodal projects when participating in a 

French multiliteracies curriculum?   

 This portion of the dissertation occurs within the same French program as Study 1. The 

185 participants of this study are students who participated in the multiliteracies Intermediate 

French II courses between Spring 2018 and Spring 2020. Out of these students, 10 students were 

purposefully sampled (Patton, 1990) to be interviewed.  

 To explore student perspectives on language learning, I collected the projects of 

participants at the end of each semester from Spring 2018 through Spring 2020. Student data 

included 376 Flipgrid video reflections, 122 multimodal individual country presentations, 72 

hypertext individual poetry presentations, 32 multimodal group presidential campaign projects, 

39 final multimodal synthesis projects, and 10 interviews. The 30 to 45-minute design interviews 
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were conducted on Zoom in Summer of 2020 and included questions about students’ experiences 

designing the projects for the course. 

Data analysis involved multimodal transcription and open, axial, and selective coding for 

emerging themes on student perspectives of learning through multimodal projects. Each of the 

376 video reflections were transcribed multimodally in Google Sheets with one column each for 

image, time stamp, description, transcription, gestures, translanguaging, setting, and notes 

(Flewitt et al., 2014). I analyzed projects and interviews through open and axial coding (Strauss 

& Corbin, 1998) to identify recurring student perspectives on language learning through 

multiliteracies curricula. After generating open codes, I performed iterative passes through the 

data during axial coding, looking to refine, expand, and/or collapse the codes. Codes were then 

analyzed for emerging themes about students’ perspectives and experiences while participating 

in the French multiliteracies curricula.  

Study 3: Multimodal Composing Abroad  

 The research questions guiding the third article are:  

1) How do study abroad students leverage multimodal composing while learning 

French?  

2) How do study abroad students leverage multiple modes to reflect on culture and 

identity?  

This study occurred at the micro level of the nested case study, as it revolved around the 

university’s study abroad program for French language learning. This six-week study abroad 

program in Paris was offered to students in their third or fourth years (or equivalent level) of 

French study. The participants in this 2019 study were the seven students majoring or minoring 
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in French and enrolled in the third-year study abroad courses: Spoken French in Cultural Context 

and Introduction to Literature and Academic Writing. 

To understand how multimodal composing interacted with students’ language learning 

and intercultural competence, I collected students’ multimodal products and conducted 

retrospective design interviews (Dalton et al., 2015) with each of the seven students. Student 

multimodal products include 21 vlogs, 14 blogs, and 7 final multimodal projects. Design 

interviews (Dalton et al., 2015) included questions regarding students’ experiences while 

learning French abroad and designing multimodal projects.  

Student projects were transcribed multimodally (Flewitt et al., 2014) with one column 

each for the visual frame, the timestamp, a description, French audio, French text, English 

translation, other language use/translanguaging, gesture, music, voiceover, and live voice. Each 

multimodal product and design interview was further analyzed through open and axial coding 

(Strauss & Corbin, 1998) in NVivo to understand how students composed while learning about 

language, culture, and identity. Iterative passes across the interview and multimodal data sets 

allowed for the development of emerging themes regarding the roles that multimodal composing 

played in language learning, culture, and identity.  

The Nested Case Study: Macro, Meso, and Micro Levels of Program Evaluation 

 Together, the three articles complement one another by exploring the nested macro, 

meso, and micro levels of language program evaluation (Figure 1). As a nested case study, the 

dissertation addresses calls for more empirical language program evaluation studies to build a 

culture of ongoing evaluation and to improve curricular offerings (Norris, 2016). Specifically, 

the first study investigates the macro level of the program by applying complexity theory and 

DBIR to propose that ecological frameworks be applied more consistently to language program 
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evaluation practices. This study examines not only the implementation of multiliteracies 

curricula, but also the program’s scope and sequence to understand the ecology of the 

department and how stakeholders’ experiences influence the implementation of multiliteracies. 

The second study focuses on the meso level of the program by examining students’ digital 

multimodal experiences as part of the projects-based multiliteracies curricula. In particular, this 

study explores the affordances and challenges that students perceived of multiliteracies materials 

and assessments. Lastly, at the micro level, the third study investigates the study abroad program 

as the smallest system of the French program. This study analyzes the most fine-grained part of 

multiliteracies implementation — the digital multimodal compositions that the students 

designed. The third study thus indicates the different affordances that multiliteracies practices 

may have for promoting language, culture, and identity development in study abroad curricula.  

Figure 1 

Nested Levels of Implementation and Evaluation of a French Multiliteracies Curriculum 

 



IMPLEMENTING & EVALUATING MULTILITERACIES 21 

 Ultimately, the three studies unite under complexity theory by evaluating how the system 

(i.e., the undergraduate French program) and sub-systems (i.e., different stakeholder groups, 

multiliteracies materials, domestic and study abroad contexts, and program documents) interact. 

The macro, meso, and micro levels further interlace to assess how sociocultural and historical 

factors such as teaching and learning experience, textbooks, and world language standards affect 

the implementation of L2 multiliteracies.  

 In the following chapters, I present the three articles of the dissertation. In Chapter 2, I 

introduce the program at the macro level and describe the program evaluation study. Chapter 3 

contextualizes how the multiliteracies curriculum was implemented and how students 

experienced the curriculum. Chapter 4 then zooms in to the micro level of the program by 

exploring how French study abroad students engaged with digital multimodal composing to 

reflect on language, culture, and identity. Lastly, in Chapter 5, I summarize the findings and offer 

overarching implications for designing, evaluating, and researching L2 multiliteracies curricula.   
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CHAPTER 2: “BREAK DOWN BARRIERS AND DECOMPARTMENTALIZE”: 

EVALUATING A FRENCH MULTILITERACIES CURRICULUM 

 For nearly two decades, language learning research has called for overhauling the 

compartmentalized nature of teaching “language” and “content” in favor of multiliteracies as a 

more integrated approach (Kern, 2004; Michelson, 2019; Paesani & Allen, 2012, 2020; Warner 

& Dupuy, 2017). Studies on college language programs have demonstrated how multiliteracies 

can help students to develop their linguistic competencies (Lee et al., 2019), multimodal 

proficiencies (Yeh, 2018), and bilingual identities (Guth & Helm, 2011), while also becoming 

part of the imagined community of L2 users (Schermbeck & Lucht, 2017). Despite the important 

progress made in the pedagogy of multiliteracies (Paesani & Allen, 2020; Warner & Dupuy, 

2017) primarily through manuals and manifestos that advocate for a literacy turn (Kern, 2003, 

2004; Paesani et al., 2015) little is known about how language programs actually implement 

multiliteracies and how such curriculum is received by students and professors. This paucity of 

research implies that program administrators may still be hesitant to buy in to implementing 

multiliteracies (Allen & Paesani, 2010). Further, at a time when 25% of college students work 

extra hours and 11% forego meals to save money for language textbooks from commercial 

publishers (Hanson, 2021), it is important to understand how students may perceive free course 

materials.  

 Previous research on college language programs has additionally illuminated the power 

of conducting language program evaluations as a “framework, heuristic, and methodolog[y] for 

making sense of teaching and learning” (Norris, 2016, p. 170). While language programs may 

conduct Academic Program Reviews (APRs) for accreditation, it is rare for them to conduct 

ongoing internal evaluations with the goal of improving materials or assessments (Norris, 2016). 
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It is even more uncommon for such programs to empirically conduct and publish evaluative 

studies, which could support the field by indicating which practices work and which practices 

should be avoided. The handful of recently published language program evaluation adjacent 

articles focus on implementing multiliteracies through the lens of instructors (Menke & Paesani, 

2019) and non-tenure-track faculty (Menke, 2018) or action research on a particular pedagogical 

activity like peer response (Turpin, 2019). Most scholars ground language program evaluations 

in a pedagogical approach rather than selecting a theoretical framework that could guide the 

examination of the language program in question. Although scholars have made repeated calls to 

understand more about how multiliteracies pedagogies are realized in language learning contexts 

(Paesani & Allen, 2020; Warner & Dupuy, 2018), research has yet to investigate the experiences 

of different stakeholders (i.e., administration, faculty, instructors, and students) when 

implementing a new multiliteracies curriculum. Thus, an inquiry is needed to understand the 

benefits and obstacles that stakeholders encounter when implementing literacies-based language 

learning.   

 Grounded in the ecological framework of complexity theory (Cameron & Larsen-

Freeman, 2007; Larsen-Freeman, 2009), this study aims to delineate the tensions and 

opportunities that stakeholders experience when implementing and evaluating a multiliteracies 

curriculum. By illustrating how different groups of stakeholders perceive a French multiliteracies 

curriculum, we can integrate multiliteracies more meaningfully and provide more tangible 

professional development opportunities to teachers (Paesani & Allen, 2020). Through design-

based implementation research (DBIR) (Fishman et al., 2013) and qualitative analysis (Strauss & 

Corbin, 1998), this study zooms in and out across sub-systems of a college French language 
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program in the United States and aims to provide a framework for conducting empirical language 

program evaluations.  

Complexity Theory 

 To understand the dynamic tensions and opportunities faced by stakeholders when 

implementing a multiliteracies curriculum, this study is grounded in the theoretical framework of 

complexity theory. Situated under the umbrella of ecological theory, complexity theory explains 

the “complex” and “chaotic” way that systems change and interact dynamically (Cameron & 

Larson-Freeman, 2007; Larsen-Freeman, 2009). Proponents of complexity theory refer to second 

language development (SLD) rather than second language acquisition (SLA), because they 

perceive no single end point of language learning and use (De Bot et al., 2013; Larsen-Freeman, 

2007). Rather, language development is seen as an ongoing process because language is an open 

system that is continuously evolving (Larson-Freeman, 2011). The openness of language as a 

system means that language develops over time and its sub-systems dance together in unique 

patterns of organization and re-organization as the language engages with its surroundings (De 

Bot et al., 2013; Tamjid, 2007). Complexity theory for SLD defines language as “dynamic, 

complex, nonlinear, unpredictable, sensitive to initial conditions, sometimes chaotic, open, self-

organizing, feedback sensitive, [and] adaptative” (Larsen-Freeman, 2007, p. 3). These concepts 

indicate how language learning varies from learner to learner based on their sociocultural and 

historical experiences, as well as their environments.  

 Complexity theory has been proposed as a transdisciplinary “supra-theory” for applied 

linguistics to explain how language and language learner systems are overlapping and emergent 

(Cameron & Larson-Freeman, 2007). Previous research has applied complementary approaches 

to ecological theory to explore how different stakeholders perceive language learning (Hellmich, 
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2018) and to explain how language teachers can leverage what they know about the learning 

context to increase learning potential (Liu & Chao, 2018). By situating diverse perspectives on 

language learning, Hellmich (2018) employed a micro, meso, and macro framework to examine 

student, teacher, adult, and administrator perspectives on language learning in a K-8 immersion 

setting and how these perspectives compared to society’s view of language learning in relation to 

globalization. In studies rooted in complexity theory, scholars have examined more discrete 

development of linguistic systems in relation to other sub-systems. For example, one study on 

syntactic complexity in EFL journal writing found that the average of each student’s results was 

much different than the distinct routes that each individual student took in their writing 

(Verspoor et al., 2004). This finding reflects a central tenet of complexity theory for SLD 

because no student actually performed the average of the findings. While complexity theory has 

yet to be applied to language program evaluation, there have been calls to apply this theory to 

remedy “piecemeal” approaches to SLD by demonstrating longitudinal change and focusing on 

language as a process rather than a product (Larsen- Freeman, 2006, p. 591; Larsen-Freeman, 

2011). By implementing iterative design-based studies (Larsen-Freeman, 2011), complexity 

theory presents a unique opportunity to recognize the individual and systemic variation of the 

dynamic, nested systems of language learner, language teacher, curriculum administration, and 

evaluation. 

Applying Complexity Theory to Language Program Evaluation 

 Complexity theory is a suitable supra-theory for language program evaluation to 

represent how the L2 learner, teacher, curriculum, administrative, and evaluative sub-systems of 

language programs interact as dynamic, complex, and adaptive systems. Figure 2 illustrates how 
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the macro, meso, and micro levels of language program evaluation interact when implementing a 

new multiliteracies curriculum. 

Figure 2 

Macro, Meso, and Micro Levels of Implementing and Evaluating L2 Multiliteracies 

 

 At the micro level of language program evaluation, it is important to evaluate the 

stakeholders most affected by teaching, curriculum, and administration: the students themselves. 

Language learners are dynamic, social, cognitive, and context-dependent systems (De Bot et al., 

2007). Learners participate in the complexity theory concept of “soft assembly” or cobbling 

together language based on the linguistic resources available, which include a history of previous 

L2 use, motivations for future L2 use, and how these L2 uses have interacted with the cognitive 

and social processes of the user and their interlocutor(s) (Larsen-Freeman & Cameron, 2008). 

Complexity theory has proposed a move away from standardized (i.e., fill-in-the-blank) 

proficiency tests (Larsen-Freeman, 2009) in favor of more holistic and ecological opportunities 

for learners to demonstrate their longitudinal development. A complexity lens values language 
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learners as multilingual individuals who participate in a linguistic and often digital métissage 

(Savin-Baden & Tombs, 2017) in their practices of using language with peers, friends, family, 

and employers across the overlapping digital, physical, and/or mobile contexts of work, study, 

and play. 

 At the meso level, or the next level of systems of program evaluation, a complexity 

approach can equip educators with strategies to design curriculum centered around using 

language in unpredictable situations that allow for the practice of soft assembly —or putting 

together language based on previous experiences of linguistic utterances (Cameron & Larson-

Freeman, 2007, p. 12). By understanding the ecology of the program, educators can create 

curriculum catered to their specific context in order to most enhance opportunities for learner 

voice (Van Lier, 2010), agency, and autonomy (Liu & Chao, 2018). Because complex systems 

are feedback-sensitive, teachers employing complexity theory should work collaboratively with 

colleagues, students, and administrators to continue iterative design-based research on the 

changing contexts of learners, technology, and teachers’ repertoires. 

 At the macro level, a complexity theory approach can manage the many moving parts of 

language program evaluation and respond to the call for more longitudinal research that reflects 

how language development and performance is a “complex, nonlinear, dynamic, socially situated 

process” (Larsen-Freeman, 2009, p. 588). Because language departments do not remain static in 

the five to seven years between Academic Program Reviews, ongoing evaluation is important to 

acknowledge change in the system. Creating a culture of continual evaluation could help 

stakeholders to reflect and adapt accordingly as they move away from “one-size fits all” models. 

Complexity theory offers a longitudinal problem-oriented approach, unlike evaluations that 

occur only occasionally. Lastly, complexity theory can promote “evaluation capacity building” 
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that allows stakeholders to construct a culture of evaluation to increase efficacy, reflection, and 

awareness of diverse stakeholder perspectives (Preskill & Boyle, 2008).  

In what follows, I highlight how previous language program evaluations have been 

devoid of a theoretical framework, and what we have learned in the field of L2 learning based on 

these evaluations. 

Literature Review 

 Language program evaluation practices are rooted in the evaluation of educational 

programs, which the Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation (JCSEE) defines 

as the “systematic investigation of quality of programs…and/or any of their components, 

together or singly” (Yarbrough et al., 2011, p. xxv). In K-12, university, and English learner 

settings, language program evaluation is a “mode of inquiry” that further involves collecting 

information to improve, demonstrate, understand, and judge program values and tensions (Davis, 

2018; Lynch, 1996; Norris, 2006; Norris, 2016). Internally, evaluation assists programs in 

making decisions about program improvement, and externally it demonstrates the worth of 

foreign language education to funding sources (Davis, 2018; Stufflebeam & Coryn, 2014). In 

addition to these primary roles, some researchers also define evaluation as “regular, systematic 

research” (Lennie et al., 2011, p. 7) and call for more research on language program evaluation 

to promote transformative practices across language programs (Norris, 2009, 2016).  

 In its history, language program evaluation has made strides in reflecting social, political, 

and cultural contexts. The field began with a focus on pre-test and post-test experimental 

designs, before turning to an “educational connoisseurship model” (Eisner, 1977), with a “jet-in, 

jet-out expert” (JIJOE) external to the program that would glide in to conduct evaluation, leave 

their (often only quantitative) results with the program, and depart for another contract (Norris & 
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Watanabe, 2007). Since the 70s, language program evaluation has pushed for more descriptive 

approaches that seem to echo grounded theory by observing programs more ethnographically 

(Scriven, 1972; Stake, 1967). While the field moves toward empowering stakeholders to 

participate with the aim of increasing the use of results (Norris & Watanabe, 2007; Yarbrough et 

al., 2011), the approaches to date are not rooted in any identifiable theoretical framework, despite 

calls for a meta-theory of evaluation that would relate to all programs (Stufflebeam & Coryn, 

2014).  

 The handful of published studies on language program evaluation have illuminated how 

certain pedagogical implementations can affect stakeholders. For instance, in an evaluation of 

English classes at a Japanese university, “reading-to-learn” pedagogies motivated students to 

learn language in context because they felt the materials were more intellectually challenging 

(Koda & Yamashita, 2018). Another evaluative study examined the implementation of task-

based language teaching (TBLT) in Dutch-language primary school in Belgium, finding a need 

for more teacher professional development in TBLT (Vandommele et al., 2018). Ranalli (2018) 

applied more of an ecological approach to study the micro, meso, and macro levels of Computer-

Assisted Language Learning (CALL) by involving experts and practitioners in implementation 

and evaluation. In the one study on program evaluation in a multiliteracies context, Byrnes 

(2002) examined a German program, which led to rethinking the scope and sequence to increase 

the emphasis on literacies in the coursework. Although other studies have evaluated the tensions 

that instructors face when implementing multiliteracies (Menke 2018; Paesani & Allen, 2020), 

revealing that more teacher training is needed, there is little contemporary research that formally 

evaluates the implementation of multiliteracies. It is important that such programs are evaluated 

with more frequency to understand the tensions and opportunities that stakeholders may perceive 
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when engaging in a multiliteracies curriculum, which may support overhauling the imaginary 

and constructed “language-content” divide in college language programs. 

 To understand the comprehensive impacts of implementing a multiliteracies curriculum 

in a college French language program, this study leverages complexity theory. By examining the 

complex sub-systems (e.g., stakeholder groups, materials, assessments) that make up the 

language program, I aim to illuminate the benefits and obstacles of implementing multiliteracies. 

The research question guiding this study is: What are the tensions and opportunities that 

stakeholders experience when implementing and evaluating a college French multiliteracies 

curriculum?  

Methods 

Setting and Participants 

 This program evaluation study was conducted within the undergraduate French program 

of a large university in the southwestern United States. The university had a language 

requirement of four semesters (or placement equivalent) for students pursuing a Bachelor of Arts 

and two semesters (or placement equivalent) for students pursing a Bachelor of Science. The 

French program offered a major in French language, literature, and culture and a major in French 

and Francophone Studies. Additionally, the program offered a minor and a study abroad summer 

program in Paris.  

 To understand how implementing new curricula affected the program, I recruited 

participants representing the different stakeholders in the program. The selection criteria 

included administrators, faculty, adjuncts, graduate instructors, and undergraduate students 

because these parties comprise the stakeholders of the French program. Further, I aimed to 

recruit educators that had a wide variety of teaching experience, including novice, experienced, 
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and veteran educators. For undergraduate student participants, I represented the student 

population by recruiting students that were majoring in French, minoring in French, and taking 

the course to fulfill the university’s language requirement.  

 The 26 participants included 3 program administrators who also taught in the program, 4 

tenure-track faculty, 1 adjunct, 5 graduate instructors with varying levels of teaching experience, 

and 13 undergraduate students. Participants were recruited via email and classroom visits.  

Design-based Implementation Research (DBIR) 

 This study involved DBIR, a method that is particularly appropriate for evaluating 

curricular innovation focusing on the “mutually transformative” relationship between research 

and practice (Fishman et al., 2013, p. 138) by asking “what works, when, and for whom” (Means 

& Penuel, 2005). DBIR involves establishing partnerships through recursive research and 

innovation. The principles of DBIR guiding this study involve a) examining problems from 

diverse stakeholders’ perspectives, b) designing collaborative and iterative implementation, c) 

creating cyclical action research, and d) building a capacity for change (Fishman et al., 2013; 

Penuel et al., 2011). DBIR principles echo the dynamic nature of complex systems through their 

collaborative, reflective, and iterative practices that account for change.  

 Because DBIR is inherently participatory and longitudinal, I conducted this study from 

2017 through 2021 (Figure 3). The study began when a department administrator proposed that I 

design and implement a textbook-less multiliteracies curriculum in our fourth semester French 

course (Intermediate French II), with the goal of better preparing students for the rigors of third-

year French courses. Working with a rotation of masters’ students, I led the development of a 

multiliteracies curriculum centered on French language resources (e.g., news, articles, poetry, 

films, memes, social media, music) as the central texts of the course. In each of four thematic 
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units, students engaged in projects-based learning while designing French digital multimodal 

compositions like a collaborative political campaign for a fictional candidate, a hypertext poem, 

and a debate on Quebec’s language policies. Based on student evaluations and feedback from 

instructors and the administration, I modified the curricula iteratively each semester from Spring 

2018 to Spring 2020. Three to four sections of the course were taught each Spring and Fall 

semester, and I developed face-to-face, synchronous online, and asynchronous online versions of 

the course. This multiliteracies course has been taught by eight instructors, including myself, and 

is integrated into the program’s scope and sequence. The multiliteracies course is referred to as 

“Intermediate French II,” and is one of several multiliteracies courses that have already been 

designed and implemented in advanced levels of coursework. 

