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Critical pedagogies invite reflection on the imperial legacies of English and French
teaching in Canada. These monolingual frameworks have obscured understanding of
plurilingual learning while reinforcing colonial systems historically linked to
environmental degradation. To address this, ecopedagogies seek to “green” applied
linguistics by encouraging imperial language instructors to plurilingually explore the land
where their teaching occurs, a post-humanist process we term: Landguaging. This study
reports on the viability of the Landguaging template to support plurilingual speaking
activities. Conducted during a 5-hour workshop, twelve English- and French-language
instructors tested the template over three modules, which included a land-sensitizing
botanical drawing activity. Participants’ speaking activities focused on learning lexis
(adjectives, nouns), grammar (past and present tenses), and narration styles (story-telling,
descriptions) using four plurilingual techniques. While the template supported
plurilingual speaking activities, results suggest that modifications are required to better
incorporate segmental and suprasegmental features that promote both phonological
control and ecological well-being.

INTRODUCTION

In 1978, UNESCO'’s Intergovernmental Conference in Tbilisi declared environmental education
(a holistic, interdisciplinary process of learning values and skills for environmental protection
through individual and community-based efforts) a global imperative. While applied linguistics
has begun addressing these concerns (Steffensen, 2025), research on imperial languages (e.g.,
English, French, Spanish) must confront their culture’s historical role in land degradation (e.g.,
resource extraction, plantations; Pennycook, 2022), and their subsequent land insensitive
curriculum (Chung & Cardoso, 2025). To address this land insensitivity, this study explores the
viability of the Landguaging template (Chung & dela Cruz, 2024a), a critical ecolinguistic tool
that promotes plurilingual learning through land sensitizing exercises, as a framework for
supporting speaking activities. We first define critical language theory and its relationship to
plurilingual pedagogies, noting how pronunciation has developed in this field, and then connect
it to the context of second language (L2) teaching in Canada. We then explain the concept of
Landguaging, detail its critical ecolinguistic underpinnings, and outline how the Landguaging
template can address the current gap in plurilingualism, and larger issues related to Indigenous
issues in Canadian education. Finally, we discuss the findings of a workshop that tested this
template, present four plurilingual speaking activities participant groups created based on their
land-sensitizing learning (i.e., botanical drawings), and suggest further pronunciation activities
that promote phonological control and ecological well-being.
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Critical Language Theory (CLT) and Plurilingual Speaking Pedagogies

Emerging in the 1990s, CLT problematizes normalized assumptions about knowledge and social
practices. In the classroom, its application involves using reflexive and plurilingual pedagogies
that investigate power and linguistic inequalities and works towards the goal of inclusivity of
students’ languages (Lau, 2022). Plurilingualism, also emerging in the 1990s, views language
learning as the development of a holistic, multi-modal repertoire (Galante, 2025). In this
framework, spoken language is one of many semiotic competencies (e.g., cultural, visual, and
environmental cues) that converge to negotiate meaning (van Lier, 2004). Consequently,
plurilingual activities generally focus on mediation (bridging cultural/linguistic understanding)
and interaction (co-constructing meaning; Galante, 2025). Plurilingual pedagogies have largely
been overseen by the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR), with
training focused on what learners “can do” with the target language. In 2001, the CEFR
phonology scale was deemed “detrimental” for pronunciation teaching because of its focus on
achieving native-like accents (Council of Europe, 2020, p. 135). In 2016, it was redeveloped to
prioritize intelligibility (ability to be understood). This shift in pedagogical focus now viewed
accentedness as a feature of L2 speaking, with training targeting phonological control over
articulation for the purpose of conveying/varying meaning. Since intelligibility spans the phone,
word, sentence, and message level, pronunciation “can do” tasks encompass diverse oral
training. Speaking activities, therefore, stimulate oral production, while focusing on a target
feature, ranging from pronunciation practice to group discussions with human and non-human
interlocutors (Blake, 2017), like computers or land (van Lier, 2004). To date, pronunciation is
still considered underdeveloped in plurilingual pedagogies (dela Cruz, 2023).

