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UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHAMPTON 

ABSTRACT 

FACULTY OF HUMANITIES 

Modern Languages 

TO BE A NATIVE-SPEAKER OF ENGLISH OR NOT – THAT’S NOT THE 

QUESTION: CONCEPTUALISATIONS OF ENGLISH(ES) IN A UK-BASED 

INTERNATIONAL UNIVERSITY CONTEXT 

Thesis for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy 

Sami Basheer Al-Hasnawi 

   It has become undeniable that English is the global academic lingua franca to the 

extent that it is mostly used synonymously with globalisation at the tertiary level. 

This is partly due to its implementation as a medium of instruction (EMI) in an 

increasing number of the world’s universities. In view of this, it has become 

important for both language and content teachers in such contexts not only to 

know English, but also about English. With such a kind of knowledge, those 

teachers can respond to the international reality of English in their worksites.   

    A number of studies have investigated the global role(s) of English in different 

university contexts and disciplines (see Dafouz et al., 2013) and how this entails 

certain critical issues related to its definition, varieties and ownership in 

international universities (see Jenkins, 2014). However, there is still value in 

researching English roles in different content units within the same international 

university to understand the context as a whole.   

   In light of that, the present study focuses on investigating language and content 

teachers’ beliefs on Englishisation in their international higher education institution 

(IHEI). It aims to understand university English language teachers’ beliefs with 

regard to English varieties in academia, content lecturers’ beliefs in the areas of 

Engineering, Natural sciences, Social sciences and Humanities, their teaching and 

assessment practices with regard to the diversified uses of English enacted by these 

teachers (language and content) and the relationship between teachers’ overtly 

expressed beliefs and their teaching and assessment practices. For this end, a 

qualitative research approach has been implemented for this study with the use of 

 



 

semi-structured interviews and classroom observations as research tools. Both 

Qualitative content analysis (QCA) and discourse analysis (DA) were found methods 

of choice to approach the data set via the use of NVivo 10 software package. The 

findings of this study are expected to complement other studies on English in IHEIs 

where it reveals how irrelevant for teachers in the studied academic setting to 

demonstrate their native-like proficiency in English. That is, all what is required 

from the members in such an environment is to master the rules and norms of their 

own academic disciplines, as cultural models, regardless of their lingua-cultural 

backgrounds.  
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Chapter 1 

 

Chapter 1 Study Preview  

1.1 Now and Next 

   The driving force of globalisation manifests itself in different fields of life of 

which education is no exception. At the tertiary level, globalisation is mostly 

attached to and analysed with reference to the world universities’ tendency toward 

integrating an international dimension into their academic activities and 

programmes. Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) programmes in 

which English is mostly used as a medium of instruction (EMI) in non-/European 

universities is a case in point (Dafouz et al., 2013; Cots, 2013; Smit & Dafouz, 

2012; Coleman, 2006). Briefly speaking, attracting more international students, 

staff-student mobility, academic ranking, having economic and scientific 

collaboration among other IHEIs have been identified as the main reasons behind 

having university study programmes internationally Englishised. This has resulted 

in an increasingly recognised borderless movement, physical and virtual via the use 

of technologies, of people from different lingua-cultural and educational 

backgrounds to share knowledge with the use of ELF, a situation that is 

characterised with heterogeneity of which the university where this research is 

undertaken is an example. Against such a super-diverse, fluid and fuzzy nature of 

educational communities, ‘conventional’ static and direct association between 

language, communities and culture have become pressing issues to reconsider (see 

e.g. Baker, 2015; Mauranen, 2012). That is, what happens to a language of a global 

reach like English, which English variety socially best works to shape its users’ 

culture and be shaped in return, how it helps them to achieve meaning in their 

social networks have come to the front in any debate on international Englishising 

of HE knowledge.          

   How the global spread of English impels its adoption in HE and how this in turn 

further advances its global status has been given considerable attention by 

different scholars in the field. While ‘neo-colonialism’, ‘linguistic imperialism’ and 

‘inequality’ emerged as pessimistic end terms of most of the research works in this 

arena with reference to Anglophone countries’ dominance on the world academy 

(Mufwene, 2005; Altbach, 2004; Phillipson, 2003, among others), some other 
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scholars optimistically ended calling for further attempts to ensure quality of 

worldwide knowledge with reference to English support programmes, English for 

academic studies (EAS) or English for Academic Purposes (EAP), teacher knowledge 

and curriculum (see e.g. Wilkinson, 2013; Smit & Dafouz, 2012).  

   To take the optimistic call as a point of departure for further research, I think 

that it has become more important than ever before to see the extent to which 

English is similarly or differently work in a multi-linguacultural educational setting 

to create an effectively constructive teaching-learning environment. Although some 

other studies have importantly participated in showing the EMI complexities in 

different international university sites (see Dafouz et al., 2013; Nesi & Gardner, 

2012, among others), there is still a need to investigate university language and 

content teachers’ beliefs in relation to English varieties used across academic 

disciplines within the same international university. This is due to the fact that 

university academics have an important role in EMI settings where they are the ones 

who are responsible for transforming knowledge to international students with 

different lingua-cultural backgrounds and learning needs. As in Björkman (2010), 

there should be an attempt to take on board both the kind of advantages the use 

of a lingua franca as the medium of instruction, English, might entail and its 

intricacies and challenges. This means that it is important to consider and examine 

the impact of using EMI on the teaching and learning environment and how this 

impinges upon students’ and teachers’ practices due to the use of a medium of 

instruction which is either teachers’ L1 or students’ or of none of them. The present 

study thus aims at investigating language and content lecturers’ beliefs in relation 

to internationalising HE knowledge via the use of English, English varieties they 

think the teacher and students, as two parties sharing the same ground, need to 

demonstrate to keep pace with their disciplinary requirements, on what basis 

English in their diverse academic contexts is assessed, what kind of challenges, if 

any, they encounter due to the adoption of EMI, and how they pedagogically 

respond to students’ different educational needs. With this in mind, the present 

thesis’ questions, context and academic contributions are presented in the 

following sections.  

1.2 Research Questions 

  The study mainly focuses on the following questions: 

RQ1: What are the beliefs of university content and language teachers with     
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         regard to standard and non-standard uses of English in academia?  
 

• What are the participants’ beliefs about their own Englishes and others’ in 
their international university context? 
 

• What are the participants’ beliefs about disciplinary Englishes required on 
the part of teachers and students as members sharing the same academic 
discipline within the same international university context? 
  

RQ2: What are the teaching and assessment practices with regard to diverse  
         uses of English enacted by these teachers (language and content)? 

 
RQ3: What is the relationship between teachers’ overtly expressed beliefs and  
         their teaching and assessment practices? 

1.3 Aim of the study  

   In her “setting the scene”, Jenkins (2014:1) commences her book with her 

colleague’s, Gabriel Budach, question that is  

How do we respond in our teaching to an academic culture that is becoming 

more and more globalized, and the needs of students with diverse 

linguistic and cultural backgrounds?  

For Jenkins (Ibid) the “we” was of generic or global reference where it includes 

any scholar working in any IHEI. With its focus on university language and 

content teacher beliefs in relation to the global role(s) of English in 

internationalising HE knowledge, the present study helps in some way to 

answer any question similar to Budach’s. That is, it aims to a better 

understanding of how international Englishisation at the tertiary level impinges 

upon teachers’, as members of academic communities, teaching practices; i.e. 

potential linguistic and educational complexity and implications of the use of 

English as the lingua franca for academic communication (ELFA) in their diverse 

disciplinary contexts in terms of its academic multi-functionality, specificity, 

curriculum adaptation and pedagogic considerations. Having access to 

different academic disciplines within the same international university (see 1.4 

below), it assists to explore how similar or different their conceptualisations of 

English(es) and language practices across their contexts shape the academic 

community of the studied university as a whole. That is, questions like, is it 

one English variety that is internationalised in academy? If yes, of which variety, 

what its shape like, of whom and why? If not, so what are the other varieties 
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and how similar or different to each other they are? can be critically approached 

and understood. Answering such questions does not only help to know today’s 

English(es) in academy, but also which of its varieties needs to be taught, learnt 

and mastered to achieve mutual understanding and express individuals’ 

membership in our contemporary world of education (see Ball & Lindsay, 2013; 

Bondi, 2006; Silver, 2006; Basturkmen, 2006; Zevenbergen, 1999, among 

others). This is how understanding such issues from different stakeholders in 

different academic units within an international UK-based university site 

importantly participates in answering any question like Budach’s in Jenkins 

(2014).  

1.4 Value of Context 

As in 4.2.3.2, the pseudonym of the context of the present study is University of 

World Academia. University of World Academia is a UK-based international 

university and defines itself as a truly IHEI with a global reputation in research. Part 

of this global reputation is the kind of students recruited where they are from 125+ 

different nations. Linked to this is that it provides visiting fellowships for 

international visiting researchers. In terms of ranking, it is ranked among the top 

world universities and recognised as a global centre for excellence in research and 

education. Going deeper to its study programmes, the university states that English 

is the only one medium of instruction and assessment for all its programmes 

except the ones in modern foreign languages, which entails the fact that students 

need to prove their English proficiency via submitting an English language test 

certificate.  

   With such a kind of definition, features and English language proficiency 

requirement, the University of World Academia represents one of the relevant sites 

for this study in its focus on teacher cognition of both language and content 

teachers about the role(s) of English in academy. A context like this helps to know 

in which way Anglophone countries, like the UK in the context of this study, are 

privileged to attract international students to come and study in a country where 

English is defined as its first language, and how this impinges upon my 

participants’, whether native of English or not, practices in their own different 

academic disciplines within the same UK-based EMI setting. As in Jenkins 

(2014:932), […] universities that regard themselves as international […] would 

seem to be perfect settings in which to explore the implications of ELF for their 
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language policies and practices […]”. It is a relevant context where English is used 

as the lingua franca to meet the demands of its multi-lingua/cultural academic 

environment.  

1.5 Structure of the PhD    

   The present study falls in eight chapters, as explained below:  

Chapter two presents literature review for the current study through discussing 

research on globalisation, internationalisation, and the role(s) of the English 

language in the process of globalisation at HE, reasons behind globalising English, 

issues related to nativism and language ownership in light of the global role of 

English. This chapter argues how it has become important not to conceptualise 

English as a ‘monolithic’ entity for its contemporary worldwide status in academy. 

It thus establishes the ground for the following chapter to discuss teacher cognition 

in relation to English varieties in EMI university sites.  

Chapter three discusses the global spread of English in relation to EMI 

programmes and how this has made it very hard to continue conceptualising a 

language of a worldwide reach as a constant entity with a direct reference to a 

particular culture of a nation or a group of nations. This further extends to be 

discussed in relation to research on teacher cognition, ELF and the importance and 

relevance of such studies to the current thesis. It defines teacher cognition and 

discusses its interrelated components, beliefs, knowledge and the role of prior 

experiences in constructing and developing teacher knowledge, and how such 

cognitive parts along with other contextual factors affect teachers’ classroom 

practices. With such a literature survey, this chapter highlights the necessity of 

studying university teachers’ beliefs in relation to language, English, to understand 

how they perceive their own current EMI scenarios and how this affects their 

classroom actions.  

Chapter four indicates the research framework of this study. It presents the 

methodological paradigm, ontological and epistemological assumptions and the 

research tools embraced in this project. Details about the followed procedures in 

collecting and analysing the data, the context of this study are also provided in this 

chapter.   

Chapter five presents my observational findings. It introduces my participants with 

some information on their academic contexts and profiles to move into presenting 
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their own classroom actions in light of the aim of their teaching programmes, 

taught material and English academic varieties.   

Chapter six is designed to present my interview findings; i.e. participants’ views 

on internationalising HE knowledge with ELFA, English varieties required on the 

part of both teachers and students to participate, negotiate and verify their own 

disciplinary meaning as members of a particular academic community, what kind 

of challenges, if any, the use of English as means of academic practices imposes 

on those involved in the participants’ contexts and how to  pedagogically deal with 

any potential language-related intricacies.   

Chapter seven is to discuss my observational and interview findings in light of 

each other to reach a better interpretation of the meanings of what is said and done 

and the possible embedded relationship(s) between the participants’ overtly stated 

beliefs and observed classroom actions in their own different contexts, a point that 

explains how, metaphorically speaking, ‘zoom and wide-angle lens’ helps the 

researcher to see things from different angles and leave a room for the reader to 

judge how reliable and valid the presented interpretations are.   

Chapter eight concludes this thesis providing a summary of the project as a whole, 

significance of the findings, implications, research limitations and the researcher’s 

personal reflection.    
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Chapter 2 Internationalisation and 

Englishisation of Higher Education (HE) 

The purpose of this chapter is to define and discuss globalisation in relation to 

internationalisation and Englishisation at the tertiary level. Linked to the global 

roles the English language now encompasses, issues like nativism and English 

language ownership will also be addressed. An exploration of these questions 

provides an important background for the following chapter to address the global 

roles of English in relation to teacher cognition in IHEIs.     

2.1 Globalisation and Internationalisation  

Globalisation is a complex concept to define with overlap to other concepts like 

internationalisation. Globalisation and internationalisation are different but 

dynamically interrelated in education. At the general level, globalisation is a 

changing or interdependence process that can be explained from different angles 

(Beerkens, 2003:129-35). Firstly, the author (Ibid) argues that globalisation is a 

geographical concept that manifests itself in contrasting the sense of locality. This 

indicates the geographical expansion of human activities from local domains to 

global ones regardless of the purpose behind such delocalised practices. Secondly, 

it refers to the sense of an authoritative power that, metaphorically speaking, 

invades “territorial sovereignty”. In this case, globalisation can be associated with 

“denationalisation” at different levels in different worldwide contexts. From a 

cultural perspective, globalisation is thirdly linked to cultural complexity, diversity, 

hybridity and decentralisation in light of the world’s fluidity and heterogeneity of 

human actions in most fields of life and that of academy is a concrete example 

(Baker, 2015). As an inclusive approach, globalisation can finally and most 

importantly be identified in terms of the contemporary policies undertaken by 

different institutions around the world to achieve a “cosmopolitan membership”. 

Defined as a comprehensive perspective where most, if not all, the above-stated 

approaches can be implicitly or explicitly manifested, Beerken’s (2003) institutional 

view of globalisation is considered of considerable relevance to this study in terms 

of its focus on the relationship between internationalisation and Englishisation in 

IHEIs.  
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   In discussing globalisation at the tertiary level, Altbach (2004:5) states that 

globalisation is the characteristic of the 21st century mirrored in the inevitable 

political and economic power that pushes current education toward more and more 

international immersion. The author (Ibid) further argues that “[g]lobalisation 

cannot be completely avoided [and if] universities shut themselves off from 

economic and societal trends they become moribund and irrelevant”. Universities 

affect and are affected by circumstances beyond the campus and across national 

boundaries, a situation that explains how globalisation has become aggregated in 

internationalisation at HE. As in Maringe and Foskett (2010:1), both concepts, 

globalisation and internationalisation, are “two sides of the same coin yet are not 

synonymous with each other, although they perhaps share many common 

characteristics”. The latter is becoming at the heart of the provision of HE where it 

is defined as a proactive response to the inevitable power of the former with respect 

to the sense of individuality of those involved in such a process (Knight, 1997:6).  

   Such a response is mostly represented in how most of the world universities, 

regardless of their national or international marketplace, have increasingly become 

under the challenging power of globalisation and the stressful need for 

internationalisation (Maringe & Foskett, 2010). While the world’s leading 

universities, mostly Anglophone ones, competing to become worldwide institutions 

in research and continue like that focusing on globally significant scientific and 

social matters (Damme, 2001), other universities have noticed the eminent need to 

develop their teaching and their study programmes to be of local and global 

relevance, which in turn reflects how universities have amalgamated their national 

realities and their trends to internationalisation (Altbach, 2004), a scenario that will 

be further explained in relation to the dominance of English on academic activities 

in different places within this chapter and the following one. What is important to 

notice here is the sense of ‘betweeness’ that is implicitly carried within the process 

of internationalising education. In Wächter’s (1999) words, internationalisation is a 

“process of systematic integration of an international dimension into the teaching, 

research and public service function of a higher education institution” to exploit 

the new environment of academia and achieve global membership (Beerkens, 

2003).  