Figure 3  

Integrating DBIR to Design and Evaluate Multiliteracies Curriculum 

 

 It is important to recognize my positionality as an instructor and curriculum designer 

within the program. Several phases of informal evaluation (e.g., course meetings, professional 
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development workshops, student surveys) were involved before collecting the more formal 

interviews and observations that I compiled for this study’s evaluation. My roles positioned me 

to conduct an ethnographic evaluation of the department because of the rapport that I had built 

with faculty, students, administration, and instructors throughout the process of implementing the 

curriculum. It is possible that my positionality as teacher and curriculum designer could have 

affected the candor of participants during their interviews. For this reason, I conducted 

interviews with students after grades had been entered for the semester. Further, I designed open-

ended interview questions for all participants to facilitate an open discussion. I attempted to 

mitigate any bias by triangulating the analysis of the interviews, observations, and program 

documents.   

Data Collection 

 To evaluate the different tensions and opportunities experienced by stakeholders when 

implementing the multiliteracies curriculum, I collected interviews, classroom observations, and 

program documents. 

Interviews 

 Semi-structured interviews (30-45 minutes) were conducted individually on Zoom with 

each of the 26 participants in Spring and Summer of 2020. I asked a different set of questions to 

stakeholders depending on their roles. For example, I asked administrators about the constraints 

that they faced in their roles, the changes that had been implemented since the last APR, student 

retention, student preparedness, and their views on the implementation of multiliteracies. I asked 

faculty similar questions, including how they decided on the curriculum for their courses, their 

views on multiliteracies, and their thoughts on how the program approached “language” and 

“content.” I asked graduate students about the allocation of materials design responsibilities, the 
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constraints they faced while teaching, their training in methods of language teaching, and their 

views on multiliteracies. Lastly, I asked the undergraduate students about their experiences in the 

French program as a whole and their experiences in the fourth semester multiliteracies French 

course. I asked all participants about their experiences with program evaluation and what they 

might change about the program if they could. Additionally, because data collection occurred at 

the debut of the COVID-19 pandemic, I asked participants about their experiences teaching and 

learning during the shift to online learning. (For a full list of questions, see Appendix A). 

Classroom Observations  

 After interviewing, I recruited participants for classroom observations. Seven instructors 

were recruited, including three teaching 100-level (first year) courses, two teaching the 

multiliteracies 200-level (second year) course, one teaching at the 300-level, and one teaching at 

the 400-level. This distribution was roughly equivalent to the number of students enrolled in 

each level of coursework. I conducted classroom observations on Zoom in late April of 2020, a 

month after we had switched to synchronous online teaching due to the pandemic. The 

instructors observed recognized that they taught differently online than in person, but they stated 

that the pandemic did not alter their pedagogical approach nor philosophy to teaching.  

 I observed each of the seven classes once on Zoom, for the total of their 50-minute class 

period. While observing, I took detailed field notes, transcribing time stamps and teacher talk. 

Additionally, I wrote memos to describe what materials the teacher was using, the objectives for 

the day, student participation and engagement, teaching methodologies, and use of scaffolding. 

After the 50-minute course observation, I re-read my notes and added important details about use 

of language(s), teacher talk time, and how many questions were asked by students. 
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Program Documents 

 Lastly, I collected a variety of program documents from the department, including the 

most recent APR, the undergraduate program’s webpages, syllabi for courses at each level, and 

information about students enrolled in the “capstone” course. This course was required for 

seniors graduating with a major in French. At the end of the course, students engaged in a series 

of assessments that measured whether they had achieved the linguistic and cultural objectives of 

the program. The director of undergraduate studies reported capstone proficiency results and any 

proposed changes to the program in a required online platform at the university, to which I was 

granted access for data analysis. By analyzing these program documents, I hoped to learn more 

about the culture of the program and understand whether multiliteracies played a role in any of 

the program administration.  

Data Analysis  

 I conducted three phases of qualitative coding centered in grounded theory (Strauss & 

Corbin, 1998) to understand the tensions and constraints experienced within and between 

different groups of stakeholders. 

Open Coding 

 During the first phase of data analysis, I utilized open coding (Strauss & Corbin, 1998) in 

NVivo to label sections of interviews, program documents, and classroom observations that shed 

light on the constraints and benefits of implementing multiliteracies curricula. I first began with 

the interviews, then moved to the classroom observations and program documents. Some highly 

occurring codes during this phase were “agency,” “lack of agency,” “collaboration,” “enjoy 

projects,” and “textbook cost.”  
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Axial Coding 

 At the beginning of the axial coding phase (Strauss & Corbin, 1998), I looked across the 

codes that I had generated in open coding to expand, collapse, and refine my codebook. I circled 

back through the data during this step to provide examples and definitions of each code in my 

codebook. Then, I analyzed the codes to understand how I might group them into categories in 

my codebook. For example, I grouped “intercultural competence,” “culture in context,” 

“decontextualized culture,” “learning culture,” “challenging stereotypes,” and “comparing 

culture,” into the overarching parent code “Culture.” I then re-coded all the data in NVivo with 

these codes, while also collapsing, expanding, and optimizing categories as needed (Table 1).  

Table 1 

Example of Codebook Definitions for “Materials” during Axial Coding 

Parent Code Child Code Definition 

Materials Authentic+ Reference to “authentic” materials made for and by users of 
French. 

Authentic- Dislike materials made for and by users of French.  
Prefer to use scripted textbook materials. 

Textbooks+ Adherence to textbooks is viewed or used positively. 
Textbooks- Adherence to textbooks is viewed or used negatively. 
Convenience+ Materials used are convenient.  
Convenience- Materials used are inconvenient. 
Textbook cost Statement about the high cost of textbook materials. 
Free resources Statement about importance of free resources in materials 

design. 
Lack of 
resources 

Student or educator lacks resources to teach or learn. 

Online 
activities+ 

Online language workbook for beginning French courses is 
viewed positively.  

Online 
activities- 

Online language workbook for beginning French courses is 
viewed negatively.  

 

Selective Coding and Constant Comparative Method 

 In the final phase of coding, I engaged in selective coding (Strauss & Corbin, 1998) by 

once more looking at the codebook from the axial phase and expanding, collapsing, and 
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optimizing codes as needed. I then revisited the data, re-coding according to this refined 

codebook. Using the constant comparative method (Glaser & Strauss, 1967), I looked across the 

data for confirming and disconfirming evidence relating to the codes and their definitions and 

how these codes fell into constraints and benefits. After coding, I collected key examples of each 

code and read through these to understand how to group the codes into emerging themes. 

Simultaneously, I listed the codes in order of salience to understand which codes were the most 

prominent and how they might fit together into themes. I further examined the origin of the 

codes to understand how codes differed in salience within and across stakeholder groups and 

data points. Based on these steps, I grouped the codes into emerging themes including two 

opportunities and three constraints provided by the curriculum.  

Findings  

 The analysis of stakeholder interviews, classroom observations, and program documents 

revealed five themes regarding the opportunities and tensions experienced by stakeholders when 

implementing new multiliteracies curriculum. The new curriculum helped all stakeholder groups 

to contextualize language learning by abandoning the textbook. For faculty and graduate 

instructors, implementing multiliteracies meant decompartmentalizing curriculum design through 

social learning that helped break down departmental barriers. All stakeholders experienced a 

tension regarding the overemphasis on decontextualized culture and language that left students 

ill-prepared for the multiliteracies courses. Likewise, analysis revealed a bifurcated scope and 

sequence of the courses and assessments in the program. Lastly, instructors and professors who 

had not engaged in multiliteracies teachers had differing views about language courses and 

students’ linguistic capabilities. 
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Opportunity 1: Contextualizing Language Learning by Ditching the Textbook  

 All stakeholders benefited from the multiliteracies curriculum by contextualizing 

language learning through free L2 resources rather than a textbook. Stakeholders perceived the 

multiliteracies materials positively for their affordability, flexibility, and for making language 

learning more relevant.  

Affordability 

 The administrators, faculty, graduate instructors, and undergraduate students that had 

participated in teaching or learning with multiliteracies curricula perceived the multiliteracies 

materials positively for eliminating student textbook costs. Administrators viewed the 

multiliteracies courses as a benefit from a logistics perspective, stating in their interviews: 

 The textbooks are too expensive, and students should have free access to materials. 

 (Administrator 1 interview) 

 It is very difficult to take a pre-session class if the textbook package costs $200 for 20 

 days of class.  (Administrator 2 interview) 

 [Having] no textbook requirement or no purchase requirement in other courses would be 

 very encouraging…I think some people would choose their language based on how much 

 it’s going to cost them. (Administrator 2 interview) 

 Administrators explained how the cost of textbooks, which were required for the first 

three semesters (i.e., non-multiliteracies) of French in the program, may have been prohibitive, 

especially for the short-term classes offered in Winter and Summer sessions. One administrator 

further highlighted that not having textbooks in the future could influence which language 

students select to take as part of the university’s language program requirement. Further, both 

faculty and administrators viewed multiliteracies curricula as a way to escape beginner and 
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intermediate textbooks from commercial publishers, potentially creating increased retention in 

the French program. Several teaching stakeholders referred to the elimination of textbooks as a 

potential means of “attracting” future students who might otherwise take a different, more 

textbook-centered language course.  

Flexibility  

 Most participants agreed that open access resources fostered more flexibility than 

textbooks. Instructors and faculty further acknowledged that textbooks are a “mediocre” and 

outdated method for language learning. A third-year graduate instructor stated that “stepping 

away from the textbook was refreshing” while teaching the multiliteracies curriculum. Although 

some tenure-track faculty acknowledged in their interviews that textbooks are “always kind of 

flawed, but a way to work within time constraints,” most participants agreed that the time spent 

on non-textbook materials was a fair tradeoff. For example, some undergraduate students 

expressed their preference for a textbook-free course:  

 By not having a textbook, that made us look up more personalized vocabulary and I think 

 I actually learned more vocabulary. (French minor undergraduate 1 interview)  

 It was so nice not having a textbook. Having all the materials in the [learning 

 management system] was really helpful for you to actually find out what you needed and 

 pinpoint what you should be studying.  (Language requirement undergraduate 1 

 interview) 

 Some instructors not teaching multiliteracies courses stated that they had abandoned 

textbooks because they preferred to design their own materials. For example, two professors 

stated: 
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 I stopped using a book because no book is perfect. When you get to the point where you 

 have to drop more than what you’re using and integrate materials you’re finding online, 

 just drop the book and create your own. (Professor 1 interview)  

 If you’re only reading excerpt after excerpt of texts form a textbook or you’re only 

 listening to dialogues that have been prepared by a textbook company, I think that’s 

 doing a disservice to our students, and even more so, a disservice when the types of 

 communication that they’re going to be engaging in and in French …are not just 

 mediated by one particular type of text. (Professor 2 interview)  

 These experiences of students and professors demonstrate that both parties found open 

access materials to be more relevant and malleable than static textbooks. By ditching the 

textbook, instructors thus felt they could better contextualize language learning. 

Contextualizing Language Learning 

 Teachers and students agreed that the beginner French courses that used textbooks put an 

overemphasis on computer-graded “plug and chug” exercises. Many students conceptualized the 

textbook platform as “a throwback to high school work” and a belittling of their language 

capabilities. Some students even suggested ways that the textbook platforms could have been 

used with more of a multiliteracies lens:   

 I think instead of doing every single required textbook exercise in the first three courses,  

 maybe we could pick only a couple to be due. Then incorporate like what [Intermediate

 French II] did with ‘watch this YouTube video or read this article’ …it would get you 

 a little more immersed rather than just filling out ‘true or false’ or whatever. (French 

 major undergraduate 1 interview) 
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Students elaborated that multiliteracies materials and activities were “more personalized,” helped 

them to learn more culture in context, and supported vocabulary retention. They felt like the 

activities and assessments involved valued them as an adult learner and helped them engage in 

issues that were important to them, like police brutality, immigration, and the environment, 

which were not topics that they covered in detail in courses with textbooks. 

 Teachers were also more motivated when teaching multiliteracies curriculum because 

they felt like they were “actually making a difference” in students’ lives by contextualizing 

language, culture, and content as one inseparable entity. For example, in one graduate 

instructor’s Intermediate French II class observation, the goal of her class period was for students 

to be able to reflect on how multimodality plays a role in film and music videos (Table 2). 

Table 2 

An Instructor Contextualizes Language Learning through a Multimodal Workshop in 

Intermediate French II Observation 

Time 
Spent 

Activity Description  

2 minutes Instructions and 
scaffolding for watching 
a music video  

Instructor introduces activity by telling class that they 
will watch the whole music video of “Marly 
Gomont.” She tells students to pay particular 
attention to multimodality. She asks for a student to 
explain what this means. She reminds students to 
reflect on how modal elements enforce the message 
of the song. She tells students that they can look at 
the lyrics while watching the video. 

7 minutes Guided viewing activity The instructor plays the music video on the shared 
screen. She pauses the video periodically to ask 
students about color, images, sounds, and slang use 
in the rap song. Students participate orally and via 
chat. 

3 minutes Breakout discussion In breakout rooms, students are instructed to discuss 
what they observed about modes in the video and 
how this contributed to the message of the song. 

3 minutes Full class discussion Instructor brings students back into the main Zoom 
room and asks students how the modes related to the 
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message. Students share orally. Instructor then asks 
how this music video is related to a film that students 
have watched for homework. Students compare in 
oral French. Teacher provides vocabulary scaffolding 
in the chat and in the shared PowerPoint. 

Note. Entire course conducted in French, with some English translanguaging during breakout 
sessions. 
 
 During this course observation (Table 2), the students and teacher were engaged in the 

multiliteracies acts of conceptualizing, analyzing, experiencing how the multiple modes in the 

music video contributed to the overall message about the racism that Kamini, the musical artist, 

experienced growing up in the rural French town of Marly Gomont. Students and teacher were 

simultaneously leveraging the unit’s vocabulary and structures (i.e., the subjunctive) to discuss 

course themes of immigration and racism. Rather than separating “grammar,” “vocabulary,” 

“content,” and “culture” into separate pedagogical acts, here the instructor combined the 

multiliteracies pedagogies of experiencing, conceptualizing, and analyzing to simultaneously 

engage the full language learners’ repertoires. 

 Thus, multiliteracies curricula served to contextualize language learning through thematic 

units that focused on the interaction of language, culture, and identity. Students and teachers 

alike perceived the integration “grammar” and “vocabulary” into the multiliteracies curriculum 

to be more relevant than the overwhelming focus on decontextualized structures and vocabulary 

in commercial French textbooks. 

Opportunity 2: Integrating Curriculum with Social Learning through Multiliteracies  

 Stakeholders perceived the curriculum as advantageous for fostering social relationships 

within and between stakeholder groups of instructors (i.e., faculty, adjuncts, and graduate 

instructors), which helped them to break down barriers by sharing materials and creating 

mentorship in the department. 
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Fostering Sharing of Materials  

 Practices of multiliteracies fostered a sharing of pedagogical materials within and 

between groups of graduate instructors, adjuncts, and professors. Those who shared materials 

were all instructors of multiliteracies courses, including the course designed for this study and 

some upper-level French courses designed by faculty. In contrast, instructors using the 

Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) approach held more individualist views of their 

teaching and materials and were less likely to share their materials openly. 

 During their interviews, proponents of multiliteracies discussed their experiences sharing 

materials:  

 We have conversations where I say ‘Hey I’m teaching about [your specialty]. Could you 

 talk to me about it?’ We’re sharing materials with each other with little regard for what 

 our training is in…It’s more about bringing everything together. (Professor 3 interview) 

 Is it possible to break down barriers and decompartmentalize? It might be one way to 

 look at multiliteracies curriculum in general is sort of to break down these departmental 

 barriers and these artificial boundaries. (Administrator 2 interview)  

 Participants understood sharing materials as a means to “break down barriers and 

decompartmentalize” the department. Because advocates of multiliteracies are self-purportedly 

“loathe” to stick to any one textbook or source, they were more likely to turn to the funds of 

knowledge of their peers. They recognized their peers’ diverse training experiences and created a 

sub-culture of sharing syllabi, activities, rubrics, and assessments that they had designed in their 

courses. In contrast, participants who were teaching courses that were not centered around 

multiliteracies stated feeling isolated and unsupported:  
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 It was tough. It was like ‘Hey you're teaching this and here's a past description of the 

 class. Figure it out and make it work.’ (Graduate instructor 1 interview)  

 Most of what I've used in my class has been provided by a textbook… I have made my 

 own things. But most of what I use was already premade for me by the textbook 

 publisher. (Graduate instructor 2 interview)  

 Instructors teaching without multiliteracies were more likely to feel isolated and to feel a 

lack of agency regarding sharing and designing materials. The difference between multiliteracies 

and non-multiliteracies courses also correlated directly with informal processes of mentorship for 

multiliteracies instructors and a lack of mentorship for those teaching with CLT or other 

approaches. Some administrators, however, did not expect faculty to want to share their 

pedagogical materials:  

 I don’t think the faculty are interested in working together. They’re really interested in 

 their own methodology and just doing their own work. (Administrator 3 interview) 

 Despite the opinions of administrators, faculty in multiliteracies were not only sharing 

their materials but also mentoring other instructors in the practices of multiliteracies. One 

graduate instructor (Graduate Instructor 3) in particular was passionate about sharing her journey 

of being mentored and becoming a mentor in multiliteracies pedagogies:  

 [That professor] is very multiliteracies so I learned what multiliteracies is and I 

 redesigned the curriculum based on that and the agency that I had.  

 I wanted to teach the multiliteracies course since the moment that I heard it existed, when 

 [Author] was teaching the methods section in my first semester here and [Author] always 

 used examples of the multiliteracies course. I remember thinking ‘That’s so cool. I want 

 to do that.’  
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 Now I know there are grad student instructors who look up to me…which is good! But 

 most of the graduate instructors don’t have a colleague to model or mentor. So how can 

 we cultivate this type of [multiliteracies] if we don’t have mentors in the program?  

 Throughout her interview, this graduate instructor described how informal mentorship 

and her own agency helped her to integrate multiliteracies into her courses and to in turn become 

a source of inspiration to other graduate student instructors. She also explained that the process 

of socialization and mentorship into multiliteracies was not formalized in the department, and 

that having a formal system of mentorship for multiliteracies would increase the buy-in of her 

graduate instructor peers that were employed “without having a main interest in teaching.”  

 Practices of sharing pedagogical materials and informal mentoring practices thus 

cultivated community and helped develop multiliteracies within the program.  

Tension 1: Overemphasis on Decontextualized Culture and Language in the Department 

 Stakeholders of the French program experienced a tension regarding the overemphasis on 

decontextualized culture and language in non-multiliteracies courses. By separating language 

and culture from context, instructors left beginning French students ill-prepared for interacting 

meaningfully with users of French.  

 The separation of “culture” from the rest of language learning manifested itself in two 

ways in the department. Firstly, an analysis of syllabi and teacher observations indicated that the 

commercial textbooks used in Beginning French I and Beginning French II promoted culture as a 

memorization of discrete trivial points. For example, one textbook used in Beginner French II 

had a chapter entitled “L’espace vert” or “Green Space.” Although the title indicated that 

students may learn about how different Francophone countries handle issues like climate change, 

the title simultaneously attempted to disguise that this was the “subjunctive chapter.” Students 
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were introduced to the subjunctive mood and its verb conjugations through a variety of primarily 

mechanical activities in the chapter, especially in the online workbook. “Culture” appeared only 

three times throughout the chapter: in a reading on National Parks, a reading about Ecology, and 

an end of unit lesson about Western and Central African countries. All these sections were 

followed by reading comprehension questions, in which students answered close-ended 

questions about the material that they had read. However, they were not asked to engage with the 

material, to make cultural comparisons to their own experiences, nor to problematize their 

learning. The end of unit materials were particularly problematic, as students read 100-word 

blurbs about Léopold Senghor, Ivorian music, a Pan African cinema festival, and the national 

parks in Cameroun through a “Panaroma” that exotified Western Africa and Central Africa. 

These two pages grouped together 17 French-speaking African countries by listing trivia about 

population size, famous people, and music. The section only vaguely touched upon the 

ecological theme of the chapter through a blurb on mountain gorillas and national parks. It 

should be observed this chapter is but one example, and that other chapters in the textbook, and 

in previous textbooks used by the department in beginner courses, followed the same pattern of 

separating “culture.” 

 The second way that a separation of culture manifested in these beginning level courses 

was through an adherence to the CLT notion of “Culture Day,” in which instructors chose to 

cover the previously mentioned reading comprehension (i.e., “culture”) sections in one class day, 

typically right before or after an exam. Students found this treatment of culture to be “childish” 

and “irrelevant” in the beginning level courses. Table 3 illustrates the key points from an 

observation of a “Culture Day” in a Beginning French I class.  
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Table 3 

Observation of Culture Day in a Beginning French I Course 

Time Spent Activity Description 

2 minutes Video viewing Students view a YouTube video about a Breton 
crêpe shop. There is no pre-listening activity or 
explanation of why they view this video. 

