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From fragmentation to framework: the need for theoretical integration 
 
Europe’s linguistic heritage and potential  
 
Europe’s rich linguistic tapestry represents not only cultural heritage but also a vital resource for social inclusion and democratic 
participation. Preserving this diversity and creating legitimate spaces for multilingualism to thrive is essential for fostering cohesive, 
multilingual societies. When individuals are encouraged to maintain and develop their linguistic repertoires, it reinforces identity, 
supports educational equity, and enhances intercultural dialogue (Cummins, 2000). As the European Commission (Council 
Resolution of 21 November 2008 on a European Strategy for Multilingualism, 2008) asserts, promoting multilingualism is key to 
both individual empowerment and societal integration in an increasingly interconnected Europe. This is not surprising, as 
plurilingualism1 offers a plethora of advantages across multiple domains.  
 
From a cognitive perspective, early research (Bialystok, 1988) found that bilingual children surpassed their monolingual peers in 
metalinguistic tasks involving attentional control and inhibition (Bialystok, 2009). Bilingual children have also been shown to 
resolve problems involving conflicting or misleading cues at an earlier age and display greater flexibility in shifting task criteria 
(Bialystok, 2009; Quinteros Baumgart & Billick, 2018). On the whole, balancing attention between multiple languages reshapes 
specific brain networks, which enhances executive control and supports cognitive performance across the lifespan (Bialystok et al., 
2012). From a health perspective, lifelong multilingualism has been found to delay the onset of dementia (Alladi et al., 2013) and 
Alzheimer disease, suggesting potential neuroprotective benefits stemming from regular engagement with multiple languages 
(Bialystok, 2011; Craik et al., 2010). These personal health benefits also have societal impacts, as a major challenge confronting 
contemporary healthcare systems is the substantial economic and clinical strain associated with supporting elderly individuals who 
are limited by physical or cognitive impairments. Hence, reducing the global burden of dementia has the potential to significantly 
alleviate healthcare expenditures across the globe (Gallo et al., 2025; Robertson et al., 2013). From a cultural viewpoint, 
multilingualism fosters appreciation and awareness of cultural values embedded within languages, enriching multilingual 
individuals' attitudes, skills, and broadening their worldview (Okal, 2014). Finally, from an economic vantage point, 
multilingualism offers a competitive advantage in today's job market (Okal, 2014; Porras et al., 2014) as proficiency in multiple 
languages broadens career prospects by allowing people to thrive in globalized environments and culturally diverse workplaces 
(Gómez Parra et al., 2021; Grin et al., 2011). Cumulatively, multilingualism enriches individual development and contributes 
positively to society at large. 
 
The cost of multilingualism  
 
Despite all these benefits, research also highlights potential disadvantages for plurilingual individuals (Quinteros Baumgart & 
Billick, 2018). At the linguistic level, multilinguals may exhibit smaller vocabularies in each language compared to monolinguals 
(Portocarrero et al., 2007), leading to slower lexical retrieval and increased word-finding difficulties (Bialystok, 2009). Why 
bilinguals experience lexical access disadvantages is not fully understood. One explanation posits that limited usage of each 
language weakens the connections necessary for efficient speech production (Bialystok, 2009). Additionally, plurilinguals tend to 
exhibit modest disadvantages in verbal recall tasks, yet no differences are observed in non-verbal short-term memory task 
(Portocarrero et al., 2007). This is also called the “weaker links” hypothesis, which suggests that plurilinguals may perform less well 
than monolinguals on speaking tasks because their language use is split between two languages, reducing how often each one is 
used (Gollan et al., 2008). Multilingual language development is shaped by the quantity and quality of exposure to each language. 
Children exposed to multiple languages do not automatically become equally proficient in all of them, which is also why 
plurilingual children exhibit lower proficiency compared to monolingual peers when their abilities are evaluated in only one of 
their two languages (Hoff et al., 2012). As plurilinguals need to divide the same amount of time over multiple languages, it is 
logical to assume that their respective vocabularies in each language are smaller than in monolingual controls, while their total 
vocabulary might be the same or even larger. In educational contexts, multilingual students may face difficulties when their home 

 
1 Although theoretical distinctions exist between plurilingualism and multilingualism – particularly in European language policy 
frameworks – for the purposes of this paper, the terms will be used interchangeably. 
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languages are undervalued, impacting academic performance, well-being and participation in monolingually structured 
classrooms (Agirdag, 2009, 2010; Soto et al., 1999). Such systemic challenges may reinforce deficit perspectives, further 
disadvantaging multilingual learners in school settings. Although such costs cannot be dismissed, they are heavily outweighed by 
the documented benefits of multilingualism. Moreover, because linguistic diversity is an irreversible social reality, efforts to 
suppress it are neither feasible nor desirable. The more pragmatic course is to design language policies and pedagogical practices 
that address these challenges while harnessing multilingualism’s advantages (Cummins, 2005). 
 
The European identity 
  
Within the Universal declaration on Cultural Diversity Rights, several articles explicitly link multilingualism and the right to express 
oneself in the language of choice to cultural identity (Universal Declaration on Cultural Diversity, General Conference 2nd 
November 2001, 2001). Language diversity is a crucial element in safeguarding cultural identity and by extension, the broader 
European identity. The Council of Europe’s “White Paper on Intercultural Dialogue” (Council of Europe, 2008, p. 4) states that “if 
there is a European identity to be realised, it will be based on shared fundamental values, respect for common heritage and cultural 
diversity as well as respect for the equal dignity of every individual”. Europe advocates for the recognition of home languages as 
integral to both community cohesion and individual identity. At the same time, it aims to situate dominant lingua francas – such as 
English and Spanish – in a symbiotic relationship with home languages. Today, the predominance of English as a global lingua 
franca threatens to overshadow other languages. One might wonder why English continues to expand in a way that displaces other 
languages, rather than simply coexisting with them (Skutnabb-Kangas, 2013).  Non-European – migrant or heritage – languages 
remain marginalized within current European policies, even though these languages are also part of Europe’s broader linguistic 
repertoire. At first glance, the European Commission exhibits a desire to foster plurilingualism, allowing young people to develop 
and embrace their multilingual identities (Council Recommendation of 22 May 2018 on Key Competences for Lifelong Learning, 
2018); however, in practice, little is done to capitalize on the existing linguistic diversity (Duarte & van der Meij, 2018). In addition, 
and more recently, the widespread adoption of technologies like ChatGPT and machine translation may hinder language 
acquisition as students may no longer perceive learning languages as necessary. Despite this, technology is often regarded as 
inherently motivating and supportive of learner autonomy (Van de Guchte et al., in preparation). However, without pedagogical 
approaches that leverage its potential and provide adequate training for language learning, technology alone is unlikely to foster 
motivation or autonomous behaviour in most learners (Stockwell & Reinders, 2019). 
 