When critical pedagogies are applied to Canadian L2 teaching contexts, they problematize the
country’s history of English and French settler colonialism and the officialization of their
languages. Settler colonialism is a three-pronged system comprising of: (i) the seizure of land by
an allochthonous (non-Indigenous) group who implants itself through intergenerational
structures (e.g., schools) and policies (e.g., official language policies), (ii) the dispossession of
Indigenous peoples from their homelands, and (iii) the oppression of other allochthonous groups,
forcing both to assimilate into the colonizer’s mores (Veracini, 2022). Consequently, Canadian
English and French L2 teaching certification involves a legacy of: (a) suppressing Indigenous
languages and cultures (Battiste, 2013); (b) designing assimilative settler mono-pedagogies that
view students other known languages/dialects as interference and less socially valuable (Lau,
2022); and (c) neglecting land-focused issues, and their connection to environmental degradation
(Steffensen, 2025). To counter these legacies, critical plurilingual pedagogies address this
Indigenous erasure (Sterzuk, 2020), valorize students’ languages/dialects as social assets (Lau,
2022), and incorporate land-focused perspectives (Chung & Cardoso, 2025). Crucially, however,
critical plurilingual pedagogies that are not inclusive of Indigenous culture or address land-based
issues may run the risk of colonizing the settlement anew with other allochthonous mores
(Chung, 2026). To reconcile this, provincial education departments have begun mandating the
inclusion of Indigenous issues in teacher certification programs. In Quebec, where this study
takes place, this has been established by Professional Competency (PC) 15: to value and promote
Indigenous knowledge, worldviews, cultures and history (FNEC, 2020), though how it is to be
implemented in L2 classrooms remains unclear. To address these three inter-related issues, the



Landguaging template was created to support Canadian L2 English and French teachers in
creating plurilingual activities inclusive of land-focused issues (Chung & dela Cruz, 2024a).

Landguaging: From Ecopedagogical Reflection to Praxis

Landguaging is a critical, land-sensitizing, plurilingual approach to imperial L2 teaching rooted
in ecolinguistic praxis (Chung & Chung Arsenault, 2023), which examines the intersection of
human language with non-human elements (e.g., computers, land) and promotes ecological well-
being for inter-generational sustainability (Steffensen, 2025). As a sub-field of ecolinguistics,
ecopedagogy emphasizes land-focused learning to “green” applied linguistics and develop
sustainable pedagogies (Steffensen, 2025, p. 30). This critical field problematizes the land-
insensitive legacies of imperial L2 teaching (Pennycook, 2022), including the current
environmental crisis driven by ongoing imperialism (e.g., resource extraction and subsequent
population displacement; Steffensen, 2025). Ecological L2 classrooms within this tradition
feature ten principles; while these include critical (principle of agency) and plurilingual learning
(principle of variation), the foundational first principle involves building relationships,
particularly with the land (principle of relationality; van Lier, 2004).

Rooted in this ecolinguistic praxis, Landguaging’s reflective component involves: (a) connecting
teaching/learning language experiences to the territories where they occur; (b) acknowledging
uncertainty about these experiences and externalizing reflections with colleagues to receive
critical feedback; and (c) transforming this into a curiosity for plurilingual practices that deepen
environmental learning (Chung & Chung Arsenault, 2023). For example, Chung and dela Cruz
(2024b) found that L2 instructors who were plurilingual and had taught English abroad were
particularly adept at navigating these reflection questions, drawing upon and externalizing their
experiences as outsiders to the local culture. For some, this served as the impetus for sharing
their own cultural background and encouraging their students to do the same; thereby, pluralizing
their curriculum—yet all participants remained unsure of how best to incorporate land-focused
learning. To address this gap and support L2 teachers of imperial languages, particularly those
who are less plurilingual and have not travelled outside their country, the three-part Landguaging
template was developed (Chung & dela Cruz, 2024a). While the template ensures that imperial
L2 pedagogies incorporate land-focused activities using plurilingual techniques, further research
is required to determine the extent to which it supports designing “can do” speaking activities.