3 minutes Text reading Teacher does not explain or contextualize the video 
that students viewed. There is no opportunity for 
students to interact with the video. There are no 
questions about the video. Students are not asked to 
participate in any interpreting or analyzing. 
Teacher reads aloud a page from the book about 
crêpes and galettes in Brittany, France. She does 
not ask the students to read this aloud. 

3 minutes Question Asking Teacher speaks in English about the French text 
that she has just read aloud. She transitions to a 
slide with questions in French about the reading. 
She reads all the reading comprehension questions 
aloud to the class and responds to the first question 
herself, without asking for a volunteer. 

1 minute Student 
participation in 
reading 

Teacher asks students the second question from the 
reading and the students respond in the chat. 

3 minutes Text reading Teacher reads aloud a paragraph about Claude 
Monet’s house from the textbook. There is no 
contextualization of why they are reading this.  

3 minutes Comprehension 
questions 

Teacher asks students to respond to a 
comprehension question, but she only gives them 
around 10 seconds to process and respond. Students 
respond to the first question in the chat. There is no 
wait time for the rest of the questions, and the 
instructor reads aloud the questions and answers 
them herself. Students are never asked to 
participate orally in the entirety of the class, and no 
students speak during the course. 

Note. Course was conducted in a mix of English and French. French was used in the textbook 
excerpts and the video. The teacher used English and French, and most students responded with 
written text in English. 
 
 The practices of the instructor (Table 3) were not unique to this instructor and similar 

practices were observed by new and seasoned instructors alike who were teaching the beginning 

courses. Throughout the observation, we see that “Culture Day” manifested as a teacher-centered 
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lecture on culture in which the teacher read aloud and showed videos about “Culture” but did not 

ask students to engage in the multiliteracies acts of experiencing, conceptualizing, analyzing, or 

applying. Students engaged only twice in the discussion of culture and did so by participating in 

the Zoom chat. They were never asked to respond orally nor to participate orally in the lesson.   

 This decontextualized teaching of grammar and culture left students feeling like “culture 

was random” (French major 2, interview). When students arrived to the multiliteracies courses, 

they appreciated the opportunity to contextualize grammar, vocabulary, culture, and content as 

one by engaging with multiliteracies resources as anchor texts for linguistic and cultural 

meaning-making. However, these students reported feeling under-prepared for this type of 

meaning-making due to the overemphasis on decontextualized, lecture-style practices promoted 

by textbooks and pedagogy utilized in Beginning French I and II. All participants agreed that the 

new Intermediate French II course helped decompartmentalize language learning, and that 

abandoning textbooks could be a way to promote a more integrated approach to culture in the 

beginner courses. 

Tension 2: Bifurcated Scope & Sequence of the Curriculum 

 An analysis of the department’s program documents indicated that the bridge courses and 

senior capstone assessment practices would make multiliteracies difficult to implement in other 

courses, concretizing issues of bifurcation in the department.  

 According to the program’s documents and faculty interviews, the scope and sequence of 

the program’s fifth year courses lent themselves particularly to bifurcation. The program 

employed two fifth semester “bridge courses,” which students took after their intermediate 

coursework and before moving on to advanced courses in literature, linguistics, or French 

business. Instructors referred to one of the bridge courses, “Pronunciation and Conversation,” as 
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“the phonetics class” in their interviews. The other required bridge course was entitled 

“Grammar, Usage, and Composition,” and all participants who mentioned it referred to it as “the 

grammar class.” In their interviews, students also expressed confusion about the rationale behind 

taking separate “phonetics” and “grammar” classes at the third year (e.g., 300) level. 

 Additionally, students complained about the different ways that the “Pronunciation and 

Conversation” course was taught. Some professors placed a heavy emphasis on memorizing the 

International Phonetic Alphabet (IPA) through activities like transcriptions, while others focused 

more on comprehensible conversation in context, although teaching the same course. The 

students enrolled in the IPA style class commented that it was “only useful if you’re going into 

linguistics” and “did not prepare me for feeling comfortable speaking in higher level courses.” 

 Likewise, administrators and students shared their concern about the advanced grammar 

course teaching “grammar out of context.” Although students felt like they knew grammatical 

concepts such as “how to explain the plus-que-parfait” conjugation, they did not feel like most of 

the coursework would help them to use the grammar meaningfully in the future. However, 

stakeholders agreed that opportunities for revision were important in the bridge courses when 

students could “apply the feedback” by writing a second draft or re-recording an assignment. 

When they were not given a chance to directly apply the feedback to a subsequent draft of the 

same assignment, students felt more likely to forget the feedback while working on their next 

assignment.  

 In addition to the bifurcation promoted by the bridge courses, some of the instructional 

faculty continued to criticize “language people” or “literature people,” especially when these 

individuals worked in a field different than the participant. One professor perceived the “massive 

divide” in faculty and bridge courses as detrimental to the students, saying that “the students are 
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not learning the critical digital literacies that they will need” to interact in Francophone contexts. 

Rather, the program was based on a traditional model whose scope and sequence may have 

prepared students for potential graduate careers in language teaching in the United States or in 

Francophone literature. Thus, several instructional participants agreed that the current state of the 

course learning outcomes and their affiliated assessments did not necessarily prepare students to 

interact with users of French while living or working abroad. 

Tension 3: Misunderstanding of Multiliteracies and Students’ Capabilities 

 The last constraint witnessed in the department was a misunderstanding of multiliteracies 

pedagogies and of undergraduate students’ capabilities to engage in multiliteracies.  

Underestimating Student Potential 

 Professors and instructors who taught without multiliteracies pedagogies were more 

likely to underestimate their students’ capabilities. For instance, one professor (Professor 1) 

stated that “students’ capacity to absorb what we are trying to teach is limited” and that the 

department needed to “focus on the fundamentals” like discrete grammar and pronunciation 

points. Although this professor claimed to be in support of multiliteracies, they also only 

discussed “reading,” “writing,” “listening,” and “speaking” as the different types of literacies and 

did not include the concepts of “multiple channels of communication,” nor “multiple genres of 

texts” in their understanding of multiliteracies. Instructors with similar outlooks, based on their 

syllabi, were much less likely to assign students activities and projects in which they were asked 

to apply the language or redesign the language in context. Rather, these courses included more 

traditional assessments like exams, summaries, and translations, for example.  

 In contrast, instructors who had taught with multiliteracies pedagogies held higher 

expectations for their students to be able to engage in critical thinking, applying, and redesigning 
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by transforming their learning through assessments and assignments like podcasts, digital social 

annotation, debates, research projects, and artistic representations of their learning. They felt like 

they were able to cultivate an increased tolerance of linguistic and intercultural ambiguity in their 

students through the types of materials and assessments used in the course and through explicit 

discussions on striving for meaning rather than perfection in French: 

 They finish the class and they’re able to write a poem…to analyze a poem…to analyze a 

 political campaign. They’re able to do all of those things. And all of these things are 

 literacies that are absolutely necessary in the real world. The students say in their 

 evaluations that they were scared [of the multiliteracies approach] at first, but that then 

 they really loved it. (Graduate instructor 1)  

This instructor taught the Intermediate French II course and illustrated how by using 

multiliteracies, instructors held their students to a higher standard through scaffolding genres of 

design that are “absolutely necessary in the real world.”  

 In their interviews, undergraduate students agreed that adjusting to multiliteracies in 

intermediate and advanced courses was sometimes difficult due to the emphasis on the CLT 

approach in beginner levels. They described the CLT classes as: “doing online textbook 

exercises until my eyes bleed” (Language requirement undergraduate 3) and “reading excerpts 

about random French culture from the textbook on ‘culture day’” (French major 2). Students 

strongly felt that the CLT approach decontextualized both grammar and culture, and it was thus 

detrimental to their abilities to engage meaningfully in French. Throughout the multiliteracies 

courses, students indicated that they were “surprised” at what they were able to do by interacting 

with authentic materials and producing their own multimodal products. One student captured the 

ideas that many other students had shared: 
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 I wish I had this [multiliteracies] type of approach in lower levels of French because I 

 would be able to do so much more in French. (French minor 1 interview) 

 In addition to feeling like the multiliteracies curricula was more relevant than the CLT-

style beginner courses, students also felt that it helped them contextualize grammar. An analysis 

of the materials used in the Beginning French I and Beginning French II courses indicated that 

the materials, primarily from commercial textbook publishers, were grammar-centered, 

especially the online activities accompanying these textbooks that were heavily assigned in these 

courses. As a result, students indicated that they felt like they could “conjugate a verb when I get 

a fill-in-the-blank exercise,” but they didn’t feel like they could “use the grammar in a real 

context” until they took at least one multiliteracies course (French minor 2). 

Form Over Function in Capstone Assessment Practices 

 The misalignment between grammar in context and grammar out of context manifested in 

the exit interview protocol for the program. French majors were required to participate in a final 

capstone course with a variety of measures for proficiency. At the end of the course, students’ 

writing and speaking proficiencies were evaluated by faculty members of the department. 

Although the department equivalated their rubric to the Common European Framework of 

Reference (CEFR), their descriptions of assessment differed from the historically more holistic 

approaches to the CEFR. While oral communication was assessed holistically, written 

communication was assessed by subtracting from proficiency for each mistake. Table 4 is 

reproduced directly from the assessment document used by the program and indicates the scale 

that professors used to assess their students’ written work for the capstone course. The “% 

mistakes” column indicates the percentage of mistakes per the number of words in the 



IMPLEMENTING & EVALUATING MULTILITERACIES 53 

assignment. The “Level” column indicates the students’ proficiency level, with C2 being 

commonly equivalated to “native speaker” level.  

Table 4  

Assessing Written Communication for French Majors 

% mistakes Level 

1-1.99 C2 

2-3.99 C1 

4-5.99 B2 

6-7.99 B1 

8-8.99 A2 

Over 9% A1 

  

The assessment guide for professors rating the students’ proficiency also included the following 

description: 

 Mistakes [include] vocabulary, grammar, style…On the assessment form, the instructor 

 enters the number of words in the assignment and the number of mistakes then calculates 

 the percentage of mistakes. There are six levels of proficiency in written communication, 

 C2 being the highest, A1 the lowest. Ratings are assigned using [Table 4].  

 This type of assessment protocol (Table 4) differs from the CEFR and from the standards 

of the American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL), both of which the 

department integrates into the learning outcomes for the undergraduate program. The scale 

(Table 4) does not differentiate types of perceived “mistakes,” and according to the program 

rubrics, a student would receive -1% for spelling errors or for incomprehensible sentences — 

errors that seem to differ widely in their (in)ability to convey information meaningfully. 
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Likewise, a student who wrote in simple sentences to avoid errors might be awarded a “C2” (i.e., 

native speaker) level without actually using forms, structures, or turns of phrase that would be 

inherent to the C2 level. In the written capstone assessments, content, development of ideas, 

knowledge transformation, and specialized knowledge were not assessed, even though these 

areas may be more likely to convey proficiency than spelling errors. A more holistic, 

multiliteracies approach to written assessment could help align student and instructor 

expectations as multiliteracies approaches grow within the department.  

 In sum, a misunderstanding of multiliteracies pedagogies manifested in a negative 

perception of what students were able to do, an overemphasis on CLT materials, and a 

proficiency scale that valued form over function. 

Discussion 

 The findings from this study move the field of multiliteracies language learning forward 

by providing details not only concerning how multiliteracies was implemented, but also how 

multiliteracies pedagogies interacted with the CLT tendencies of the department. By zooming in 

and out across multiple stakeholder perspectives, this study revealed that the multiliteracies 

courses helped contextualize language learning by creating a more affordable and flexible 

curriculum. Collaboration and mentorship additionally emerged as assets of a multiliteracies 

approach. By triangulating stakeholder perspectives with classroom observations and an analysis 

of program documents, tensions manifested regarding a decontextualized culture, a bifurcated 

scope and sequence, and a misunderstanding of multiliteracies. In what follows, I indicate the 

current study’s contributions and how this study compares to previous work on multiliteracies. 

 It is interesting to note that instructors in this study did not mind spending time 

developing multiliteracies materials because they felt fulfilled by sharing the design process with 
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colleagues. Teaching participants were apt to delegate design components and to share resources 

that they had created to limit the burden on any one instructor. Although this study did not 

particularly explore why social learning took place through materials sharing, it is possible that it 

was related to the social-justice research and teaching orientation of many of the participants, 

which may have lessened the barriers between hierarchical structures of tenure-track, non-tenure-

track, and graduate instructional members. These findings differ from previous work, which has 

emphasized that instructors are hesitant to participate in multiliteracies due to time constraints 

and a tendency for such design work to be designated to non-tenure track faculty (Allen, 2011; 

Allen & Paesani, 2010; Dupuy & Allen, 2012). Previous studies have further implied that the 

implementation of multiliteracies might be shifting the onus onto individual instructors who are 

typically assigned to teach the beginner and intermediate courses (Allen & Paesani, 2010). 

Although some participants in this study did mention that time was part of the learning curve of 

implementing multiliteracies from both student and instructor perspectives, they did not see 

“time” as a major obstacle to implementation, nor was “time” as salient as the other constraints 

that were evidenced in interviews, program documents, and observations. It is possible that 

creating a culture of collaborative sharing of materials and mentorship could support other 

departments in mitigating time constraints when implementing multiliteracies.  

 This study further illustrated how misunderstandings about multiliteracies may impede 

materials design and everyday instruction (Menke, 2018; Menke & Paesani, 2018). Although all 

participants bought into to multiliteracies by saying that they supported it or that it interested 

them, many conceptualizations of multiliteracies did not align with the actual pedagogy. Several 

professors and instructors still practiced CLT or even grammar-translation approaches to 

language teaching, furthering the need for more concrete forms of professional development in 
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multiliteracies. Menke (2018) has also indicated that “sustained professional development” 

approaches are needed and that “literacy must be differentiated from current CLT practices and 

the dynamic relationship between language, culture, texts, and cognitive processes uncovered” 

(p. 130). Practices like yearlong workshops and “digital social reading” (Michelson & Dupuy, 

2018) have recently been proposed as methods to train educators in the multiliteracies 

framework (Paesani & Allen, 2020) and would also be beneficial to the participants in the 

current study. Specifically, professional development could be a means to help this study’s 

participants better conceptualize literacies approaches and to what extent students can design 

meaning in French.  

 Lastly, this program evaluation indicated that curricular bifurcation (MLA Report, 2007) 

still thrives in the Department, and that it is rooted in the materials selected, the bridge courses, 

and a final assessment that focuses on form over function. Because this program bases its scope 

and sequence off comparably sized programs, it is likely that many other college programs 

employ similarly bifurcated curricula. The main remnant of “language-content” bifurcation, 

aligning with previous literature, seems to be the “bridge courses” (Maxim, 2009) that attempt to 

bring academic literacies down to the pre-advanced level while bringing language skills up to the 

pre-advanced level. By integrating multiliteracies in all the first four semesters of a French 

sequence, there may be no need for bifurcated bridge courses because “language” and “content” 

are no longer separated in multiliteracies coursework in favor of more translingual and 

transcultural approaches (Kern, 2003, 2004; MLA Report, 2007). Thus, multiliteracies 

coursework can be a means to eliminate the need for “bridges” from the traditional “language-

content” divide in language program scope and sequence. 
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Implications 

 This study holds implications for program evaluation, pedagogy, and future research on 

L2 multiliteracies. Firstly, the DBIR methodology and complexity theory framework applied by 

this study are innovative approaches to understanding the ecology of a world language 

department. This study indicates that when conducting an evaluation of a program or curriculum, 

viewpoints should be collected from all stakeholder groups. It was important to recognize the 

tensions both between stakeholder groups (i.e., students versus instructors) and within 

stakeholders (i.e., instructors who taught with multiliteracies materials vs. instructors who taught 

with CLT materials). Future program evaluations can continue to use complexity theory (Larsen-

Freeman, 2007, 2009, 2011) as a theoretical framework that can further longitudinally illustrate 

the constraints and opportunities of implementing new programs.  

 In addition, this study holds implications for the future of language teaching. The courses 

that focused on multiliteracies provided opportunities to contextualize culture and grammar by 

abandoning the textbook, which breaks with the tradition of using a CLT-based textbook from a 

commercial publisher in beginner and intermediate courses. Eliminating textbook costs could aid 

world language departments, who continually struggle to maintain and grow enrollments, in 

creating more feasible and accessible courses for their student populations. Likewise, cultivating 

a culture of sharing and mentoring through multiliteracies courses can help break down the 

barriers of time that it takes to develop and implement such curricula, while also encouraging 

interdisciplinary collaboration of graduate instructors and faculty with different specialties.  

 Lastly, this study points to important implications for future research on language 

learning through multiliteracies. It illustrates how students and instructors react to such 

implementations and indicates a lack of training materials for multiliteracies pedagogies in 
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language departments (Menke, 2018). Future research should explore what types of professional 

development are the most successful for creating meaningful multiliteracies curricula. Although 

each program will face different constraints based on program culture, location, and student and 

instructor demographics, it is probable that the findings from this paper are applicable to other 

university language departments. By sharing the results of language program evaluations, we can 

help implement more multiliteracies curricula in college language programs.  
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CHAPTER 3: “THE CHALLENGE WAS FUN”: CRITICAL LITERACY AND 

GROWTH MINDSET IN L2 MULTILITERACIES 

 Research in second language (L2) pedagogies has recognized the power of debunking 

monolingual pedagogies to align with the multi- and trans- nature of communication, 

technology, and language at play in our daily lives (Cope & Kalantzis, 2009; Douglas Fir Group, 

2016; New London Group, 1996). Some recent research has also highlighted multiliteracies 

pedagogies as a means to connect teaching to students’ “highly reflexive…multilingual” 

practices (Marshall et al., 2012, p. 51). In L2 contexts in particular, studies have demonstrated 

how multimodal and translingual pedagogies can support teachers in decolonizing the curriculum 

(Vaudrin-Charette & Fleuret, 2016) and empowering minority students (Pujol-Ferran et al., 

2016). Multiliteracies curricula has further promoted motivation (Fukunaga, 2006; Jiang & Luk, 

2016) and sociopragmatic competence (Blattner & Fiori, 2011) in university language learning 

contexts.  

 The majority of L2 multiliteracies studies have illuminated the perspectives of 

researchers and practitioners when developing pedagogical interventions and models for 

multiliteracies curricula (Paesani et al., 2015; Thorne & Reinhardt, 2008; Warner, 2014). Studies 

exploring the experiences of university language instructors (Allen & Dupuy, 2011; Menke 

2018; Menke & Paesani, 2021; Paesani, 2013) have uncovered pedagogical issues such as the 

need for longitudinal professional development in multiliteracies materials design (Paesani & 

Allen, 2020). Moreover, as Hellmich and colleagues (2021) posited in their study on a 

multiliteracies high school French course, there are often gaps between what teachers perceive to 

be effective multiliteracies pedagogy and students’ actual, often anxious, feelings while 

participating in such course work. Equally important to the pedagogy of multiliteracies should be 
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the study of the most important stakeholders in language learning — the students themselves. By 

examining student perspectives that position “students alongside credentialed educators as critics 

and creators of educational practice” (Cook-Sather, 2020, p. 2), educators and researchers can 

create space for students to advocate for their own learning (Bovill et al., 2011).  

 Grounded in the theory and pedagogy of multiliteracies (Cope & Kalantzis, 2009; New 

London Group, 1996), this study aims to amplify students’ multiliteracies experiences by 

examining longitudinal data from 185 university students enrolled in a multiliteracies project-

based intermediate French course. Through multimodal transcription (Flewitt et al., 2014) and 

qualitative analysis (Strauss & Corbin, 1998), I examined 376 video reflections, 265 multimodal 

projects, and 10 student interviews to understand how students perceived learning French 

through projects-based multiliteracies curriculum. This study concludes with future directions for 

designing L2 curriculum that encourages students to take a stance on current events and to 

develop resilient language learning strategies that promote a growth mindset. 

Multiliteracies 

 Multiliteracies is a theory and pedagogy that channels the multiplicity of practices 

associated with our daily engagement in communication, languages, cultures, and media (New 

London Group, 1996). As described by the New London Group (1996), a pedagogy of 

multiliteracies: 

 [F]ocuses on modes of representation much broader than language alone. These differ 

 according to culture and context, and have specific cognitive, cultural, and social 

 effects…Multiliteracies also creates a different kind of pedagogy, one in which language 

 and other modes of meaning are dynamic representational resources, constantly being 

 remade by their users as they work to achieve their various cultural purposes. (p. 64) 
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Cope & Kalantzis (2009) further emphasized the dynamicity of “transformation” rather than 

“reproduction” of resources when learning through multiliteracies (p. 175). To this end, 

multiliteracies learners engage in synaesthesia — or working with multiple modes (e.g., speech, 

gesture, color, image, font) and transforming meaning across modes (Cope & Kalantzis, 2009). 