Pluridentities: a conceptual intersection  

  
The concept of ‘Pluridentities’ is derived from the intersection of plurilingualism and identities, two intricately interconnected 
constructs. The relationship between language and identity is dynamic – rather than static – as identities evolve over time and across 
contexts, and are continually shaped through social interactions (Cummins, 2015). In fact, a person navigates a range of identities 
that are fluid, adapting and being re-negotiated according to specific situations. In this light, language plays a significant role as 
both a symbol and a marker of boundaries and identities, reflecting an individual’s identification with a particular group, region, 
or nation (J. Li et al., 2022). While “identity” often appears as a broad, sometimes nebulous concept, “identification” can offer a 
more refined lens. It captures the interplay between an individual and a particular concept (i.e., geographic entity) that they either 
see themselves reflected in or aspire to embrace. This does not imply that the concept defines them definitively or remains static. 
Instead, the key to understanding identification is not in how it classifies groups but in the extent to which it informs and shapes 
linguistic choices and attitudes (Janssens, 2019). In order to grasp the concept of plurilingualism and identity, usage of 
identification will therefore give a much clearer view on this highly complex, multilayered and fluid relationship.  
Plurilingualism, as defined by the Council of Europe (Common European Framework of Reference for Languages: Learning, 
Teaching, and Assessment, 2001), refers to one’s capacity to acquire, learn and use multiple languages, distinguishing it from 
multilingualism, which is taken here to describe the coexistence of multiple languages at the societal level (García & Otheguy, 
2020). Although theoretical distinctions exist between plurilingualism and multilingualism – particularly in European language 
policy frameworks – for the purposes of this framework, the terms will be used interchangeably. A plurilingual and intercultural 
education must safeguard not only the right to learn additional languages but also the right to maintain one’s home language(s) 
(Hélot & Cavalli, 2017).  According to the Council of Europe (Common European Framework of Reference for Languages: Learning, 
Teaching, and Assessment, 2001), plurilingual competence should be positioned at the core of language education and regarded 
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as an essential competence for European citizens. In Europe, Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) approaches have 
been developed, promoting early language learning through subject content rather than focusing solely on language as the main 
subject (García & Otheguy, 2020). Although the target language choice in CLIL is not determined within EU guidelines and the idea 
behind it is to stimulate the acquisition of different languages, reality shows that the large majority of CLIL programs use English 
as a target language (European Commission & Eurydice, 2006). Albeit that CLIL outcomes seem to indicate that proficiency in the 
target language indeed is higher than in regular educational programs (Graham et al., 2018; San Isidro Agrelo, 2019), the aim to 
reach proficiency in various (European) language is not met. Equally important is creating a classroom environment that affirms 
students’ identities and provides them with the linguistic and intellectual tools to engage in wider social contexts. Affirming 
students’ identities fosters academic engagement, while neglecting their languages, cultures, and experiences hinders their 
participation and learning (Cummins, 2000). In reality, however, many teachers continue to view students' linguistic backgrounds 
as problems rather than resources, reflecting deficit discourses and a monolingual emphasis on acquiring the dominant language 
of instruction. This tendency underscores the persistent language-as-problem orientation (Ruiz, 1984) in language use decisions 
(Groff et al., 2023). To mitigate the potential consequences of this perspective, it is essential to consider approaches that recognize 
and value students’ linguistic and cultural backgrounds. This requires implementing language policies that define how such 
affirmation can be embedded in both classroom practices and the broader school environment (Cummins, 2000). 
 
The Pluridentities framework 
 
The Pluridentities framework aims to support all kinds of educational stakeholders in their attempts to stimulate two key priorities 
within European policy: plurilingualism and identity (Council Recommendation of 22 May 2018 on Key Competences for Lifelong 
Learning, 2018). Within this context, European identity is increasingly conceptualized as multilayered and dynamic, shaped by 
individuals’ evolving linguistic and cultural repertoires. The development of plurilingual identities – referred to as pluridentities – 
is influenced by multiple intersecting domains, including the family nexus, peer groups, and leisure spaces (such as music 
academies, sports facilities, and youth organizations). Among these influential spheres, formal education stands out as a 
particularly critical site for shaping and affirming learners’ plurilingual identities (Cummins, 2000). Given that (most) children 
spend the majority of their first eighteen years in school, its impact is potentially enormous for the (language) development of 
young learners. Moreover, education potentially functions as a catalyst for safeguarding pupils’ linguistic capital, fostering identity 
development, and promoting social inclusion (Cummins, 2000). Hence, the Pluridentities framework (see Figure 1) focuses 
specifically and exclusively on the school context as a central site of intervention.  The extant literature puts four crucial components 
in developing, maintaining and/or stimulating multilingualism and identity forward, which jointly shape how education can foster 
linguistic diversity as well as students’ identification with European values: linguistic capital, the learning environment, the role of 
language policy and technology. 
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Figure 1. Pluridentities' conceptual model  

 
 
 
 
The strength of this framework resides in the exploration of the coherence among its four components, a relationship that has thus 
far remained underexplored in scholarly literature.  
 
§ The learning environment: a linguistically inclusive learning environment embraces pupils’ home languages and multilingual 

identities. Classroom strategies that integrate translanguaging, linguistic plurality, and intercultural dialogue emphasize 
students’ linguistic repertoires as valuable assets and encourage teachers to recognize and incorporate these resources into 
their pedagogy (Veerman et al., 2025). 

§ Linguistic capital: students’ linguistic repertoires represent valuable capital that education systems can either enhance or 
erode. Recognizing and integrating these existing linguistic resources into the curriculum not only enhances pupils’ academic 
engagement and a sense of belonging, but also aligns with broader European values of linguistic diversity and inclusion 
(Council Recommendation of 22 May 2018 on Key Competences for Lifelong Learning, 2018) contributing to the construction 
of a multilayered European identity. 

§ Language policy: classroom language practices are shaped by a chain of policies that reaches far beyond a school’s own 
language policy. National and regional laws, school-board directives, teacher-education standards and assessment rules all 
feed into how teachers approach their pupils’ linguistic diversity. If these layers are not aligned, meaningful change at the 
chalkface is unlikely. Coherent action is therefore needed on every level: governments must anchor multilingualism in 
language-in-education legislation; training providers must prepare teachers for linguistically diverse classrooms; and schools 
must adopt procedures that protect pupils’ right to use, maintain and develop all their languages. When this vertical 
alignment is achieved, teachers can tap into learners’ full linguistic capital and affirm their multilayered identities.  

§ The role of technology: digital tools and online platforms increasingly mediate language use and learning. Technology can 
either reinforce dominant linguistic norms or serve as a powerful tool for maintaining heritage languages and accessing 
diverse linguistic content.  

 
In the following sections, we shed more light on each of the four components. We will first discuss each component separately and 
then focus on the interplay between the different components. Although we begin with a discussion of ‘linguistic capital’, this 
sequencing reflects exposition rather than hierarchy. In other words, the framework is non-hierarchical: it affords no prescribed 
starting point or rank order among its four components, and one is free to engage with them in any order and move fluidly among 
them.  
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 1. Linguistic capital  
  
The first component of the Pluridentities model is ‘linguistic capital’ (see Figure 2), which is the value of linguistic repertoire. The 
latter refers to the complete set of languages, language varieties, registers, and communicative resources that an individual can 
draw upon, and can use in different contexts. It not only includes one’s home language(s), but also learned additional languages, 
sociolects, registers, and styles (Finegan, 2012). Linguistic capital refers to the (perceived) value of this repertoire (Bourdieu, 1986). 
Linguistic capital provides people access to social and cultural exchanges and experiences, the labour market, education, 
knowledge and skills. While Bourdieu focuses on how linguistic capital and the use of a specific language can reinforce social power 
structures and social inequality, in research on multilingualism, “linguistic capital” often holds a different meaning. It is used to 
refer to the (actual or perceived) economic and social value of a broad linguistic repertoire and emphasises how language 
proficiency and communicative strategies can be a resource instead of a means to social exclusion (J. Li et al., 2022; López Blanco, 
2025; Zschomler, 2019). Protecting the existing repertoires, stimulating the expansion of repertoires will not only sustain the EU-
linguistic capital, but will also create more opportunities to increase pupils’ sense of belonging and potential EU-identity.  
  