  For Knight and de Wit (1997) and Knight (1997), internationalisation rests on four 

interrelated approaches. The first is “activity approach” which refers to the world 

universities’ considerable attention to a broad range of activities, to name but a 
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few, initiatives for curriculum development among countries, joint research 

projects, student exchange programs, staff-student mobility, “McDonaldisation” 

and “twinning” respectively through franchising specially designed programs and 

establishing offshore campuses (Altbach & Knight, 2007). The second is 

“competency approach” where it mainly indicates institutions’ focus on developing 

new academic skills and knowledge in students, staff and faculties. The third is 

“ethos approach” that represents institutional emphasis on creating a culture that 

encourages and supports international-intercultural diversity. The fourth is 

institutions’ “process approach” in terms of their policies and procedures for 

integrating and infusing the international dimension in their academic initiatives 

(Knight, 1997: 6). 

   Internationalisation-based academic activities and policies can be used to serve 

a broad range of objectives. From a political perspective, Knight (1997) argues that 

education serves diplomatic investment for future political and economic relations 

among nations. Cultural, scientific and educational exchanges between countries 

help to develop and keep diplomatic and economic affairs. Developing global 

citizenship is a strong motivation for those countries competing for 

internationalising education. Internationalising the teaching and learning 

experience of students in undergraduate and postgraduate programmes aims at 

preparing and promoting graduates' intercultural understanding and 

communication. Scholarships for foreign students and how this importantly helps 

to achieve better understanding and affinity for the sponsoring countries is a 

concrete example of such a tendency. This in turn reflects their acknowledgement 

of cultural and ethnic inter/intra national diversity. In this sense, 

internationalisation is seen as a way for both respecting cultural diversity and 

balancing the perceived homogenising impact of globalisation (Beerkens, 2003; 

Knight, 1997). It is a “soft power” that helps to establish geopolitical and economic 

links among nations (Ennew &Greenaway, 2012:7).  

 

    In line with that, Damme (2001:428-9) argues that internationalising knowledge 

is a profit-based process and that HE is the marketplace where “some institutions 

and countries look at internationalisation as a potential source for additional 

funding in the emerging global educational marketplace”. Here, it is defined as a 

kind of trade and that HE is the selling point that helps the diversification and 

growth of financial input for universities via recruiting fee-paying foreign students. 

So, most international students do not only pay for their own studies to acquire 
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training and knowledge in their fields but also absorb the academic culture of 

educational institutions where they studied (Ennew & Greenaway, 2012).  

 

   With their focus on issues of power associated with internationalising HE, Altbach 

and Knight (2007:8-9) argue that universities in the US, the UK, Australia and 

Canada have dominated the current scene of the world education to end with 

calling universities in such countries as “neo-colonialists”. This is due to the fact 

that most of the universities in smaller countries are labelled as teaching 

institutions and do not have that well-established infrastructure for research, 

degrees beyond bachelor’s and even unable to keep pace with current academic 

publications for reasons mostly related to the expense (Gacel-Avila, 2005). Taking 

a step toward international education for such less powered institutions means a 

“long-term dependence” on donor countries providing educational aid.  To win 

global competition in trading knowledge and achieve a position in a local and 

global work environment, HEIs have become academically westernised (Altbach, 

2007). Most of the recognised academic programmes and research publication 

centres are run and hosted by a number of Western and Anglo-American countries. 

In other words, providing a 'cookie cutter' standard to educational institutions to 

follow mostly ends with westernising academics’ competences and educational 

practices, empowering those countries which already have power, America, Britain, 

Canada, Australia and the like, to become the centre for further marginalised states 

(Altback & Knight, 2007). A situation that Gacel-Avila (2005:121) describes saying 

that “there are the “globalisers” and the “globalised,” which brought the end of the 

20th century to a situation of profound and increasing inequality between nations-

an atmosphere of exclusion and marginalisation”.  

2.2 Internationalising HE and the Spread of English 

Internationalisation and Englishisation of knowledge at the tertiary level are 

inseparable to the extent that it has become hard sometimes to say which has led 

to which. As Crystal (2003) points out, the worldwide spread of English is grappled 

with globalisation. In Guillerme’s (2007:74) words, “[t]he English language 

definitely cuts across national boundaries more than any other language and is an 

icon of the contemporary age”. In light of this, English has become the international 

currency for trading science and technology (Graddol, 2000:9). Part of its global 

status, English has become the language of academic communication (Crystal, 
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2003). The role of the English language in international universities as a ‘standard 

practice’ can be considered a possible response to the inevitable requirement of 

globalisation (Ball & Lindsay, 2013:59; Doiz et al., 2013:84). This can be 

represented in investing English in different academic levels like, integrated 

research, international conferences, training workshops, publishing houses, the 

establishment of offshore university campuses in different East Asian countries and 

setting certain learning programmes specifically to European students, European 

Community Action Scheme for the Mobility of University Students (ERASMUS), or in 

bilingual or EMI programmes (Altbach & Knight, 2007:290-3; Coleman, 2006). It is 

also the first foreign language to be taught in most of the world countries and thus 

its relevance beyond academia. In view of the huge numbers of international 

students using English in their interaction in most of the word universities (Dafouz 

et al., 2013, among others), Jenkins (2014:40) argues that English has become “the 

global academic lingua franca”, that is, the use of the English language by different 

speakers for different purposes in academic environments (Ibid:7).  

   At the tertiary level, Altbach (2004:3) contends that the increasingly widespread 

use of English for science and scholarships benefits English speaking countries 

more than others. That is, with their top rated academic systems in the world and 

their use of English as L1, Anglophone countries, the US, the UK, Australia, Canada 

and New Zealand, have a double advantage to reap the benefits of 

internationalisation. Hosting most of the best global universities and research 

publication centres, these countries have become labelled as the ‘Centre’ for 

internationalising HE (Damme, 2001). To be closely attached to that ‘Centre’, most 

of the world universities have, willingly or not, announced themselves as English-

medium universities (Doiz et al., 2013; Coleman, 2006), a point that I will explain 

later in relation to teacher cognition in the following chapter.  

   Further, English speaking countries have become academically the point of 

attraction and competing to continue like that for a broad range of academic and 

economic factors among which the use of English as a language of a global reach. 

This can be simply represented in the academic migration, “brain drain” (Damme, 

2001), of the well-educated scholars from their own “marginalised”, “less powered” 

developing countries to find a job with better working conditions and salaries, a 

temporary teaching position or to undertake and publish their research works, or 

pursue their academic degrees in English speaking countries to meet the need of 

the local and global work environment, a point that is at the heart of profit-based 
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internationalisation referred to above (Altbach & Knight, 2007; Damme, 2001). As 

“trade colonialism” that works against the sense of “quality and equality” in IHEIs 

(Mufwene, 2005:23-4; Damme, 2001:422), the international dominance on the 

academic scene by Anglo-American countries along with the power of their 

language does not only threaten academic quality of the designed and taught 

programmes around the world but also the communicative roles of other countries’ 

languages like French, German and Spanish. This in turn helps English speaking 

countries to win the global economic competition and continue their 

“overwhelming dominance” as worldwide HE marketplaces to which the most 

talented academics aspire to be linked (Altbach, 2004:15).  

   The reasons why English in particular has become globalised in line with what 

this entails have been investigated by a number of scholars for instance, Crystal 

(2003), Graddol (2000, 2006), Phillipson (2003), Widdowson (1994). While those 

related to the micro-perspective framework (teaching-learning processes) will be 

discussed later in the next chapter, debates within the macro-perspective one 

focussing on the social, political, and economic reasons of English as a global 

language, the issue of ownership of English and the relationship of English to other 

languages are presented in the following sections of this chapter. 

2.2.1 What Makes English a Global Language 

Different reasons in different contexts significantly help to put a language like 

English within the global frame. Socio-linguistically speaking, there are certain 

historical, political, economic, and scientific factors related to the ‘Centre’, Britain 

and the USA, which play an important role in imposing their Englishes on the 

peripheral, other users (Ferguson, 2006; Graddol, 2000, 2006). As Crystal (2003) 

notes, a language can be defined as global if it is used by other countries of the 

world; i.e. it has to be given a place in the communities regardless of its native 

speakers' existence. For this to happen, such a language has to be seen as a second 

or complement to the first in the community. It has to have an official status or to 

be learnt in educational institutions. This suggests that the kind of the role(s) given 

to the language and how to be supported are important issues in investigating the 

global use of a language. In relation to English, Dewey (2007) argues that the 

international functions English currently plays is different from all those of other 

languages throughout history. Regardless of the existing or those existed before, 
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English has geographically diffused in terms of its lingua-culturally diverse 

speakers for indefinite purposes in infinite contexts. 

   The worldwide spread of English, how to be defined and even its potential decline 

should not be totally confined to the properties of the language code (Jenkins, 

2014; Graddol, 2006), but rather to the power and fortunes of its speakers 

(Ferguson, 2006). As in Crystal (2003), a language can by no means achieve a 

global position just because of its internal structural properties, morphological 

structure, or its literary, cultural and religious legacy. Although these are 

motivating factors for individuals to learn the language, but none of them by itself 

or in combination with others can guarantee language globalization and its 

maintenance. With reference to the case of the Greek in the Middle East and Latin 

which were familiar throughout Europe for the Roman Empire, Crystal (Ibid:7) goes 

on to show that the matter is more complicated than it appears where “[w]ithout a 

strong power-base, of whatever kind, no language can make progress as an 

international medium of communication”. That is, the emergence of English as a 

global language is mainly attributed to British political imperialism by the 

beginning of the nineteenth century jointly with the world presence of the American 

“superpower” during the twentieth century (Graddol, 2000:5). In Graddol’s (2000:5) 

words, “[…] our present arose from the past […]” where “[…] English is not only a 

language of globality but is also a language of coloniality” (Kumaravadivelu, 

2012a:7). In light of this, English has been sent around the world to be “in the right 

place at the right time” for all purposes (Crystal, 2003:78). Therefore, it is still an 

issue of power. English worldwide spread is considered “as one of the key vehicles 

for maintaining its [centre] dominance and perpetuating the dependence of others” 

(Ferguson, 2006:113). In Phillipson’s (2003), “linguistic imperialism” view, the 

United States and Britain have substantially facilitated and led the process of 

English diffusion to serve their commercial and political interests. Anglophone 

countries’ dominance on academic standards for research and publication is a case 

in point. As it is said in proverb, if all you have is a hammer, everything looks like 

a nail. However, the existence of a single language as the strongest language of 

globalisation implies positive issues as equally important as its negative ones. This 

could be represented in the prestigious status given to its native speakers as well 

as in the threatening position they might feel themselves in due to the inevitable 

worldwide diversified uses of English. Such assumptions can be tested in relation 
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to the nature of the English language and how it has become increasingly equated 

with globalisation (Coleman, 2006; McArthur, 2000). 

2.3 Global English: Critical Issues and Complexities  

For relatively long time now, English is commonly used as a shared language (lingua 

franca, ELF) among people of different lingua-cultural backgrounds, levels of its 

proficiency and accents. What we need to know is that what embedded issues this 

really entails to a language like English when achieves a status of a global reach. 

This can be represented in what model, of whom and in what level of proficiency 

its users need to demonstrate to achieve mutual understanding in their diverse 

contexts. In the 19th century, ‘Standard English’, ‘Queen's English’ or ‘King's 

English’ used to be the easiest and quickest answer. It is the kind of English that is 

normally referred to as 'good English' or 'proper English', which is the 

institutionalised usage of the native (speakers of English as a native language, ENL, 

however their number might be) set as a target for its learners and users around 

the world. After the Second World War, ‘American Standard English’ (AmSE) has 

come on ground to be referred to along with ‘British Standard English’ (BrSE). By 

the end of the 20th century, a new kind of response emerged. That is, a broad 

range of Englishes appeared to share the world space with these two traditionally 

perceived as standardised Englishes. A clear example of this is the emergence of 

Australia English, Canada English and Philippines English (Crystal, 2003; McArthur, 

2001).  

   With the worldwide spread of English, ‘Standard English’ has become a pressing 

question to know what it means, what its constitution might be and of whom. In 

view of this, it has become important to flag up the inevitable need for scrutinising 

and reconsidering the social value given to concepts like ‘Standard English’ and 

‘Nativism’ in relation to language ownership due to the contemporary global 

position of English (Jenkins, 2014; Mauranen, 2012; Dewey, 2012; McArthur, 2000, 

to name but a few).             

2.3.1 Nativism, Ownership and ELF    

As explained above, in colonial linguistics, language has been often referred to as 

“the companion of empire”. This is to say that what language to use in colonialized 

communities is related to ideological motivations and practical consequences. To 
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protect the language of the colonizers from the non-native diverse uses, an 

indigenous vernacular is mostly selected by those who have the power to do 

(Woolard & Schieffelin, 1994:67). The authors (Ibid:63) further argue stating that 

languages and speech varieties can be ranked, qualified or disqualified depending 

on beliefs about what is socially or institutionally considered as ‘real language’. 

   From its earlier emergence, Standard English has unarguably been classified at 

the top of a hierarchy and all other varieties down on the basis of social and 

educational terms, a case which is similar to many languages, and one has always 

caused tension (McArthur, 2000:6). In line with Crystal (2003), Ferguson (2006) 

and Phillipson (2003), Crowley (2003) argues that the word ‘Standard’ 

etymologically refers to the historical sense of authority; a military ensign around 

which people, armies, and nations gather for a target. It is also an evaluative unit 

to measure the quality of other’s productions (Widdowson, 1994). A clear example 

of this is the emphasis on English grammar in printed English. Grammar is seen as 

a means to achieve the sense of social inclusion through mastering the system of 

a particular group of people for a particular social purpose. That is, the only way 

for the non-native speakers of English to achieve societal membership is to follow 

its native speakers’ rules. Although differences between language varieties could 

be based on any domain of linguistic structure or use, the focus on comparing the 

traditional standards of British and American Englishes is largely built on 

differences in vocabulary and phonology. This suggests that grammatical variation 

is scarcely referred to, which reflects some of the grammarians’ concept of the 

relative sameness between Standard English varieties (see e.g. Swan, 2005 in Cogo 

& Dewey, 2012 and Biber et al., 1999; Quirk et al., 1985 in Crystal, 2003: 148). 

This also shows how ‘standardisation’ is understood and defined as a reference of 

grammar of which there is no distinctive phonology (Widdowson, 1994).  

   Further, Standard English in its written form is socially ratified for institutional 

use as an imposed variety, the written form in itself is not a variety though. Similar 

to others of different languages, what is written is considered as an authentic 

document which expresses established institutional values. It is a symbol of social 

identity and that any linguistic deviation from the native norms devalues the symbol 

and what it signifies, the community and its institutional security (Widdowson, 

1994:378-9). With the indigenous English as a ‘static marker of identity’ in control, 

other varieties are conceived as less prestigious domains (Pennycook, 2001:57). 

15 

 



Chapter 2 

That is, individuals’ identity is decided on the sense of ‘sameness’ and ‘difference’ 

to ‘Standard English’; i.e. the closer, the better (Kumaravadivelu, 2012a:9). 

    In the context of academic writing, Jenkins (2011:922), like Mauranen et al. 

(2010:184), criticises the fact that non-native academics’ articles must be corrected 

by native speakers before being accepted for publication in international academic 

journals and how should be adapted into one of the ‘Centre varieties’, mostly 

Anglo-American Englishes, to be internationally accepted, a case which ends with 

losing the author’s voice (Mauranen, 2012:10-25). This is not a peculiar issue 

especially when recognising how English native speakers uncritically assign 

themselves the role of ‘custodians’ of their own English and its proper use from 

the threat of other users’ abuse to match the requirement of ‘quality assurance’ of 

which Standard English is the core (Widdowson, 1994). A scenario where what is 

said might become less important than how to be said (Woorlard, 2005:4; Woorlard 

& Schieffelin, 1994:237). This suggests that other language varieties are 

considered of lower quality, a view which privileges native speakers a position of 

“an exclusive [...] brand of English, [...] called standard English" (Widdowson, 

1994:379) and of “[…] value to be attained and a uniform set of practices” (Dewey, 

2007:347).  