These transformational multimodal practices are embedded in the “Designs of Meaning” 

principles of multiliteracies: Available Designs, Designing, and the Redesigned. Available 

Designs are any resources from which we make meaning, and in an L2 learning context could 

include texts such as L2 music videos, poems, news articles, or films. Designing involves social 

and individual processes of making meaning from the Available Designs through practices like 

discussion, reflection, and learning of L2 forms. The Redesigned represents the process of 

synaesthesia wherein L2 learners, for example, may agentively transform a discussion on satire 

into a satirical article of their own making. The Redesigned then becomes an Available Design 

for other L2 users to engage with and design meaning from (Cope & Kalantzis, 2009; New 

London Group, 1996). 

 In university language programs, scholars have called for a literacies turn to encourage 

interdisciplinary collaboration across artificially constructed boundaries of “language” and 

“content” learning (Kern, 2003), as well as to promote “relationships between languages, texts, 

and social contexts” (Kern, 2004, p. 4). For language educators to engage in multiliteracies 

pedagogy, researchers propose overhauling the commonly favored “Communicative Language 

Teaching” (CLT) approach which typically prioritizes oral communication and segregates skills, 

language, culture, and content into separate pedagogical acts (Allen & Paesani, 2010; Kern, 

2004; Richards, 2005). A pedagogy of multiliteracies in L2 teaching instead involves a 

“weaving” between pedagogies of experiencing, conceptualizing, analyzing, and applying (Cope 
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& Kalantzis, 2005, 2009). In experiencing, students make connections to what they already know 

and interpret new situations or texts. In conceptualizing, learners compare, contrast, and 

generalize. When analyzing, students explore power relationships and causes and effects. Lastly, 

when applying, students engage in “real world” situations and create new meaning that may 

integrate personal experiences (Cope & Kalantzis, 2009, p. 187).  

 In methods courses for language teaching, most graduate instructors are still primarily 

trained in the CLT approach (Paesani & Allen, 2020). Even instructors enrolled in multiliteracies 

methods courses have struggled to distinguish CLT and multiliteracies, continuing to view 

grammar, texts, and language as separate (Menke, 2018), and feeling ill-equipped to implement 

multiliteracies in their own courses (Paesani, 2013). The existing literature exposes the needs for 

multiliteracies professional development for educators (Paesani & Allen, 2020) and for research 

on how student perspectives on multiliteracies curricula may converge or diverge with those of 

teachers (Hellmich et al., 2021). 

Redesigning Multiliteracies through Multimodal Composing 

 Digital multimodal composing practices harmonize with the multiliteracies principle of 

the Redesigned and the pedagogical acts of analyzing and applying. In digital multimodal 

composing, users combine multiple semiotic modes — or images, sounds, texts, colors, videos, 

and font — to make meaning through digital tools (Hafner, 2015). Designing digital multimodal 

compositions like videos (Lopez et al., 2021), podcasts (Smythe & Neufeld, 2010), and hypertext 

literary analyses (Smith, 2019) can be a means for bilingual and emerging bilingual students to 

leverage their full repertoire of semiotic modes, languages, and registers to communicate (see 

Smith et al., 2021b for a review). 
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 Curricula involving multimodal composing in college language classrooms have 

deliberately incorporated moments of “unfooting” or “disorientation” for students to develop 

skills for critically questioning texts (Warner, 2014). Promoting “unfooting” through 

multiliteracies pedagogies can allow students to realize that their interpretations may not be 

compatible with those of the designer (e.g., author, director), and to explore how the cultural 

ecology of the designer and the text differs from their own cultural practices (Warner, 2014). As 

an illustrative example, Schmerbeck and Lucht (2017) developed a multiliteracies curriculum for 

university students learning intermediate German. Students designed a portfolio project by 

analyzing German advertisements, which fostered collaboration and problematization of cultural 

comparisons as students designed and reflected on what knowledge they already brought to the 

course. 

 Studies on digital multimodal composing in L2 contexts have illustrated its motivational 

capacity for language learners (Henry, 2019; Jiang & Luk, 2016; Smith et al., 2021b). While 

little research investigates the underlying psychology of the motivational aspects of multimodal 

composing, one study in a primary school science classroom indicated that students developed a 

growth mindset — or the belief that individuals can cultivate skills through resilient patterns of 

“dedication and hard work” — when interpreting and using multimodal representations (Caroll et 

al., 2019; Dweck, 2006).  Further, students experience increased metalinguistic awareness and 

meta-language awareness (Shin, 2018) when creating multimodal projects like L2 vlogs (Lopez 

et al., 2021). Students also develop their identities while designing digital multimodal 

compositions (Cummins et al., 2015; Hellmich et al., 2021; Kim, 2018; Smith et al., 2021b), 

where having a peer audience can be a driving factor in students’ multimodal choices. For 

instance, in a study on multimodal composing in a high school L2 French class, students 
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consciously made humorous modal selections, such as incorporating movie soundtracks, to 

directly engage peer audiences when showcasing their Instagram projects (Hellmich et al., 2021). 

Through multimodal composing students can also problematize local issues in the L2 and 

develop critical literacy (Ajayi, 2015; Goulah, 2017), often by sharing their own stories 

(Honeyford, 2013; Zenkov et al., 2011) and incorporating personal interests into their work 

(Gynne & Bagga-Gupta, 2015).  

 Overall, previous research on L2 multiliteracies curricula has tended to focus on the 

potential for multiliteracies programs without investigating their actual implementation nor 

student perceptions. Studies in ESL and literacies contexts have illustrated the effectiveness of 

multimodal composing for providing pathways for students to develop their identities (Cummins 

et al., 2015; Taqwa & Sandi, 2019) and think critically about issues in their communities (de los 

Ríos, 2018a; Goulah, 2017). However, few studies exist outside of EFL/ESL contexts on 

integrating digital multimodal composing into university language curriculum. One reason for 

this paucity of research could be the continued adherence to CLT and the artificial separation of 

language learning into teaching and assessing “the four skills” (reading, writing, listening, and 

speaking), as reinforced by the proficiency guidelines of the American Council on Foreign 

Language Teaching (ACTFL) (Swender et al., 2012). Much remains to be understood regarding 

how L2 students design meaning through multiliteracies curricula and how and why students 

may be engaged during such learning. The goal of the current study is to ascertain students’ 

meaning-making experiences in a French multiliteracies curriculum. By looking across multiple 

semesters of implementation, it may be possible to understand how students’ experiences can 

iteratively shape multiliteracies, contributing to the multi- and trans- natures of curriculum that 

changes based on time, context, and most importantly, the learners themselves. The overarching 
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research question guiding this study is: What are undergraduate students’ experiences with 

designing meaning through digital multimodal projects when participating in a French 

multiliteracies curriculum?   

Methods 

Context and Participants 

 This study was conducted in a fourth semester French course, Intermediate French II, at a 

large university in the Southwestern United States from 2018 to 2020. Students enrolled in the 

Intermediate French II course were recruited to participate in the study through semesterly 

classroom visits. In total, 185 students participated in the study from 2018 to 2020 (Table 5). Ten 

participants from the Spring 2020 course were purposefully sampled to additionally participate in 

interviews. The interviewees include two French majors, five French minors, and three students 

taking the course to fulfill the university’s language requirement. It is important to note that the 

participation in Spring 2020 was lower than other semesters, likely due to Zoom fatigue and 

lower class attendance during pandemic learning (Toney et al., 2021).  

Table 5  

Participants in the Multiliteracies Fourth Semester French Study 

Semester Number of Student Participants 

Spring 2018 52 

Fall 2018 63 

Spring 2019 54 

Spring 2020 16 

Total Participants 185 
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The Multiliteracies French Course 

 The Intermediate French II course is a multiliteracies course that was designed 

longitudinally through Design-Based Implementation Research (DBIR) (Fishman et al., 2013). 

The course design began in 2017, when the author and the program’s curriculum coordinator 

expressed interest in redesigning beginner and intermediate courses to include a multiliteracies 

approach rather the traditional CLT approach emphasizing textbooks and written online 

exercises. The Intermediate II class was selected as the first course to redesign to better prepare 

students for upper-level coursework. To design the course, I adapted DBIR, a collaborative 

approach that forefronts stakeholder perspectives to design sustainable change (Fishman et al., 

2013). I first conducted a needs assessment by interviewing stakeholders and studying the 

departments’ student learning outcomes. I then worked with the curriculum coordinator and 

other instructors to create thematic, multiliteracies text-based units (Paesani et al., 2015) with 

two project-based formative assessments per unit. We piloted the course in Spring of 2018 and 

modified it each semester based on student and instructor feedback. The course has now been 

taught by eight instructors, including myself, who have been trained in multiliteracies 

pedagogies.  

 Each unit of the course was scaffolded around two projects. There was no single 

textbook, but rather multimedia texts (i.e., videos, songs, news articles, etc.) were purposefully 

selected and incorporated into the learning management system (LMS) to serve as the basis for 

each unit’s content. For example, in the unit on Language and Identity, students participated in a 

debate on Quebec’s language law (Law 101) and designed hypertext poetry screencasts about a 

contradiction in their lives. To scaffold these projects, students read news articles and watched 

videos from Quebecers for and against the Law 101. Students participated in the multiliteracies 
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acts of conceptualizing and analyzing (Cope & Kalantzis, 2009) by comparing the perspectives 

of Anglophones, Francophones, and bilinguals, as well as making comparisons to their own 

experiences with Spanish and English bilingualism living near the Mexico border. Students 

participated in experiencing (Cope & Kalantzis, 2009) when the instructor introduced vocabulary 

and provided brief grammar explanations to scaffold students’ understanding of the texts. 

Students further conceptualized and experienced by answering comprehension questions, 

responding to speaking activities, and practicing grammatical structures relevant to the texts. 

Students applied by Redesigning the meaning that they had co-constructed from the Unit’s 

Available Designs (i.e., the articles and videos). In the middle of the unit, students debated for or 

against Law 101. After “critically framing” (New London Group, 1996) their debate experience 

through video reflections, students then participated in a scaffolded hypertext annotation of 

Gilles Vigneault’s song lyrics for Mon pays (My country). Students learned to digitally annotate 

through a mini technological workshop in Google Docs before collaborating to use Google 

Images and YouTube to look up new vocabulary. By exploring the variety of images and sounds 

associated to unfamiliar phrases, rather than conducting word-to-word translations, students grew 

their multimodal repertoire and circumlocution skills. After they annotated unfamiliar words, the 

groups read the lyrics aloud together and discussed the meaning, key contradiction, and author’s 

origin based on the lyrics. Instructors (including myself) were trained to then reveal to the 

students that the lyrics were in fact a song. The instructors then showed the students a YouTube 

video of the song. Students were asked to reflect on the differences in tone that they experienced 

from reading and annotating the lyrics to hearing the music and seeing the snowy images that 

accompanied it in the video. Lastly, students identified and discussed the contradiction of the 

song in relation to what they had learned about Quebec’s language laws. Students then selected a 
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contradiction in their own lives, serious or entertaining, and were scaffolded through a weeklong 

poetry workshop with tutorials on rhyming dictionaries, French syllable structure, pronunciation, 

and multimodality. Finally, students created individual hypertext poems around their personal 

contradictions with feedback provided throughout the process. Hypertext poetry projects were 

built in PowerPoint or Google Slides and included modes like French text, images, hyperlinks, 

sounds, fonts, colors, and emojis. Students had participated in multimodality and technology tool 

workshops (Dalton, 2012; Smith & Axelrod, 2019) and were increasingly comfortable with 

concepts of modal selection throughout the semester. 

 The curriculum was adapted after each semester based on student feedback to include 

additional scaffolding of projects with several small due dates before the final project was due 

(Table 6). It is important to note my positionality as instructor and curriculum designer of this 

course. To enhance trustworthiness, I collected findings longitudinally and from many 

participants (n = 185). Additionally, I employed grounded theory (Strauss & Corbin, 1998) to 

illuminate the students’ experiences and to let codes emerge from the data, rather than imposing 

pre-designed codes. 

Table 6  

Overview of Key Assignments and Projects for Intermediate French II  

Unit Key Assignments Projects  
Unit 1: Immigration 
and the Francophone 
World 

Multimodal music video analysis of 
“Je suis chez moi” on Flipgrid 
 
Interpretive listening activity on 
“Spiderman français”  
 
Jigsaw activity: Aimé Césaire poetry  

Multimodal screencast of 
Francophone country  
 
In-class synthesis writing  

Unit 2: Language and 
Identity  

Discussion of Quebec’s Law 101 
through articles and videos 
 
Multimodal analysis of Acadieman  
 

Group debate on Law 101 
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Group hyperlink poetry annotation: 
Mon pays by Gilles Vigneault 

Screencasted hypertext poetry 
project on a contradiction in 
students’ lives  

Unit 3: Politics in 
France 

Group analysis of Macron and Le 
Pen’s campaign flyers 
 
Multimodal analysis of Macron and 
Le Pen’s campaign videos 
 
Interpretive reading activities on 
satire with Le Gorafi  

Multimodal satirical article  
 
 
Group multimodal campaign 
for a fictional presidential 
candidate  

Unit 4: Francophone 
cinema  

Viewing of Je ne suis pas un homme 
facile, Bienvenue à Marly-Gomont 
and Un peu, beaucoup, aveuglément 
 
Interpretive listening on paid 
parental leave in Francophone 
countries  
 
Film critique  

Group grammar project: Use in 
different registers and media 
 
 
 
Final multimodal synthesis on 
course themes: podcast, video, 
website, or vlog 

 

Data Collection 

 Multimodal projects and Flipgrid video reflections were collected from the 185 

participants by downloading assignments from the course LMS. Semi-guided 30-minute 

interviews were conducted on Zoom in the Summer of 2020. I asked students questions about 

their experiences with Intermediate French II and with the other courses in the French program. 

Specifically, I asked about their experiences with the multiliteracies materials and assessments 

and how that compared to their experiences in their other French courses (See Student Questions 

in Appendix A). After transcribing the interviews, a two-page interview summary was emailed to 

each interviewee for member checking (Savin-Baden & Tombs, 2017). The data analyzed 

comprise 376 Flipgrid video reflections, 122 multimodal individual country presentations, 72 

hypertext individual poetry presentations, 32 multimodal group presidential campaign projects, 
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39 final multimodal synthesis projects (30 group projects from 2018-2019 and 9 individual 

projects from Spring 2020), and 10 interviews. 

Data Analysis  

 To understand how students experienced multiliteracies curricula, I employed four phases 

of data analysis.  

Phase 1: Multimodal Transcription 

 Multimodal projects and Flipgrids were transcribed via multimodal transcription (Flewitt, 

et al., 2014) to understand students’ experiences of designing meaning in the course. I created 

multimodal transcriptions in Google Sheets, with one column for image, time stamp, description, 

French transcription, setting, music, sound effects, images, colors, and notes for most multimodal 

projects. Because Flipgrids were only in the video mode, they did not include columns for music, 

sound effects, images, or colors (Appendix C). Flipgrids ranged from one to three minutes and 

were transcribed in their entirety. For the other multimodal projects, I first created a video 

timestamp log in Inqscribe, then circled back to multimodally transcribe areas of interest 

pertaining to how students designed meaning. Google Sheets and interview transcripts were 

uploaded to Nvivo for further qualitative analysis.  

Phase 2: Open and Axial Coding 

 After creating the multimodal transcriptions, I employed open coding (Strauss & Corbin, 

1998) to identify recurring patterns regarding how students experienced digital multimodal 

composing in the multiliteracies course. I began with the largest set of data, the Flipgrids, where 

students had been asked to reflect on the coursework. Here, I tagged recurring themes like 

“relevant materials,” “engaging activity,” and “sense of community.” When continuing to code 

the multimodal projects and interviews, I noticed how students experienced multimodal 
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composing through themes like “selecting images,” and “creating a professional look.” I applied 

pre-existing codes to the interviews, where more tags emerged like “multilingual identity” and 

“learning from peers.” I then studied my existing codebook, providing definitions and grouping 

thematic codes into nascent categories like “language learning” and “project design.”  

 During axial coding (Strauss & Corbin, 1998), I coded all the data again and condensed, 

expanded, and described my tags in more detail as I refined my codebook. For instance, I 

grouped the initial tags “immigration,” and “discrimination” into “learning about current events.” 

I combed through the data several times as I updated my codebook, looking for any confirming 

or disconfirming evidence of the parent codes. 

Phase 3: Comparative Case Methods and Selective Coding 

 In the third phase of analysis, I applied comparative case methods (Stake, 2006) to look 

across the data and ascertain similarities and differences emerging from the various datasets. 

This caused me to question and refine themes that occurred in only one dataset. For example, 

students only discussed the benefits of scaffolding in their interviews. Lastly, during selective 

coding (Strauss & Corbin, 1998), I looped back once more across my codebooks from open and 

axial coding to group the codes into four emerging themes.  

Phase 4: Descriptive Statistics 

 After qualitative analysis was complete with emerging themes, I used descriptive 

statistics to calculate how many students mentioned each of the codes to understand the saliency 

of each theme and its sub-codes. I conducted an iterative pass across each of the data points per 

student. If a student mentioned a code at least once, they received a score of “1” for that theme 

(e.g., time as a constraint). Otherwise, students received a score of “0.” This process allowed for 
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a fuller picture of the descriptive saliency of students’ experiences making meaning in the L2 

French multiliteracies course (Smith et al., 2021a).  

Findings 

 Multimodal transcription and qualitative coding revealed that the Intermediate French II 

multiliteracies course supported students in taking critical stances, developing a growth mindset 

(Dweck, 2006), and connecting to their peer learning community. In what follows, I present the 

three most salient themes in order of prevalence with illustrative examples from student 

reflections, interviews, and the hypertext poetry project. I then turn to the challenges that 

students confronted with time constraints and spontaneous language production in the 

multiliteracies course.  

Developing Critical Literacy: Taking a Stance 

 In the French multiliteracies course, most students (82%) developed practices of critical 

literacy as they bridged local and national issues to course content. Students made spontaneous 

connections to current events and social issues in their assignments that then served as a 

springboard for class discussions. Students took critical stances on over twenty issues, including 

immigration, education, the environment, and multilingualism.  

 When asserting a position, students not only reflected on course content but also 

connected to their own lived experiences. For example, Antonio used his hypertext poem to 

respond to stereotypes of Mexicans through repositioning on what it meant to be from Culiacan 

in the state of Sinaloa, Mexico. Antonio repositioned people from Culiacan as generous, 

hardworking, and inspiring through words, rhyme, humor, images, voiceover, and banda music 

(Figure 4). He wrote and voiced over: “Ma ville n’est pas une ville, c’est mon identité/la ville 

oubliée pour sa bonté/c’est la mienne” (My city isn’t my city, it’s my identity/the city forgotten 
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for its generosity/it’s mine). He used a hyperlink, the Spanish text “la generosidad,” and a photo 

collage to illustrate “la bonté” (generosity in French) before continuing with his “réponse 

sarcastique” (sarcastic response) asking whether the audience knew El Chapo. He here called 

out the audience for stereotyping Sinaloans as criminals. In the rest of his poem, he built up the 

positive characteristics of Culiacan before once more directly speaking to the audience: “La 

prochaine fois que vous me demandez/si nous écoutons du banda et buvons du Buchanan/Parce 

que nous sommes des gangsters ou buchonas/Réfléchissez-y à deux fois” (The next time that you 

ask me/if we listen to banda and drink Buchanan (whiskey)/Because we’re gangsters and 

buchonas [connotation as gangsters’ wives]/Think about it again). Antonio’s poem expressed his 

repositioning of Culiacanenses vis-à-vis the audience, while also encouraging the audience to 

challenge stereotypes. He hyperlinked to another image collage with Mexican banda singers and 

sombreros on the left of the image before calling the audience in English to “think about it” and 

“break the stereotype,” accompanied by Rodin’s The Thinker and anti-drug messaging. Overall, 

Antonio’s use of rhyming verse, images, music, and translanguaging in English, Spanish, and 

French allowed him to (re)position himself and his fellow Culiacanenses while also challenging 

the audience to overcome stereotypical visions of others.  
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Figure 4 

Excerpts from Antonio’s Hypertext Poem on his Culiacan Identity 

 

 

 Many other students also used their video reflections and multimodal projects to advocate 

for more just immigration policies in the United States. For example, when discussing what she 

would change if she were president, Rina said in her Flipgrid video reflection:  

 Si j’étais présidente, je trouverais des moyens d’améliorer les systèmes d’immigration 

 aux États-Unis. Mon père est un immigrant du Mexique, et j’ai personnellement vu 

 combien il est difficile de suivre toutes les règles pour venir à ce pays.  
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 If I were president, I would find ways to improve the immigration systems in the United 

 States. My father is an immigrant from Mexico, and I’ve personally seen how difficult it 

 is to follow all the rules to come to this country.  

 Video reflections and multimodal projects thus served as a digital soapbox for students to 

advocate for issues important to their own lived stories. In addition to rethinking stereotypes and 

immigration policies, students frequently reflected on multilingualism, positioning themselves as 

legitimate (emerging) multilinguals and advocating for the recognition of different varieties of 

French like Québécois, Acadian, and Chiac. When reflecting on translanguaging in their Flipgrid 

video reflections based on the Canadian Acadieman comic and Éloge du chiac (Praise of Chiac) 

film, students stated:  

 L’alternance codique est très bonne à utiliser parce que ça m’aide avec apprendre de 

 nouvelles langues. (Bianca)  

 Code-switching is very good to use because it helps me with learning new languages.  