 
Figure 2. Zooming in on the ‘linguistic capital’ component 

 
 

Inequalit ies in status  

Even though promoting multilingualism is embedded in the European ideal, not all languages are perceived as equally legitimate 
or valuable. Standard language ideology promotes the idea that certain language varieties are inherently superior to regional or 
minority languages (Lippi-Green, 2006). For example, Western languages like English are often considered of higher status than 
non-Western languages or migrant languages. In many European nation-states, migrant languages are not part of the majority 
linguistic landscape but are rather restricted to use by migrant communities in a country, who may experience pressure to adopt 
the dominant language (Blommaert, 2010). Gogolin (2013, p.41) defines this “monolingual habitus” as “the deep-seated habit of 
assuming monolingualism as the norm in a nation”, even though it is not an accurate reflection of the increasingly diverse societal 
reality. These perceived values of a language reflect a position of (symbolical) power in society (Blommaert, 1999). Heller (2003, p. 
474) conceptualized this as the “commodification of language”, meaning that knowledge of the languages used by economically 
strong majorities results in more monetary profit, hence language becomes a marketable commodity.   
  
The status of standardized national languages is reinforced through language policies, institutionalization, legal frameworks, or 
the education system. Favouring dominant languages might result in linguistic discrimination (Skutnabb-Kangas & Phillipson, 
1994): speakers of a minority language that is not valued as highly as the national language, or speakers with limited proficiency 
in the dominant language may experience prejudice, limited opportunities, social barriers, exclusion or discrimination (Piller, 
2016). That may even lead to a “language shift”, meaning that speakers “cease to use their ancestral language in favour of some 
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other language, often the language of a larger majority community”, which can occur both on a community and on an individual 
level (known as “attrition”) (Grenoble, 2021). 
  
Linguistic repertoire and identity are deeply intertwined. Language is an important marker of not only group belonging, but also 
personal identity. Knowing that linguistic practices are not neutral, individuals whose linguistic repertoire aligns with dominant 
norms, may possess a higher status than those who speak dialects or minority languages (Lippi-Green, 2006). Thus, linguistic 
repertoire also plays a crucial role in shaping how individuals perceive themselves and are perceived by society. In multilingual 
contexts, speakers may engage in strategies such as code-switching or translanguaging to negotiate their identities (García & Wei, 
2014). 
 
Threats to l inguistic diversity  

Determining the exact number of endangered languages within the European Union (EU) is complex, due to varying definitions of 
"endangered", “minoritized” or “vulnerable”, and due to difficulties in counting not only speakers, but also what constitutes as “a 
language” (Austin & Sallabank, 2011). Data shows that language distribution across the world is skewed: 50 percent of the world’s 
population speak the twenty largest languages, and speakers of minority languages are often under pressure to make the shift 
(Austin & Sallabank, 2011). Economic incentives may come into play, with an advantaged position for global languages and a 
labour market that prioritizes proficiency in dominant languages (Schroedler, 2018). New technologies, such as Artificial 
Intelligence (AI), often mostly cater to majority languages; minority languages lack these resources and remain underrepresented 
(Mattioda, 2024). We further elaborate on this in the ‘technology’ section below. 
 
Multi l ingualism in the learning environment  

Multilingualism in the learning environment is often interpreted in two ways: on the one hand there is the focus on pupils who 
speak several languages outside the school (which are seldom the school’s instruction language) and on the other hand there are 
the attempts to stimulate the multilingualism of the pupils via multilingual teaching approaches such as CLIL. For the former, the 
question whether multilingual pedagogies can support plurilingual students has been subject to many studies in educational 
research (Cenoz & Gorter, 2015; Cummins & Swain, 1986; Duarte & van der Meij, 2018). A notable example is the work of Thomas 
and Collier (2017; 2002), whose longitudinal research in the U.S. has shown that high-quality and long-term bilingual programs 
support multilingual students in their academic achievement. However, other studies that reported effects of multilingual 
pedagogies, often include small sample sizes in specific regions, or only discuss specific forms of multilingual education such as 
Teaching Through English (TTE) (Ljosland, 2017). 
  
Still, some effects of multilingual pedagogies on learners have been found and they can be divided into cognitive and affective 
effects. Cognitively, exposure to multiple languages enhances executive functions, such as working memory, cognitive flexibility 
and metalinguistic awareness (Lorenzo et al., 2019). This can facilitate the cross-linguistic transfer of skills and support vocabulary 
acquisition (Carbonara et al., 2024). On an affective level, multilingual pedagogies can promote a positive sense of self, enhancing 
motivation, engagement, well-being and confidence (Van Raemdonck, 2024). They can also promote inter-ethnic friendships and 
a sense of belonging (Van Der Wildt et al., 2015). 
 
When it comes to the implementation of multilingual programmes such as CLIL, results indicate not only that pupils have a higher 
proficiency in the target language, but also that their proficiency in the “regular” instruction language is not negatively affected 
(San Isidro Agrelo, 2019). On content level, mixed results are found, as some studies indicate that pupils enrolled in CLIL trajectories 
achieve higher content score (Graham et al., 2018), other studies show no effect (Wode, 1999; Jäppinen, 2005; Stohler, 2006) and 
other studies show a lower score for CLIL pupils (Fernández-Sanjurjo et al., 2019). On a cognitive level, certain studies show that 
CLIL can have a positive effect (Woumans et al., 2016). Interestingly, there also seems to be a positive effect of CLIL on motivation 
of pupils (Bulté et al., 2022). Interestingly, multilingualism can also play a significant role in shaping people’s motivations for 
foreign language learning, as learners’ existing linguistic repertoires influence their attitudes, goals, and self-perceptions. Dörnyei 
& Ushioda's (2010) L2 Motivational Self System highlights that motivation in language learning is driven by three key factors: the 
ideal L2 self (i.e., a learner’s aspirations to become proficient in the target language), the ought-to L2 self (external pressures to 
learn the language), and L2 learning experience (a learner’s attitudes toward the learning process). Multilingual learners, who 
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already have experience navigating multiple linguistic and cultural systems, often show higher motivation and confidence in 
learning additional languages (Cenoz & Gorter, 2015). However, motivation can be affected by the aforementioned language 
hierarchies.   
  
Language policy in schools and classrooms plays a crucial role in shaping students' linguistic development. The choices that are 
made on policy level(s) affect which classroom practices are used towards the present and emergent multilingualism of the pupils. 
Many education systems prioritize dominant languages, which can marginalize minority language speakers and limit their 
academic potential (Skutnabb-Kangas, 2013) . The interaction between language policy and learning environment therefore clearly 
affects pupils’ linguistic capital. 
  