   In light of Woorlard’s (2005:2-3) ideology of authenticity, it is possible to say that 

Standard English, or whatever called, has been believed to serve as an “indexical 

sign” connected to a particular type of people in a particular place. In McArthur’s 

(2000:37) words, "the place from which a language has spread will always be its 

centre of gravity-if not indeed its only true location". To be authentic, a language 

variety has to be deeply rooted in social and geographical territory. It must be from 

'somewhere' in the speakers' mind, and its meaning is local. This means that 

"[c]ommunities not only evaluate but may appropriate some part of the linguistic 

resources of groups with whom they are in contact and in tension" (Woolard & 

Schieffelin, 1994:62). This results in an “iconic relationship” between the language 

and its speakers. To have the valued identity, one must attempt to speak the variety 

of those who are socially considered ‘authentic’ or ‘native’. Achieving social 

involvement in this way is considered important for non-native English speakers to 

benefit from the privileges Standard English, as an “emblem of national identity”, 

provides for its speakers. Otherwise, they will inevitably encounter marginalisation 

as their non-standard use of English implies the sense of being ‘outsiders’ or 

‘perpetrators’ (Graddol, 2000:6).  
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   However, counter arguments related to the social status given, or thought to be 

given, to Standard English or whatever else associated with the sense of 

‘standardness’ and ‘quality’ like, ‘Queen’s English’ and ‘nativeness’, have emerged 

due to its contemporary global position. With today’s emergence of English as a 

global language and how this entails the sense of “pluralism”, “diversity”, “diffuse” 

and “interconnectedness”, maintaining local identity has become a critical question 

for native speakers of English to face (Jenkins, 2014:13). That is, standardised 

forms of language could be seen as local variety which might be less familiar or 

defamiliarised with the global use of English (Dewey, 2007). As a logical 

consequence of that, an international language like English has to achieve its 

dependence. No one should have guardianship over it, a point that I will take up 

later in relation to academic Englishes in 3.1.2 . In other words, native speakers 

have no way to judge others’ use of English, as they no longer possess their 

language. Rather, it is owned by any of its speakers (Widdowson, 1997). As 

Seidlhofer (2011:1) notes, whoever uses the language, whether multilingual or 

monolingual, has the power to “adapt” and “change” it as a sort of ownership. 

   With people’s currently increasing geographical and social across-border 

mobility, we have experienced different changes in our life of which the most 

important one is the dramatic change of languages. Language change is a reward 

for the living languages; i.e. no reward for the dead. Languages are continually 

changing and taking new forms to keep pace with the world in transition. As "it is 

the first truly global lingua franca" that emerged as a result and a prerequisite of 

globalisation (Mauranen, 2012:17), English of course is not an exceptional case of 

this process where its use has remarkably changed during the last 1500 years or 

more. This does not mean a complete departure from the norms and absence of 

commonalities where speaking communities are still trying to find an area for 

mutual understanding.  

   However, the number of English speakers around the world matters. English is 

used along with a broad range of people’s first languages to respond to their global 

communicative demands. This indicates that its non-native speakers outnumber its 

native ones (Crystal, 2003). However certain the ratio of that might be, language 

ownership, change and development have all become at the hand of all its speakers 

regardless of their lingua-cultural backgrounds. The question of number here 

should not be devalued as it plays an important role in changing the prestigious 

position given to certain evaluative abstract concepts like, ‘Standard English’ and 
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‘Nativeness’ as monolithic entities. It changes the shape and functions of English 

(Jenkins, 2014; Seidlhofer, 2011). As in McArthur (2000), English is progressively 

hybridizing and imperialistically and hegemonically kills other tongues but at the 

same time affected by other languages to have a new shape stretching between 

understandable and hardly understandable varieties. This suggests that all native 

speakers of English are somewhere on the continuum of international English 

varieties (Seidlhofer, 2001). Some flexibly shift from their more local and vernacular 

into the more standard and global and back again (bidialectal or bilingual within 

language) and some other speakers see it hard to do and stick to one end of the 

continuum of global Englishes. This in turn suggests that “a paradox in the use of 

English everywhere: that stability and flux go side by side, centripetal and 

centrifugal forces operating at one and the same time” (McArthur, 2000:2-35).  

   For Matsuda (2002:722), the global use of English has changed its forms and 

functions along with the demographics of English users. As the sense of space, 

time, and borders is almost collapsed in the world (Kumaravadivelu, 2012a), it has 

become very hard for any linguistic attempt or English model to completely 

describe the ungraspable nature of what is going on with the use of English as the 

global ELF (McArthur, 2001). Excluding ELF communities in academic sites, 

Mauranen (2012:18) argues that a global community like that of ELF is fuzzy where 

it does not precisely have reference for a specific people in a particular area, but 

rather a range of communities in different parts of the world. In view of that, English 

language worldwide spread cannot be put out of the global frame (see e.g. Jenkins, 

2014) where “[a]n ELF community looks potentially enormous, even amorphous […] 

there is no single identifiable ELF community although nearly the whole world uses 

ELF to a notable degree in their communicative activities” (Mauranen, 2012:18).  

   Having a look at the impacts of the past on the present and how this helps to 

anticipate the future of English as an international language, Graddol (2000:3) thus 

argues that “[t]he future of English will be more complex, more demanding of 

understanding and more challenging for the position of native-speaking countries”. 

A future that needs, in McArthur’s (2000:6) view, an “egalitarian” perspective 

toward other Englishes and depart the vertical and hierarchical model of which 

Standard English is mostly unquestionably put at the top. This results in conceiving 

all English varieties as “equal but different, each legitimately and appropriately 

serving its own social purposes- and each subject to greater or lesser consistency 

in and accuracy of performance".  
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2.3.2 Folk Linguistics of Intelligibility  

 With the growing awareness and relevance of language-related issues to language 

users, such as the spread of English as a lingua franca in multilingual sites, it has 

become important for applied linguistics to consider investigations and findings of 

folk linguistic discourses. Folk linguistics is a branch of linguistics that deals with 

language in a research-based form, taking its speakers’ perspective (Santipolo, 

2016: 297). At the level of practice, it is related to the ethnography of language in 

which an investigation of the status of a language and its varieties has come to be 

referred to as language ideology to show how that language is traditionally 

practiced and the underlying belief system (Preston, 2011: 16). Its prime focus lies 

on language variation and change, and the ways in which lay people react to these 

and other  language matters, which inevitably have some impact on how language 

will evolve (Niedzielski & Preston, 2003). As in Wilton and Stegu (2011, 9), 

laypeople have something to say about communication problems, language 

features of other language users, language use in the media and so on. One of the 

important areas of folk linguistic beliefs stems from standard language pressures 

on speakers of nonstandard varieties which can be studied in educational materials, 

media punditry or other cultural outlets (Preston, 2011: 15). In line with this, Janicki 

(2011, 69) states that the average language speaker normally tends to equate 

correct forms with ‘standard varieties’. ‘Standard varieties’ are commonly 

considered correct, understandable and intelligible compared to non-standard 

forms, a situation that leads to stigmatizing speakers of the non-standard varieties 

of the language. As discussed in Santipolo (2016: 298), people’s positive beliefs 

determine in a way or another the success of those structures and language 

varieties. This can be at the micro level of folk linguistics, i.e. affecting a particular 

structure, form, or a slang expression, regardless of this being officially seen as 

correct, intelligible or acceptable or at  the macro level of folk linguistics, i.e. 

affecting specific variety, dialect or language as a whole and its speakers within a 

multilingual context. , i.e. This can also relate to a negative perception (often 

related to social reasons), leading to speakers’ varieties/ dialects or languages as 

a whole to decline, or even  be abandoned. What this suggests is that the position 

of the language or variety we speak is determined by the society we are involved in 

and the kind of the belief system we hold toward our speech. This point becomes 

more prominent to those who speak a global language than it is to those whose 

language is more localized.  
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  Sociolinguistics is concerned with a very broad range of investigations starting 

from scrutinizing structures in a particular variety, for example, English as a 

linguistic representation of a particular local population to debates on and 

concerns about  the social and economic sense of ‘superiority’ which could be, or 

believed to be, given to ‘an English speaker’. This is simply how the language we 

speak intersects with the society we are living in to better understand ourselves in 

relation to others (Nelson, 2011:2). Since its first records of development, English 

has been a language of prime differences across its varieties. It is increasingly being 

recognised as the most important global language with its many novel varieties 

rooted in various parts of the world. As discussed in section 2.2.1, English is 

currently the lingua franca with an unprecedented worldwide spread; in light of 

this, the question of 'mutual intelligibility' has come to the front. This is to say that 

it has become more important than ever to think of what speakers of English really 

need to achieve mutual intelligibility and maintain 'standards' or 'norms' for 

meaningful communication in their own contexts which are normally characterised 

with heterogeneity, fragmentation and diversity. This is to say that which English 

can be learnt, taught or even expected to serve the needs and better work for ‘wider 

communication' is becoming more and more unpredictable and controversial 

(Nelson, 2011). It is no longer the case, if it ever was, that today’s English gives a 

generalizable image of its users (Graddol, 2006: 47; 2000:3).  

   For Nelson (2011), intelligibility is a necessary criterion for any language to be 

communicatively useful. In one of the earlier treatments of intelligibility, Smith and 

Nelson (1985) defined it as being based upon listeners' ability to recognise 

utterances (comprehensibility), to understand the meanings of the utterances in a 

specific context, and the ability to understand speakers' intentions behind what is 

being uttered (interpretability). The authors continue to state that “intelligibility is 

not speaker or listener-centred but is interactional between speaker and hearer,” 

(Ibid: 333). This is in line with Nelson (1982: 59) stating that “being intelligible 

means being understood by an interlocutor at a given time in a given situation”. A 

conceptualization like this intricately links intelligibility to context of use, a 

complex setting involving factors related to the speaker, the listener, the linguistic 

and social context, and the environment (Jenkins, 2000). Mutual intelligibility is a 

complex issue, as it is relative (Pickering, 2006:3) and tied up to the question of 

articulation, lexemes, grammar, discourse, and cultural understanding (Hung, 

2002: 4-6). 
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   To explain, intelligibility has commonly been dealt with in relation to two other 

variables: comprehensibility, i.e. listeners’ perceptions of a speaker’s intelligibility, 

and accentedness. Most research attempts have focused on phonological aspects, 

the impact of various segmental and suprasegmental features on intelligibility, 

comprehensibility and accentedness, i.e the degree of foreign accent (Munro & 

Derwing, 2009; Derwing & Munro, 1995). This can be attributed to the fact that 

language is “at its most basic level of apprehension is sound, and […] we normally 

expect a language to sound as we expect it to sound”. Speakers’ sounds that do 

not come in accordance with the expectation of their interlocutors may lead to 

negative reactions between hardly recognizable or understood to unintelligible 

(Nelson, 2011:22).    

   People’s concerns about intelligibility and how they sound to their interlocutors 

are quite often used to inform debates on questions like, ‘which English and whose 

English’ can be used as ‘models’ and ‘standards’ for teaching, learning and 

acquisition around the world. In discussing folk linguistics of intelligibility in 

relation to English, Rajadurai (2007: 87-8) states that non-native varieties are 

judged on the basis of the L1 model as a ‘prescriptive frame of reference’. That is, 

intelligibility used to be associated with ‘RP’, ‘native’ and ‘standard variety’ of 

English. This is what used to be perceived as ‘quality English’; i.e. ‘correct’, 

‘normal’, ‘good English’ and ‘communicatively effective’ to be a kind of target for 

English speakers to achieve intelligibility. The author (Ibid) argues that non-native 

speakers are ‘traditionally’ thought of speaking with a ‘foreign’ accent in 

comparison to Inner Circle speakers. It seems to be a kind of stigmatized image 

toward non-native speakers for, or even believed to be, speaking with ‘foreignness’ 

where what does not match phonological descriptions of ‘nativized’ varieties tend 

to be conceived as 'deficient', 'hard to understand', 'erroneous', 'deviant', 

'distorting', ‘fake’, ‘strong’, 'strange' and ‘unintelligible’ (see also Jenkins, 2005). 

What is more is that non-native speakers are considered as the source for any 

communication breakdowns. Although it is a fact that the level of proficiency 

affects communication, but it is not always true that those non-native speakers are 

the main factors for communication problems. This could be related to other 

contextual factors; importantly, non-verbal elements are one element among those 

(Janicki, 201; Jenkins, 2000). This suggests that non-native speakers are accepted 

with a non-native or local accent but this is normally followed, even if not directly 

stated, by the question whether they are intelligible or not. This in turn entails the 
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view that all native speakers of English are intelligible and that there is no need to 

question that. 

   Although it is true that following a particular variety makes understanding easier 

for its speakers, this could only be true if English were a static entity that passes 

through its speakers' interactions in their different contexts without being affected 

or affecting the nature of their communication (see, among others, McArthur, 

2000; Widdowson, 1992). Mauranen (2012) has, however, established that it is, on 

the contrary, very hard for speakers of a language of a global status like today's 

English to keep hold of a specific variety. This is due to the fact that language 

shapes and is shaped in return by its speakers' attitudes, views and beliefs, a point 

that ends with forming diverse local varieties. In view of that, it is hard to imagine 

that two varieties of English, or any other language, are completely alike one 

another; they are ‘varieties’ at the end. The question is then how far or close those 

varieties are, which could be decided on the basis of how much they have to 

resemble each other for their speakers to be more intelligible to others in a 

particular context (Nelson, 2011:3). With the view that intelligibility is a “dynamic 

notion-negotiated process” rather than being a “purely fixed product”, Rajadurai 

(2007: 94-5) argues that accentedness is not and should not be equated with lack 

of intelligibility. As in Isaacs (2012) and Wilton and Stegu (2011), the author 

continues to point out that familiarity and attitudinal factors should be taken on 

board in investigating speakers’ intelligibility in a specific context. That is, 

familiarity to speakers’ use of English works as a facilitative variable to 

intelligibility. The same is true with regard to holding a positive attitude, whereas 

a negative attitude hinders intelligibility.  

   In discussing communication and understanding with reference to word 

meaning, Janiki (2011:68) argues that it is time now to depart the essentialist view 

that achieving meaningful, understandable or intelligible communication lies 

specifically in knowing what words mean and how to be grammatically structured. 

Words should no longer be conceived, metaphorically speaking, as ‘containers of 

meaning’ in terms of expressing the content of what they name. This means that 

“words do not have single correct definitions, that meaning is assigned to words 

by real people rather than found in words” (Janiki, 2011: 72). This suggests that 

meaning should not be considered apart from speakers and that a competent user 

of a language is not the one who just knows what the essence of the concept is. In 

line with this, Nelson (2011: 4) points out that lexical units vary in their meanings 
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and uses depending on where they are meant to be used and for what purpose, for 

example, the word ‘net’ has two different meanings in contexts like information 

technology and commercial fishing. This entails the fact that we need to address 

broad generalisations about Englishes and take into consideration issues related 

to registers, genres, and discourse styles. As in Gee (2008:150), what is important 

for speakers of a language in communication is not only knowing the meaning of 

words and how these are grammatically structured, but to know how to say “the 

“right” thing at the “right” time and in the “right” place”. This relates to the intricate 

relationship of our language with other social variables to establish our cultural 

meaning regardless of how far or close we are in our language practice to ‘native’ 

norms.   

 Accordingly, what an ELF community as represented in academy at the tertiary 

level nowadays needs to achieve contextually meaningful and appropriate 

(intelligible) communication is a 'pragmatic approach' rather than 'a purist' 

approach toward English. The core of this is that English is the property of no-one 

but used by everyone (see Seidlhofer, 2011; Widdowson, 1994) and that 

international intelligibility rather than conformity to a particular group of its 

speakers or their nation(s) that should be our over concern as applied linguists 

(Graddol, 2008:56; Hung, 2002). It is time to denationalize English and its varieties 

as the notion of nation by itself has become complicated and hard to be conceived 

and defined as a socially coherent unit in the age of globalization. As a result, 

neither a nation can really represent a particular language to be called a ‘nation of 

that language’ nor a language can do so and be ‘prestigiously’ legitimatized as a 

‘national language’ or a ‘nationalized icon’ of a particular nation (Meadows, 

2014:339). This in turn helps to avoid the privileged focus given to ‘inner-circle 

speaker-listener’s judgements of outer or expanding circle speakers in 

comprehensibility-focused studies (Jenkins, 2002). In Rajadurai’s (2007: 95) words, 

it is “unrealistic and even undesirable” to continue imposing Inner Circle norms on 

non-native speakers of English since [p]eople simply cannot be expected to 

conform to the norms of a group to which they do not belong’’. This means that it 

is time to depart from the ‘folk’ belief in the “universal superiority and infallibility 

of Inner Circle speakers that has led to authoritative promotion of their speech 

patterns and models of interaction […] where much successful communication in 

English regularly takes place among its non-native speakers”.  