Landguaging Template: Design and Components

Evaluating the template’s viability for oral activities requires a close examination of its structural
components. The following sections outline the template’s three-part architecture, detailing how
each step bridges land-focused learning with L2 training.

Section 1: Select Land-Sensitizing Material

This component involves teachers choosing land-focused material, like a text authored by an
Indigenous scholar/artist or a video about local flora/fauna. For the former, to ensure that
material is community-appropriate and avoids cultural appropriation, Battiste (2013) suggests
using publicly available, Indigenous-authored content and clearly identifying the author’s nation



and traditional territory (including its current colonial name) to ensure students understand that
Indigenous knowledge is nation- and territory-specific.

Section 2: Define the Linguistic & Landguaging Objectives

In this component, teachers specify how the material advances both language and land learning
by indicating:

1. which receptive (reading, listening) or productive (speaking, writing) skill is being
trained;

2. the linguistic system (e.g., phonology, grammar);

3. the target feature (e.g., pronunciation or morphosyntax), and considering what
previously learned features are needed to run this activity;

4. the land-sensitizing (i.e., Landguaging) objective; and,

5. any potential difficulties and possible solutions.

Section 3: Teaching Technique

In this final component, teachers further refine the learning objectives by identifying the:

1. Theme/topic being explored;
2. Plurilingual teaching technique employed;
3. Semiotic competencies activated (e.g., auditory, textual);
4. Procedures for the (1) warm-up, (i1) main, and (ii1) exit activities;
5. Evaluation (e.g., summative or formative assessments); and,
6. Connection of this activity to future learning.
Study Context

This study takes place in Quebec, Canada’s sole French-only province, in the city of Montreal—
the most trilingual in the country, with its inhabitants speaking French, English and other
languages (Statistics, 2021). In the public school system, L2 teacher certification is defined by
the Ministére de I’Education and involves adhering to all Professional Competencies, including
PC 15 which promotes Indigenous cultures, aligning provincial educational standards directly
with the core tenets of ecolinguistics. To operationalize this mandate, outdoor botanical drawing
was selected to address Miihlhdusler’s (2020) critique that classroom-bound activities undermine
the land-sensitizing objectives of ecolinguistics. Given that neither the researchers nor
participants in this study are Indigenous to the region, the template was designed to facilitate
respectful environmental learning.

Research Question

We posed the following question: To what extent does the Landguaging template support
imperial L2 teachers in using botanical drawings to design plurilingual speaking activities?



METHOD

Procedure

The pilot study was run in late September of the Fall 2025 term and was divided into three parts.
Part 1: Overview and Introductions (in-class; 75 minutes)

Participants were introduced to ecolinguistic theory (15 minutes), engaged in the Landguaging
reflection exercises (i.e., individual self-reflection and group discussions; 30 minutes), and then
reviewed the three components of the Landguaging template (30 minutes), including watching
Galante and colleagues’ (2022) YouTube videos showing how to use plurilingual techniques.

Part 2: Workshop — Botanical Portraits (outside of class; 90 minutes)

Participants were provided with an overview of the workshop facilitator’s (Jason Sikoak, Inuk
from Rigolet, Nunatsiavut; colonially called Labrador) sketches, sculptures, and textiles, noting
that their subject matter is either made from land-based items (e.g., seal skin, serpentine rock) or
depicted land-based activities (e.g., seal hunting). Attendees then walked to a pre-existing
campus garden containing comestible plants, were introduced to each plant, and encouraged to
touch, harvest, taste, and take pictures of them. Sikoak demonstrated different techniques (e.g.,
charcoal plant rubbings, sketching) to render their botanical portrait using provided materials
(e.g., sketch pad, pencils, and charcoal). Attendees assembled at a common table, eating their
lunch and provided snacks, while sketching, some engaging in group discussions, others quietly
drawing.

Part 3: Landguaging Template Completion (in-class; 90 minutes)

Participants returned to the classroom and, using a printed version of the Landguaging template,
formed small collaborative groups to complete each section, incorporating their botanical
drawing into their activity.