Protecting all  l inguistic capital  in and through multi l ingual pedagogies  
A more inclusive approach to the use of languages other than the main language of instruction in the classroom is often referred 
to as the “multilingual turn” in educational research (Meier, 2017). Even so, schools and teachers often adhere to monolingual 
policies and operate under the belief that pupils’ academic success depends primarily on their proficiency in the dominant 
language of instruction, often overlooking the broader cognitive and cultural resources embedded in students’ full linguistic 
repertoires (Bosch et al., 2024; Dooly, 2005). 
  
Sierens & Avermaet (2014) point to the fact that the positive effects of multilingual pedagogies were often determined in high-
status pupil groups learning high-prestige languages. For example, Caira et al. (2024) found that pupils with a lower SES and/or a 
multilingual background have lower access to CLIL in English. For pupils with a minority home language, multilingual pedagogies 
have not yet had a chance to prove themselves, even though students may more easily acquire new school skills when they are 
supported by a high level of proficiency in their home language. In her overview of studies examining language minority student 
data on academic achievement, Collier (1992) found that “the greater the amount of L1 instructional support for language-minority 
students, combined with balanced L2 support, the higher they are able to achieve academically in L2”. Moreover, the classroom 
can be an important place where learners construct their linguistic and multilingual identities. An intervention study focusing on 
multilingual identity in languages pedagogy by (Forbes et al. (2021, p. 443) suggests that “being provided with information about 
the benefits of language learning may increase the extent to which students value languages as well as their own ability to do well 
in languages”.  
 
2. Learning environment 
 
The second component, the ‘learning environment’ (see Figure 3), includes all the physical, social, and digital spaces in which 
language acquisition takes place, both inside and outside the formal classroom context. This includes both formal classrooms, semi-
formal school environments (such as hallways and play areas), and informal contexts outside school (such as home, social 
interactions during leisure-time activities, and social media) (Benson, 2013; Richards, 2001). Within these environments, language 
acquisition occurs through meaningful activities and social interactions, where learners are actively involved and make use of the 
linguistic opportunities provided by their environment (Van Lier, 2004). However, alongside these meaningful activities, explicit 
instruction and systematic input also play a crucial role in language acquisition (Lightbown & Spada, 2013). Explicit instruction in 
vocabulary, grammar, and learning strategies helps learners develop a deeper understanding of the language’s structure, 
supporting both retention and the accurate application of language (Ellis, 2016).  
  
As outlined in the introduction, the Pluridentities framework centres on the school environment. Nonetheless, learners engage in 
a broader range of contexts beyond school. Extramural activities shape how learners perceive and experience school activities. 
Therefore, while they are not the primary focus of this framework, they must be taken into account. The choice of focusing on the 
school context in this framework is based on several factors. First, the school is the central learning environment in which systematic 
language input, opportunities for language output through meaningful interaction and feedback, and explicit instruction 
contributes to language development (Cummins, 2000; Lightbown & Spada, 2013). In addition, the school provides a social space 
where interaction with peers plays an important role in language acquisition (Ellis, 2015).  Furthermore, regular exposure to diverse 
language practices fosters language development. Finally, the school provides a bridge between home language and social 
language requirements, which is crucial for academic language proficiency and social integration (Ortega, 2014; Spolsky, 2003). 
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Figure 3. Zooming in on the ‘learning environment’ component 

  
Within the school context, several actors influence the learning environment. Firstly, teachers play a crucial role in language 
acquisition, both through their didactic approach and their attitude towards multilingualism. Their professional development is 
essential, as teachers often unconsciously adopt the same methods they experienced as pupils (Medgyes & Malderez, 1996). 
Targeted professional development can help teachers develop a broader pedagogical vision and apply innovative strategies in the 
classroom. The choice of teaching materials plays a key role here; accessible and authentic materials that connect to pupils' lifeworld 
contribute to motivation and effectiveness (Little & Kirwan, 2018). Van Avermaet & Sierens (2010) emphasise the need for 
functional multilingualism, in which language is not only addressed within language lessons but also integrated into non-language 
subjects. For teachers, this might mean using learners' multilingual resources functionally in practical ways in the classroom as an 
aid to further understanding and application of content and skills, through practices which encourage students to make meaningful 
connections between subject content knowledge and with the various languages in their repertoire.  
 
Secondly, classroom peers play an important role in students’ linguistic learning environment within the school context by 
providing both informal and formal language input and output opportunities through interaction. Peer interaction creates a space 
in which pupils can use language in practical, authentic situations. This process allows them to practise their language skills without 
the pressure of formal assessment. Peer interaction occurs in formal learning contexts when pupils are asked to give each other 
feedback on exercises, or in learning practices in pair or group work scenarios. Following Long's (1996) interaction hypothesis, such 
interaction facilitates language development through negotiation of meaning and opportunities for feedback. Swain (1995) argues 
that peer interaction enables learners to produce and apply language in a context in which they are actively involved, which deepens 
their understanding of language. Moreover, the presence of more language-savvy pupils as role models can be motivating by 
serving as role models for less experienced pupils (Lam, 2000). 
  
Another important factor in the language learning environment is language policy (LP), as described by Spolsky (2003). Language 
policies consist of three components: language management, language practice and underlying beliefs. These policies have a 
significant impact on how multilingualism is integrated into education. Above the importance of teacher professionalisation was 
mentioned: to ensure that this professionalisation affects the classroom practices, an effective language policy is needed at both 
school level and also higher levels (see below). To embed multilingualism as a practical reality in classrooms, the European 
Commission (Promoting Language Learning and Linguistic Diversity: An Action Plan 2004–2006, 2003) recommended the 
implementation of Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL). CLIL is a teaching method in which an additional language 
is used as a medium for teaching and learning non-linguistic content. In CLIL, both content and language are taught 
simultaneously, distinguishing it from approaches that focus exclusively on language teaching or subject content. CLIL may not 
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only promote language development but also pupils’ cognitive skills and cultural awareness (Coyle, 2008). More information on 
LP (or language educational policies) can be found in the section on language policy. 
  
In other words, a powerful learning environment contains many elements that support pupils’ language development. Teacher-
student interaction is an important factor, but also peer learning provides opportunities for sharing knowledge and improving 
language skills in an informal setting, for example on the playground (Swain, 1995). Van den Branden (2022) emphasizes that 
language acquisition thrives when learners are exposed to rich, elaborate, and meaningful input, elaborate opportunities to 
produce target language output for meaningful purposes and receive feedback on their output. Pupils should have the opportunity 
to experiment with language and make mistakes, which helps them develop their language skills in a safe and supportive 
environment (Hattie & Timperley, 2007). All pupils progress at their own pace and therefore differentiation plays a role in adapting 
the learning environment to the different levels and needs of pupils (Hattie, 2009). Students are also engaged daily in recreational, 
incidental language learning outside of school by watching streaming services, using social media, or playing online games 
(Thorne et al., 2009). This type of engagement is referred to as technology-mediated informal language learning (TMILL). While 
research has shown that TMILL can enhance language motivation, proficiency, and intercultural awareness (Dizon, 2018; Smeins 
et al., 2022), , it remains largely disconnected from formal instruction. Since many students actively participate in such activities in 
their leisure time, it is essential for schools to recognise and incorporate extramural learning into language instruction (Sundqvist 
& Sylvén, 2016), thereby enriching the learning environment with additional input and interaction opportunities that reflect real-
world language use.  
  