   . 
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   What is important to emphasise here is that the meaning of what is said is more 

connected to speakers’ knowledge and beliefs to form and be in return formed by 

their own cultural models. How English is used as a lingua franca in international 

academic contexts among speakers of different lingua-cultural backgrounds to 

achieve mutual intelligibility is a clear example of this ( see Maureen, 2010). On 

this basis, new meanings can be established in accordance with the contexts of 

language use at a particular point of time and space. What is more is that the 

meaning of words also results from negotiation and social interactions. Thus, it is 

primarily rooted in people’s social practices to share a common ground of 

understanding (Wenger, 2007; Lave & Wenger, 1991), a point which indicates the 

idea that meaning is “social and cultural and not really just a matter of what is 

inside [speakers’] head [and] what meanings we give to words is based on 

knowledge we acquire and choices we make, as well as values and beliefs—and, 

yes, even interests—we have” (Gee,2008:14). This implicitly indicates that what is 

believed to be ‘good’, ‘clear’, ‘understandable’ or ‘intelligible’ in a particular 

context might not be thus for other interlocutors in other contexts, a point that 

this study confirms in relation to intelligibility in academic disciplines (seeChapter 

7).   

  This explains how English as the global lingua franca characterised with 

diversified uses has become more and more localized to express speakers’ local 

cultures and identities and that some of what used to be called ‘native’ could 

probably look like foreign to certain non-native speakers in certain contexts. This 

means that a hierarchy that assigns a higher rank to Inner Circle speakers and a 

subordinate one to others can no longer be applied (Jenkins, 2014; Rajadurai, 

2007). For Widdowson (1994), there is no single ‘exonormative’ model can 

adequately serve speakers’ communicative needs in their glocal contexts and that 

native speakers have ''no say in the matter, no right to intervene or pass judgment. 

They are irrelevant'' (Ibid: 85). They are not and should not be by any means 

thought of as ‘the best judge of what intelligibility is’ or ‘the best representative of 

internationally intelligible speech. Like other speakers, ‘native’ speech is affected 

by geographical factors, occupation and social status (Rajadurai, 2007). In McKay’s 

words (2003:18-9), “there is no reason why some speakers of English should be 

more privileged and thus provide standards for other users of English” where 

English has become of none but those who share the same enterprise in their own 
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contexts. For further discussion on intelligibility (making sense) in international 

academic contexts, see 3.1.1 & 3.1.2 below).  

2.4 Concluding Remarks 

The purpose of this chapter has been to define the concepts of globalisation and 

internationalisation, how they differ and criss-cross with each other at HE, the main 

drives behind the wave of internationalising academia, in what language and who 

is more benefited at the expense of whom and in what sense. Such points and 

questions have been tackled from different angles to end with the following points: 

• Globalisation is the political and economic power that, metaphorically 

speaking if not in the real sense, diminishes the sense of borders, limits 

and sometimes privacy.  

 

• Internationalisation is dynamically related to globalisation; i.e. it is a 

response to globalisation. How most of the world universities differently 

compete to include an international dimension within their teaching and 

research programmes in various degrees is an obvious example of the 

interactive relationship between these two concepts. 

 

• For historical reasons, English is mostly the first language of choice for 

internationalising HE knowledge. It is the global ELF for academic mobility. 

In addition to their prestigious academic rank compared to the world 

universities, English speaking countries, especially Anglo-American, have 

benefited from the academic dominance of English to generalise their 

language and academic standards. A point that, for some scholars, 

threatens the sense of local demands and educational needs of other less-

powered universities around the world.  

 

• As pros and cons are common and natural in life, people’s borderless 

mobility has ended with changes in the shape and functions of English in 

accordance with their globally diverse needs regardless of how near or far 

that English is from its ‘Centre’, Anglophone countries. 
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To move to the next chapter, I think it has become important to highlight 

the fact that internationalisation is represented in contexts where people 

of different lingua-cultural backgrounds gather, whether physically or 

virtually, for a particular enterprise with the use of a lingua franca. English 

is now the global lingua franca for such heterogeneous communities. What 

happens to English and how its global use affects its users’ social practices 

in their different living situations remain far to reach. However, following 

Jenkins (2014), Dafouz and Smit (2014), Doiz et al., (2013) and Mauranen 

(2012, 2010), approaching academic communities in international 

universities provides a valid ground for researching ELF issues. Thus, 

questions of globalisation and internationalisation at the tertiary level 

along with the role(s) of English and its complexities in this process are all 

considered relevant to the focus of this study. In other words, this chapter 

establishes the foundation for the following one to address global English 

in relation to teacher cognition and practices in EMI settings.  
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Chapter 3 English as the Global Academic 

Lingua Franca in Relation to Teacher 

Cognition 

Given the status of English non-native speakers as vastly outnumbering its native 

speakers (Crystal 2003; Graddol, 2000), research into the global uses of English, 

the intricate relationships within or between communities of speakers in the world, 

the socio-linguistic and socio-psychological complexities of the global English, and 

pedagogies and practices of English as an international non-/academic language 

has been gaining ground (Sharifian, 2009).  

   As academic communities are the possible arena where ELF-related issues can be 

traced (Jenkins, 2014; Dafouz et al., 2013; Mauranen, 2012), the present chapter 

is designed to shed light on the global role(s) of English at the tertiary level with a 

premier focus on EMI programmes and how this dynamically worked along with 

other historical factors (see 2.2.1) to support its academic position in most, if not 

all, of the world universities. This further extends to highlight the significance of 

adopting an alternative sociolinguistic framework, Wenger’s (2007) “communities 

of practice”, for analysing the relationship between a language of a global status 

like English and its speaking communities of endlessly fluid and blur boundaries 

and heterogeneous in nature. On this basis, how English has departed its 

‘traditional’ destination of singularity, Anglophone varieties, to that of plurality in 

virtue of its academically diverse varieties as part of academics’ teaching-learning 

practices across their different disciplinary studies in EMI sites with reference to 

teacher cognition represents the backbone of debate in this chapter. Finally, the 

chapter concludes with a summary of the main points.    

3.1 English as the Global Academic Lingua Franca: English-

Medium Programmes  

There is no doubt that the existence of a shared language plays a key role in 

advancing education. Having a look back to the role of languages in education and 

universities as international institutions in particular, we see Latin used to be the 

common language for sharing knowledge and thoughts around Europe in the 
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Middle Ages. To be compared to the current academic scene we are now involved 

in, we can see a different vision. A vision that announces the existence of English 

for a broader academic mobility and inclusion. In the present age of globalisation, 

English is the first, if not the only one, language of HE (Brumfit, 2004:166). In 

Mauranen et al.’s (2010:183) words, “English is unquestionably the world language 

of academia […] being predominantly used by non-native speakers”. Although it 

shares some of the criteria with its precedents in the medieval times, but English 

is still different in scale where it is currently being used internationally in and out 

of Kachru’s (1985) ‘Inner Circle’, Anglophone countries, with and without the 

existence of its first speakers for different purposes the main of which is academy 

(Seidlhofer, 2002: 273). On this basis, English has departed the status of being a 

‘foreign’ language, though sometimes the term ‘foreign’ is used to mask its 

significance as an entry requirement for certain university programmes (Coleman, 

2006), to ELFA, the use of English among speakers of different lingua-cultural 

backgrounds including its native speakers for a broad range of academic purposes 

(Jenkins, 2014; cf Siedlhofer, 2001:138). For the authors (Ibid), English is becoming 

more and more internationalised and this makes it more characterised with the 

sense of plurality than being of a single and unified entity. For Seidlhofer 

(2004:212), ELF is considered as a"preferred term" used to indicate the diversified 

uses of English for different practical aims by speakers of "very varied norms and 

scopes of proficiency". In a general sense, what happens then are interactions in 

English, which do not match any recognised norm but those of its speakers, 

regardless of their linguacultural backgrounds, who do not master 'standard' 

grammar, lexis and pronunciation. For the author, this is how ELF indicates the 

development of English by its non-native global uses which fall within the process 

of “internationalisation” and “destandardisation” processes of English. In light of 

the focus of the current study, I see Jenkins’ (2014) ELFA is relevant to use here. 

This stems from the fact that it is broad enough to encompass all academic 

activities represented in annual academic conferences, educational training 

programmes, the language of publication centres, and most importantly in EMI 

university programmes for teaching and learning a wide range of disciplinary 

contents, e.g. English for Chemistry, Biology and the like (Dafouz et al., 2013; Smit 

& Dafouz, 2012; Mauranen, 2012). As in Seidlhofer (2004:230), ELFA corresponds 

to a variety or a group of varieties according to use or a range of uses in accordance 

with domains and its speakers’ linguacultural backgrounds. It functions as a 

“register” of sub-registers in virtue of being an “adaptive means of communication 
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[and] has no native speakers”, a point that will be further explained in relation to 

the findings of the current study (see 7.3).     

   As stated earlier in 2.2, most of the world universities’ announcements of hosting 

English-medium teaching programmes come in accordance with the emergence of 

English as the global lingua franca, which in turn has served to strengthen the 

international position of English (Coleman, 2006). In discussing the role of English 

in EMI university programmes, Saarinen and Nikula (2013:136) state that “[t]he role 

of English is almost self-evident in the context of international degree programmes 

[…]”. As in Graddol (2000:45),  

[o]ne of the most significant educational trends world-wide is the teaching 

of a growing number of courses in universities through the medium of 

English. The need to teach some subjects in English, rather than the 

national language, is well understood: in the sciences, for example, up-to-

date textbooks and research articles are obtainable much more easily in 

one of the world languages and most readily of all in English. 

   What is important to highlight here is that how the current global ELFA in its 

spiral movement has come up from Anglophone countries to the world to come 

back to serve its starting point (a case that I, metaphorically speaking, called a gyre 

movement in 6.1.2.2). English global diffuse has served English speaking countries 

to be the centre of attraction for academic staff and students from different parts 

of the world to teach, learn, train and research with the world language (Jenkins, 

2014; Wilkinson, 2013).  

   With his focus on critical issues associated with the worldwide EMI programmes, 

Wilkinson (2013:11-7) states that “domain loss” resulted from the potentially rare 

use of the recruited people’s L1 in the non/institutional sites could have a negative 

impact on their own creativity and social status. Questions related to the kind of 

the content chosen and how to be delivered in such EMI programmes has also 

become of considerable importance whether it is nationally or internationally 

decided especially in humanities and social programmes. There is also a need to 

think of what makes EMI programmes of good quality. This is to say that the 

management staff members need to think of their recruitment and educational 

policies and improving their learning and teaching environment to achieve that 

kind of policies. In light of this, EMI programmes impose a new kind of reality where 

close attention has to be paid to the teaching staff’s disciplinary competence, 
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language competence, and methodological competence, an issue which is 

important for the current study. This is partly to respond to the sense of diversity 

in terms of students’ lingua-cultural differences and partly to meet students’ 

expectations represented in learning both the content of the programmes and 

having their English proficiency developed (see 3.2.1.2 below). 

   Some scholars have taken the rise of EMI programmes to a further direction to 

be linked to the structure, definition and analysis of communities. For Dafouz and 

Smit (2014:4), most of the world universities now become "prime sites for 

superdiversity in terms of the increasing mobility of staff and students, and their 

varying constellations of individual and group-specific linguistic repertoires”. With 

her focus on the interplay between language, English, and its academic 

communities, Mauranen (2012: 18) argues that “potentially enormous, even 

amorphous” academic community gives the rise to the use of ELF for sharing a 

particular enterprise in a particular context. Similar to the academic scenario where 

the current study is done, those who are involved in international academy 

construct their own different academic communities with the use of ELFA, a point 

that shows the interrelationship between language and its speaking communities. 

In view of this, understanding the nature of ELFA in such heterogeneous, 

interconnected and in flux academic communities has become in need of a broader 

sociolinguistic analytic framework that captures the impact of global trends on 

speakers’ local language practices; i.e. how speakers’ use of English as a global 

language is adopted and adapted to their own local cultures (Dafouz & Smit, 2014; 

Mauranen, 2012; Dewey, 2006). This suggests that traditional geopolitical 

structures have become no longer valid for considering the role of a language in 

societies, there should be an alternative. For this end, Robertson’s (1995) 

“glocalisation” that takes on board the intersection between global trends and local 

adaptation is important for addressing ELFness and its potential intricacies in 

international universities. One of the possible ways to do this in applied linguistics 

is by replacing “speech communities”, which is often built on geopolitical 

boundaries, with the notion of “communities of practice” (Wenger, 2007). Such a 

postmodern sociolinguistic approach is significant for considering “our globalized 

age as regards the fluidity, complexity, and multi-functionality of English and other 

languages that academics, students, and administrators draw on for their 

institutionalized practices” (Dafouz & Smit, 2014:4). As in Clifford (1997), learning 

about a particular culture does not only lie in studying how a community negotiates 
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and establishes its local and global social ties, but further extends in considering 

its internal workings.  

3.1.1 Communities of Practice 

As a concept, communities of practice is originally developed by Lave and Wenger 

(1991). Wenger (2007) associates and characterises the concepts of community and 

practice in a way that does not depend heavily on both culture and social structure. 

For him, the practice is not represented in an abstract sense; i.e. the coherence of 

any community cannot be established by a pre-existing structure, but rather by 

“mutual engagement” in a “joint enterprise”. Practice includes what is explicit and 

implicit, stated and unstated thoughts and rules. This can be represented in 

language, symbols, images, documents and further extends to involve participants’ 

unexpressed beliefs, values and experiences. Achieving membership in a particular 

community of practice is a question of practical involvement within a shared 

framework of clearly established rules and objectives. Participants in a community 

of practice depend on each other for accomplishing their own aims and making 

their environment pleasant. They scaffold each other, exchange ideas to make 

sense of their own shared world. Practice is thus a process through which members 

of a community meaningfully experience and engage with the world and use their 

own words to describe their own world (Gee, 2008).     

   In light of that, community in Wenger’s (2007) framework is defined on the basis 

of mutual engagement and that heterogeneity rather than homogeneity is the pillar 

for the establishment of a community of practice. The development of mutual 

relationships is considered the most important basis for the definition of a 

community. Thus, community as a concept is not an abstract entity but a real one 

in the world. This is where Wenger's construct of a community is relevant to the 

current state of ELF communities. Communities that are remarkably characterised 

with the sense of super diversity and messiness (Jenkins, 2014). Wenger (2007) 

points out that conflict and tension are features of mutual engagement. Mutual 

engagement does not mean homogeneity and that a joint enterprise does not 

guarantee agreement. It includes what the participants in a community of practice 

know and do not know, what they do and do not do to be meaningfully connected 

to others of the same community of practice. This is part of the participants’ 

competences and how they work to complement and overlap with each other. It 

does not mean everyone’s agreement on everything, but that agreement is 
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negotiated and reified with a kind of evidence. This point is important for being 

relevant to pedagogical practices and linguistic norms in EMI universities, as it will 

be explained later in the present chapter.  

   Wenger’s (2007) concept of communities of practice is therefore a dynamic 

perspective of practices where interaction is a prerequisite for defining what a 

community is. Communities of practice are not separate of the world; their 

practices are not just internal but work with those of the rest of the world. Following 

Dafouz and Smit (2014), Mauranen (2012, 2010) and Dewey (2006), communities 

of practice as a concept is very relevant to this study in virtue of investigating 

ELFness and its complexities in an international university setting. It helps to collect 

and describe data on the basis of a community that shares similar notions and joint 

enterprise, not on the basis of a speech community that is conventional in the case 

of language corpora. It helps to uncover English varieties practiced across different 

academic disciplines within the same international university site (see Chapter 4). 

   For Mauranen (2012), the concept of communities of practice shares some 

features with that of discourse communities, studying the relationship between a 

text and its social environment (see Hyland, 2009; Swales, 1990). With her focus 

on the use of ELF in academic disciplines, Mauranen (2012) states that both of 

communities of practice and discourse communities can be used to refer to the 

nature of ELF in universities where members involved in academic contexts co-

construct their own meanings and norms as part of their shared practices, a point 

which is of high relevance to the focus of the current study. In this sense, language 

can be used as an indicative factor to express their 'whos' and 'dos' (Gee, 2008). 

Mauranen (2012:21-4) further adds saying that these two concepts can converge 

in describing complex social formations like universities and their departments. 

Both can be manipulated for understanding how academic communities function 

in their shared activities. This can be represented in discipline-driven studies and 

research groups, which can be locally or more internationally based.  

3.1.2 Academic Englishes  

One of the pressing questions that grappled with the rise of English in academy is 

what kind of English variety should be taught, learnt and mastered to achieve 

mutual understanding in a particular context. To answer such question, it is 

possible to say that understanding the nature of English as academic language lies 
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in capturing its current diverse uses in academy. For Halliday (1985), language 

differs in accordance with the context of situation where a linguistic analysis of any 

produced text helps to make guesses about the situation in which that text is 

produced. Social situations are however part of broader culture and that culture is 

expressed in and through particular contexts of situations. This is where discourse 

comes to explain the interplay between the local context of situation and the 

overarching institutional context of culture (Fairclough, 1992). It is in discourse 

that social power and authority in communities are established and maintained and 

how social practices in education for instance regulate conventions of language use 

and value what to know and for what purpose is a case in point (Hyland, 2009). 