 Je pense que le translangage est très important parce qu’il montre l’échange de la culture. 

 (Brooklyn) 

 I think that translanguaging is very important because it shows the exchange of culture.  

 Je pourrais comprendre pourquoi les enfants veulent parler une langue avec des amis et 

 une autre langue dans un environnement plus formel. (Ellen)  

 I could understand why kids want to speak one language with their friends and another in 

 a more formal environment.  

Through these video reflections, students constructed additive views towards multilingual 

practices of code-switching and translanguaging as tools to support learning new languages. 

They additionally grew to understand other perspectives, as illustrated by Ellen, who began to 
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comprehend why the students in Éloge du chiac wanted to speak Chiac, English, and Acadian 

French with different groups of interlocutors. In their presidential projects, students further 

advocated for multilingualism. For example, Beatrice, Rina, and Piper created their presidential 

platform for Jess Day, the main character of the sitcom New Girl. Because Jess’ character is a 

teacher on the show, they themed their website and promotional video with images of classrooms 

and made education the center of her platform, specifically promoting enhanced teacher training 

in second language education so that “America can communicate with more countries, and more 

importantly, communicate with all of its diverse people.” 

 By taking up issues that were relevant, students could creatively insert their identities and 

outside interests into their coursework, as indicated by several students in their interviews and 

Flipgrid reflections:   

 I think this semester was definitely different. We focused more on current things and 

 more of a global perspective. Other classes would have us do a country recipe or 

 something, but this one actually focused on what’s happening now. That really helped me 

 since I eventually want to move abroad. It’s so important to understand the social aspects 

 of a country and the problems and strengths that they have.  (Piper, interview) 

 I’m fairly active politically, so I really liked this class, especially the presidential 

 campaign. I like to learn about politics in another language and how their government 

 works. Getting to be able to relate to it and write about it and analyze just like a French 

 student would, that was really cool. (Gary, interview)  

By focusing on “what’s happening now” in the world, students like Piper and Gary  

felt encouraged to connect to current events. Because many of the students were already engaged 

in local or national politics, like Gary and Piper who both worked in campaign offices for local 
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candidates, they could incorporate their sociopolitical interests into their French learning. 

Students felt seen as legitimate users of French by engaging with French-language texts “just like 

a French student would.” By merging “language” and content,” students thus felt legitimized as 

French speakers in the imagined community (Kano & Norton, 2003) of French users.   

 Overall, although not an explicit goal of the curriculum, the assignments on current 

events in the Francophone world provided students an avenue to take a stance on global issues.  

Students leveraged modes like images, text, translanguaging, and music, in addition to the 

French vocabulary and structures from the unit, to connect to their own lived sociopolitical 

experiences.  

Developing a Growth Mindset: Learning French through Agentive Choices 

 Most students (79%) expressed that they developed a growth mindset, or a self-theory 

that their French abilities could be improved through a dedication that resulted in an enjoyment 

of language learning and a sense of resilience (Dweck, 2006). Through multiliteracies, students 

perceived learning more French than in non-multiliteracies classes as they surprised themselves 

with their own can-do attitude and resiliency in language learning. Students attributed the growth 

mindset and subsequent increase in French learning to the multiple entry points (Jewitt, 2009) 

offered by projects and materials that they perceived as more relevant than French textbooks. 

Although students viewed the course assignments as challenging, they also found the challenge 

of L2 multimodal composing to be inherently motivating. 

 Students often found unique pathways to overcome the “fun challenges” (Kira, video 

reflection on debate) of designing multimodal meaning, particularly for the presidential 

campaign and the hypertext poetry. In their interviews and reflections, students discussed how 

the projects pushed them just enough outside of their comfort zones to develop a growth mindset 
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(Dweck, 2006) regarding their French abilities. The choices in the curriculum helped students to 

complete tasks that they formerly thought would have been impossible in French. For example, 

in their video reflections and interviews students expressed:  

 Je pense qu’en général les débats sont très difficiles, et les faire dans une autre langue, 

 c’est très très difficle. Mais le défi était amusant et motivant. Nous avons bien fait. (Ella, 

 Flipgrid reflection on debate project) 

 I think debates are difficult in general, and doing them in another language is very very 

 difficult. But the challenge was fun and motivating. We did well. 

 Apprendre la combinaison de différents modes et communiquer en français à la fois, au 

 début c’est difficile. Mais ça le rend plus intéressant et j’ai appris utiliser les modes avec 

 la langue pour mieux communiquer (McKenna, Flipgrid on president project) 

 Learning the different combination of modes and how to communicate in French at the 

 same time was difficult at first. But that makes it more interesting and I learned to use 

 modes with the language to communicate better.  

 Having a relevant communicative purpose motivated Ella and McKenna to overcome 

challenges with the Law 101 debate and the presidential campaign. By collaborating and 

combining modes, students perceived the assignments as more engaging and felt more motivated 

to continue learning French. The similarity of the projects to the assignments in other L1 English 

university courses further supported the students in feeling treated as capable adults that were not 

being asked to “fill-in-the blanks,” or “write a skit,” but rather to make agentive choices in their 

language learning process. The options with the project assignment platforms and modal choices 

further sparked student investment as they navigated their language learning through the 

challenge, curiosity, and creativity of these projects.  
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 To illustrate his newfound ability to overcome challenges and develop a growth mindset, 

Ethan selected the subject of challenge and motivation as the theme for his hypertext poetry 

project (Figure 5). In the poem, he details the metalinguistic process of Designing and 

Redesigning his poem through iteration. He starts the poem echoing the sentiment of many 

students as they began the semester, with “Je ne sais pas écrire ce poème” (I don’t know how to 

write this poem) accompanied by images of draft-writing and uncertainty. As he develops his 

process of calling his brother for ideas and creating his own idea (“Je prends ses opinions, et je 

crée les miennes”), he references Hercules through text and image to reposition himself as a 

competent user of French despite his “milliard” (billion) drafts. He finishes the poem with verse 

about how he would have finished the poem more quickly if he was lazy or put less effort into it 

(“Il aurait été fini plus vite si j’étais paresseux”), emphasizing that he is not lazy by placing a red 

X over an image of a person turning off their alarm clock. Ethan reflects that writing the poem 

was difficult, but more creative than an essay (“C’était difficile, mais plus créatif que d’écrire 

une rédaction”) before indicating that he is a strong writer (“Il est impossible que je sois un 

mauvais écrivain”), a departure from the fixed mindset (Dweck, 2006) expressed earlier in the 

poem. Ethan’s rhyming prose and images demonstrate how he progressed from a fixed to a 

growth mindset while designing his poem, which epitomizes the processes that many other 

students described in their video reflections and interviews on the debate project, the poem 

project, and the presidential campaign.  
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Figure 5  

Excerpts from Ethan’s Hypertext Poem Illustrating his Cultivation of a Growth Mindset 

 

 In addition to feeling motivated to overcome challenges in French, students perceived the 

relevancy and multimodality of the projects as allowing them to incorporate grammar and 

vocabulary in more memorable ways than in their previous French courses, as expressed by 

Piper in her interview:  

 I was learning a lot more. There was less emphasis on like “I had to get all the French 

 perfect and if I didn’t, I wasn’t doing a good job” type of thing. It encouraged me to push 

 myself to conjugate in a way that was less comfortable or try for more complex sentences 

 than just using something that I know is correct… The materials in class really helped us 

 learn the language. Reading an article, looking at memes, those are way more useful than 

 reading a textbook that someone wrote about someone like going to the grocery store. 

Students like Piper perceived the multimodal projects as a way to step outside their comfort 

zones and practice using French innovatively. Piper likewise expressed that the relevancy of the 
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materials helped her to feel more invested in language learning. In their interviews and video 

reflections, students also described how they improved their spoken French due to the course’s 

emphasis on non-scripted spontaneous speaking in the course, which supported students in using 

a more informal register of French than in previous courses. By integrating the relevant 

vocabulary that they had learned from “stuff that Francophones actually watch and read,” (Alice) 

they felt connected to other Francophones and therefore saw themselves as part of the imagined 

community of French-speakers (Kano & Norton, 2003).  

 The increased relevance and effort required of the multiliteracies projects motivated 

students to learn French in a way that did not separate language and content (Kern, 2003), but 

rather rendered them inseparable. As students cultivated a “can-do” attitude or growth mindset 

(Dweck, 2006) learning French through multiliteracies, they also felt that the selection of course 

materials (Available Designs) and course assessments (Redesigned) helped them to learn more 

relevant French than in previous courses.  

Creating Community: Building Confidence and Humor with Peers  

 The collaborative and conversive nature of the multiliteracies course helped students 

(73%) to develop a classroom community which facilitated their learning. Community belonging 

was often portrayed by using humor to appeal directly to peers (Hellmich et al., 2021) through 

translanguaging, images, music, or social media. Students indicated the importance of feeling 

part of a class community: 

 I liked the opportunities to work together. It gives a better sense of community 

 amongst the students. (Alice, interview)  

 I liked the group projects and presentations. That helped me feel more comfortable, so I 

 didn’t feel as self-conscious speaking in front of the class. Being able to work with 
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 classmates outside of class time was helpful because we combined forces and built off of 

 each other’s skill levels. (Lucy, interview) 

 J’étais très content avec mes coéquipiers. Ils étaient très préparés et ils avaient de bonnes 

 idées. (Blake, Flipgrid reflection on debate project) 

 I was very happy with my teammates. They were very prepared, and they had good ideas. 

 Mon groupe utilisait la messagerie par texto et Snapchat pour prendre des décisions. 

 C’était amusant ! (Matilda, Flipgrid reflection on presidential campaign)  

 My group used text messages and Snapchat to make decisions. It was fun! 

 Group projects were therefore a means for the students to build confidence in their 

French and work in an engaging and communicative way. Whether students designed group 

projects or individual projects that were posted to a class discussion board, they expressed that 

the projects helped them to connect to their peers. Design choices like translanguaging, images, 

and social media were often specifically chosen to appeal to peer audiences, as indicated by the 

group that selected Michael Scott (a character from the show The Office) as their presidential 

candidate for the campaign project:  

 No one actually thinks Michael Scott would be a good president and that’s why it was 

 funny. That also made it more fun to design and think about how his policies would

 be and how could we repurpose some ideas from The Office into the project. So, we 

 translated some of the famous Office memes to French and photoshopped our heads on. It 

 was fun, but it also was a way we could critique non-progressive immigration and 

 education policies. I think that’s why we won. (Lucy, interview) 

By collaborating with peers, students continued to take stances on national issues and 

particularly targeted their peer audiences. Because each class ultimately voted for a “winning” 
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fictional presidential candidate, students were motivated to use linguistic and non-linguistic 

modes that would appeal to their classmate “constituents” in an often-humorous tone while 

expressing serious or satirical positions on issues like immigration, education, and the 

environment.  

 Sharing with a peer audience also supported students in meaningfully leveraging modes 

to convey humor (Hellmich et al., 2021). For example, Iris used her hypertext poem to explain 

the contradiction between her unending love of her cheese and her condition as lactose 

intolerant. She additionally integrated rhyme, images, hyperlinks, and voiceover to further the 

analogy of her forbidden love for cheese (Figure 6). 

 Figure 6  

Iris Uses Rhyme and Images to Convey Humor in her Hypertext Poem 

 

 In her poem, she rhymes “J’adore le formage mais j’y suis allergique, c’est une romance 

interdite” (I love cheese but I’m allergic to it/It’s a forbidden romance). She emphasizes the 

contradiction by incorporating images of cheese and a heart with a red X through them. She uses 
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an image of “papillons” (butterflies) to demonstrate what it means to have butterflies in her 

stomach in her metaphoric love for cheese. In her interview, Iris explained: 

 I wanted to express my personality in French. I’m not a very serious person and the poem 

 seemed like a good opportunity to show that and also like develop my personality in 

 French to be the same as what I do in English. I feel like in French in other classes, I 

 always had to be like “Hello, I’m [Iris]. I’m serious,” so learning slang and using modes 

 helped me to be funny here. 

Iris thus not only appealed to her classmates, but “developed [her] personality in French” to 

mirror her English sense of humor by incorporating images and rhymes with slang, such as 

“canon” (good-looking).   

 While connection to peers was a recurring theme across the data, it was especially 

prevalent in the interviews, reflections, and projects from the Spring 2020 participants. These 

participants took class face-to-face in January and February of 2020 and then switched to 

synchronous online Zoom classes for March through May due to the COVID-19 pandemic. In 

their interviews, Iris and Alice both mentioned the importance of daily (Monday through 

Thursday) Zoom classes for “building community,” and “keeping up with peers.” All ten of the 

students interviewed mentioned that the opportunities to engage with peers in Breakout rooms, 

the written chat, and shared Google Doc activities kept them connected to their classmates:  

 This class was well-suited to being online because how much of the coursework was 

 already about applying rather than lecture. So, the transition from face-to-face to online 

 wasn’t very different. We still got to be with our classmates, work with them in groups, 

 and see each other every day. That made the transition to online a lot easier than my other 

 classes, which switched to asynchronous or just lectured. (Gary) 
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The multiliteracies course was “well-suited” to the switch to online pandemic learning due to its 

emphasis on multiliteracies acts of applying (Cope & Kalantzis, 2009) that Gary found to be 

absent from his asynchronous and lecture-based pandemic courses. Engagement with peers was 

an important element that made pandemic learning seem more feasible than in courses that 

eliminated interactional elements.  

 In addition to cultivating community through humor and online coursework, 

collaborating made the multimodal projects seem less daunting and allowed students to 

translanguage. In their video reflections, students often shared how they divided tasks and 

communicated through face-to-face meetings, Google Docs, text groups, Zoom calls, or even 

Snapchat to make project decisions and work collaboratively. The emphasis on multimodal 

workshops and mini technological workshops in the multiliteracies class helped students to build 

the digital literacies they needed both to complete the projects and to communicate with their 

peers more effectively while designing in-class, outside of class, synchronously, and 

asynchronously. 

 In sum, students perceived the multiliteracies course as building a culture of class 

community through collaborative and individual projects that fostered students’ confidence in 

French and allowed them to leverage humor, modes, and translanguaging to appeal to peer 

audiences.  

Constraints of Multiliteracies: Spontaneous French and Time 

 Although experiences with the multiliteracies course were primarily positive, students 

faced two principal challenges related to producing French spontaneously and course time 

constraints.   
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 About one in five students (22%) experienced constraints related to coursework with 

spontaneous speaking and listening components. Specifically, students expressed anxiety 

regarding the requirement to speak spontaneously for the Unit 2 debate. Some students likewise 

elaborated that it was difficult to understand film clips in French and to respond through writing 

or speaking. These constraints were consistently attributed to a lack of preparedness for the 

course. Students referenced previous courses in which they learned through “scripted textbook 

conversations” (Dee, interview) for listening comprehension and “scripting out” (Kendra, 

interview) their own oral responses before reading them aloud. While this subset of students 

perceived a challenge in having to speak and listen to French without scripting out responses, 

over half of these same students (65%) reported that needing to speak spontaneously and listen to 

“real” Francophone speakers in videos was a “fun challenge,” aligning with the previous finding 

on students cultivating a growth mindset while learning French. These students surprised 

themselves with how much they were able to convey in the debate after having completed 

research with their groups and without scripting out their arguments. Many of the students who 

experienced difficulties in spontaneous comprehension and spoken production also expressed a 

desire to improve in the future to better navigate “the real world, where you don’t have time to 

write a skit before you want to share your opinion” (Beatrice, interview).  

 Some students (12%) also experienced time constraints. Concerns about time involved 

coordinating times to meet with group members. While for the debate students were in assigned 

groups, students chose their own groups of up to four for the other projects. Students working in 

groups of four experienced the most time constraints regarding coordinating four students’ 

schedules to find a time to collaborate on the project. Although instructors provided class time 

for each project, some students felt that the time provided was insufficient, especially if a group 
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mate was absent during the allotted work time. Out of all the semesters of data, students 

experienced the most time constraints in Spring of 2018, when the course was first implemented. 

That semester 12 students mentioned constraints related to time, compared with 3 in Fall of 

2018, 2 in Spring of 2019, and 6 in Spring of 2020. The six students in Spring of 2020 represent 

30% of the participants from that semester, making it the semester with the highest percentage of 

time-stressed participants. This coincided with the March 2020 switch from face-to-face to 

synchronous online learning from Zoom. Students felt anxious about collaborating online during 

the beginning of the COVID-19 pandemic. In her interview, Beatrice elaborated:  

 It’s like I just moved back to my parents’ house, the world is ending, and now I have to 

 figure out how to meet my classmates on Zoom to make a presidential campaign. It was 

 fun in the end but just a super stressful time of life to have to be a student. 

External factors like the pandemic, housing arrangements, and online learning were thus stressful 

to students and aggravated by needing to collaborate online instead of face-to-face for projects in 

the Spring 2020 course.  

Discussion 

 The aim of this study was to help situate L2 multiliteracies coursework within student 

experiences to understand how they perceived designing meaning in the course. The findings 

expand what we know about multiliteracies by detailing how multimodal projects can encourage 

students to build communities, grow resilient mindsets as successful language learners, and 

develop critical stances to the world around them. 

 As found in previous research on multimodal composing, students in the current study 

enjoyed building peer communities through the multiliteracies curriculum. The students’ 

enthusiasm for collaboration aligns with previous research that illustrates the importance of 
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multiple perspectives when reflecting on modes and audiences in multimodal composing 

contexts (Smith et al., 2021b). Composing for a peer audience or an audience beyond the class 

has been shown to be an asset in other studies on multimodal composing (Guth & Helm, 2011; 

Hellmich et al., 2021; Miceli et al., 2010). The findings on the use of humor echo the importance 

of creating a space for students to communicate with their peers in multiliteracies language 

classrooms (Hellmich et al., 2021). The constant pathways of communication established 

through the course’s activities and projects shed light on the importance of learner community 

for language learning, especially in online contexts (Cai & Zhu, 2012). This study also aligns 

with research on computer-assisted language learning (CALL) that has illustrated how students 

cultivate a community while sharing digital reflections in L2 learning contexts (Miceli et al., 

2010).  

 While developing community, it is interesting that students established a spirit of 

resilience and growth mindset about what it meant to succeed as a language learner. Although 

there is scant previous research that explicitly underlines the connection between multiliteracies 

pedagogies and growth mindset, some research has indicated that multimodal composing fosters 

more agency and motivation (Jiang & Luk, 2016). It is likely that the variety of genres of 

multimodal projects and the infinite possibility of modal combinations motivated students to take 

the reins of their language learning journey and thus develop a growth mindset (Dweck, 2006; 

Khajavy et al., 2021; Mercer & Ryan, 2010). Likewise, as Jiang and Luk (2016) uncovered in 

their research on multimodal composing for English language learning, students seem to achieve 

a state of flow when multimodal composing and are motivated by both indirect competition (i.e., 

improving against their own previous performances) and direct competition against peers 

(Csikszentmihalyi, 1990). Rather than engaging in a series of similarly formatted quizzes, tests, 



IMPLEMENTING & EVALUATING MULTILITERACIES 89 

and short essays, as would be typical in a CLT language course at the intermediate level, each 

project in the multiliteracies course was different and required the students to master different 

types of language, technology, collaboration, and other modes. The course further motivated 

students to insert their agency in the language learning due to the project-based nature of the 

coursework (Shin, 2018). The collaboration and agency inherent in project-based courses can be 

particularly motivating to language learners during times of crisis (Assaf, 2018), and may have 

played a role in providing structure and motivation during the switch to online learning in Spring 

of 2020. 

 Students additionally perceived the multiliteracies curriculum as providing opportunities 

to connect to sociopolitical issues through the multiliteracies act of reframing. Although the 

course content dealt with the history and impacts of France’s colonization, instructors did not 

expect for students to almost instinctively tie their lived experiences and political beliefs into the 

course. Previous research in the field of critical literacies and multimodal composing in ESL and 

bilingual contexts has similarly illustrated how the relevancy of such curricula and assignments 

can encourage students to “restory,” or “take up popular culture expressions [and] transform 

them by writing marginalized identities and perspectives into existence” (Stornaiulo et al., p. 80). 

As demonstrated by de los Ríos’ work on corridista consciousness (2018b), centering literacy 

practices that are typically “unsanctioned” in the classroom (e.g., designing poetry in an L2 

classroom) can help transnational youth to weave together their unbound academic and informal 

literacy practices. Antonio’s poem echoes research on restorying and transnational youth 

(Honeyford, 2014), and it is probable that the multiplicity of genres of literacy practices in the 

course allowed Antonio to express his story in a way that would not be possible in most CLT-

based traditional language courses.  
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Implications 

 The implications from this study suggest that multiliteracies curricula are not a one-size 

fits all approach. Educators and curriculum designers can learn from the perceived challenges of 

time constraints and spontaneous speaking witnessed in this study. Although “time” is not 

indicated explicitly as a constraint for students in previous research, studies on teachers have 

often indicated hesitancy to implement multiliteracies due to the time it takes to unlearn CLT 

tendencies and design multiliteracies assignments (See Paesani & Allen, 2020, for a review). To 

mitigate time constraints, teachers can engage in DBIR research (Fishman et al., 2013) to survey 

students and instructors to meet institutional credit hour requirements and understand how many 

hours students are spending on work outside of class time. Lastly, providing students more 

opportunities to collaborate on projects in class and creating collaborative workshop office hours 

could be ways for the teacher to provide more scaffolding and to manage time constraints. 