While much research has focused on extramural English, the broader phenomenon of extramural language learning with 
additional languages has not yet been sufficiently explored. Investigating this gap can offer valuable insights into how language 
acquisition takes place outside formal educational institutions. This is especially important given that learning only English as a 
lingua franca is considered insufficient by the European Commission (2003). Following the White Paper in 2003, the European 
Commission presented an action plan for language teaching and the promotion of linguistic diversity for the period 2004 to 2006. 
The importance of language learning by European citizens was raised as a necessity for communicating with neighbours with 
different ethnic, cultural and linguistic backgrounds. Other positive aspects were also discussed: language learning contributes to 
more openness towards others as well as different cultures and points of view. In addition, it is considered an added value within 
the free movement of citizens, capital and services.  The report concludes, ‘in short, understanding and speaking other languages 
should be part of the basic knowledge of all European citizens’ (Promoting language learning and linguistic diversity: An action 
plan 2004–2006, 2003, p.3). If this importance of language learning is also perceived by teachers and students, motivation 
increases and is often followed by higher levels of effort. Pupils’ belief in the value of multilingualism directly influences their 
commitment (Dörnyei, 2005). 
  
But when teachers and pupils do not believe in the positive impact of multilingualism, there can be negative implications. In some 
contexts, multilingualism in a minority language is often perceived as something negative that can lead to a learning deficit or 
underachievement, which may lower the students’ expectations in advance (Slembrouck et al., 2018). In addition, multilingual 
students face certain challenges in the school context, where they may feel isolated and have a sense of not belonging to the class. 
They may also encounter language barriers with their classmates and teachers, which can make communication more difficult. 
These barriers can harm their self-esteem and their level of confidence in their educational competencies and the way they look 
towards other languages (Rubio-Alcalá, 2017).  
  

Situated at the intersection of the framework’s components – linguistic capital and the learning environment – an inclusive 
classroom begins with recognising and valuing the linguistic diversity that students bring. As the Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development (OECD, 2010) emphasizes: valuing students’ native language is regarded as “an essential component 
of intercultural education, ensuring that migrant children feel that their cultural and language background is appreciated as much 
as that of the majority” (Brind et al., 2007, as quoted in Nusche, 2009). To fully understand the complexities of language learning 
and teaching, it's crucial to consider the multifaceted nature of identity. As Norton (2013) states, “It is only by acknowledging the 
complexity of identity that we can gain greater insight into the myriads of challenges and possibilities of language learning and 
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language teaching in the new millennium” (p. 191). Multilingual learners bring valuable linguistic resources to their learning 
environment, which shapes not only their own identity but also that of their teachers. When valued, learners’ motivation increases 
and these resources support both L1 and L2 development (Little & Kirwan, 2018). Language acquisition is not only about skills but 
also about navigating linguistic hierarchies and social connectedness. Teachers, like students, are affected by the multilingual 
realities in the classroom. Their professional identity is shaped by the languages they teach, use and encounter.   

  
In summary, there are several factors and actors within a language learning environment that influence both learners and teachers. 
These elements influence not only language development, but also pupils' sense of belonging and identification processes. 
Cummins (2013 )emphasises that multilingualism and the appreciation of different languages contribute to positive identity and 
motivation. Language attitudes of both learners and teachers influence the learning climate and success in language acquisition 
processes (Norton, 2013). In the following section, we explore the various ways in which technology – the model’s third component 
– can promote linguistic diversity in education (see Figure 4). 
  
3. Technology 
  
In the contemporary globalized landscape, technology emerges as a pivotal force reshaping human interaction and 
communication, as well as education. The proliferation of digital tools and platforms does not only facilitate synchronous and 
asynchronous communication across geographical boundaries but also transforms the way knowledge is disseminated. This has 
led to the emergence of new paradigms in (language) education, where traditional methods are increasingly supplemented or 
replaced by innovative, technology-driven approaches. The integration of technology into educational frameworks has made 
learning more accessible and personalized, allowing for diverse learning styles and needs to be addressed effectively. Crucially, 
these technologies also create new opportunities for the use, visibility, and transmission of multiple languages, thereby supporting 
and expanding Europe's linguistic capital. Moreover, the global interconnectedness fostered by technology has enabled the 
sharing of resources, ideas, and cultural exchanges, enriching the educational experience. This rapid advancement, however, also 
brings challenges, including digital divides and the need for educators to adapt to evolving technologies.  
 
 

 
Figure 4. Zooming on the ‘technology’ component 

  
 

Technology and language learning  

The integration of technology into language education has revolutionized traditional pedagogical approaches, offering innovative 
tools that enhance language acquisition and learning. Digital platforms and tools provide learners with unprecedented access to 
resources and opportunities for practice, fostering users’ engagement and promoting consistent practice through interactive 
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exercises and immediate feedback (Yang & Baldwin, 2020). Moreover, current tools utilize algorithms to personalize learning 
paths, adapting to individual progress and preferences, thereby facilitating a more tailored educational experience (Casanova et 
al., 2020). 
Furthermore, the rise of social media has offered new opportunities for language learners to engage with other speakers of the 
target language, facilitating authentic communication and cultural exchange (Van den Branden, 2022). This real-world interaction 
is essential for developing linguistic competence and intercultural awareness (Ogunseiju et al., 2021). Additionally, the 
incorporation of AI in language learning tools has further advanced personalized learning. AI-driven chatbots can simulate 
conversations, providing learners with opportunities to practise speaking and listening skills in a low-pressure environment 
(Huertas-Abril & Palacios-Hidalgo, 2023). The reliance on technology in language learning also raises concerns regarding 
accessibility and equity: not all learners have equal access to digital devices and high-speed internet, which can exacerbate existing 
inequalities in (language) education (Huertas-Abril & Palacios-Hidalgo, 2025), especially among students from low SES and 
marginalized backgrounds, who may experience burdens in their ability to develop their linguistic capital (Brigitta Kaiser & 
Ivancheva, 2022). 
  
Technology and multi l ingualism  

The advent of technology has profound implications for multilingualism, as it facilitates access to diverse linguistic resources and 
promotes the use of multiple languages in multiple contexts. This accessibility to diverse linguistic materials is particularly 
beneficial in a world where multilingualism is increasingly valued in professional and social contexts (Barkhuus & Lecusay, 2011). 
Furthermore, technology can play a crucial role in preserving and promoting endangered and minority (minoritized) languages.  
Digital tools enable linguistic communities to document and share their languages online, ensuring that linguistic diversity can be 
maintained in the face of globalization (Hutson et al., 2024). For example, initiatives that utilize mobile applications for language 
learning can help revive interest in lesser-known languages by making them more accessible (Hemphill & Hemphill, 2021). 
Additionally, social media platforms provide spaces for speakers of minority languages to connect, share resources, and promote 
their languages within broader communities (Cunliffe, 2019). This digital engagement not only supports language maintenance 
but also fosters a sense of identity and belonging among speakers of minority languages (Assis, 2011).  
The role of technology in multilingual education is increasingly recognized as vital for fostering linguistic diversity in educational 
settings. Educational institutions are beginning to integrate technology into their language curricula, promoting multilingualism 
through blended learning approaches that combine traditional instruction with digital resources (Mohd Tahir et al., 2018). This 
integration allows learners to engage with multiple languages in a cohesive manner, enhancing their overall linguistic competence 
(Q. Li, 2022). In this context, it is necessary to gain deeper understanding on how plurilingual learners use technology in and out 
of lessons, not only to improve their linguistics skills but also to reinforce their identities.  
  