Data were collected during the workshop and afterwards using an online feedback form.
Participants

A flyer for a botanical drawing workshop occurring in the university gardens was sent to
undergraduate and graduate programs in the Department of Education, featuring the first author
with Sikoak, a current graduate student in the same university. Twelve participants responded.
All were teachers of English, as well as French (n = 1), Spanish (n = 1), and Yoruba (n = 1).
Four undergraduates from the TESL program and eight graduate students (MA Applied
Linguistics, n = 2; PhD n = 6). All participants spoke English and one or more languages,
including Arabic (n = 1), Brazilian Portuguese (n = 2), Farsi (n = 1), French (n = 7), Russian (n =
1), Spanish, (n = 1), Syriac (n = 1), and Yoruba (rn = 1).



RESULTS

Section 1 of the Landguaging template (botanical drawings) and the first two steps of Section 2
(productive skills = speaking; linguistic system = phonology) were the same across all groups.
For brevity, the following qualitative description covers steps (c) and (d) in Section 2 and steps
(a), (b), and (d) in Section 3. Data are reported according to the participant-formed groups:
Group 1 (n =3, PhD students), Group 2 (n = 4, undergraduates), Group 3 (n = 3, PhD students),
and Group 4 (n = 2, MA students).

Section 2: Define the Linguistic & Landguaging Objectives

(c) Target feature: Lexis (nouns - Group 1; adjectives - Groups 1, 2) and Grammar (simple
past - Group 3; simple present - Group 4).

(d) Botanical drawing objective: learn different plant names in the local Indigenous
languages (Groups 1, 2, 4), observe and describe nature (Group 3).

Section 3: Teaching Technique
Group 1

(a) Topic: Learning plant names; expressing sensations/emotions.
(b) Plurilingual technique: Pluriliteracies; cross-linguistic analysis.
(d) Warm up: Noticing different pronunciation of a plant’s name.

Main speaking activity: Oral production focused on practicing adjectives describing physical
sensations and emotions about garden plants.

Exit project: Students use their botanical drawing as a linguistic portrait to express their feelings
about their other known languages (e.g., French is represented by my roots, English is
represented by my leaves).

Group 2

(a) Topic: Learning plant names; describing features.

(b) Plurilingual technique: Pluriliteracies; cross-linguistic analysis.

(d) Warm up: Scavenger hunt — students match flash cards (images of plants and their
Indigenous name) to plants in the garden.

Main speaking activity: Information gap activity, students work in pairs, one describing their
flash card (without letting their partner see it), while their partner tries matches it to the target
plant. Oral production focused on the placement of adjectives in relation to nouns.

Exit project: Students create own botanical drawing for an in-class vernissage, each orally
describing physical features of their plant.



Group 3

(a) Topic: Noticing landscape differences; observing nature.

(b) Plurilingual technique: Pluriliteracies; cross-cultural comparisons.

(d) Warm up: Simple past pronunciation of segmental features as it pertains to observations
(e.g., noticed, smelled).

Main speaking activity: Oral production focused on describing the landscapes (e.g., weather,
fauna, flora) of students’ home countries.

Exit project: Students compare the landscapes of their homelands to their current countries,
focusing on their botanical drawing.

Group 4

(a) Topic: Harvesting methods.
(b) Plurilingual technique: Pluriliteracies; cross-cultural comparisons; multilingual text.
(d) Warm up: Simple present pronunciation, focused on instructions (i.e., imperatives).

Main speaking activity: Oral production focused on describing the cultural differences in
traditional versus industrial harvesting methods of cloudberries (also known as bakeapples in
English or akpik in the Nunatsiavut dialect of Inuktitut). One of the members of this group works
in the Inuit community of Kativik, Quebec.

Exit project: Students create a bilingual English-Inuktitut text containing botanical drawings of
akpik.

DISCUSSION

Circling back to our research question regarding how the Landguaging template supported
imperial L2 teachers in using land-focused activities, like botanical drawings, to design
plurilingual, speaking activities, three observations can be noted.