 To enhance students’ multiliteracies skills and abilities to engage with language 

spontaneously, multiliteracies coursework should be integrated from the beginner sequence of 

college language coursework. By incorporating multiliteracies in lower levels, and all levels, of a 

language curriculum, students can more effectively learn the skills of digital multimodal 

composing and the metalanguage (Callow, 2006) for understanding how to design and redesign 

meaning across languages, registers, genres, and modes (Shin et al., 2020). Further, emphasis in 

traditional courses on scripting out entire conversations in the L2 ill equips students to “soft 

assemble” on-the-spot responses in the unpredictable and dynamic nature of live conversations 

amongst language users (Larsen-Freeman, 2006; Thelen & Bates, 2003). By integrating 

multiliteracies across levels, students would have more opportunities to engage in growing their 

dynamic system of language (Larsen-Freeman, 2006), or assembling language on-the-spot in 
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ways that they would be required to do in non-classroom Francophone contexts. Increased 

opportunities for soft assembly from lower levels may also provide students with a higher 

tolerance of ambiguity by developing “strong skills in circumlocution, negotiating meaning 

under new constraints, and adapting...to meet the needs of their interlocutors” (Knisely, 2020, p. 

872).  

 This study also holds implications for ways that practitioners can incorporate multiple 

genres of multiliteracies texts as entry points for students to connect to outside sociopolitical 

interests. Curriculum designers and educators can consciously integrate current events across 

multiple genres of media (e.g., YouTube videos, films, memes, tweets, news articles, poetry, and 

music videos) to foster a critical engagement that allows students to (re)story not only what they 

learn about Francophone contexts, but also about their own lived experiences (Stornaiuolo et al., 

2017). Educators can thus scaffold critical literacy into their multiliteracies coursework by 

providing students with options on how to Redesign (New London Group, 1996) meaning and 

apply course content to their own sociopolitical experiences through critical framing or 

“[making] strange again” their lived experiences (New London Group, 1996, p. 84). 

 The valuable nature of community holds implications for the field of research on 

language learning, which still often centers neoliberal individualism and logocentrism, or “the 

treatment of verbal resources as a superior medium of communication beyond other 

communicative resources” (Kimura & Canagarajah, 2020, p. 636) rather than centering the 

diversity of perspectives that we gain when communicating with multiple voices and modes.  

Future research on multiliteracies courses should expand the discussion to explore how different 

course modalities (i.e., online synchronous, online asynchronous, face-to-face) can create space 

for community-building. 
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 This study also contributes to research methods by looking across the different projects, 

reflections, and interviews of students longitudinally as the curriculum changed based on needs 

assessments of the program. Future researchers of multimodal methods and L2 language learning 

can center student experiences and learning analytics data (e.g., assessment scores and 

achievement of course learning outcomes) to explore how practices of self-efficacy and 

resilience may be related to growth mindset and multiliteracies assignments. Future research 

should also triangulate perspectives of other stakeholder groups to understand how implementing 

multiliteracies impacts instructors and program administration. Lastly, by analyzing the 

development of students’ multimodal projects longitudinally, future research can investigate how 

students’ language learning may develop over time as the curriculum is implemented. In this 

way, we can better understand what particular assessments and pedagogical practices are 

beneficial to developing confident emerging bilinguals through implementations of 

multiliteracies.    
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CHAPTER 4: “JE SUIS YOUTUBEUR”: MULTILINGUAL MULTIMODAL 

COMPOSING ABROAD 

 Researchers in literacy and language learning have recently championed the myriad 

advantages of digital multimodal composing (Anderson et al., 2018; Dzekoe, 2017; Lopez et al., 

2021; Smith, 2017). In language learning contexts, students have designed multimodal products 

like digital stories (Oskoz & Elola, 2016), blogs (Ducate & Lomicka, 2008), and vlogs (video 

blogs) (Lopez et al., 2021) that have served as anchors in expanding their linguistic and cultural 

repertoires (Smith et al., 2021b). Research in the study abroad context has further highlighted 

how students use multimodal photographic essays (Van Melik & Ernste, 2019) and reflective 

portfolio assignments (Grewling, 2019; Quan & Menard-Warwick, 2021) to traverse the study 

abroad experience through reflections on language, culture, and identity. Scholars of language 

learning have lauded multimodal composing for promoting linguistic competencies in traditional 

literacy skills (Aydin, 2014), scaffolding writing in the second language (L2) (Dzekoe, 2017), 

and enhancing language proficiency (Lopez et al., 2021; Reyes Torres et al., 2012). 

 Previous research on multimodal composing has innovatively challenged the siloed 

nature of the “four skills” (i.e., reading, writing, speaking, listening) typified by common 

language-teaching standards like those of the American Council on the Teaching for Foreign 

Languages (ACTFL) (Swender et al., 2012). However, the implementation of multimodal 

composing in language learning contexts is often entrenched in a “weak version of 

multimodality,” in which “nonlinguistic modes are typically seen as supports for language 

development” (Grapin, 2019, p. 33), rather than as important semiotic resources that help 

students to express themselves more meaningfully. Such a reductionist perspective of “weak” 

multimodality is evident in the proclivity to adopt multimodal composing as a ladder to scaffold 
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separate “reading” and “writing” skills (Lee et al., 2019) instead of highlighting the translingual 

and transformative meaning-making potential of multimodal composing in L2 learning 

(Anderson et al., 2018; Cenoz & Gorter, 2014; Kiernan, 2015; Quan & Menard-Warwick, 2021). 

Further, only 32% of the previous studies on emerging bilingual adolescents address how 

students make meaning across two or more digital types of multimodal compositions (e.g., 

videos, blogs, or vlogs), with the majority of studies primarily addressing how students create 

one given type of multimodal project (see Smith et al., 2021b for a review). Because much of the 

research on multimodal composing focuses on K-12 contexts, there is much to be understood 

regarding how university language learners may design multimodal meaning.   

 The current study responds to the need for a more integrated view of multimodality in 

language learning contexts by centering modes as essential semiotic tools for making meaning 

(Bezemer & Kress, 2008; Grapin, 2019, p. 34). This study builds upon L2 multimodal 

composing research by taking a social semiotic approach to understanding how students design 

multimodal compositions when reflecting on their study abroad experiences. Specifically, the 

aim of this study is to understand how seven undergraduates studying abroad in France used their 

multimodal blogs, vlogs, video reflections, and digital final research projects for language 

learning and reflection on culture and identity. This study contributes to the research on the roles 

of digital literacy in language learning courses (Hafner, 2014) and on how multilinguals traverse 

L2 study abroad experiences (Quan & Menard-Warwick, 2021). 

Multimodality and Multimodal Composing 

 This study is grounded in the social semiotic framework of multimodality (Jewitt, 2009; 

Kress, 2003, 2010), defined as how we make meaning through a variety of semiotic resources 

including images, music, sounds, text, gesture, and language(s). This framework elucidates how 
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each mode carries social and cultural meaning that transforms according to the user, the viewer, 

and the practices of social communities (Kress & van Leeuwen, 2001). 

 Digital multimodal composing — or designing meaning through multiple semiotic 

resources in a digital medium (Hafner, 2015) — is a key practice of multimodality. Digital 

multimodal composing is often accompanied by translingual practices in which designers utilize 

their full semiotic repertoire to communicate dynamically with their intended audiences (García, 

2014; Pacheco & Smith, 2015). Researchers in contexts of literacy and language learning have 

found that digital multimodal composing fosters engagement in social issues (Goulah, 2017; 

Kitalong & Miner, 2017) and critical metalinguistic awareness (Jiang & Luk, 2016; Lopez et al., 

2021). Research grounded in the theoretical framework of multimodality has further revealed 

how the multiple entry points and design freedom fostered by multimodal composing promote 

positive identity expression (Anderson & Macleroy, 2017; Cummins et al., 2015; Kim, 2018; 

Smith, 2018). 

Multimodal Composing in Language Learning Contexts 

 In L2 learning contexts, studies have primarily focused on multimodal composing as a 

scaffold (Dzekoe, 2017) and means to improve language proficiency (Lopez et al., 2021; Oskoz 

& Elola, 2016; Sun, 2012). For example, in a study on advanced proficiency ESL college 

students in the United States, Dzekoe (2017) found that students participated in multimodal 

composing activities as a “procedural support” to scaffold the English writing process (p. 74). 

Additional studies across language learning contexts have pointed to digital multimodal 

compositions like blogging and vlogging as a means for students to improve reading skills 

(Aydin, 2014; Sun, 2010; West, 2008), pronunciation (Sun, 2009), and academic writing skills 

(Godwin-Jones, 2006; Thorne & Reinhardt, 2008). 
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 Much of the research on multimodal vlogging for language learning centers on the 

perceived versus measured linguistic benefits to students. While some language learners have 

noted that vlogging and podcasting increased their L2 confidence and expanded their speaking 

and vocabulary skills (Taqwa & Sandi, 2019), quantitative studies have generally measured little 

actual linguistic improvement (Hsu et al., 2008; Sun, 2012). Other studies, however, have 

pointed to the metalinguistic benefits of L2 multimodal composing in which students 

increasingly notice how they are using the L2. For example, Jaramillo (2016) discovered that 

vlogging provided high school students learning English in Ecuador with a space to organize and 

rehearse English. In a similar mixed methods study on vlogging in EFL courses in an Ecuadoran 

high school, students perceived ameliorated spoken English proficiency, and they improved on 

post-test scores in fluency of speech after vlogging in English. Students additionally reported that 

vlogging helped raise awareness of mistakes and areas for improvement in English (Lopez et al., 

2021). 

 Although previous research suggests that multimodal composing is beneficial to students’ 

actual or perceived language proficiency, these studies tend to only emphasize the linguistic 

mode, rather than the powerful, simultaneous intersection of multiple modes. Overall, previous 

research values linguistic proficiency over the potential for a more holistic focus on multimodal 

composing as its own kind of proficiency. Some studies, however, do spotlight the role of 

multimodal digital literacies in language learning (Hafner, 2014) and respond to the call for 

research on how exactly L2 users may leverage multimodal resources for meaning making 

(Barrett & Liu, 2016). For example, in a L2 Spanish college course, students learned how to 

employ images, music, and the Spanish language to convey their emotions in digital stories 

(Oskoz & Elola, 2016). Students have additionally designed multimodal L2 blogs to make 
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cultural comparisons and develop intercultural competence (Ducate & Lomicka, 2008; Hauck & 

Youngs, 2008). Further, multimodal compositions are sites of motivation and social connection 

for language learners. Sharing digital video projects and reflective blogs with a wide audience 

allows students to develop social connections with their viewers (Hafner, 2014; Oskoz & Elola, 

2016). For instance, Hafner (2014) studied undergraduate students in an English for science 

course in Hong Kong as they created multimodal scientific documentaries posted on YouTube. 

In addition to learning to employ multiple modes to increase audience engagement, students 

discovered how multimodal composing simultaneously supported learning English and scientific 

content. Research on multimodal composing has thus indicated the potential for L2 students to 

learn content, culture, and language as inherently intertwined while expressing meaning through 

multiple modes. 

Multimodal Composing and Translingual Practices in Study Abroad 

 In study abroad contexts, there is less research on how multimodal composing may 

support students in their language learning and cultural reflections. The handful of studies on 

multimodal composing abroad has illustrated how projects like photographic essays can 

encourage college students to see with “different eyes” and develop critical consciousness while 

exploring new cities (Van Melik & Ernste, 2019, p. 437). Multimodal portfolio assignments and 

L2 blogs can also help students to develop critical reflective skills and understand their emotions 

while studying abroad (Grewling, 2019). Sharing experiences with peers through multimodal 

projects can “build a global learning community” of mentorship between the students abroad and 

their peers at the domestic campus (Grewling, 2019, p. 147). In a case study of one Vietnamese-

American undergraduate studying Spanish in Guatemala, Quan and Menard-Warwick (2021) 

investigated how “structured critical reflection” blogs helped the student learn Spanish through 
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“translingual practice,” or the fluid use of language(s) and other modes as unbound and part of a 

dynamic and expanding repertoire (Canagarajah, 2013). While their study demonstrates the need 

to decolonize study abroad experiences through translingual coursework, there is no analysis of 

how the student used modes other than written language to convey meaning.  

 Although previous studies have pointed to the potential for multimodal composing to 

develop metalinguistic awareness (Jaramillo, 2016; Lopez et al., 2021) and understand local 

identities (Hafner, 2015; Quan & Menard-Warwick, 2021), study abroad research that closely 

examines multimodal meaning-making is still lacking in non-English language learning contexts. 

Previous research on multimodal composing in L2 contexts mainly focuses on how students use 

modes as a scaffold to measure linguistic or intercultural competence, rather than on how 

students simultaneously use multiple modes to holistically develop their semiotic repertoire. 

Holistic repertoires and numerous types of multimodal projects are necessary foci to understand 

how language learners may engage their entire semiotic repertoire. In world language classes, 

there is still an overemphasis on separating reading, writing, listening, and speaking skills, 

indicating that L2 pedagogies could benefit from incorporating multimodal composing as a 

social semiotic approach. In the current study, I thus aim to explore how students leverage 

multimodal composing (i.e., video reflections, vlogs, blogs, and final projects) while language 

learning and reflecting on their experiences studying abroad.  

The research questions guiding this study are: 

1. How do study abroad students leverage multimodal composing while learning French?  

2. How do study abroad students leverage multiple modes to reflect on culture and identity? 
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Methods 

Context and Participants 

 This study involved seven undergraduate students from a large university in the 

Southwestern United States. All participants identified as women of ages 19-24 who were 

majoring or minoring in French and whose home languages included English only (5 students), 

Spanish and French (1 student), and English and Arabic (1 student). 

 The students were participating in the university’s six-week study abroad program in 

Paris in the summer of 2019. The program is for students in their third or fourth years (or 

equivalent level) of French study. All participants were enrolled in the third-year courses 

“Spoken French in Cultural Context” and “Introduction to Literature and Academic Writing,” 

both of which I taught. 

The Courses and Curriculum 

 Proponents of multimodality may not embrace the division of modalities between 

“Spoken French” and “Literature and Academic Writing” entailed by the institution’s course 

titles and their respective foci. However, I was able to interweave content from the two courses 

to foster multiple “entry points” (Jewitt, 2009; Smith, 2018) for students to harness their full 

semiotic repertoires when multimodal composing (Table 7). 

Table 7  

Study Abroad Course Assignments 

Spoken French in Cultural Context Introduction to Literature and Academic 
Writing 

Film analysis of Je ne suis pas un homme 
facile and Jeux d’enfants 

Critical reading of L’Amant 

Debate on facial recognition software in 
France 

Argumentative essay on facial recognition 
software 
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Three multimodal vlogs  Comparative essay on the modes used in a 
classmate’s vlogs 

Three video reflections on Flipgrid Two multimodal blogs 

Final multimodal research presentation  Final multimodal research paper or website   

 

 The assignments for “Spoken French in Cultural Context” included a debate, three 

multimodal vlogs (five to eight minutes each), three video reflections about course content on the 

Flipgrid video discussion platform (two to four minutes each), and the presentation of a final 

research project. Students posted vlogs and Flipgrids in a shared space and were required to view 

and comment on peers’ work (Table 7). 

 The assignments for “Introduction to Literature and Academic Writing” included two 

multimodal blogs, an argumentative essay, a comparative essay, and a final multimodal research 

paper or website. For the final project, students could research a French social issue or conduct 

an ethnographic study with observations and interviews. Four students chose the research option 

and the other three students conducted ethnographies. All assignments were primarily conducted 

in French (Table 7). 

Multimodal Composing Workshops 

 Throughout the term, students participated in multimodal, technological, and 

translanguaging workshops inspired by scaffolding in (emerging) bilingual contexts (Dalton, 

2012; Smith & Axelrod, 2019; Pacheco et al., 2019). For example, on the first day of class in 

“Spoken French in Cultural Context,” students participated in a multimodal workshop that 

involved watching YouTube vlogs from L2 French peers in the previous summer’s cohort and 

from influencers, like Damon and Jo, who had vlogged on their experiences of language learning 

abroad.  
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 Next, I introduced students to multimodality and different types of modes. Students 

brainstormed why vloggers might have a large following, and how they used photos, clipart, 

emojis, text, fonts, gestures, music, voiceover, and video to communicate to audiences. The class 

was divided into three groups that each examined certain modes during two consecutive 

viewings. Finally, groups shared the modal uses that they had noticed in the influencers’ videos 

versus in the amateur videos. Students observed that the influencers tended to match color, font, 

and transitions throughout their videos to create their personal brand and engage the viewers.  

 The next step of the workshop involved layering on a transparent introduction to 

translanguaging adapted from a Focus on Multilingualism method (Cenoz & Gorter, 2014). 

Students examined how and why the vloggers had used French, French slang, and other 

languages or varieties in their designs and how this related to the other modal resources that they 

used to engage their audiences. Although the goal of the program was for students to learn 

French in immersion, I encouraged students to use their home languages in their composing 

processes, and I engaged in translingual practices myself to illustrate the advantages of a 

multilingual and multimodal repertoire (Pacheco et al., 2019). As students discussed different 

genres and registers of text throughout the term, they grew an understanding that more traditional 

academic texts tended to be designed in one language with no translanguaging and an emphasis 

on written text, while more multimodal texts tended to wield registers, languages, and other 

semiotic modes differently based on the designer’s intended audiences and objectives.  

 I implemented mini technological workshops throughout the term to teach students to 

utilize different tools to create vlogs, blogs, and soundscapes. Additionally, students shared their 

expertise with peers on how to design with tools like iMovie and Audacity. I often stepped in to 
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provide additional technological scaffolding and also equipped students with a shortlist of 

YouTube tutorials.  

Data Collection 

 To understand students’ language, identity, and cultural awareness development, I 

collected students’ multimodal products and conducted retrospective design interviews (Dalton 

et al., 2015) with each of the seven students.   

Multimodal Products 

  Students’ multimodal products include 21 vlogs, 14 blogs, 21 reflective videos on 

Flipgrid, and 7 final multimodal projects. All student products were collected for this study after 

the term was complete.  

Design Interviews 

 Semi-guided retrospective design interviews (Dalton et al., 2015) were conducted with 

each participant face-to-face in Fall of 2019 to discuss students’ experiences with multimodal 

composing in Paris. Students viewed their projects on a shared screen and were asked questions 

about their experiences with learning French, using software, planning their projects, and 

choosing multimodal designs. Questions also concerned language and cultural learning, host 

families, and excursions. For example, students were asked:  

• Can you explain your process for composing the vlogs? 

• How did you feel while making this project? 

• What did you think of your peers’ projects? 

• How did you use different modes to reflect on your experiences?  

For a full list of interview questions, see Appendix B. 
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 Audio and screenshare of the 45-minute interviews were recorded through Zoom as 

students spoke about their projects and used the shared screen between interviewer and 

interviewee to refer to particular parts of their multimodal projects. After the interviews, I 

completed and edited the Zoom-generated transcriptions for accuracy and created an interview 

summary for each participant to member-check (Savin-Baden & Major, 2013).  

Data Analysis 

 Students’ vlogs and Flipgrids were transcribed multimodally (Flewitt et al., 2014) with 

one column each for the visual frame, the timestamp, location, a description, French audio, 

French text, English translation, translanguaging, gesture, music/sound effects, and list of modes 

used per frame.  

 Each multimodal product and design interview were analyzed through open, axial, and 

selective coding (Strauss & Corbin, 1998) in NVivo (Table 8). Open coding involved creating 

tags regarding occurrences in the data related to the research questions. The next phase of open 

coding involved developing a detailed codebook and an additional pass through all the data to 

expand, collapse, and refine codes. In axial coding, I continued the process over all the data 

points once more, circling back to my codebook to further refine the codes, update codes with 

examples, and collapse or expand where necessary. Selective coding included passes through 

each subset of data to understand which parent codes were common amongst which data sets, 

and how each platform may have shaped students’ language learning or modal use differently. 

This involved some re-organization of which codes were parent and children codes. I looked 

across the phases of open, axial, and selective coding when analyzing the themes that emerged 

from the data. For instance, I grouped together occurrences of “trying on identities,” “reflecting 

on identities,” and cultural comparison” into the theme of “reflecting on culture and identity 
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through multimodal composing in French,” because identity and culture reflections tended to co-

occur in the data. Triangulation across participants and across the data sets allowed for the 

development of emerging themes regarding L2 multimodal composing abroad.  