Technology, languages, and identity  

The interplay between technology, language learning/multilingualism, and identity is a complex and multifaceted phenomenon. 
Language is intrinsically linked to personal and cultural identity, and the ways in which individuals engage with technology can 
significantly influence their linguistic identities. For many (language) learners, technology provides a platform for self-expression 
and exploration of their linguistic identities, allowing them to navigate multiple languages and cultures in a digital landscape 
(Kamalova et al., 2020). In this context, social media platforms afford individuals the opportunity to develop and shape their online 
personas through linguistic choices, thereby reflecting their diverse identities (M. Minei et al., 2021), which can empower learners 
to embrace their plurilingualism and foster a sense of belonging within various linguistic communities. Furthermore, technology 
can facilitate the negotiation of identity in language learning contexts. Online interaction with people from different backgrounds 
can challenge stereotypes and promote understanding among speakers of different languages, ultimately enriching the language 
learning experience (De Los Ríos, 2022). 
  
Opportunities and challenges in education  

Digital technologies and AI, for example tools like ChatGPT and DeepSeek, are rapidly transforming language learning by reshaping 
how language identities and competences develop in the classroom. Recent studies highlight the promise of the use of technology 
in education. For instance, Li (2024) found that integrating ChatGPT into language tasks increased student engagement and 
reduced communication anxiety through instant, context-sensitive feedback. Complementing this, preliminary findings by Van de 



 12 

Guchte et al. (in preparation) reveal that learners are more motivated to acquire languages via ChatGPT and feel more confident 
about communicating in the target language. Moreover, a study by Van de Guchte et al. (2022) demonstrated that incorporating 
online communication in the classroom yielded positive effects, and not only increased the quantity of target language output but 
also enhanced learners’ enjoyment, willingness to communicate, and confidence in engaging in language interactions. Their 
findings also revealed that different modes of online interaction (such as text-, audio-, and video-chat) offered distinct advantages 
and limitations in terms of negotiation of meaning, strategic behaviour, and anxiety reduction. Although extensive research exists 
on multilingual teaching practices, a knowledge gap remains regarding how technology can be used to effectively stimulate 
multilingualism and leverage the full linguistic capital of all students.  Not only that, while AI-based translation and learning tools 
offer valuable support for linguistic development, their uncritical use may compromise the cultivation of higher-order cognitive and 
interpersonal skills essential to authentic language competence. Alvarez & Lane (2023) argue that exclusive dependence on AI can 
reduce learners’ opportunities to develop critical thinking, creativity, problem-solving abilities, and culturally responsive 
communication. Consequently, integrating human interaction and traditional pedagogical practices remains indispensable for 
fostering comprehensive multilingual proficiency. Educators still face challenges in integrating translanguaging practices, often 
because they do not speak all of their students’ home languages and fear losing control when multiple languages are used 
(Cunliffe, 2019; Kamalova et al., 2020; Sierens & Avermaet, 2014). Persistent misconceptions about multilingualism continue to 
shape teacher beliefs and practices (Cummins, 2000; García & Wei, 2014), and the rise of AI tools also raises ethical and 
environmental concerns regarding data privacy, algorithmic bias, and energy consumption. In addition, the use of technology and 
AI raises broader questions of inclusivity, such as whether students have adequate access to the necessary technology at home and 
whether schools are equipped with the right tools, and concerns about the variability in effectiveness of AI-powered translation and 
adaptive language support systems across different languages. This should be considered when developing technology-enhanced 
interventions.  
Overall, while these challenges must be addressed, the technological shift holds significant promise: it validates diverse language 
practices and identities, enriches students’ language skills, and boosts their motivation to engage with languages (González-Lloret 
& Ortega, 2014; Huertas-Abril & Palacios-Hidalgo, 2023; Van den Branden, 2022; Zhao et al., 2021). Moreover, technology opens 
up numerous possibilities for students to explore languages in varied ways, deepening their understanding of different cultural 
norms, values, and world views (Zhang & Zhou, 2023). 
  
Teacher professional development and teacher training  

In response to rapid technological changes, it is essential for educators to receive targeted training to integrate digital tools 
effectively in classrooms with students from multilingual backgrounds. Training programmes that combine digital literacy with 
culturally responsive teaching practices help teachers overcome language barriers, even when they do not speak every language 
represented in their classrooms and make effective use of translation tools and other technologies and digital resources (Mohd 
Tahir et al., 2018; OECD, 2023). 
 
A significant challenge in this context is the lack of teacher knowledge regarding suitable digital tools for fostering multilingualism, 
aligning these tools with curriculum objectives, and designing technology-mediated tasks that promote multilingual practices. The 
recently published UNESCO AI Competency Framework for Teachers offers practical guidance on integrating AI tools into classroom 
practice while addressing both ethical and pedagogical challenges (AI Competency Framework for Teachers, 2024). Furthermore, 
this integration of technology calls for a new didactic approach that ensures the cognitive load of language learning is not entirely 
offloaded onto digital tools. Learners must also have opportunities to demonstrate and apply their skills in face-to-face settings. 
Ongoing professional development helps teachers keep up with emerging technologies and new teaching strategies, turning 
challenges into opportunities for creating more inclusive, engaging, and linguistically rich learning environments (Daugherty et 
al., 2022). There remains a knowledge gap in offering actionable strategies within teacher professional development and training 
that empower both pre-service and in-service educators to effectively and critically utilize digital tools for multilingual practices. In 
the following section, we discuss the fourth and final component of the Pluridentities model: ‘language policy’ (see Figure 5). 
 
4. Language policy 
 
Effective and inclusive language policy (LP) is an essential ingredient to embedding multilingual practices in education. In this way, 
LP plays a key role in protecting multilingual and minority language capital in pupils. In a time where there is increasing pressure 



 13 

on these types of capital due to technological innovations and the hegemony of national languages and the English language on 
communication and culture, it becomes an important challenge for LP to formulate educational responses. Specific language in 
education policies (LEP) therefore must be created. The Council of Europe (CoE) (From linguistic diversity to plurilingual education: 
Guide for the development of language education policies in Europe., 2007, p. 117) defines these as a “set of actions related to the 
role of languages in national and/or private teaching.” To ensure that these LEP’s are effective, it is important that they consider the 
multilayeredness that is inherent to education with all its different stakeholders. Language in education policy does not only 
comprise of the curricula of pupils/students in pre-school, primary, secondary and higher education, but also the curricula of teacher 
education programs. Therefore, within this framework, multiple socio-linguistic, sociological and policy-analytical frameworks are 
combined to capture this complex reality.   
 