First, the template supported the use of four plurilingual teaching techniques; note that
parenthetical definitions are derived from Galante and colleagues (2022). Most notably,
pluriliteracies (engaging diverse modalities and materials to convey and co-construct meaning)
were implemented across all groups through botanical drawings. The strength of this activity lies
in its ability for users to process environmental information using visual modalities (e.g., form,
shape, colour of plant) and physical materials (i.e., paper, pencils, photographs) independent of
their proficiency in the target language; thereby, making it an accessible activity for all learner
levels. Second, cross-linguistic analysis (comparing language at the level of phonology, grammar
or meaning) was used by two groups. Group 1 focused on noticing tasks related to different
pronunciations of a plant’s name across languages. Group 2 focused on noticing adjective
placement (i.e., before the noun). This latter task can be expanded to include adjective order
(e.g., opinion, size, age, shape, colour, origin, material, and purpose), which differs across
languages. For example, the “fragrant purple flower” in English would be rendered as /a fleur



violette parfumée [the flower, purple, fragrant] in French. Third, cross-cultural comparisons
(comparing language use across different communities and cultures) were used by two groups.
Group 3 focused on noticing and comparing students’ home versus current landscapes, weather,
and flora/fauna. Group 4 focused on comparing the industrial and traditional berry harvests in
Canada versus the local Inuit community. Finally, multilingual texts (producing texts in the
target and learners’ other known languages) were also used by Group 4 to produce a bilingual
English/Inuktitut text about this industrial/traditional harvest. Taken together, all these
plurilingual teaching techniques aim to bridge cultural understanding and support the co-
construction of meaning, developing language learners’ criticality and empowering them to
navigate the complex intersections of language, culture, and the environment.

Second, the template was able to generate speaking activities related to interactions with non-
human interlocutors (i.e., plants). These communicative tasks, like descriptive narration,
storytelling, and giving instructions, facilitated the acquisition of lexis (nouns, adjectives) and
grammar (simple present and past tenses). However, only Group 3 targeted a specific
pronunciation feature: the morphophonology of the simple past. Therefore, the template for land-
focused speaking activities should be modified to include steps that specifically target segmental
and suprasegmental features, which also promotes plurilingualism’s objective of supporting
phonological control.

To remedy this, we offer several suggestions. Group 2 explored the pairing of adjectives with
nouns using an information gap technique. This activity could be enhanced to include noticing,
listening, and practising how word stress typically falls on nouns over adjectives. Another
suprasegmental task could include practising pauses between thought groups during their exit
project of presenting their botanical portrait during a classroom vernissage). Turning to
segmental pronunciation, Group 1’s activity demonstrated how using cross-linguistic analysis for
plant cognates enable learners to notice similarities in pronunciation. For example, the garden
contained lavender, a cognate for the French, lavande, allowing learners to notice similarities in
pronunciation. Cognates have long been a popular plurilingual strategy for learners to make links
between the target language and students’ other known languages, facilitating acquisition (dela
Cruz, 2023). However, rawhenté.r—the Kanien’kéha word for lavender from the local
Kahnawa:ke dialect—does not resemble either of these words, offering potential for critical
discussions about how lavender, among other plants, was brought to the Americas by European
settlers during colonization. Group 4’s description of bilingual texts comparing local Indigenous
(i.e., Inuktitut) and industrial harvesting practices may help bridge this gap, allowing students to
learn and discuss cultural differences. Other ecolinguistic pedagogies promoting oral production
can include describing animal migration, like the monarch butterfly which crosses borders from
Canada to Mexico. This pedagogy was particularly useful for ESL students born outside of the
country to discuss their feelings of migration and belonging (Goulah, 2020), a factor that affects
social interaction and, ultimately, pronunciation. To ensure ecolinguistic speaking activities
promote phonological control, dela Cruz (2023) suggests that Celce-Murcia and colleagues’
(2010) communicative framework for teaching pronunciation can be combined with plurilingual
techniques. These suggestions provide articulatory and prosodic practice that can assist learners
in producing intelligible speech, while meeting the ecolinguistic principles of criticality,
plurality, and land-focused learning.