   Language therefore makes no sense out of its context. It does not work in 

vacuum, but rather its primary function is to say who we are and what we are doing 

in a particular point of time and place. To put it in Gee’s (2008:3) words, “[a] good 

deal of what we do with language, throughout history, is to create and act out 

different types of people for all sorts of occasions and places”. The author (Ibid: 4) 

goes on to argue that there are different “social languages”; i.e. different styles of 

language for various purposes and occasions, intricately represented in diversely 

overlapped discourses. In light of this what matters to make sense of language 

does not only lie in knowing the formal side of the language, mostly represented 

in grammar, but also how to appropriately use the language in accordance with the 

context the speaker is involved in. As in Cutting (2002:3), this stems from the fact 

that language varies with the configuration of “the situational context” (people's 

knowledge about what surrounds them), “the background knowledge context” 

(people's knowledge about the world, aspects of life and each other) and “the co-

textual context” (people's knowledge about what they say). Such factors are 

important for understanding how meaning is constructed and re-constructed in a 

particular community (Hyland, 2009).  

   In a globalised academic community where English is mostly the language of 

choice to transform knowledge in IHEIs (Doiz et al., 2013), making sense is 

becoming a more complicated question. As communities of practice (Wenger, 

2007), members involved in such contexts need to situate their English to their 

own academically local ends. As “scholarly discourse is not a single uniform and 

monolithic entity” (Hyland & Bondi, 2006:7), meaningful participation in academic 

communities lies in members’ ability to construct a discourse through which they 

create meaningful states about the world in styles that reflect their identities as 
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members of Chemistry, Mathematics and the like. For Nesi and Gardner (2012), 

this does not only require academic members to know English, but also disciplinary 

concepts and how to be contextualised in their own texts. They need to have a 

repertoire that encompasses both the participative and reificative aspects of their 

own disciplinary culture. A repertoire that involves knowledge about routines, 

words, tools, strategies of doing things, symbols, actions that are regularly 

produced to be part of the academic disciplinary practice and its existence (Wenger, 

2007:83). In Gee’s (2008:151) words, “[i]n socially situated language use one must 

simultaneously say the “right” thing, do the “right” thing, and in such saying and 

doing also express the “right” beliefs, values, and attitudes”. For Mauranen et al. 

(2010), this is how ELF works in academic communities as a means for “secondary 

socialisation”, a case that requires all members, regardless of their lingua-cultural 

backgrounds, to master “genres”, distinctive and recognizable patterns and norms 

of structuring a text for certain communicative functions, and “registers”, specific 

lexical and grammatical choices (Richards & Schmidt, 2010: 245-493).  

   Such a “genre-based approach” has helped to move from traditional 

conceptualisation of a ‘common core English’, that language features are shared 

and applicable to almost all varieties, to “academic Englishes” (Hyland & Bondi, 

2006: 7). English in its plural sense indicates the fact that there is no single English 

variety used in IHEIs, but different ones represented in different practices relevant 

and appropriate to particular times, places, participants and purposes. What is 

more is that these varieties are not something that we pick up and put down, but 

rather they are linked into our academic actions, social relations and academic 

community membership (Hyland, 2009). As in Gee (2008:82), “what is at issue in 

the use of language is different ways of knowing, different ways of making sense 

of the world of human experience, i.e. different social epistemologies”. This 

resonates the fact that making sense is not a static entity that is located somewhere 

in the speakers’ minds or in dictionaries and philosophical studies; rather it is 

negotiated and renegotiated among individuals sharing the same enterprise 

whenever they are mutually engaged in a particular place. This is how language 

plays an important role in singling people out into different communities of 

practice (Wenger, 2007; Lave & Wenger, 1991). For Smith (1992:75) this entails the 

fact that "it is unnecessary for every user of English to be intelligible to every other 

user of English", but it is important to be so to those with whom they form a speech 

community. Based on this, making sense is a social process that rests on 
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“intelligible production and felicitous interpretation” of the language used in a 

particular context (Nelson, 1995:274). This comes to show the impact of the 

context of use where there are undoubtedly numerous implicit and explicit 

personal and social factors that affect interlocutors’ comprehensibility, which is 

where all, whether native or not, need to accommodate their use of language 

(Jenkins, 2011:929; 2005:541).  

   Thus, participating in international academic communities needs all speakers 

regardless of their lingua-cultural backgrounds to adapt their global ELFA into their 

own different local ends. English needs not to be minimised to evaluative and 

abstract ‘monolithic’ entities like ‘Standard English’ or ‘Native English Variety’ to 

imply the sense of ‘English quality’ for a particular end (see 2.3.1). Native speakers 

are no longer expected to be ‘norm providers’ for our modern internationally 

diverse academic communities (Jenkins, 2014-5-10). As in Widdowson (1997: 386), 

“a standard English, like other varieties of language, develops endo-normatively, by 

a continuing process of self-regulation, as appropriate to different conditions of 

use. It is not fixed by exo-normative fiat from outside: not fixed, therefore, by 

native speakers”. This in turn leads to internationally diversified academic 

discourses along with delocalising Anglo-American standard (Coleman, 2006). 

What this entails is that academic English in its all varieties is the property of no 

nation but of those who construct and reconstruct to negotiate their own academic 

culture in their different disciplines (see Mauranen et al., 2010:184). In line with 

this, Coleman (2006:11) states that  

[t]here is already evidence that students in English-speaking countries […] 

socialize more with other foreign students than with native speakers, and 

can better understand other non-native speakers than local students. 

Academics too who travel, or who deal with students of English, adopt 

different varieties in their professional and private lives. As ELF diverges 

further from standard varieties in the UK, the US, Ireland or Australia, these 

countries too could become diglossic, and native speaker English become 

a sociolinguistically marked variety, no longer automatically acceptable in 

international contexts. 
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3.2 Teacher Cognition and ELF Awareness  

With the emergence of multilingual programmes and courses and how English is 

mostly being manipulated as the medium of instruction in most of the universities 

in different countries (Jenkins, 2014; Doiz et al., 2013; Björkman, 2010), standards 

for learning and teaching in the modern world become higher than before in 

accordance with people’s demands for greater knowledge (Darling-Hammond, 

2006). What ‘standards’ means here is ‘quality’ of what is being taught, learnt or 

decided to be taught or learnt in academic sites. It hence refers to ‘quality of 

content’ in terms of its relevance to learners’ contextual targets. Having an 

important role in communicating content to students from different lingua-cultural 

backgrounds, university teachers involved in such settings are increasingly 

required to become aware of the complications associated with the use of EMI and 

to what extent it supports learners in such settings to achieve their own disciplinary 

demands (see Björkman, 2010). This includes gaining better understanding of how 

people learn and how to respond to students’ needs flexibly (Darling-Hammond, 

2006). According to Borg (2003), understanding the complexities of a particular 

teaching context lies in understanding teacher cognition and classroom practices. 

Thus, the following sections are to define and discuss teacher cognition in relation 

to ELFA. Before proceeding, what I need to highlight here is that research on 

cognition is general regardless of being content or language teacher. As it is 

explained below, this is due to the fact that “cognition” is an abstract concept that 

is linked to people’s mental components, beliefs, knowledge, attitudes, 

experiences and how all these impinge upon people’s actions in a context.  

3.2.1 The Notion of Teacher Cognition  

With his focus on teacher cognition in language teaching contexts, Borg (2003) 

defines teacher cognition as what teachers think, know, and believe. It refers to 

how these mental constructs affect what teachers do in their classrooms. This 

means that teacher cognition indicates the abstract, cognitive, dimensions of the 

teaching process, that is, teachers’ knowledge, belief, and thinking. Recognising 

the use of considerable conceptual ambiguity in teacher cognition research, Borg’s 

(Ibid) use of teacher cognition for defining teachers’ mental components is 

considered as an open and inclusive definition. In Feryok’s (2010:272) words, it is 

an enveloping conceptualisation where it diminishes the problematic distinction 
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between teachers' mental constituents like belief, knowledge, conceptions, 

attitudes and intuitions (Allen, 2013:135). Several characteristics have recently 

been attached to the notion of teacher cognitions. They are sometimes recognised 

as complex where involving various subjects, e.g. dynamic as changing from time 

to time under different impacts, and systematic for forming a unitary and cohesive 

personal and practical theories (Feryok, 2010).  

   To clarify, Borg (2006) has visually represented teacher cognition and how it 

affects or is affected by other factors in the following model.  

 

Figure 1: Teacher cognition, schooling, professional education, and 

classroom practice (Borg, 2006) 

   Borg's model shows how language teacher cognition is influenced by schooling, 

professional coursework, contextual factors, and classroom practice. Within the 

frame of schooling, teachers’ prior long time of school experience, teachers’ early 

cognition, plays a role in their classroom practice and their understanding of the 

initial training. As in Korthagen (2004), there is an influential relationship between 

what teachers learn, whether in their school or professional education, and their 

classroom practice. This means that teachers' prior experiences as learners 

influence teachers' cognition throughout their career. Professional coursework 

could affect, modify or develop what teachers already have as cognitions. The same 

could happen due to contextual factors that in turn might lead to a gap between 

teachers’ cognitions and what they really practice in the classroom. As a result, 

teachers have cognitions about all their work issues. This suggests that what 

teachers believe and know about the teaching-learning process and other related 

issues could be reflected in what they do in the classroom context. Borg’s model 
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thus explains how teacher cognition plays a significant role in the teachers’ 

professional lives.  

   Similar to Borg (2006), Woods (1996:184) uses the term “BAK”, beliefs, 

assumptions and knowledge, to describe his concept and to show its significance 

in the process of language teachers’ decision-making in the classroom. For Woods, 

how teachers interpret teaching related events, whether in the preparation for the 

teaching or in the classroom, is significantly affected by their beliefs, assumptions 

and knowledge. The effect of these factors could extend from teachers’ daily 

classroom practice to their whole career.  

   Though it is difficult to draw a line between teacher cognition entities (beliefs, 

assumption, and knowledge) or show how teacher cognition might be affected or 

changed due to internal, mental, and contextual impacts (Woods, 1996), 

Korthagen’s (2004) onion model, as in Figure 2 below, represents the intricate up-

down processes of such influences in the context of mathematics as a content unit.   

 

Figure 2: The Onion: a model of levels of change 

(Korthagen, 2004:80) 

 

   To illustrate, the “onion model” shows various levels that could affect what 

teachers do. As external layers of the model, environment and behaviour are 

obvious for others to recognise as in the case of student teachers who pay more 

attention to issues related to their classroom problems and how to be faced. The 
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involvement of the class, the students, and the school in Korthagen’s (2004) onion 

model has participated in showing or framing teachers’ essential qualities. It 

emphasizes the mutual impact of the classroom environment and teachers’ 

behaviour, a point that Borg (2003) discusses under “schooling” and “contextual 

factors” in his teacher cognition model shown above. 

   Similar to Borg (2003), the next level in Korthagen’s (2004) onion model that is 

of an influential role to the preceding one, behaviour is competencies. This refers 

to teachers’ knowledge, skills and attitudes. What should be noted here is that 

competencies level does not represent the behaviour itself but the basis for that 

behaviour. Whether teachers’ competence is to be put into practice or not is a 

question which mainly depends on the circumstances. It is an issue which is related 

to the following level in the onion model, beliefs. As in 3.2.1.1, what teachers do 

in the classroom could be interpreted in view of what they think or believe. 

Teacher’s belief about education and teaching as a profession has been 

increasingly developed to include the idea of being a teacher. In other words, it has 

become related to teachers’ identity as represented in the fifth layer of the model. 

Identity, as a “self-concept” (Korthagen, 2004:82-3), here indicates the question of 

“who” and “what” the teacher is, the meanings given by others or teachers attach 

to themselves. It is the structure and content of the self. Finally, the model shows 

how other questions like teachers’ aim(s) of what they do, and teachers’ awareness 

of the meaning of their existence in the context of teaching with others as a social 

group are related to “mission”, the innermost transpersonal level (Ibid:85). In Borg’s 

(2003) model, this is where “professional course work” and “classroom practice” 

come to explain the ‘who(s)’ and ‘do(s)’ of a teacher within the course of classroom 

events.  

   With that in mind, Korthagen’s (2004) onion, multi-layered, model advocates a 

more personal perspective to teacher development. It shows the significance of 

learning to know oneself as a requirement to be a teacher, and how teachers think 

about themselves along with the substantial transformations they live in 

throughout their process of becoming. With its emphasis on teacher professional 

identity and how it affects and is affected by other surrounding factors (Elizabeth 

et al., 2008), this model goes hand in hand with the humanistic-based teacher 

education (HBTE) approach, which mainly aims at promoting teachers’ reflection on 

identity related questions like, “who am I?”, “what kind of a teacher do I want to 

be?”, and “how do I see my role as a teacher?” (Meijer et al., 2009: 298). In tandem 

39 

 



Chapter 3 

with this, Elizabeth et al. (2008) state that Korthagen’s (2004) onion model 

represents a shift to the competency-based teacher education (CBTE) which 

emphasizes the formulation of concrete and observable standards, technical 

competence, of good teaching as a basis for teacher training programmes. As a 

standardized formulation of competencies in teacher education of which the 

evidence-based practice is central (Hammersley, 2007:66), lists of trainable skills 

and the relationship between teachers’ behaviour and learners’ outcome advocated 

by CBTE-based studies should be reconsidered in light of Korthagen’s (2004) 

model. This is simply due to its emphasis on the teacher’s personal dimensions in 

the process of teacher development.  

   For Meijer et al. (2009), teachers’ development is built on “core reflection”; i.e. 

reflection that extends to the innermost levels of the onion model; identity and 

mission as the core of one’s personality (Korthagen & Vasalos, 2005:53). The key 

point of this approach is that “professional behaviour becomes more effective and 

also more fulfilling if connected with the deeper layers within a person” (Meijer et 

al., 2009: 299). In other words, connecting the personal and professional aspects 

of teaching helps to find out an adequately unique response to the situational 

demands. With the positive psychology approach in mind, Meijer et al. (2009:299) 

argue that this connection brings out what is positive in people, “core qualities”, as 

developing the personal strengths is central to this approach. To put it differently, 

people can effectively invest their personal qualities to act in the world. Acting upon 

the best of the personal qualities achieves the state of being totally in the here and 

now, integrating the outer, situational, demands with the inner capacities. Such a 

state is called “flow” (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990; in Meijer et al., 2009:299). As an 

example, a teacher asks questions, builds on answers, eliciting questions from the 

learner, such classroom interaction has a significant influence if the teacher’s 

behaviour is charged with core qualities like, care, enthusiasm, curiosity, and goal-

directedness (Ibid). 

   Focusing on strengths promotes positive feelings and significantly changes 

people’s cognitive capacities in certain situations. This has an important role in 

broadening the thought-action repertoire, as an inclusive term to action tendencies 

that suggests that the cognition change precedes the physical one as a result of 

the positive emotions (Fredrickson, 1998:303), of people in line with the increase 

in the use of personal resources and innovation. Such a state cannot be achieved 

with the focus on the personal deficiencies which is associated with negative 
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feelings, which in turn narrows one’s thought-action repertoire in the here and now 

as quick action is required. Thus, Meijer et al.’s (2009) “core reflection” approach 

does not merely aim at integrating the self and its positive aspects into the teaching 

process, but as a whole matching with the situational demands as well. The 

behaviour is considered as an influential response to the demands of the context 

and personal satisfaction. In other words, teachers’ behaviour is seen as a 

harmonious connection between Korthagen’s (2004) inner layers, identity and 

mission, and the environment as an outer layer. This suggests that teachers’ full 

awareness of the here and now involves both the teacher’s self and the environment 

(Meijer et al., 2009; Senge et al., 2004).   

   Before proceeding further, what I need to highlight here is that a teacher 

cognition framework (Borg, 2006 and Korthagen, 2004) paves the way for the 

researcher to explore the intricate relationship(s) between teacher beliefs (language 

and content teacher in the context of the current study) and their teaching practices 

in their diverse academic disciplines within the same university site. As explained 

in 4.2.3.1.1 below 4.2.3.1.2 below, a teacher cognition framework helps to know 

how teachers conceptualise EMI, what might be the reason(s) behind their 

expressed beliefs and in what way(s) their expressed beliefs impact on their own 

observed classroom practices. With this in mind, the following sections are devoted 

to discussing the components of teacher cognition (beliefs, knowledge and prior 

experiences) and how such abstract entities participate in shaping and reshaping 

each other in relation to classroom practice. This stems from the point that teacher 

cognition components do not work and develop in vacuum but rather affect and 

are intricately affected by the teaching environment the teacher finds him/herself 

involved in, a point that the findings of this study confirms (see 7.4 below).   