 
Figure 5. Zooming in on the ‘language policy’ component 

 
 
With regard to language policy, perspectives on language in education, ranging from more monoglossic approaches to more 
heteroglossic approaches. There is tension between the two approaches regarding their effects on the curriculum. Garcia and Flores’ 
taxonomy (Flores & Beardsmore, 2015) makes a distinction between four types of multilingual approaches which shows the 
continuum between monoglossic approaches and more heteroglossic approaches: the foreign language instruction model, the 
second language instruction model, the bilingual instruction and the plurilingual instruction. A heteroglossic approach offers 
diversity and flexibility in the way languages are addressed but also requires flexibility in the core curriculum, in order to 
accommodate home languages, minoritized languages and national languages. A monoglossic approach lends itself well to a 
structured core curriculum, with a focus on the national language and a selection of (a limited set of foreign) languages but does 
not support a truly plurilingual approach to education. Thus, the challenge lies in striking the right balance between a structured 
core curriculum and diversity in the way languages are addressed (van den Akker et al., 2010). The first step towards finding this 
balance is capturing the multilayeredness and the interaction between these layers that is inherent to educational policy. The 
heuristic framework based on a ‘multilevel governance’ framework to analyse public policies (Marks, 1993; Tamtik & Colorado, 
2022) allows us to identify key interdependencies, inputs, processes and outcomes at the levels of policy development (Kirss et al., 
2020) (see Figure 6). 
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Figure 6. The conceptual framework of factors shaping multilingual education (Kirss et al., 2020) 

 
Such a frame of reference starting from the multilevel governance perspective will need to consider the different levels present in 
educational contexts: pupils in classrooms; taught by teachers; whose goals and scope for action are co-determined by the principal 
or management team, as well as by school boards; which in turn fall under a regional/national ministry of education. These actors 
partly determine the institutional framework but are also co-conditioned by national legislation and find themselves within a 
European institutional context. The representation of levels of governance in the left-hand column of the model developed by Kirss 
et al. (2020) is a simplification which can be expanded to grasp the multilevel governance complexity of the language planning 
and policy (LPP) processes in various settings. Some national contexts might, for example, have their schools organized under 
school boards, and others have educational policymaking delegated to regional governments. Further, there could be a supra-
macro level (for example, an intergovernmental organization) that influences educational policymaking. This would lead to the 
following adaptation of the left-hand side of the model by Kirss et al. (2020) model (see Figure 6). The addition of more levels also 
implies an elaboration of the factors shaping multilingual education policy at the supra-macro level. The adapted model also 
features the pupil at the nano-level. By featuring this level, the model stimulates elaboration on how policymaking and -
implementation at the various levels affect the (language) identity of the pupil, and also how pupils’ identities can inform the 
development of multilingual education.         
 

 
Figure 7. A partial, adapted version of the left-hand column from the model in Kirss et al. (2020) 
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At supra-macro level overarching policy levels like the European Union are located. European policy seeks to foster multilingualism 
and a shared European identity primarily through non-binding objectives and supportive measures rather than enforceable 
regulations. For example,  the  2015 United Nations Sustainable Development Goal 4.7 calls on education systems to promote 
linguistic diversity and cultural awareness, while the European Council’s “mother tongue plus two” objective has driven the 
adoption of CLIL as Europe’s counterpart to Canadian immersion programmes (Promoting Language Learning and Linguistic 
Diversity: An Action Plan 2004–2006, 2003). Crucially, however, the EU has no mandate to impose education policy on its member 
states. Although these frameworks signal a clear commitment to fostering multilingual competence and a shared European identity, 
they delegate implementation entirely to national authorities, yielding considerable variation in practice across the Union. 

At the macro-level, national and regional governments issue official objectives that directly shape curriculum design and underpin 
high-stakes assessments in many jurisdictions. These objectives – grounded in each locality’s cultural norms and policy traditions – 
can influence the introduction and scope of multilingual programs such as CLIL (Surmont et al., 2015; Van De Craen et al., 2013).  
Moreover, by funding schools and monitoring educational quality through national inspectorates, authorities exert strong leverage 
over classroom practice, ensuring alignment with policy goals. Beyond statutory language-education mandates, related policies on 
teacher training and professional development also bear on multilingualism and student identity. According to the OECD Teaching 
and Learning International Survey (TALIS) - an international, large-scale survey of teachers, school leaders, and the learning 
environment in schools – 2018 data reveal that teachers across all participating countries and educational tiers consistently report 
a need for additional training to effectively serve multicultural and multilingual classrooms (OECD, 2021). 

At the meso-level, a diverse array of actors – including educational providers, school boards, individual schools, and other contextual 
stakeholders – either maintain their own language-education policies or influence the development, implementation, and 
refinement of institutional school-based LEPs. These policies, in turn, shape both multilingual practices and learners’ identity 
construction within each school community. Van den Branden and Vanbuel’s framework builds on a macro-level mandate requiring 
schools to establish LEPs that actively promote students’ language development, but it relocates agency firmly at the meso-level by 
insisting that policy design and enactment must not be a top-down edict from school boards alone (Van den Branden & Vanbuel, 
2018; Vanbuel, 2015). On the contrary, teachers are integral to co-constructing the LEP: they collaborate to foster collective efficacy, 
engage in joint professional development, and formulate a shared vision for multilingualism and language education. Their model 
basically puts school teams at the steering wheel of their own local, contextualised, school-based language policy, so to speak. 

At the micro-level, the success of a school’s LEP ultimately depends on its two principal actors: teachers and pupils; whose daily 
interactions both realize and reshape institutional policy. Teachers translate broad LEP goals into classroom practices by selecting 
materials, planning activities, and modelling language strategies. In doing so, they too become policymakers “on the ground,” 
adapting guidelines to learners’ needs and co-constructing a plurilingual classroom ethos (Hornberger & Johnson, 2007; Ricento 
& Hornberger, 1996). According to Kavadias (2004) the micro layer constitutes the interaction between the school environment 
(i.e., parents, peers, media), the school organisation (i.e., management and regulations), teachers (embedded in the political 
culture, school culture and school climate) and their influence on the pupil. This leads to the final level: the nano-level, in which the 
pupil (and its identity) is central. All the above-mentioned layers affect how this identity is formed within a school setting. 
 
A key aspect within LEP research is understanding the complex interaction between its different layers. For example, the significant 
influence of teaching professionals on policy implementation is well-documented (see, for example, Ricento & Hornberger, 1996; 
Wessel-Powell et al., 2019), indicating that policy is not always made top down, but can also be created (or influenced) from the 
bottom up.  Various models, like Kavadias (2004), Grin & Gazzola (2010) and Mijts (2021) look into these interactions. Each of these 
models highlight different aspects of these interactions. The model of Kavadias (2004, see Figure 8) focusses on understanding 
interactions and actors at the micro-level on the one hand and some main interactions at the various social and political levels. 
These levels contain different policy levels and policy “co producers”, which indicates that these levels differ and overlap in different 
national contexts.  
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Figure 8. Conceptual model for conditioning and co-directing between different levels of educational policy (Kavadias, 2004) 

 
Within the model of Mijts (2021; see Figure 3) the levels of policymaking, as well as how, through ideology and pragmatics are 
identified. These relate individual and collective language practices. Further, there is interdependency at all levels of policy, 
ideology and practice. This relates to the factors (inputs, processes and outcomes) identified in Figure 1, as ideology and pragmatics 
(and by interdependence, practices) are key inputs in the language policy-making process (Mijts, 2021). This also aligns with 
Spolsky’s amalgam of three components mentioned previously, namely language practices, beliefs and management (Spolsky, 
2004, as cited in Van Oss et al., 2022) 
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Figure 9. Interdependency of language policy at all levels (Mijts, 2021) 

 
Finally, the model on the interactions between public debate and policymaking as put forth by Grin & Gazzola (2010) cannot be 
ignored. In relation to the model by Mijts (Figure 9), this model explains how ideological arguments (in the red column on the 
right, Figure 10) influence the political debate and thus the policy-making process. This process, by means of feedback, influences 
arguments and the debate once again. Moreover, the public reception of policies also influences the further development of 
policies. Incorporating these perspectives will allow us to gain understanding of the outputs of the LP processes and instruments 
that are designed to achieve the goals as defined in the LPs. 
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Figure 10. Interactions between arguments, the political debate and the policy-making process (Grin & Gazzola, 2010) 

When looking into the impact of language policy on plurilingualism and identity, it is therefore important to take all these layers, 
actors and interactions processes into account in order to really gain insights in the crucial elements, processes and procedures. 