Lastly, across all templates, mediation involving non-human elements (i.e., botanical drawings)
sparked curiosity about Indigenous languages. These ethnographic-centered pedagogies that
focus on local Indigenous systems (e.g., flora/fauna, languages, cultures, practices) are vital for
“greening” applied linguistics (Steffensen, 2025, p. 30) and would meet Quebec’s PC 15
objective of incorporating authentic Indigenous content in the classroom. Such Indigenous
inclusivity also responds to calls for applied linguistics to be critical of its imperial legacies
(Pennycook, 2022; Sterzuk, 2020). Although the workshop focused on English, the template is
intended to be used with other imperial languages. For example, during Part 1 of the workshop
(the Overview), one participant discussed how words from Syriac (an Aramaic indigenous
language) are embedded in their local Lebanese variety of Arabic. To further support
ecolinguistic speaking activities using non-human resources, geocentric digital tools can be used
for pronunciation practise outside of class, supporting autonomous L2 learning (Blake, 2017).
For example, iNaturalist, a downloadable, citizen science application, allows students to orally
record their observations, which can include the co-creation of a multi-modal, plurilingual field
guide with other students (see Appendix D of Chung & Chung Arsenault, 2023 for example).
Such guides foster ecoliteracy (understanding the natural systems underlying life; Steffensen,
2025), enabling students to move beyond campus gardens, while deepening their ecolinguistic
relationships with their immediate environment (e.g., neighbourhoods).

Limitations and Future Directions

The results of this study are limited to participants who were plurilingual and living in the
multilingual city of Montreal. Many had international ESL teaching experience which, as
previously mentioned, may correlate with an openness to teaching plurilingually and discussing
colonial histories (Chung & Dela Cruz, 2024b), although this does not guarantee critiquing
monocentric pedagogies. Instructors without such experiences or who have knowledge of only
one language may feel unprepared to incorporate plurilingual activities or discuss Indigenous
histories. Therefore, to facilitate plurilingual training with critical discussions about imperial
sprawl, instructors can use Parlure Games (Chung & Cardoso, 2024), an online training tool that
maps diverse audiovisual materials and comprehension tasks. While ecolinguistic research
depends on cultivating Indigenous partnerships, imperial language policies have critically
endangered and under-documented Indigenous languages, resulting in a lack of resources that
remains a primary obstacle to conducting research. While online dictionaries and social media
(e.g., Facebook groups) are useful, they do not consistently provide audio recordings for learning
pronunciation, nor do they always specify which Indigenous dialect is featured, posing
challenges for imperial L2 teachers to accurately incorporate Indigenous languages and
knowledges into their curricula.

That said, many universities are trying to meet these challenges. For example, the institution
where this study took place offers undergraduate programs in First Nations languages,
disseminates workshops regularly from their Indigenous Directions office, and posts
ethnographic information about which Nation’s ancestral territory the institution is settled upon
and what protocols to undertake when inviting Indigenous scholars and elders to participate in
research. As non-Indigenous researchers, such workshops were vital for learning directly from
diverse, urban Indigenous academics and students, clarifying language and cultural practices,
and forming conscientious relationships—the first principle of ecolinguistics. Moving forward,



given the requirements of PC 15 in Quebec and the growing movements towards reconciliation
across Canadian education, universities can play a pivotal role in documenting Indigenous
languages. Deploying multimodal resources (e.g., workshops, websites, videos; see Meighan,
2021 for examples of university-based digital initiatives) both advances ecolinguistic research
and responds to Levis’ (2024) call for pronunciation studies to engage in language revitalization.
In conclusion, as a critical ecolinguistic teaching tool, the Landguaging template was useful for
supporting imperial L2 teachers in designing plurilingual speaking activities that incorporated
the land-focused activity of botanical drawing. However, further refinement is needed to align a
plurilingual framework with the specific objective of improving learners’ phonological control.
The template’s ability to pique curiosity among teachers of imperial languages regarding
Indigenous perspectives appears to be its strongest asset. While challenging, it has the potential
of steering applied linguistics towards more sustainable and ecologically intelligible futures.
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