3.2.1.1 Teacher Beliefs and Classroom Practice 

For any research attempt to investigate the role of teacher belief in the teaching 

process, it is important to post a distinction between belief and knowledge in terms 

of the truth of the proposition (Borg, 2011). According to Borg (Ibid), beliefs refer 

to teachers’ conscious or unconscious evaluative propositions which are accepted 

as true regardless of recognising others’ alternative ones concerning the same 

issue, which reflects the main difference between belief and knowledge. Beliefs are 

considered the guide for people’s thinking and actions. The impact of beliefs on 

the teaching-learning processes has internationally been focused on due to the 
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cognitive shift in psychology since 1980 (Basturkmen, 2012). This is partly because 

of the increasing consensus that understanding teachers’ cognition paves the way 

to understanding teaching process (Borg, 2003), and partly because of the growing 

recognition of the significance of the teacher role in manipulating novel approaches 

(Bullock, 2010).  

   As an apprenticeship of observation and familiarity, classroom actions are 

intricately determined by what teachers believe regarding teaching related issues 

in the sense that teachers have spent some years of their lives as students during 

which certain kind of beliefs towards teaching could be developed. These beliefs 

could be drastically different from those given in the teacher education 

programmes (Korthagen, 2004). As Borg notes, “[b]eneath the behaviour there are 

beliefs and knowledge and related constructs which influence what teachers do” 

(interviewed by Birello, 2012:88; Borg, 2003:91). As unobservable personal 

practical system of their mental structures, teachers’ beliefs impinge upon 

classroom interaction, curriculum design, learning content, decisions and actions 

(Allen, 2013; Borg, 2011). The authors further add saying that teachers’ beliefs 

could likewise be influenced by their classroom practices on students’ learning 

process. This shows the importance of focussing on what teachers believe and 

know to understand what they practice in their classroom. Alexander (2012: 99) 

therefore argues that “[m]aking teachers aware of their beliefs is the first step in 

helping them to change”. 

   For Basturkmen (2012), having teachers aware of their beliefs does not always 

guarantee changing their practice. This simply lies in the fact that the relationship 

between teachers’ beliefs and practices is a complex one. That is, the influence of 

teachers’ cognitions on their practices do not always ultimately reflect teachers’ 

stated beliefs, personal theories, and pedagogical principles. Teachers’ stated 

beliefs are, according to Pajares (1992: 326), not always a “very reliable guide to 

reality”. In tandem with this, Allen (2013:134) further states that “[t]he 

correspondence between beliefs and practices […] is not always seamlessly aligned. 

Perceived or real constraints, conflicting beliefs, and student needs, along with 

other variables in the classroom, can prompt teachers to implement instruction 

that is not entirely compatible with their beliefs”. Such an intricate relationship 

between teachers’ beliefs and classroom practice could be attributed to teacher 

cognition as a dynamic system.    
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   Part of the dynamism of teacher cognition, beliefs are divided into two kinds 

though difficult to distinguish in certain circumstances. For Li (2011), beliefs are 

either “stated” or “enacted” and the relationship between the two are hard to decide 

for its complexity and dependence on other factors linked to local contexts. Kalaja 

and Barcelos (2011) further adopt another classification for teacher beliefs. They 

define those which are established through practical classroom as “core beliefs” 

and those newly acquired as a result of the training programmes as “peripheral 

beliefs”, i.e. ideal ones which could be implemented or practiced in the real 

classroom context. Interviewed by Birello (2012:90), Borg states: 

[t]he basic distinction between core and peripheral is in simple terms one 

of strength. Our core beliefs are the ones that are more stable and powerful 

in what we do. Our peripheral beliefs are, in contrast, perhaps less stable, 

perhaps issues that we are less committed to and which we might 

compromise on when tensions arises between a peripheral belief and a core 

belief.  

   The sense of inconsistency between the two types of beliefs could be the 

cause for teachers’ tensions in certain teaching situations. This sometimes 

leads to a sort of contrast between what is stated and practiced in the 

classroom (Borg, 2006). Nevertheless, such a gap between teachers’ stated 

beliefs and their actual practice is something normal to find and expect as it is 

hard to explain what teachers do in terms of verifying a single belief. Teachers 

are not always having one unified set of beliefs. This means that further 

analysis of what teachers inconsistently do could be affected by another more 

powerful belief which affects classroom practice (Borg in Birello, 2012:91-2). In 

view of this, mismatches between teachers’ cognition and practice should not 

always be considered the focus of criticism, but a chance for deeper exploration 

of teachers’ cognition, their teaching practice and the context they are in (Borg, 

2011). To put it differently, such inconsistency between teachers’ beliefs and 

practices should be expected due to the complex classroom factors like, 

classroom management and routine, the required assistance demanded by low 

or high aptitude learners, and textbooks, the effectiveness of the teachers’ 

instructional decisions (Bullock, 2010:116).  

   Linked to this, Kalaja and Barcelos (2011:285) state that “[beliefs] are context-

dependent, in a number of cases variable even within one and the same context 
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or over time and at the same time constant-complex, discursively constructed 

through negotiation, dynamic and contradictory”. As Borg (2011) notes, the 

significance of a context could be shown in the mismatch between teachers’ 

stated beliefs and what they do in the classroom where there are certain social, 

psychological and environmental conditions represented in the school and 

classroom. Such contextual constrains could include principals’ requirements, 

the school, society, curriculum mandates, classroom and school layout, school 

policies, colleagues, standardised tests and the availability of resources. It is 

therefore evident that these factors may confine the teacher in adopting 

practices in accordance with his/er beliefs. Thus, identifying teachers’ tensions 

of the belief system and the impact of a particular context on teachers’ practice 

should not be the end for understanding teacher cognition, rather there should 

be an attempt to assist teachers to be aware of the subsets of their beliefs and 

know the nature of the contextual impact as part of their practice (Borg, 2011; 

Phipps & Borg, 2009).   

   For Bullock (2010), the question of teachers’ belief and how this impacts on 

their teaching practice in a particular context has been further discussed to be 

linked with attitudes, evaluative reaction to something. With reference to 

Ajzen’s (1991 in Bullock, ibid) theory of planned behaviour, Bullock argues that 

there is a systematic relationship between attitudes, subjective norms and 

perceived behavioural control to direct teachers’ intensions. To put this kind 

of relationship in the context of the present study, we can say that when the 

teacher believes that content adjustment to meet learners’ diverse needs in EMI 

contexts requires more effort to manage but at the same time strongly believes 

it is fruitful for them, this will most likely lead to favourable or positive 

attitudes. Teachers’ attitude in this case is determined by their behavioural 

belief. 

   Subjective norms are also investigated in Bullock’s (2010) study as another 

determinant for teachers’ intensions. Subjective norms express the shared or 

mutual impact of the social views, how social members affect each other in certain 

situations. In other words, what a person believes essential others will similarly 

think or vice versa. Subjective norms as a concept here represents a social cycling 

process of effects where individuals’ behavioural intensions are determined in 

accordance with the self and other’s views. As an example, the significance of 

following English ‘native-norms’ as an ensign to which teaching has to be directed 
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in most of the EFL settings, a point which is critically discussed in Jenkins (2014, 

2009), could represent the impact of the subjective norms on what teacher believe 

in and practice. In other words, “normative beliefs” sometimes confines teachers 

from modifying their teaching practice to serve further ends.  

   With reference to the perceived behavioural control, Bullock (2010) further shows 

how teachers’ behavioural intensions towards what they practice in the classroom 

are affected by other contextual factors. The perceived behavioural control is either 

internal, the required skills and abilities, or external like, the material, equipment, 

time, and the institutional assistance. This implicitly refers to the perceptions 

underlined by beliefs about prior experience and the expected difficulties. These 

perceptions might be accurate or inaccurate. To link Bullock’s (2010) argument to 

the context of the current study, the perceived behavioural control could be shown 

in knowing the extent of control the teacher believes s/he has in deciding what 

English variety to teach for example in international contexts, to what extent s/he 

is able to adjust the decided curriculum and on what basis to assess her/is learners 

in EMI teaching environments. Such teaching issues have become important to 

reconsider due to implementing English as a medium of instruction (EMI) (Jenkins, 

2014, Wilkinson, 2013; Doiz et al., 2013). This could be a challenging situation for 

teachers in terms of the possible intervening contextual factors that might facilitate 

or impede what teachers do for their learners. In this case, teachers might find 

themselves in a position to change or moderate their classroom practice. The 

process in which teachers adjust their system, cognition, in accordance with 

environmental changes is called “co-adaptation” (Larsen-Freeman & Cameron, 

2008:33).  

   Thus, any attempt to have a shift from Anglo-American standard towards ELF 

teaching practice in international contexts (Jenkins, 2014; Dewey, 2012; Seidlhofer, 

2011) to avoid having a ‘diglossic’ world (Coleman, 2006:10) is inevitably linked to 

teacher beliefs (Borg, 2011) and (Borg, 2003). This can be clearly explained in 

Hüttner et al.’s (2013:268) words, “[…] the beliefs held by stakeholders in 

education are able to shed more light onto this situation of diverse acceptance of 

pedagogic innovations […]”.  

   With reference to Spolsky’s (2009, 2004 in Hüttner et al., 2013) tri-dimensional 

language policy and planning (LP) model where language choices are set by its 

users on the basis of language practices, language management and language 
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beliefs, Hüttner et al. (Ibid: 269) continue to argue that researching LP-related 

issues requires a considerable care to the intricate interrelatedness of three 

elements: “what is done, what should be done and what is believed to be done”. 

Taking such components and their complex interaction into account paves the way 

to understand content and language teachers’ perceived behavioural control in 

terms of their internal control factors, skills and ability, and external ones 

represented in the institutional support and training to change their classroom 

practice in international settings (Bullock, 2010). This is due to the view that the 

intricate nature and the continuing change of classrooms cannot be explained by 

linear, definite descriptions of procedures and relationships. There are certain 

physical, cognitive, and social factors that effectively play a role in the classroom. 

How these influential factors interact is a crucial point for understanding and 

describing teachers’ classroom actions. As in Burns and Knox (2011:12-3), a 

classroom cannot be considered as a “machine” to have all these elements 

processed, rather as an “organism” in which emerging behavioural patterns appear 

out of the dynamism of these elements during time. This means that “classroom is 

[…] neither as a space nor an activity, but […] a convergence of a number of crucial 

elements which combine in multiple, dynamic, context-specific relationships” (Ibid: 

19). It is “a nested system” which has no start and end indications. Classrooms are 

dynamic contexts in which temporal, social, cognitive, and cultural impacts 

unpredictably interact. In any complex adaptive system as in the case of the 

classroom, unexpected factors might bring unpredictable results. When classrooms 

and learners are in a changing state, linear or cause and effect descriptions do not 

comprehensively work.   

   To put earlier views about teacher belief in the context of this study, it is possible 

to say that EAP/EAS teachers have to consider the relations between various 

elements in their instructional contexts for classroom change in what and how to 

teach their content (Wilkinson, 2013). In such teaching environments, there is an 

educational need to work on “[…] a range of classroom variables in order to change 

the relations and move the classroom productively out of a comfortable state of 

equilibrium […] a need to understand and study classrooms in a way that 

recognises and accounts for their complexity, rather than one that reduces it” 

(Burns & Knox, 2011:20).  

   To avoid giving a passing reference to the critical issues associated with the 

international role(s) the English language has in EMI settings, EAP/EAS teachers 
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need no longer to believe that ‘Standard English’, ‘Native-English’ or whatever else 

associated with ‘good English’ or ‘better English’ to be the aim for students to learn 

in their international communication. As in Jenkins (2011), ELF speakers do not 

attempt to approximate the native-like competence as their English falls within the 

scope of the global multi-functionality of English. The author continues to point 

out that what characterises ELF is “fluidity” and “flexibility” to respond to contextual 

factors, which requires all speakers of English to accommodate their speech. It is 

therefore possible to expect different English varieties each of which has its own 

unique features though sharing “core” ones (Crystal, 2003), a case which is quite 

similar to the English varieties used in EMI programmes. Similar to Dafouz and Smit 

(2014), Jenkins (2014:5) further argues to say that ‘homogenization’ of the English 

language in terms of being closely attached to its native-norms, that is, “when in 

Rome, do as the Romans do”, is no longer applicable especially in international 

university sites. This helps to avoid the “assumption that the spread of English 

around the world is–and should be–the spread of native English” (Ibid: 51).  

   Addressing teacher belief about English varieties in EMI contexts helps to know 

the difficulties of practice they face, which in turn enables them to continually learn 

from practice and for practice (Darling-Hammond, 2006; Tsui, 2003). According to 

Andrew (2001), teachers’ language awareness, "the ability to consciously reflect 

about the structure and functions of language, about what it can and what it cannot 

do, as opposed to competence in using a language as an instrument for 

communication” (Seidlhofer, 2002:291), influences their instructional practices. 

There should be a move toward ELF particularly in EAP/EAS courses where 

international students should be prepared to gain the university admission to their 

major programmes (Jenkins, 2014: 54-5). In their content units, students are 

required to adapt their general English knowledge into their own their disciplinary 

restricted ends (Basturkmen, 2006), which is part of their “critical literacy” (Hyland, 

2009).  

   Linked to the intricate relationship between teachers’ beliefs about their skills 

and abilities as internal driving factors in their teaching practice, it is important to 

know “how much they [teachers] believe they know” of what they teach and what is 

really required on the part of their students in their academic studies and how to 

be methodologically approached (see Borg in Birello, 2012:93). Thus, the following 

section discusses teacher knowledge, its constituents and its interactive 

relationship with the classroom practice.  
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3.2.1.2 Teacher Knowledge and Classroom Practice 

With the view that English is mostly the main medium of instruction or “the global 

academic lingua franca” in most of the world universities (Jenkins, 2014:40; Doiz 

et al., 2013:84), difficulties with the use of English are expected in international 

programmes of which lingua-cultural “heterogeneity” is the key feature. What this 

suggests is that there should be a considerable attempt to avoid giving an implicit 

or marginal reference to linguistic issues associated with the implementation of 

international programmes to assure quality in terms of the content of what is 

taught and how to be taught in EMI settings.  

   In such teaching contexts, teachers are expected to have “reasonably good” 

linguistic, content, and pedagogic competences to respond to students’ 

expectations of learning content and language is inevitably part and parcel of it 

(Wilkinson, 2013:16-7; Saarinen & Nikula, 2013:132-140). Being able, or enabled, 

to figure out what to do when a particular text or technique does not work 

effectively with all learners in a particular context, how individuals learn and how 

some of them learn differently is the corner stone for constructing teacher 

professionalism to respond to the complexity of a teaching context like EMI’s. This 

rests on teachers’ creativity, encouragement to active learners, use of the relevant 

assignments, time management skills, skilful questions, critical and creative 

thinking, feedback, how to monitor students’ progress and programmes, the use 

of traditional and alternative assessments, and reflection on their practice and 

learning to form their own professional experiences, which are all important 

aspects in the formation of teacher cognition, its development and assessment 

(Elizabeth et al., 2008; Tsui, 2003).  

   Teachers in this case require more sophisticated knowledge than before to face 

learners’ academic local needs along with very well developed diagnostic abilities 

for their classroom decisions and change (Burns & Knox, 2011). As in Darling-

Hammond (2006:1), “[t]eachers need not only to be able to keep order and provide 

useful information to students but also to be increasingly effective in enabling a 

diverse group of students to learn even more complex material”. Part of this is 

knowing more and more about how English is, or can be, used in academic 

disciplines to negotiate meaning and express its speakers’ disciplinary expertise 

(Hyland, 2009; Hyland & Bondi, 2006). This entails the eminent need to address 

both content and language teachers’ knowledge as an issue that is related to “self-
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efficacy” and “confidence” where teachers are sometimes unaware of their 

knowledge, a case which quite often leads to inaccurate teaching (Borg, 2013:93).  

   Teacher knowledge has been given considerable emphasis for its intricate 

relevance to teaching complexities and its demands. Teachers’ understanding of 

what is to be learnt and how to be taught is considered as an essential step for 

teaching. Following Shulman’s (1987, 1986) earlier attempts, content and 

pedagogy are inseparable parts for teachers’ knowledge to understand teaching. 