Table 8  

Phases of Data Analysis for Multimodal Composing Abroad 

Phase 1: Open Coding Phase 2: Axial Coding Phase 3: Selective 

Coding 

• Learning French 
grammar/syntax 

• Learning French 
pronunciation 

• Learning French 
vocabulary 

• Learning French through 
multimodal composing 

 

Metalinguistic 
awareness through the 
use of multiple modes   
 
 
 
 
 
 

• Repair French 
grammar/syntax 

• Repair French 
pronunciation 

• Repair French vocabulary 

• Repairing French through 
multimodal composing 

 

• Repeated recordings • Rehearsing French through 
multimodal composing 

• Increased confidence 
using French 

• Setting French language 
goals 

• Translanguaging 

• Metalinguistic awareness through 
use of multiple modes 

• Envisioning multilingual 
self 

• Trying on identities 

• Trying on identities through 
multimodal composing in French 

Reflecting on culture 
and identity through 
multimodal composing 
in French • Reflecting on culture 

• Reflecting on identity 
• Reflecting through multimodal 

composing 
• Cultural comparison 
• Social justice issues 

• Cultural comparisons and 
connection to current events 

• Genre awareness  
• Modal matching 
• Learning how to compose 

multimodally 

• Creating a personal aesthetic 
through multimodal composing 

Developing identities 
as multilingual 
multimodal composers  

• Teaching audience • Teaching audience through 
multimodal composing 
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Positionality 

 As instructor and facilitator of the Paris program’s daily excursions, it is relevant to 

understand how these roles shaped the students’ composing practices and the lens I used to 

analyze the data (Savin-Baden & Major, 2013). Research on study abroad environments has 

indicated that instructors wear more hats than are typical of instructors on a domestic campus 

(Engle & Engle, 2012). In addition to my formal roles as teacher and tour guide, I also provided 

food supplies, greeted students in the morning, and ensured that students had time to engage with 

their host families. Students frequently texted me when lost in the metro, navigating doctors’ 

visits, and asking for assignment extensions. I was able to anticipate many of students’ 

emotional, financial, and linguistic difficulties as I had learned French through similar immersion 

programs. Each day I was available for conversations on culture and troubleshooting technology 

as students recorded their vlogs. I am hopeful that the relationships that I built with the students 

supported them in expressing themselves freely in the multimodal compositions and design 

interviews. The frequency and depth of interaction with the students allowed me to understand 

more thoroughly the connections that students made in their projects.  

Findings  

 Throughout the multimodal projects and design interviews, three thematic findings 

emerged regarding how students leverage multimodal composing while learning French 

(Research question 1) and reflecting on culture and identity (Research question 2). The findings 

for the first research question indicate how students utilized multiple modes to develop 

metalinguistic practices of goal setting, rehearsal, and repair. The findings for the second 

research question illustrate how students a) learned to problematize and humorize cultural 

comparisons and b) tried on identities through the use of multiple modes. Lastly, responding to 
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both research questions, students developed identities as legitimate multilingual multimodal 

composers through their use of French and other semiotic modes to create personalized design 

aesthetics and to teach the audience.   

Metalinguistic Awareness through the Use of Multiple Modes  

 In their interviews and digital projects, students demonstrated metalinguistic awareness 

by using multiple modes to set language learning goals and by rehearsing and repairing their 

French in ways that elucidated their language learning processes. 

Metalinguistic Awareness through Goal Setting and Translanguaging 

 First, students displayed metalinguistic awareness — or an understanding of their 

language learning process (Barton & Lee, 2013) — by leveraging multiple modes to set goals for 

language learning and to share their processes with the audience.  

 Throughout their multimodal projects, students often established language-learning goals 

for the program and reflected on their progress. Goal setting went beyond general linguistic 

progress to include “getting real” with the audience about language learning by abandoning 

perfectionism. For example, in Brooklyn’s third vlog, she said in French “You’ve got to tell 

yourself, ‘Hey, this isn’t my first language.’ I had to take that pressure off myself to be perfect. 

And after that, my comprehension, my fluidity, my sense of confidence, it all grew.” When 

discussing language learning, students consistently applied oral and embodied modes while 

speaking directly to the camera and gesturing outward toward the audience.  

 Students additionally recognized their multilingual repertoires through translanguaging to 

scaffold their French learning and interact with their audiences. In their interviews, four students 

stated that they perceived translanguaging as a way to “connect” their languages and “reason 

through” verb conjugations while multimodal composing, whether consciously or 
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subconsciously. For example, Iliana frequently incorporated Spanish and English while speaking 

in her vlog and Flipgrid. She admitted in her interview that she sometimes “edited out” her use of 

Spanish, although she did not eliminate English because she thought her target audience would 

understand English. “Being able to use all the languages for school without punishment,” she 

said in her interview, “it was new. It was like a steppingstone to help me find the word in 

French.” Thus, students used oral French, embodied modes, and translanguaging to set French 

language goals. 

Rehearsing and Repairing French through Multiple Modes   

 In the process of designing, students were motivated to rehearse their French through 

repeated oral recordings before selecting the best recording or editing them together. Students 

reported in interviews that repeated recordings helped to improve their French pronunciation, 

grammar, and vocabulary while multimodal composing. For example, some students mentioned 

how re-recording helped them to concentrate on pronunciation and vocabulary:  

I would record the Flipgrids and vlogs like ten times. I was always trying to really 

concentrate on every word that was going out of my mouth. And if I felt that something 

was not right, I redid it. (Iliana, interview)  

The speaking aspect is the part I struggled with the most before [the program]. So, having 

to make sure that I was pronouncing things right and do my research beforehand to 

conjugate, and write out some bullet points with vocabulary — that all helped. There’s 

less retention for me if I don’t have to use it my own way or say it aloud. (Qamra, 

interview)  

 As illustrated by Iliana and Qamra’s perspectives, students vividly perceived themselves 

as L2 speakers when first recording their voices. The process of recording multiple times 
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supported their retention of French grammar, vocabulary, and pronunciation. The practice of 

rehearsal was particularly prevalent in the “vlog” mode component (Amgott, 2020), or when 

students recorded themselves speaking directly to the camera with use of textual transitions and 

clipart to organize and emphasize their content.  

 In addition to rehearsing French, students utilized multiple modes to repair perceived 

“mistakes” in their French pronunciation, vocabulary, verb conjugations, and syntax. Such 

linguistic repairs often involved an oral repetition of the improved form, translanguaging to 

explain in English or Spanish before returning to the French form, or textual repairs in the form 

of subtitles. Students accompanied most repairs with embodied movements to emphasize repair 

through head shakes, head nods, eyebrow raising, emphatic open-palmed gestures towards the 

camera, and flat-palmed staccato gestures for repairs of intonation, negation, and pronunciation.  

 Rather than eliminating mistakes in their edits, many students chose to maintain them. 

Students orally corrected themselves or inserted text and emojis with the correct form. Further, 

students like Iliana viewed multimodal choices as an efficient way to repair and convey L2 

competence to the audience. 

I was so nervous I literally forgot all my French and grammar. I was hearing myself like 

“Oh shoot, I made a mistake.” So instead of retaking the whole video, I decided “Oh, I’ll 

put subtitles to show that I know I need to pronounce that different or do the 

[grammatical] agreement.” (Iliana, interview)  

 Students differed in their rationale for preserving the linguistic “mistake” rather than 

omitting it. Brooklynn and Kimberly explained that maintaining errors provided a “more 

authentic representation” for their audiences of other L2 learners. Emily and Iliana said that they 

preserved the errors for reflective purposes in order to later view their projects and remember the 
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correct French form. Iliana described how maintaining the errors in her vlogs gave her a 

“souvenir” that she could be proud of later. She elaborated:  

 The vlogs and Flipgrids helped me to take the personal language barriers I had of opening 

 up in a new language that I didn’t feel comfortable with. Because sometimes you’re like 

 “Oh no, I wanna say this and everyone’s gonna like criticize my accent,” but I think I 

 succeeded in showing like “Yeah, I don’t care. I speak three languages. I make mistakes, 

 so deal with it!” (Iliana, interview) 

 Iliana’s reflection demonstrates how she views herself, a native Spanish-speaker who had 

recently moved to the United States from Mexico for college, as a multilingual speaker who 

wanted to normalize using what others may perceive as French “mistakes” as long as her 

audience could understand her communicative purpose.  

 In sum, students illustrated metalinguistic awareness through their oral, embodied, 

translanguaging, and textual modes. These modes helped students to set goals and learn French 

through rehearsals and repairs. 

Multimodal Composing to Reflect on Culture and Identity  

 Across their multimodal compositions, students learned to problematize stereotypic views 

of the French culture and language in favor of more nuanced cultural comparisons expressed via 

multiple modes. Students additionally used the projects as a multimodal space to try on identities 

abroad as they explored and compared cultures. 

Shedding the “Rose Colored Glasses” to Reflect on Culture  

 Selecting multiple modes fostered meticulous cultural reflections in which students 

abandoned overly optimistic and utopian tendencies to view the French culture as “la vie en 

rose.” For instance, in Brooklyn’s second blog, she included prose and images of herself in 
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disagreeable situations in Paris (e.g., lack of air conditioning during the heatwave) to accompany 

her reflections on becoming a “global citizen:”  

 J’ai eu ma propre renaissance pendant mon temps à Paris…Mon identité comme 

 citoyenne globale a augmenté…Je quitte mon vieil extérieur et je me vois comme 

 citoyenne du monde…maintenant je vais pouvoir voir les pays avec une manière 

 pragmatique, pas avec la vie en rose ou “rose colored glasses.”  

 I had my own rebirth during my time in Paris…My identity as a global citizen 

 developed…I’m shedding my old exterior and I see myself as a citizen of the world… now 

 I will be able to see countries in a pragmatic way, not as la vie en rose or “rose-colored 

 glasses.” (Brooklynn, blog 2)  

 Similarly, Kimberly leveraged images, captions, and prose in her first blog to compare 

how cantaloupe and eggs are eaten differently in France and the United States and to explain her 

fear of “eating incorrectly” with the wrong shape or utensil in France (Figure 7). The inclusion of 

multiple modes allowed students to “visually reflect” on their growing awareness of cultural 

differences and similarities (Qamra, interview).  

Figure 7 

Kimberly Reflects on Culture through a Visual Composition (Blog 1) 

 

Top L: Hard-boiled egg in Paris  Top R: Hard-boiled egg in the United States 
Bottom L: Cantaloupe in Paris   Bottom R: Cantaloupe in the United States 
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 Students further navigated multiple modes to convey humor in their cultural reflections. 

For example, Bea designed a humorous, multimodal, and translingual reflection in her first vlog 

when theorizing the worldwide ubiquity of lines for women’s restrooms (Figure 8). She 

intertwines her voice, images, gifs, translanguaging text, and sound effects to accentuate her 

point and connect to her multilingual audience, including her classmates and instructor that were 

all women and might relate to the cross-cultural phenomenon. 

Figure 8 

Bea Reflects on Culture through Voice, Text, Gifs, Sound, and Translanguaging (Vlog 1) 

 

 Ultimately, students purposefully selected modes like images and translanguaging to 

reflect on their cultural experiences. By layering multiple modes in their vlogs and blogs, 

students problematized and humorized their understandings of cultures from France and the 

United States. 
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Trying on Identities through Multimodal Reflections 

 While reflecting on culture and language, students also remixed images, videos, text, 

voice, and social media to reflect on their experiences of trying on identities during study abroad. 

Five out of seven students used the multimodal projects as a platform to discuss their mental 

health journeys. Emily particularly saw the projects as a way to “be personal with the 

assignments” at a “very transitional point in [her] mental health journey.” Her final ethnographic 

project involved a deep dive into her emotions in Paris and how they developed as she “tried on” 

Parisian identities before realizing that she did not have to be another person in Paris, but that she 

could instead develop “another facet” of herself (Figure 9).  

Figure 9 

Emily Reflects on Identity through Images, Text, and Voiceover (Final Project) 

 

 Title slide: Lost in Paris: How I found my soul while learning French in Paris 
 Voiceover: Je dois me rappeler d’être moi-même, d’être patiente et gentille, de me 
 donner quelque temps, d’être moi-même sans excuse. Je ne suis pas une personne  
 différente en français. Je suis une autre facette de moi-même. J’ai l’espace pour guérir ici. 
 Je ne me suis pas retrouvée à Paris, parce que je n’étais pas perdue. (Emily, final project)  
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 I have to remind myself to be myself, to be patient and kind, to give myself some time, to 
 be myself without excuses. I am not a different person in French. I am another facet of 
 myself. I have space to heal here. I didn’t find myself in Paris, because I wasn’t lost.  
 
 Students additionally tried on their emerging multilingual identities by remixing (Hafner, 

2015) social media into their projects. All students repurposed social media, such as videos from 

Snapchat stories and photos with Snapchat filters, into their multimodal projects at least once. 

For example, Iliana included a Snapchat story in her first vlog, accompanied by an edited version 

of the upbeat “Cake by the Ocean” DNCE pop song, as she walked through Paris with her peers 

eating a baguette sandwich. She used iMovie to add the French text “Right now, I have really 

immersed myself in the French culture thanks to my baguette.”  

 By remixing multiple modes through photo-editing and social media integration, students 

integrated their identities into their projects. Remixing thus served as an avenue for students to 

reflect on their longitudinal identity development throughout the program.   

Developing Identities as Multilingual Multimodal Composers  

 As students progressed in their French language use and reflected on culture and identity, 

they simultaneously developed their identities as multilingual multimodal composers. This 

finding responded to both research questions, as students “did multilingualism” (Williams, 2017) 

while making design choices to teach their imagined audience about language learning and 

becoming a multilingual multimodal composer.   

Creating a Personalized Design Aesthetic as Multilingual Composer  

 Students engaged in modal matching (Smith, 2018) by aligning their choices of images, 

text, font, color, music, and voice to emphasize their messaging or create individualized styles. 

For example, Opal designed what she referred to as “broadcasts” in her vlogs and final project to 

teach the audience about cultural phenomena like “vide-greniers,” or neighborhood garage sales, 
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and to make humorous connections to her family back in the United States (Figure 10). To create 

these broadcasts, she used the same white banner with black and orange text throughout her 

projects. She thus solidified her multimodal composer identity as an expert L2 learner by sharing 

insider knowledge with her audience through what she called “professional modes” to “create a 

total modal scheme for viewers that’s unique to me and the videos that I’m putting out there” 

(Opal, interview).   

Figure 10  

Opal Uses Broadcasts for Vocabulary Teaching and Humor (Vlog 2) 

 

 Other students engaged in modal matching by creating an avatar name to use in their 

multimodal projects (Jiang & Luk, 2016), thus positioning themselves as multilingual 

“influencers” or experts. Brooklyn coined the name “BelleBee” (Beautiful Bee) and included 

images and gifs of bees and “BelleBee” as her signature. Likewise, Qamra positioned herself as 

“an AmeriQam in Paris” across all of her assignments and Iliana as “Une Mexicaine à Paris” (a 

Mexican in Paris) in her vlogs. These students employed their voices, the text, title, and 

introductory and closing frames of their vlogs and blogs to solidify their multimodal composer 

identities to their imagined audiences.  
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Teaching Imagined Audiences as Multilingual Composers  

 Students additionally performed their identities as multilingual multimodal composers 

through teaching their imagined audiences. Across the multimodal choices that the students 

donned in their compositions, they positioned themselves as teachers sharing their experiences 

on language learning abroad to their peer audience and imagined audience of other French 

language learners.  

 The avatar names demonstrate how students positioned themselves as legitimate 

multilingual multimodal composers who aimed to teach their audience about their experiences. 

These avatar names, coupled with multimodal matching, exemplified how students performed 

belonging to the imagined communities (Kano & Norton, 2003) of L2 French users and all 

multilingual French speakers. Avatar use further indicates students’ desire to imbue assignments 

with a personalized design aesthetic and legitimate expert positionality in order to share their 

language learning journeys with their perceived followers. Although students mentioned feeling 

like “imposters” when they began their first projects, by the end of the program, students 

positioned themselves as legitimate multilingual and multimodal composers, as explained by 

Emily.   

You see the YouTubers online are always like “Oh yeah, we’re recording our life.” And I 

already felt kind of like an imposter speaking French…But then I was like “I need to just 

be me. Who cares if I make some mistakes?” I tried multiple times to make it natural. 

And by the end, I was like “Je suis Youtubeur maintenant!” (I’m a Youtuber now!).  

(Emily, interview)  

 In positioning themselves as teachers in their projects, students normalized making 

“mistakes” as part of language learning. Five students mentioned in interviews that preserving 
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errors in final products was beneficial “for classmates” because “If I am making that error, it’s 

probably something that our class could learn from, too” (Brooklynn). In their interviews and 

projects, students directly referenced the vlogs of other language learners and how those 

personalities had inspired and legitimized their process of multimodal composing in French. 

Referring to other influential L2 French vloggers, like Damon and Jo, Brooklynn stated that 

“They make it okay to make an error in French, as long as people understand you.”  

 In addition to providing language tips to their audiences, students gave advice on a 

variety of subjects including managing host families, culture shock, jet lag, mental health, and 

school-life balance while studying abroad. Individualized and consistent modal matching 

through avatar name, font, color, and clipart further supported students’ positioning as 

influencers or teachers for learning language abroad.  

 Ultimately, the infinite design choices fostered by multimodal composing allowed 

students to integrate their identities into their projects. In their interviews, students like Kimberly 

mentioned feeling “allowed” to express themselves in these multimodal projects more than in a 

“bland” essay, and that they could “be more than what school expects me to be” by putting their 

personalities into their reflections.  

Discussion 

 This study examined the multimodal composition practices and perspectives of seven 

undergraduate students studying French abroad in Paris. Expanding on the previous research on 

multimodal composing in L2 contexts (Dzekoe, 2017; Hafner, 2014, 2015; Lopez et al., 2021; 

Oskoz & Elola, 2016; Sun, 2010), this study illustrated how students developed metalinguistic 

awareness through multiple modes while designing multimodal reflections. Further, this study 

helps us understand how multimodal projects can grant study abroad students a space to critically 



IMPLEMENTING & EVALUATING MULTILITERACIES 117 

reflect on their cultural experiences. This work contributes to the research on identity and 

multimodal composing (Anderson & Macleroy, 2017; Cummins et al., 2015; Hellmich et al., 

2021) by demonstrating how students cultivated identities as multilingual multimodal composers 

when teaching imagined audiences and creating a personalized design aesthetic for their projects. 

Students established themselves as legitimate users of French who contributed important work to 

multimodal online spaces. In their vlogs in particular, they positioned themselves in relation to 

their imagined communities in order to prepare their perceived audiences to study abroad.  

 The metalinguistic findings from this study align with previous research on how 

multimodal compositions supported students in augmenting metalinguistic awareness through 

the iterative design process (Jaramillo, 2016; Lopez et al., 2021). The current study expands on 

previous research by demonstrating the specific ways that multimodal composing channeled 

reflections on language learning. For example, the ability to re-record, remix, and edit 

encouraged students to concentrate on their French pronunciation, grammar, and vocabulary and 

to improve before finalizing their work. By leveraging modes such as gesture and 

translanguaging, students made linguistic repairs and strengthened their awareness of their own 

areas for growth in French. Students’ metalinguistic practices of rehearsal and repair further 

exemplify how multimodal composing provides a canvas for students to use their entire semiotic 

repertoire as an integrated translingual practice (Canagarajah, 2013), which educators can 

promote through technological, multimodal, and translanguaging workshops. Students 

normalized linguistic repairs as a translingual practice of emerging bilinguals in their multimodal 

projects. The awareness and acceptance of making mistakes indicate that multimodal projects 

were a platform for students to “do” multilingualism (Williams, 2017) and language learning 

with all of its spontaneous rawness on show as a badge of honor of their multilingualism. This 
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contributes to the need for “shed[ding] a stronger empirical light on how multilingualism unfolds 

in the lives of people across their private, public, material, and digital social contexts” (Douglas 

Fir Group, 2016, p. 21).  

 Multimodal compositions additionally provided students with a palate of modes to reflect 

upon their identities while traversing different cultures abroad. Students navigated multiple 

modes such as social media, gifs, text, music, and images to dynamize their own cultural views 

and cultivate practices of trying on other perspectives before making comparisons. These 

findings illustrate that, just has been found in literacy and ESL contexts, students learning French 

tend to integrate their identities into their projects through their multimodal choices (Anderson & 

Macleroy, 2017; Pacheco & Smith, 2015). By sharing work online with peers and imagined 

audiences, students’ borders between public and private spheres became indistinct (Thorne, 

2013), as illustrated by Emily’s public efforts to destigmatize taboos around discussing mental 

health. Because students were sharing with classmates, on YouTube, and with an imagined 

audience of other L2 French users, these findings illuminate the potential of multimodal projects 

to provoke profound reflections on culture and identity that aim at teaching the audience and 

promoting personal growth (Anderson & Chung, 2011; Kim, 2018). In these projects, students 

further demonstrated practices of mobility while recording through social media to document 

their daily experiences before remixing Snapchat and Instagram posts and stories into their 

coursework, further blurring any concept of boundaries between online and offline, public and 

private, class and free time (Douglas Fir, 2016; Thorne, 2013). Although I had never mentioned 

social media in our multimodal composing workshops, students seemed to document their 

experiences naturally on social media and remix them into assignments, merging their social 
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media and academic repertoires as they connected both to peers and to their larger social 

networks.  