Exploring the connections 
In this concluding section, we turn our attention to the interconnections among four distinct yet mutually reinforcing components: 
linguistic capital, the learning environment, the role of technology, and language policy, which the scientific literature identifies as 
jointly shaping the capacity of education to nurture pupils’ linguistic repertoires and their identification with European values. Until 
now, these elements have largely been examined in isolation; what remains overlooked is the coherence that binds them together. 
It is precisely this integrative perspective – the systematic investigation of how these four dimensions interact – that constitutes the 
principal strength of this overarching framework and addresses a critical gap in current scholarly discourse. 
  
The role of  digital  technologies in protecting l inguistic repertoires  
The relationship between technology and linguistic capital is increasingly recognized as a critical area of study in language 
education. In the digital age, technology has the potential to enhance individuals’ linguistic capital by providing access to diverse 
language resources and learning opportunities. Moreover, technology facilitates the development of digital literacy skills, which 
are essential for navigating the modern job market (Bejaković & Mrnjavac, 2020). As such, the integration of technology in language 
education can empower learners to enhance their linguistic capital and improve their career prospects (Zhao et al., 2021). 
Technology can also support lifelong learning by providing individuals with ongoing access to language resources and learning 
opportunities, enabling them to continuously develop their linguistic competences (Șișianu & Pușcașu, 2024). However, the 
relationship between technology and linguistic capital is not without challenges: the digital divide can limit access to technology 
for certain individuals, particularly those from marginalized backgrounds, thereby hindering their ability to develop linguistic 
capital (Brigitta Kaiser & Ivancheva, 2022). 
New digital technologies, such as AI, can play a crucial role in protecting linguistic repertoires and enhancing linguistic capital, 
especially in the context of minority and endangered languages (Huertas-Abril & Palacios-Hidalgo, 2025). The advent of digital 
tools offers new platforms for language preservation and allows speakers to connect and share resources. Speech recognition, 
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machine translation, and AI-generated content can support multilingual communication and help integrate lesser-used languages 
into education and public life. Moreover, because AI is trained on dominant language data, it risks reinforcing linguistic hierarchies 
and marginalising non-standard or heritage varieties (Berber Sardinha, 2024). Hence, to use AI effectively, educators must not only 
embrace its benefits but also promote digital literacy and critical awareness, ensuring AI supports rather than dilutes Europe’s 
linguistic capital. 
 
Technology and language policy  

Language-in-education policies must now reckon with the rapid integration of innovative digital technologies, which offer novel 
opportunities to foster linguistic diversity, enhance proficiency, and boost learner motivation (Van de Guchte et al., 2022). 
Policymakers must therefore address inequitable access – particularly in disadvantaged areas – to reduce inter-school digital divides 
and ensure that all students can benefit from these tools; while leveraging the data they generate on language proficiency and 
engagement for informed resource allocation (OECD, 2023). Moreover, general education policies play a crucial role in curriculum 
design, creating space for digital literacy and related competencies alongside language learning (Common European Framework 
of Reference for Languages: Learning, Teaching, Assessment, 2020). Yet the swift pace of technological change poses a significant 
challenge: policy frameworks must remain sufficiently flexible to integrate emerging technologies coherently with overarching 
educational objectives. 
  
The role of  technology in language learning environments  

Technology has a crucial role in the language learning environment of teachers and students within the school context. The 
integration of technology into learning environments has transformed traditional educational practices, creating new opportunities 
for engagement and collaboration among learners. Technology-enhanced learning environments facilitate interactive and 
immersive experiences that augment student learning, engagement and participation (Oliech Owidi et al., 2024). Adaptive 
learning technologies can analyse student performance and provide customized feedback, enabling language learners to progress 
at their own pace, and consequently they are empowered to take ownership of their learning (Daugherty et al., 2022).  
However, the successful integration of technology into learning environments requires careful planning and consideration, and 
professional development opportunities are essential for ensuring that educators can navigate the complexities of technology-
enhanced learning and create inclusive environments that support all language learners.  
For students, educational platforms such as Google Classroom and language acquisition software provide opportunities for 
interactive practice and feedback, which supports foreign language learning. Technology also makes it possible to use online 
resources, such as videos in the target language, for authenticity in language teaching (Thorne, 2013). Teachers can also benefit 
from digital tools to improve lesson planning, monitor student progress and apply differentiation. In addition, they can share 
experiences through online communities, which enhances their professional development (Siemens, 2005). However, there is 
concern about the use of AI for plagiarism, with students potentially misusing technology, which could threaten the integrity of the 
learning process (Graham, 2021). Nevertheless, the impact of technology on language acquisition depends on how it is integrated. 
If technology does not contribute to meaningful tasks, comprehensible input, extensive output opportunities, formative feedback 
and interactive learning processes, the added value will remain limited (Van den Branden, 2022). Thus, thoughtful deployment 
according to effective instructional principles is essential for success in language learning.   
 
The role of  language policy in language learning environments 

In any education system, policy documents are essential because they provide guidance to schools and educators, ensuring 
consistency and equity. These documents determine how different educational practices, including language instruction take 
shape. As Alderson (2009) points out, language policies play a significant role in education by outlining how and which languages 
should be taught, learned, and assessed. However, as Ricento & Hornberger (1996) highlight, teachers play an active role in 
interpreting and adapting language policies to their specific classroom contexts. The learning environment corresponds to the 
micro-layer of policy. It is where the teacher implements and adapts policy into teaching practices (Ricento & Hornberger, 1996; 
Wessel-Powell et al., 2019).  
  
The European Union’s goal for its citizens to be proficient in their mother tongue plus two other European languages is outlined in 
the European Commission's White Paper of 1995. This vision aimed to encourage secondary school students to study certain 
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subjects in the first foreign language (FL) they learn. However, the mandate to organize and regulate official education lies with the 
member states' governments, not with the EU. Consequently, individual countries may interpret and implement these objectives 
in diverse ways. Tender & Vihalemm (2009) conclude that the EU’s MT+2 and CLIL policies primarily emphasize the teaching of 
prestigious majority and official EU languages, with limited attention given to immigrant and regional minority languages.  
  
The role of  l inguistic capital  in language learning environments  

Linguistic capital is essential in shaping a pupil’s learning experiences both in a classroom context and outside it. Language skills 
influence access to knowledge, participation in social interaction and self-expression (Vygotsky, 1980). Nonetheless, linguistic 
diversity in a school context can create barriers such as school segregation, self-fulfilling expectations of teachers or a negative 
impact on multilingual pupils’ sense of belonging (Agirdag et al., 2013). However, Agirdag (2014) proclaims that multilingualism 
can have long-term positive effects on, for example, future economics outcomes. An inclusive learning environment where diversity 
is embraced is necessary for multilingualism and a sense of belonging. 
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