They interactively work to form what is called “pedagogical content knowledge” 

(PCK) of which “curricular knowledge” is a part. This is to say that knowing and 

teaching are fundamentally connected. Identifying the content, character, sources 

for a knowledge base of teaching and how to be conceptualised has consequently 

become significant. This process of identification is related to the definition and 

operation of teacher knowledge, which paves the way to exceeding the sense of 

academic exercise in teaching. That is, effective teaching can no longer be defined 

as a personal style, artful communication and knowing some subject matter (Ibid).  

  The focus on teachers’ knowledge and how to be developed has been described 

as a reform process in teaching (Loughran et al., 2008). It is an attempt to avoid 

the negative impact of the process-product research based on teachers’ behaviour 

with its relative focus on the content of instruction. Compared with the increasing 

importance allotted to teachers’ performance among their learners as a sign of 

professionalism, subject matter knowledge in the domains of research on teaching 

has been identified as a “missing paradigm”, which could be shown in how teacher 

education programmes are designed and how teacher learning is evaluated 

(Shulman, 1986:7).  

   Accordingly, teaching and teacher education reformation have become 

significantly linked to something substantial for teachers to learn; i.e. a body of 

knowledge and skills to examine. Such a shifting process needs to be based on 

teachers' comprehension, understanding, transformation and reflection. That is, 

teachers should no longer work in prescribed ways, rather they have to be trained 

to think about their practice. An efficient base of facts, principles, and experiences 

are still important to such a process of reasoning through which teachers must 

learn how to derive their choices and actions in relevance to their context (Shulman, 

1987). With their reflection and social collaboration, teachers will be able to shape 

their “wisdom of practice” and “design experiment”. This in turn helps them to 

49 

 



Chapter 3 

avoid the shackles of “illusory understanding”; that is the problem of teachers who 

“seem” to know the “designed theories” to put into their classroom practice and see 

their practicality (Shulman, 2000).  

   In terms of the focus of the current study, this suggests that content and 

language teachers in EMI settings are required to be aware of how English is 

diversified across academic disciplines to negotiate, construct and reconstruct their 

own academic cultures. As stated earlier, members in academic disciplines 

approach the world with the use of different genres and registers to say who they 

are, what they are doing and for what purpose (see Gee, 2008; Wenger, 2007). This 

can be considered part of the complexity of their own diverse local cultures with 

the use of English as lingua franca to express their beliefs, experiences, attitudes 

and knowledge in a particular context (see Baker, 2015), a situation that requires 

reassessment of EAP/EAS programmes to know to what extent they really assist 

students to situate their English in contexts where they are expected to critically 

construct their scholarly discourse with a kind of evidence to justify and prove their 

disciplinary understanding (Dalton-puffer, 2013 though at the secondary level; 

Nikula et al., 2013; Nesi & Gardner, 2012; Smit & Dafouz, 2012, among others).      

   Based on the view that increasing evidence of lingua franca discourse, 

lexicogrammar, pronunciation, and pragmatics respectively provided by Mauranen 

et al. (2003), Seidlhofer (2001), Jenkins (2002, 1998) and House (1999), it has 

become an emerging need for academic staff in general and those working in 

international university settings in particular to be aware of ELF as an inevitable 

paradigm shift in postmodern education (Sifakis, 2007:255). As key figures (Dewey, 

2012), teachers have to be provided with a chance to understand the worldwide 

spread of English in line with its unexpected linguistic changes to be ready for the 

complex decisions they have to take in their practice (Matsuda & Friedrich, 2012; 

Seidlhofer, 2004).     

   Accordingly, different questions related to the framework of English language 

teaching have become thoroughly questioned to decide their relevance to the 

international roles of the English language. With the view that there is an interactive 

relationship between content and pedagogy as constituents of teacher knowledge 

(Shulman, 1986), issues like the teaching model, native or non-native, and the 

possible method for achieving that model have become increasingly important to 

address, especially in EMI university settings (Jenkins, 2014; Dafouz et al., 2013; 
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Smit & Dafouz 2012, to mention but a few). To explain, Seidlhofer (2004) argues 

that teachers need an open educational programme through which they adapt their 

teaching on the basis of the contextual factors. They need to be aware of a 

transformative framework to include other English diversified uses of English in 

international contexts due to the gap between what “[…] teachers seem to believe 

about English language they teach to non-native learners and the competences and 

abilities that they believe these learners need when communicating with other ‘non-

native’ users " (Sifakis, 2007:357). Similar to Jenkins’ (2014) reference to EAP 

materials and practices, Sifakis’ (2007) “transformative approach” mainly refers to 

teachers' need to encounter and transform their knowledge from their 

“unquestioned” focus on the Standard English, as an imposed “imperialistic” view 

penetrating academic material design and pedagogy (see 2.2), to ELF processes to 

reflect on and see their relevance to their contexts. For an autonomous and 

reflective teaching, the implementation of such a transformative model provides 

the teacher with the advantage of realising, reviewing, and changing the 

unquestionably embraced beliefs, judgements and feelings about main 

pedagogical issues (Sifakis, ibid).  

   As in 3.2.1, this helps to address the factors through which teachers shaped their 

worldviews about English pedagogy like, teachers’ previous learning and teaching 

experiences, learners’ needs, sponsors’ interests, local culture, and inherent beliefs 

about their professional roles. According to Shulman (2000), such a shift helps 

teachers to examine the prescribed theories and see their practicality in their 

contexts. However, Sifakis’ (2007) “transformative approach” does not necessarily 

mean that English language teachers are required to entirely and directly alter their 

worldview about English and their professional role in their own teaching contexts. 

Rather, they will be provided with a chance to be actively aware of the ELF raised 

issues and their complicated implications for communication and pedagogy.  

   For Dogancay-Aktuna and Hardman (2012), ELF-awareness lies in expanding 

teachers’ content knowledge to include local and international forms and uses of 

English rather than those of the prestigiously decided varieties, American and 

British ones. That is, they need to have a “pluricentric” type of knowledge in English 

to be professionally competent in working with varied forms and attitudes learners 

bring to classrooms. As in Sharifian (2009), the international and the intercultural 

value of English needs to be emphasized against the prominence of particular users 

and uses of English in international communicative sites. In view of that, questions 

51 

 



Chapter 3 

related to the relevance and plausibility of the native-speaker norms as models for 

teaching and learning has implicitly provoked other uncertainties. That is, which 

Englishes, what is the nature of that English and at what level of proficiency 

teachers are required to achieve for their knowledge base to be competent in 

international contexts are all important issues to further investigate (Dogancay-

Aktuna & Hardman, 2012; Mauranen et al., 2010; Björkman, 2010).  

   Similar to Dewey’s (2012) “post-normative approach” and Kumaravadivelu’s 

(2012b) “Five Global Posts”, Dogancay-Aktuna and Hardman (2012) continue to 

point out that what teachers need to expand their knowledge base along with a 

particular level of proficiency in ELF is a “meta-understanding” of English. This 

means that it is not enough for teachers to know language, rather they significantly 

need to know about the history of its global spread. This in turn helps teachers to 

avoid the “deficient” view toward varieties other than that of the native speaker 

(Jenkins, 2009:202). This is to say that the privilege given, or thought to be given, 

to native speakers of English as ‘custodians of norms’ might be eliminated with 

such a kind of knowledge (Widdowson, 1994).  

 

   To be achieved, Dogancay-Aktuna and Hardman’s (2012) “meta-understanding of 

language” is linked to a chain of meta-s; i.e. “meta-understanding of culture”, “meta-

understanding of proficiency”, “meta-understanding of identity”, and “meta-

understanding of pedagogy”. In short, the authors argue that teachers and teacher 

educators need to critically understand the significant role of culture and its 

construct. As in Kirkpatrick (2007) and Sifakis (2007), Dogancay-Aktuna and 

Hardmans’ (2012) contend that teachers in international teaching contexts need 

be culturally aware of the fact that they are not required to be transmitted to a 

particular kind of culture as a target. For Baker (2015:17), “the global use of English 

as a lingua franca in a huge variety of settings brings to the fore the limitations of 

associating a particular language, English, with any one culture or even group of 

cultures, i.e., the Anglophone world”. The author (Ibid: 21-2) continues to state that 

there is no clear-cut relationships between a language and culture in lingua franca 

communications. Language and culture are both complex systems that dynamically 

work to shape each other in light of individuals’ social practices and shaped in 

return, a view that should be established in ELT practices.   
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   In terms of Dogancay-Aktuna and Hardman’s (2012) “meta-understanding of 

proficiency”, it is important for teachers’ knowledge to have the multi-dimensional 

type of language proficiency. That is, teachers should be exposed to a combination 

of sociocultural, strategic discourse and grammatical/linguistic competences and 

an awareness of pluricentric English. This does not of course mean an entire 

exclusion of the ‘native-like proficiency’ level but it is an expansion to how 

proficiency should be conceptualised in ELF contexts. With such an inclusive 

approach to teacher knowledge (Matsuda & Friedrich, 2012), teachers could be 

privileged and empowered in a multilingual context. It also helps to show how 

professionalism is built on the native and non-native English uses as two equal 

components for language proficiency and professional preparation (Wilkinson, 

2013; Kirkpatrick, 2007).  

   In addition, suggesting a multidimensional type of proficiency for language 

teachers could implicitly mean that they need to understand the nature of identity 

and its relationship to classroom practices. This is to say that the teacher should 

be aware of their learners’ desired identity to construct through their learning of 

English. They are required to create a space where learners can see what is relevant 

to their motivation and desire in constructing their identities. They have not to be 

prepared to imagine a particular kind of identity for their learners, which mainly 

reflects the sense of “meta-understanding of identity”. This stems from the fact that 

identity is a result of individuals’ social networks they are involved in, aspire to and 

unified with (see Baker, 2016). To take Baker’s (Ibid) point further, it is possible to 

say that students’ identity in their academic disciplines is shaped by their linguistic 

choices in negotiating their disciplinary understanding and membership. As a 

social practice, language in this case can by no means be considered as one size 

fits all simply because it expresses its users’ beliefs about, values on, knowledge 

and experiences of the world they are involved in (see Gee, 2008; Wenger & Lave, 

1991).        

   Based on teachers’ PCK, implementing such Dogancay-Aktuna and Hardman’s 

(2012) “meta-understanding” of English has a significant impact on questions 

related to pedagogical appropriateness. In view of teaching English in wider 

contexts by different teachers for different learners as an international language, 

Kramsch and Sullivan (1996:200) argue that notions like “authenticity” and 

“appropriacy” in English language teaching should be revisited. The authors use 

the term “market place” to metaphorically conceptualise the sense of how 
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appropriate pedagogy should be a pedagogy that serves both “global appropriacy” 

and “local appropriation”. In other words, teachers need to think globally and teach 

locally. With reference to the context of teaching and learning English in Vietnam, 

Kramsch and Sullivan contend that “authentic language” and “appropriate 

language” have become problematic in view of using English in international 

contexts where native speakers’ practices are no longer valid and what is 

internationally appropriate might not be so locally. This is to say that pedagogical 

“authenticity and appropriacy” in ELT has been associated with other issues like 

“efficiency” and “relevance” of what is taught to international learners of English in 

different contexts. While authentic pedagogy is linked to native speakers’ use of 

language regardless of learners’ local constrains, appropriate pedagogy should 

work on such a typical use of language to moderate it for both national and 

international ends. As a result, teachers in international contexts should be trained 

to find an avenue “from authenticity to appropriateness” (Kramsch & Sullivan, 

1996).   

In view of that, Mckay (2002) further argues that English language teachers do 

not need to look at ‘Inner Circle-based target models’ of use in pedagogy, but 

rather to explore the complexity of their own local cultures (Baker, 2015:22). As in 

Shulman (1987, 1986) above, Mckay (2002) states that teachers of the English 

language need to appropriate their pedagogies according to their local culture of 

learning as there is a sense of diversity and difference even within the same local 

context, a point that is of high relevance to the focus of the present study where 

English is diversely used in academic disciplines (see 7.3). This is to say that “[…] 

the way in which this language [English] is taught should not be linked to a 

particular culturally influenced methodology; rather the language should be taught 

in a manner consistent with local cultural expectations” (Mckay, ibid:118). Teachers 

of English should be enabled to take ownership of both language and the use of 

the appropriate method to teach it. With reference to a number of Asian cultures 

of learning, China and Japan, in comparison to America and Australia for example, 

the author continues to contend that it is time to change the ‘received’ view of 

culture that portraits all countries and regions of the world as homogenous and 

unchangeable bodies.  

   Issues related to the validity of the global native-based pedagogy and how to be 

locally appropriated can be traced back in relation to teachers’ implantation of the 

‘best method’. As an example, Prabhu (1990) states that it is important for teachers 

54 

 



Chapter 3 

to be aware of the fact that there are contextual factors which can significantly 

influence their methodological decisions. This means that adapting any 

instructional method for a particular group of learners in a particular learning 

environment is not only linked to the importance of identifying pedagogical 

variation to be appropriate for learners in different contexts, rather it is also related 

to how and which forms of variation really matters to teaching. This expresses the 

sense of Prabhu’s “eclecticism” (1990: 166) where the teacher is left with different 

options from different methods to meet what is contextually required. Though it is 

hard for the teacher to decide which part of which method works properly in a 

particular teaching and learning context, such a blended method is likely to 

address the question of what the ‘best method’ is for a particular context. It 

provides the teacher with the possible means for discovering “the truth by accident” 

(Prabhu, ibid: 168) to shape their “wisdom of practice” (Shulman, 2000).  

   In a nutshell, what is important for EAP/EAS teachers to be aware of is the fact 

that there is no ‘super-national’ variety and pedagogy from which they derive and 

develop their PCK to prepare international students for their different disciplinary 

contexts. This of course does not mean the entire exclusion of the exonormative 

approach in teacher education, rather it should be defined as one of many others. 

This stems from the fact that an efficient base of facts, principles, and experiences 

are still important for teachers to derive their choices and actions in their context. 

As a result, teachers have to have a “critical stance” toward the chosen variety as a 

model and its prescribed methodology. This means that teachers in EMI universities 

need a “meta-pedagogical” knowledge that is important for teacher plausibility in 

breaking the sense of mechanical teaching, a situation that requires teachers to 

always have a look back at their prior experiences to update their cognition and 

practices.  

3.2.1.3 Prior Experience and Teacher Cognition 

Teachers’ prior experience has been considerably tackled due to its possible impact 

on teacher cognition. Identifying the relationship between what teachers have as 

prior learning or teaching experiences and what they practice in the classroom is a 

critical question for the possibility of having other implicit intervening factors (Berry 

et al., 2008). The influence of earlier experiences on pre-service teachers is one of 

the highlighted keystones in teacher cognition research. Prior language learning 

experiences contribute in shaping pre-service teachers’ initial conceptualisations 
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of the teaching and learning processes when they join any teacher education 

programmes, which in turn has a significantly influential role in their professional 

lives. The process of how prior experiences as learners affect and form teachers’ 

beliefs about teaching is referred to as the “apprenticeship of observation” (Lortie, 

1975 cited in Borg, 2011:164), which is the learning process that is built on prior 

experience for a number of years in traditional classroom contexts (Darling-

Hammond, 2006). Teacher cognition shapes what teachers do and is shaped by 

their accumulated experiences. This implicitly means that teacher learning involves 

a process of interaction between teachers’ previous knowledge and the new input 

of experience. Neglecting that prior cognition might impede teachers’ ability to 

internalise novel material (Borg, 2011). In line with this, Feryok (2010:274) states 

that “[t]he dynamics of language teacher cognitions is related to development, 

which may arise from education or experience, “[n]ew cognitions can add to, alter, 

and replace cognitions”.  

   Korthagen and Lagerwerf (1996) use the term “Gestalts” to envisage the 

unconscious role of prior experience, models, needs, values, feelings, images, and 

routines in the real teaching situation. For Korthagen (2004:81), teacher prior 

learning experiences could be represented in the form of “images”. As an example 

of the images that teachers have in mind from their earlier school experiences as 

learners is a teacher who is standing at the front of the class to explain things or 

transmit knowledge for his/er class. Storing such a prior image could significantly 

affect teachers’ current practical knowledge towards the teaching process. In 

tandem with this, teacher prior experience, as “personal practical knowledge” (PPK) 

(Golombek, 1998), can be used to explain teachers’ interactive decisions and 

instructional practices as a whole. Thus, understanding the role of prior experience 

is important for understanding teachers’ cognition in different teaching contexts 

(Borg, 2011). 