 In the process of developing metalinguistic awareness and connecting to peers through 

multimodal reflection projects, students developed their identities as multilingual multimodal 

composers (Honeyford, 2014; Kim, 2018). Although previous research has tended to position 

learners of languages other than English as only “L2 speakers” or “L2 learners,” this study 

makes an important contribution to the literature by emphasizing how students perceive “doing 

multilingualism” or becoming “legitimate” multilinguals (Douglas Fir Group, 2016; Williams, 

2017) through the process of expanding and using their whole semiotic repertoires while 

multimodal composing. Students expressed positive perceptions of incorporating all of their 

semiotic resources (Kim, 2018; Smith 2018) and contrasted the projects in this study with the 

“blander” projects that they had done in other language learning courses. The findings from the 

current study ultimately point to a twofold need in language teaching contexts: to provide 

students opportunities to leverage multimodal resources while composing, and to scaffold such 

projects by designing translingual and multimodal opportunities throughout a given course, 

rather than uniquely during “special” times or projects (García et al., 2017). 

Implications 

 This study has implications for research on multimodal composing, language learning, 

and study abroad. Pedagogically, the study underscores the need for multimodal projects that 

center not only students’ linguistic development, but also cultivate their holistic personae 

through a coursework emphasis on the use of multiple modes (Jiang & Ren, 2020; Quan & 

Menard-Warwick, 2021). The importance of technological, multimodal, and translanguaging 

scaffolding cannot be neglected (Smith et al., 2021b), as students made greater strides in 
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meaningful multimodal usage than in previous studies with less scaffolding (Amgott, 2020). 

Rather than emphasizing language-only, or language as separate than the other modes, this study 

spotlighted the ways that the modes interact to simultaneously develop language, identity, and 

cultural understanding. Future studies should continue to examine the role of scaffolding in such 

projects (Smith et al., 2021b; Pacheco et al., 2021) in order to understand the pedagogical moves 

of different scaffolding techniques for teaching multimodal composing in L2 contexts. In future 

studies of L2 multimodal composing, it is important that scholars further develop multimodal 

transcription techniques to better understand embodied modes (Ehret & Hollett, 2014), which are 

often excluded from multimodal analyses. Researching how gesture and facial expressions may 

interact with other semiotic resources could shed light on how students reflect inwardly on their 

language learning experiences. 

 This study contributes to theories and practice of multimodal composing in L2 and study 

abroad contexts by analyzing multiple types of digital multimodal compositions in addition to 

students’ perspectives from design interviews. Further, this study highlights holistic meaning-

making as L2 students not only learn a language, but also develop their identities and cultural 

awareness. Overall, it is important that future research continue to emphasize language learners’ 

translingual and multimodal practices as inherently intertwined in developing competent 

multilingual users. 
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION 

 This dissertation included three nested studies that analyzed how multiliteracies was 

implemented in the undergraduate program of a French program at a major university in the 

United States. At the macro level, the first study (Chapter 2) consisted of a program evaluation 

with interviews of different stakeholders and an analysis of classroom data and program 

evaluation. The findings from this study indicated that stepping away from the textbook made 

the course more relevant, flexible, and cost-effective to teachers and students alike. Further, this 

study illustrated that instructors teaching with multiliteracies were more likely to break down 

barriers by collaborating across the hierarchical positions of the program (e.g., graduate 

instructors and tenure-track faculty). Some constraints of the multiliteracies implementation 

included the teaching of decontextualized culture in beginner courses, a misunderstanding of 

what multiliteracies pedagogies entailed, and a bifurcated scope and sequence of courses within 

the department.  

 At the meso level of the program, the second study (Chapter 3) investigated how 185 

students experienced the Intermediate French II multiliteracies curriculum longitudinally from 

Spring 2018 to Spring 2020. This study revealed that students appreciated the opportunities to 

take a stance on issues that were important to them when learning French through multiliteracies. 

Further, students developed a growth mindset (Dweck, 2006) through the challenging but 

rewarding process of multimodal composing in French. Students also cultivated community 

through collaborative digital multimodal projects. Some students also experienced tensions 

regarding timing and the requirements to participate in spontaneous French speaking and 

listening in the course.  
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 Lastly, the third study (Chapter 4) examined the micro level of the program by analyzing 

how seven students traversed language, culture, and identity through digital multimodal 

compositions in their advanced French study abroad courses in Paris. The findings demonstrated 

how students cultivated metalinguistic awareness through rehearsing and repairing their digital 

multimodal vlogs and video reflections. Students also developed a more nuanced perspective of 

their own cultures and other cultures and grew to view themselves as multilingual multimodal 

composers.  

 Ultimately, the findings from these three studies indicate that multiliteracies curricula 

with digital multimodal composing assignments are beneficial to language learners, educators, 

and administrators alike. However, it is important to acknowledge the constraints faced by 

participants and how these may inform professional development opportunities for 

multiliteracies, materials design, and future research on multiliteracies.  

Implications 

 This nested dissertation carries implications for materials design and professional 

development for educators in institutions that hope to implement L2 multiliteracies curricula. 

Chapter 2 illustrated how misunderstandings about multiliteracies may impede materials design 

and everyday instruction (Menke, 2018; Menke & Paesani, 2018). Although all participants 

indicated “buying in” to multiliteracies, conceptualizations of multiliteracies did not align with 

the actual pedagogy. Many professors and instructors still practiced CLT or even grammar-

translation approaches to language teaching, furthering the need for more concrete forms of 

professional development in multiliteracies. “Sustained professional development” approaches 

are recommended both to the department at hand and to other institutions in order to differentiate 

multiliteracies from CLT practices (Menke, 2018). Practices like yearlong workshops and 
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“digital social reading” (Michelson & Dupuy, 2018) can be integrated to train educators in the 

multiliteracies framework (Paesani & Allen, 2020). Specifically, professional development could 

be a means to help this dissertation’s participants better conceptualize literacies approaches and 

to what extent students are capable of growth mindsets for designing meaning in French.   

 Because previous research on L2 multiliteracies has not touched on growth mindset nor 

similar concepts from educational psychology, it is interesting that in this dissertation (Chapter 

3) students established a spirit of resilience and growth mindset about what it means to succeed 

as a language learner. It is wise for curriculum designers to consider integrating multimodal 

projects into their multiliteracies curricula, as it is likely that the variety of genres of multimodal 

projects and the infinite possibility of modal combinations can motivate students to take the reins 

of their language learning journey and thus develop a growth mindset (Dweck, 2006; Khajavy et 

al., 2021; Mercer & Ryan, 2010). Designers of multiliteracies coursework should thus step away 

from close-ended activities such as the fill-in-the blanks and “true or false” activities that are 

commonly provided in CLT-based curricula and that frequently accompany materials provided 

by commercial textbook publishers. To further increase growth mindset and students’ abilities to 

engage with the L2, multiliteracies coursework should be integrated from the beginner sequence 

of college language coursework. By incorporating multiliteracies in lower levels, and all levels, 

of a language curriculum, students can more effectively learn the skills and tools of digital 

multimodal composing and the metalanguage (Callow, 2006) for understanding how to design 

and redesign meaning across languages, registers, genres, and modes (Shin et al., 2020). 

Further, emphasis in traditional courses on scripting out entire conversations in the L2 ill equips 

students to “soft assemble” on-the-spot responses when interacting with the unpredictable and 

dynamic nature of live conversations amongst language users (Larsen-Freeman, 2006; Thelen & 
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Bates, 2003). By integrating multiliteracies across levels, students would have more 

opportunities to engage in growing their dynamic system of language (Larsen-Freeman, 2006), 

or assembling language on-the-spot in ways that they would be required to do in non-classroom 

Francophone contexts. Increased opportunities for soft assembly from lower levels may also 

provide students with a higher tolerance of ambiguity by developing “strong skills in 

circumlocution, negotiating meaning under new constraints, and adapting...to meet the needs of 

their interlocutors” (Knisely, 2020, p. 872).  

 This dissertation further carries implications for how students can develop identities as 

multilingual multimodal composers (Honeyford, 2014; Kim, 2018) through multiliteracies 

curriculum when studying a language abroad (Chapter 4). Although previous research has tended 

to position learners of languages other than English as only “L2 speakers” or “L2 learners,” the 

three studies of this dissertation (Chapters 2, 3, 4) make an important contribution to the 

literature by emphasizing how students perceive “doing multilingualism” or becoming 

“legitimate” multilinguals (The Douglas Fir Group, 2016; Williams, 2017) through the process 

of expanding and using their whole semiotic repertoires while multimodal composing. Students 

expressed positive perceptions of incorporating all of their semiotic resources (Kim, 2018; Smith 

2018) and contrasted the multimodal projects with the “blander” projects that they had done in 

other language learning courses. These findings indicate the need to provide students with more 

opportunities to leverage multimodal resources while composing. Further, more research is 

needed on how such projects can be scaffolded to develop translingual and multimodal 

opportunities throughout a given course, rather than uniquely during “special” times or projects 

(García et al., 2017). 
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Future Directions 

 This dissertation has illuminated the need for more research on language program 

evaluation (Norris, 2016) in order to understand how L2 multiliteracies is implemented and 

perceived by all stakeholders. Unlike previous studies on language program evaluation, this 

study was rooted in a theoretical framework (complexity theory) that helped direct the zooming 

in and zooming out across stakeholders and micro, meso, and macro levels of the program. 

Further, the DBIR method (Fishman et al., 2013) allowed for a participatory approach in which 

stakeholders were continuously asked to contribute their perspectives regarding the 

multiliteracies curriculum. Future research on language program evaluations can use complexity 

theory (Larsen-Freeman, 2009) as framework and DBIR (Fishman et al., 2013) as a method to 

evaluate programs from a more longitudinal and ecologically sound perspective.  

 In addition, the findings from this dissertation have pointed to the importance of 

conducting more empirical studies on L2 multiliteracies curricula. Because instructors were often 

confused about what multiliteracies entailed, it would be beneficial for the program in question 

to implement methods courses and one-day workshops on multiliteracies curriculum design not 

only for new instructors, but also for veteran educators. Future research could evaluate instructor 

experiences with multiliteracies training in order to further analyze instructors’ collaboration 

patterns and processes of materials design. It would also be interesting to understand how 

professional development should change from institution to institution based on program 

mission, course learning outcomes, enrollment and retention goals, and/or teaching in domestic 

versus study abroad contexts.  

 Lastly, this dissertation underscores the need for more interdisciplinarity in research on 

L2 multiliteracies and educational psychology. Because students acquired a growth mindset 
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(Dweck, 2006) through multiliteracies curricula, it would be interesting to analyze in more depth 

how students may achieve states of flow through digital multimodal projects, and how 

competition with peers (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990) or other factors may be motivating to students 

when designing multimodal compositions. To date, studies on L2 multiliteracies have yet to 

analyze learning analytics such as student grades, achievement of learning outcomes, length of 

time spent on assignments, and number of days absent. By analyzing learning analytics, 

programs could further evaluate how effective and feasible their curricula are for students, as 

well as the amount of time needed to participate in multiliteracies activities as compared to more 

traditional, CLT-based tasks. Related to the intersections between L2 learning, ecological 

perspectives, and cognition, future studies can further analyze how L2 learners may use 

embodied modes (i.e., gestures and facial expressions) when they construct meaning through 

video reflections, vlogs, synchronous online discussions, and class discussions. Understanding 

students’ use of embodied modes for language learning would contribute to developing more 

translingual and transcultural pedagogies, particularly in online learning contexts. 

 Ultimately, this dissertation illustrated how complexity theory can be applied to 

investigate the various levels of curricular implementation and how scaffolded multiliteracies 

courses may be beneficial for creating a culture of collaboration and evaluation. Data collection 

for this dissertation occurred before and during the COVID-19 pandemic and illustrated how 

multiliteracies pedagogies were viewed as conducive to online language learning. As it becomes 

more common to teach and learn languages in online and hybrid contexts, it is important to 

remember that multiliteracies is not a “one size fits all” approach, but rather an ecological 

pedagogical approach that, when coupled with a complexity theory outlook, should be adapted 

based on stakeholder needs, program mission, learning outcomes, and program culture.  
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APPENDIX A: INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR MULTILITERACIES IN COLLEGE 

FRENCH 

Administration Interviews 

A. Administrative Role 
1. Can you describe your role in the program? 

2. What are common constraints that you face in your role? 
3. What are your goals for the program?  

a. Why are these your goals? 
b. How do these align with the official program mission?  

4. What changes has the program implemented since the last Academic Program 
Review? Why have these changes been implemented? 

5. Are there any changes the program would like to implement? What are they and why? 
B. Students 

1. How does the number of students enrolled in French compare to the number in the 
last APR?  

2. How does this breakdown by major, minor, and language program requirement 
students? 

3. From our continued discussions, we agree that retention has been an issue in French 
and is now a goal of the department, the school (SILCC) and the college (COH). Can 
you talk a little bit about why retention has been an issue?  

4. What is the program doing now to increase retention?  
5. How prepared do you perceive students to be for the 300 and 400 level courses?  

C. Multiliteracies 

1. What are your thoughts on the implementation of multiliteracies curriculum in several 
of the French courses?  

2. From an administrative perspective, what opportunities do you see for the 
multiliteracies curriculum? 

3. From an administrative perspective, what tensions have you witnessed for the 
multiliteracies curriculum? 

4. From an instructor standpoint, how do you think the multiliteracies curriculum 
experience differs from other approaches that have been used? 

5. How do you think the students perceive the multiliteracies curriculum?  
6. What are benefits and constraints to implementation as regards: 

a. Administration, instructors, students 
D. Evaluation 

1. Other than the APR, can you describe the processes of evaluation that the program 
currently engages in? What are your perceptions of these processes? 

2. In our previous meetings over the years, we have talked about and participated in 
Design Based Implementation Research. What are your opinions and experiences 
with DBIR?  

3. What does evaluation and DBIR mean to you? How do you view them in relation to 
your role and in relation to the program? 
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4. Thank you for participating in this interview. Is there anything else you would like to 
add about your experiences and perspectives? 

 
Faculty Interviews 

A. Faculty Role 
1. Can you describe your role in the undergraduate French program? 

2. What are common constraints that you face in your role?  
3. What learning or professional development opportunities have you participated in? 

4. What undergraduate courses do you teach?  
5. How do you decide on the scope of your course and how do you design course 

materials and assignments?  
B. Students 

1. What are your experiences with teaching the undergraduate French students?  
2. What do you see as the students’ goals in the program?  
3. What constraints do you think the students face when learning French in this 

program? 

C. Multiliteracies 
1. What is your view on multiliteracies?  (Define, describe if needed)  
2. Would you say that your course fits into a multiliteracies framework? 
3. I see that you typically teach students who have emerged from our multiliteracies 

curriculum (French 201 and 202). What is your opinion on this curriculum? 
a. How would you compare these students to students in previous semesters 

(pre-Spring 2018)?  
4. One of the goals of the French program has been to bridge the “language-literature” 

bifurcation (as reported by MLA 2007). What is your view on the “language-
literature” divide as relates to this program?  

a. Are there any ways the program attempts to bridge the divide?  
b. What are constraints to bridging the divide?  

D. Evaluation 
1. Do you play a role in the evaluation practices of the program? If so, what role? What 

are your experiences while evaluating? 
2. What is your opinion regarding the role of evaluation in foreign language programs? 
3. Do you participate in the APR? What have your experiences been?  
4. If you could change the way the program does evaluation, what would you change? 
5. Thank you for participating in this interview. Is there anything else you’d like to add 

at this time?  
Graduate Instructor and Adjunct Interviews 

A. Instructor Role 
1. Tell me about your role in the undergraduate French program.  
2. What courses have you taught in our French program?  
3. What are your opinions on the courses that you have taught?  
4. How much do you make decisions regarding materials, assessments, and activities?  

a. How do you feel about the allocation of these responsibilities?  
5. What are common constraints that you face in your role? 
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6. What learning opportunities have you participated in as relates to teaching methods 
(in addition to the required methods class)?  

B. Students 
1. What are your experiences with teaching the undergraduate French students?  
2. What do you see as the students’ goals in the program?  
3. What constraints do you think the students face when learning French in this 

program? 
C. Multiliteracies 

1. What do you know about multiliteracies approaches to teaching? 
2. What is your view on multiliteracies? 
3. Would you say your course fits into a multiliteracies framework? 

a. If so, can you estimate how much time you spend preparing the lessons and 
materials for the week (grading not included)?  

b. What is your role in the planning of lessons and materials? 
4. What is your opinion on the existing multiliteracies courses?  
5. How do you feel about teaching with a textbook? Without a textbook?  
6. If you already teach multiliteracies curriculum: has the program been supportive?  

a. What constraints have you faced? 
7. If you do not teach multiliteracies curriculum yet: would you like to? 

a. What would it take to help you implement this curriculum? 
D. Evaluation 

1.  How do you view the evaluation process in your role as graduate instructor or 
adjunct? (TCEs, DBL observations) 

2. When you receive this feedback, do you read it? 
a. If so, what is your opinion on the comments provided by the students and by our 

DBL? 

b. How do you react to this feedback? 
3. [For multiliteracies implementation instructors]: What has been your role in the 

ongoing implementation of the multiliteracies curriculum? 
c. How do you view this process? 

d. What support have you had along the way?  
e. What constraints have you faced along the way?   

4. Thank you for participating in this interview. Is there anything else you’d like to add 
at this time?  
 

Student Interviews 

A. Student Background Information 
1. Can you tell me a little bit about yourself? 
2. What are your major(s) and minor(s)? 
3. Why are you taking French?  
4. How long have you been taking French?  
5. What are your experiences in the French courses at UA?  
6. What are your goals with these courses?  
7. What has been difficult about the program?  
8. What have you enjoyed about the program?  
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B. Multiliteracies 
1. You were selected for this interview because you’ve participated in multiliteracies 

and non-multiliteracies courses. Multiliteracies courses are 201 and 202, as well as 
select other courses. Can you talk about your experiences in these courses? 

2. How does that compare to your experiences in other French courses here? 
3. Which type of curriculum do you prefer? Why? 
4. Which type of curriculum helped you learn the most French? Why do you think?  
5. What do you think about the materials in each French course you’ve taken at UA 

(textbooks, assignments, materials, assessments)?  
6. With what type of program do you think you learn best? 

C. Evaluation  
1. Have you participated in any other aspects of this evaluation (e.g., FlipGrid 

submission, surveys, Paris program)?  If so, how do you feel about being asked for 
your opinion on new curriculum? Have you seen any changes as the results of your 
ongoing participation? 

2. If you could change something about the materials, assignments, and assessments in 
your French courses here, what would you change? 

3. Thank you for participating in this interview. Do you have any other comments or 
questions at this time?  
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APPENDIX B: INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR STUDY ABROAD STUDENTS 

Student Background and Paris Experiences 

1. Tell me a little bit about yourself. What do you like to do?  
a. What do you study?  
b. Do you work? Where?  

2. Why did you want to study abroad in Paris? How would you describe your experience 
there?  

a. Best part 
b. Most difficult part  
c. Part that you’re the most proud of 

3. What type of technology do you like to use?  
4. Do you like to write (in English and/or in French)? Why or why not?  
5. What was your favorite part of coursework in French 310 or 320 this summer in Paris?  

 
Reflecting on Study Abroad through Multimodal Video Reflections 

A. Flipgrids. Open up Flipgrids for some general commentary.  
6. Can you explain your process for the filming the FlipGrids? How did you choose what to 

talk about?  
7. How did you feel while filming yourself for the FlipGrids?  
8. What did you think about your peers’ FlipGrids?  
9. Let’s look at these parts of your FlipGrids (where you are using gestures). Do you think 

the gestures helped you express your ideas in French? Why or why not?  
10. How did your FlipGrids change over time throughout the program?  

 
B. Vlogs. Open up Vlogs for some general commentary. 
11. What was your process for composing the vlogs?  
12. How did you feel while making the vlogs? 

13. How did you feel while watching your peers’ vlogs?  
14. How did you use different modes (voice, text, sound, music, transitions) to reflect on 

your experiences abroad?  
15. Focus on certain scenes: Possible questions 

a. Can you explain to me what we are seeing here?  
b. How did you decide which modes to use here?  
c. How did you piece these parts together?  
d. Why did you choose to integrate your social media stories into your vlogs? 

16. When making the vlogs, how did you process develop over time?  
17. Who was your main audience for the vlogs?  
18. Did the vlogs help you to reflect on your experiences abroad? Why or why not?  

 

Multimodal Composing-to-Learn  

Open up Final Project for General Commentary.  
19. How did you decide on your topic for the final project?  



IMPLEMENTING & EVALUATING MULTILITERACIES 132 

20. What did you learn while researching and composing your final project? 
21. Focus on certain scenes: Possible questions 

a. Can you explain to me what we are seeing here?  
b. How did you decide which modes to use here?  
c. How did you piece these parts together?  

 

Comparison to Written Assignments 

22. How would you compare the vlogs and final project to doing a written journal or essay in 
French?  

23. When you did your comparative and argumentative essays, did you use any of the ideas 
you had developed in your multimodal products? And/or vice versa? How so? 

24. Compared to the multimodal projects, how did you feel while writing your summaries 
and essays this summer?  

 
Multimodal Composing Final Questions  

25. Out of all the assignments we did this summer,  
a. Which one sticks in your memory the most? 
b. Which one helped you learn French the most? 
c. Which one helped you reflect on your experience abroad? 
d. Which one helped you develop your academic French? 
e. Which one helped you develop your conversational French?  

26. Is there anything else you’d like to share about your experiences?  
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APPENDIX C: MULTIMODAL TRANSCRIPTION OF FLIPGRID VIDEO 
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