   Feryok (2010:275) further confirms that “prior experience may inhibit change for 

some time, as familiar practices are repeated”. What I need to highlight here is the 

fact that teachers in EMI site need to understand that they have to teach in ways 

which could be completely different from those they experienced in times before 

internationalising HE with use of a lingua franca like English (see Darling-

Hammond, 2006). That is, it is important for teachers to make sense of their 

experiences through avoiding routine practice to have an effective learning process 

(Freeman, 2002; Freeman & Johnson, 1998). In other words, teachers should be 
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able to use a variety of practices to achieve their goals with different students in 

various contexts. Knowing when and how to do that in a range of learning contexts 

requires different sources of experience. As noted earlier, though it is important 

for teachers to have core knowledge for teaching, it is also important for them to 

organise potential experiences so that they can manipulate their knowledge in the 

classroom skilfully as “declarative” and “procedural” knowledge are two different 

interrelated components of the teacher cognition (Feryok, 2010: 274; Tsui, 2003; 

Borg, 2003). Learning how to teach effectively in different contexts is a significant 

issue for teachers and teacher educators to be aware of. Thus, ignoring teachers’ 

prior experiences and how this could affect their classroom practice makes 

professional training productively less effective (Borg, 2003).   

   As explained in the following model, I conclude by saying that teacher cognition 

components interactively work to shape each other within a cyclic process of 

development. More precisely, teacher belief should not be dealt with or interpreted 

as a separate entity without affecting and being affected by teacher knowledge 

which is already enhanced in accordance with the kind of beliefs and prior 

experiences the teacher holds towards things in his/er professional life. Teacher 

knowledge along with other classroom and outer classroom-related factors further 

help to modify, and sometimes radically change, teacher beliefs, a point that is 

documented within the findings of the current study (see 7.4).        

 

Figure 3 : Teacher Cognition Model (Mine) 
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3.3 Concluding Remarks 

This chapter has been designed to put much weight on ELFness at IHEIs as a result 

of most of the world universities’ tendency toward EMI programmes, how this has 

worked to serve its global academic position, the inevitable need for approaching 

the interactive relationship between English and its academic speaking 

communities in light of Wenger’s “communities of practice” to address the intricate 

relationship between language and its speech community in relation to teacher 

cognition in EMI settings. Such aspects have been all discussed to end with the 

following remarks:  

• English is undoubtedly the first choice for most of the world academic 

activities among which EMI programmes is the best example. Following 

Jenkins (2014), ELFA is used in this study for being broad enough to include 

the spectrum of academic practices.  

• EMI environments are prime contexts where English is diversely used to 

construct and reconstruct academic culture and it is shaped and reshaped 

in return. This is where Wenger’s (2007) concept of communities of practice 

comes to explain how different varieties of English emerge across academic 

disciplines in virtue of academics’ genres and registers represented in their 

teaching-learning disciplinary programmes.  

• Due to its disciplinary multi-functionality, English should not be 

conceptualised, approached and taught as a ‘monolithic entity’ related to or 

represented in the culture of a particular nation or nations. In academy, 

English is of none but those who share a particular space for negotiating, 

renegotiating meanings of the world with the use of different linguistic 

choices and evidence. Regardless of their lingua-cultural backgrounds,     

individuals involved in such contexts are required to situate their global 

English to their own local academic contexts.  

• What is next? In view of these concluding remarks, I move now to discussing 

the methodological framework of the current stud
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Chapter 4 Research Methodology 

This chapter is devoted to discussing the methodological procedures adopted in 

studying language and content lecturers' cognitions and practices in different 

disciplinary contexts within the faculties of Engineering and the Environment, 

Natural and the Environmental Sciences, Social Sciences and Humanities in the 

University of World Academia. In the following, I will present the research 

questions, the outline of the research framework, a description and illustration of 

the strategies employed in collecting and analysing the dataset.  

4.1 Research Questions 

   As in 1.2, the study is guided by the following questions:  

RQ1: What are the beliefs of university content and language teachers with regard    
         to standard and non-standard uses of English in academia?  
 

• What are the participants’ beliefs about their own Englishes and others’ in 
their international university context? 
 

• What are the participants’ beliefs about disciplinary Englishes required on 
the part of teachers and students as members sharing the same academic 
discipline within the same international university context? 
  

RQ2: What are the teaching and assessment practices with regard to diverse uses   
         of English enacted by these teachers (language and content)? 

 
RQ3: What is the relationship between teachers’ overtly expressed beliefs and their  
         teaching and assessment practices? 

4.2 Research Framework  

The present study focuses on investigating language and content lecturers’ 

cognition about the English language, its international role(s), its diversified uses, 

related to the positioning of the participants themselves as academic members of 

a UK-based international university setting and the effects of these cognitions on 

their teaching practices. It intends to delve into such issues and elicit participants’ 

thoughts for a better understanding of the teaching and learning processes in such 

a context.  
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   For reasons related to the complexity of the topic as it is related to the abstract 

or the hidden sides of individuals’ professionalism; i.e. beliefs, knowledge, 

experience, and institutional and classroom demands (Borg, 2003, 1998; Phipps, 

2009), undertaking a qualitative research approach is considered adequate to deal 

with the intricacy of the investigated issue in this study. This helps to focus on 

people’s lived experiences in their ‘natural’ situations; i.e. how they interact in their 

social settings, how they develop their social network and how they perceive 

themselves. This in turn has an important role in exploring ideas in depth about 

the studied phenomenon (Lichtman, 2013:87-8).  

   With such a research approach, the researcher has “no single way of doing 

something”. This is due to the fact that qualitative research is “dynamic”, “fluid”, 

“non-linear”, “multi-dimensional” and “holistic” (Lichtman, 2013:6-18). The role of 

the researcher in this study is flexible where there are multiple beginning points 

so that the researcher is able to go back and forth between data collection and data 

analysis. There is no linear way to follow from data collection to data analysis, but 

rather it is a scaffolding process where one thing leads to the other (Hood, 2009). 

Tending to be “holistic” where the situation in its ‘entirety’ is investigated, there is 

no way for the researcher to separate phenomena into separate components, but 

they are described as they are in their natural settings. Linked to this is the fact 

that the researcher can deal with the specific and move to the general or from the 

concrete to the abstract. This shows the process of “inductive reasoning” or 

“bottom up" process in qualitative research through which the researcher can 

modify their research protocols throughout the research process. In view of this, I 

need to be tolerant of the lack of structure and ambiguity qualitative approach 

entails. I am also required to be open to new ideas which might emerge throughout 

my research (Lichtman, 2013:19).  

   To be compared with quantitative studies, this study does not aim at testing 

hypotheses, or finding out a cause and effect relationship. It attempts to go beyond 

the tables and figures, which are mostly seen as generalizable facts in experimental 

research to pay considerable attention to the meanings people give to their lived 

experiences in a particular environment. Thus, its results can be treated and 

evaluated as outcomes of various decisions and constructions within the research 

process. In this study, generalizability is not sought to where the same event might 

be experienced, explained and described differently by different people, who in 

turn draw different conclusions and stories about that event (Flick, 2004).  
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   For this study, qualitative approach is seen as the possible way for answering 

questions of what English and why English is employed in IHEIs and how this 

impinges upon individuals involved in such particular settings where scores of the 

quantitative research cannot do. To be answered, such questions need an in-depth 

discussion and an observation of the participants’ actions in their own living 

contexts. Thus, dealing with a specific social phenomenon in a definite natural 

context puts quantitative approach in inappropriate place for this study. It does not 

allow participants to openly express their beliefs about the contemporary use of 

the English use(s) and its role(s) in their academic settings. To clarify how the 

constructivist-interpretive research framework serves the aim and focus of this 

study, the following sections are devoted to addressing ontology, epistemology 

and methodology (Richards, 2003:33; Guba & Lincoln, 1994:111). 

4.2.1 Ontology 

Ontology refers to the nature or reality of the investigated social phenomenon 

(Denzin & Lincoln, 2011:12). Questions related to the nature of social reality, 

whether reality is dependent or independent of the human existence, mind and 

actions, have created contrastive philosophical views. This can be clearly 

represented in what is called “relativism” and “realism”. While the former considers 

reality multiple and subjective in terms of being created, interpreted and affected 

by those who live a particular social phenomenon, the latter considers it pure and 

single entity independent of human’s effects (Creswell, 2014; Croker, 2009; 

Richards, 2003).  

   Accordingly, this study adopts a relativist ontology. That is, reality is constituted 

by human consciousness. It is constructed and affected by the participants’ 

contextual experiences. This helps to understand the participants’ perceptions 

towards the reality of the cotemporary use of English in their international 

disciplinary contexts, what meaning(s) they give to themselves in terms of what 

they are professionally required to do, reasons behind what they do or ‘should’ do 

in a particular time. Attempting to answer such questions entails the sense of 

multiplicity of reality where the social phenomenon under study could be 

interpreted differently. Thus, there is no objective or perfect reality to be reached 

through this study but the researcher tries his best to reach as much as possible 

of it. As part of this attempt, different disciplinary contexts, Engineering, 

Humanities, Social Sciences and Natural sciences within the same university are 
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addressed to provide a ‘holistic’ view of the researched issue (Lichtman, 2013; 

Denzin & Lincoln, 2000). Given such an ontological stance towards the research 

problem, the aim of the researcher is to reveal how the realities of the global 

academic role(s) of English are comprehended, how these realities are shared 

among individuals and how they are influenced by the participants’ social 

experiences in a particular local context (Guba & Lincoln, 1994:110-1).   

4.2.2 Epistemology 

   Epistemology describes the knowledge of the world and how to approach it. It 

addresses the relationship between the researcher and the reality (Schwandt 2003; 

Hammersley, 2013:27). As a philosophical view that focuses on how social 

members, whether individually or as groups, socio-linguistically interpret world 

phenomena in their settings, constructivism can be used to define constructivist 

epistemology. Unlike positivism that is built on “objectivist assumption that […] 

there is an objective world which is governed by laws discoverable by science alone 

[…]” (Richards, 2003:35), constructivism considers knowledge an individual and 

subjective product based on people’s lived experiences in particular point of time 

and place (Guba & Lincoln, 1994:109). It is context-specific (Lichtman, 2013). Such 

an epistemological stance fits the aim of this study in terms of its focus on 

instructors’ cognition as a personal mind-set that is built on an individual’s 

professional knowledge and experiences in a specific context of work.  

4.2.3 Methodology 

The above-mentioned ontological and epistemological stances imply the use of 

constructivist methodology and techniques to investigate knowledge (Guba & 

Lincoln, 1994:111). Linked to the constructivist research framework embraced in 

this study, semi-structured interview and classroom observation are both 

undertaken in this study to approach the researched questions, as explained below.  

4.2.3.1 Research instruments 

As research instruments, both semi-structured interview and classroom 

observation are manipulated to answer the research questions stated in 4.1. 
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4.2.3.1.1 Semi-structured interviews 

In line with other studies focusing on teacher cognition and identity such as, Borg 

(1998), Suzuki (2007), Phipps (2009), Castaneda (2011), Blair (2012), Sasajima 

(2012) and EMI-based studies like Soren (2013), interviews are considered as a 

suitable data elicitation tool for this study in virtue of providing a high degree of 

interaction between the researcher and the research participants. Interview is not 

a routine process of question and answer. It is a unique type of ‘everyday 

interaction’ in a wider context that requires the researcher to “[a]lways seek the 

particular” (Richards, 2003:53). To “[…] provide important insights into people’s 

experiences, beliefs, perceptions, and motivations (Richards, 2009:196), the 

interviewer has to have collaborative skills to encourage the interviewee to give the 

richest and fullest account of knowledge about a particular lived experience. This 

stems from the fact that a good interview is the one that is rich in details which are 

different from the norm. A focus on the events to let interviewees' attitudes and 

beliefs emerge for this context is therefore important. This means that there should 

be a kind of relationship with people to share their perception of the world and go 

deeper in pursuing understanding in all its complex and changing forms without 

putting the researcher’s points across, which in turn makes interviews in a 

qualitative research like this different from those of the everyday interaction 

(Lichtman, 2013:195; Richards, 2003: 47-51).  

   For reasons related to the dynamic and complex nature of the university teacher 

cognition, the focus of this research, questionnaire is considered unsuitable for 

this study. If used instead of interview, the researcher will not be able to know the 

range of reasons behind the participants’ beliefs about the English language and 

how this impinges upon their practices in their EMI settings. What is more is that, 

it is difficult for the qualitative researcher to find rich, holistic, and sensitive 

description of the events participants live through questionnaire regardless of how 

questions are formulated. The use of questionnaire is often associated with the 

collection of unreliable and superficial information. That is, the researcher might 

have blank or unanswered questions or some participants reporting things in the 

way they believe it should be or to have information that need some follow-up 

questions. Having a limited contact with the questionnaire informant makes it 

difficult for the researcher to have further clarification of certain deviated answers.  

   In view of that, interview helps the researcher of this study to collect deeper 

informative data of the investigated issue which can hardly be provided in a written 

63 

 



Chapter 4 

survey (Dörnyei, 2010:7-10). This is due to the fact that participants have the 

chance to ask the interviewer to further clarify a particular point they might find 

unclear (Hammersley, 2013). In light of the advantage of an ‘interpersonal bond’ 

that one-on-one interview provides (Denzin & Lincoln, 2010:85), the researcher can 

explore in detail the experiences, motives, and opinions academic staff embrace 

towards the role(s) of the English language in their context of practice. This helps 

to create portraits of their complex cognitive processes through putting together 

descriptions of different interviews (Rubin & Rubin, 2012:3).  

   Different to other kinds of interview, open and structured interviews, I find the 

semi-structured interview is important for the focus of the current study due to its 

flexibility for the researcher and participants. With this kind of flexibility, different 

aspects of the same topic might emerge through a sequence of different interview 

questions, which creates a natural flow to a specific purpose (Richards, 2009:184-

6). Interview proceeds as a conversation without having the researcher’s authority 

imposed on the participants via establishing the sense of “conversational 

partnership”. It is a shared process of discovery in which the researcher and the 

participant have “an active role in shaping the discussion, leading to a congenial 

and cooperative experience in which the interviewee comes to feel understood, 

accepted, and trusted as a source of reliable information” (Rubin & Rubin, 2012:7-

72). This in turn helps to explore participants’ tacit knowledge; i.e. what is not 

uttered and needs contextual understanding. Participants’ silences, hesitation and 

body language usually represent this kind of knowledge (Denzin & Lincoln, 

2011:591). As a result, semi-structured interviews provide the researcher of this 

study with the chance to understand teacher cognition through participants’ 

verbalisation and to what extent their beliefs as stakeholders affect their pedagogic 

choices in their educational contexts (Hüttner et al., 2013: 268; Borg, 1998).    

   With regard to data collection and interpretation in this study, Kvale and 

Brinkmann’s (2009:19-20) seven stages for research interview, interview 

“thematising”, “designing”, “interviewing”, “transcribing”, “analysing”, “verifying” 

and “reporting”, have been taken into consideration.    

   In thematising, a number of language and content teachers were addressed and 

requested to take part in my study after a long process of searching into the 

university academics' web-profiles. Their expertise in terms of their teaching career 

in international universities, publications and their research interests was an 

important criterion for my selection. That is, to be appropriately thematised, I used 
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to have some information about their teaching, research experiences and interests 

to be relatively balanced with the research aims and the required data. As explained 

in 4.4, the researcher used to attach the participant information sheet (PIS) along 

with his emails to the participants. To gain their consent, participants were 

informed about the purpose of the study, research questions, the researcher's role 

and theirs in the study through the PIS (Appendix D). As a result, fourteen academic 

members of staff at the University of World Academia agreed to take part in my 

study (for more information on the participants, see 4.2.3.2).    

   In the design stage, consent forms were required from each of the participants 

in this study (Appendix F). They were offered along with the PIS to the participants 

via email in a certain period of time before collecting the data. Hard copies of the 

same forms with the same details were also given to the participants before starting 

the interview to make sure that they really read what was in there and to give them 

a chance to ask if there was anything not clear. Being clearly informed about the 

number of interviews required to do and how flexibly the settings of the interview 

were to be decided, participant were required to agree through ticking boxes and 

signing to prove that they read and understood the given information about the 

study and that their participation was going to be audio-recorded. Most, if not all, 

of my participants showed their interest in the researched topic and asked me to 

share the results of the study with them. This of course had an important role in 

creating a collaborative and productive participation in the research process.  

   Considerable importance was given to the way of planning and conducting the 

interviews in this study. English was the language of all my interviews. In setting 

up an effectively informative data to avoid the sense of being “[…] a routine process 

of question and answer” (Richards, 2003:53), the interview questions are designed 

in a way that serves both the interviewees’ self-esteem, privacy and the aim of the 

study (see Appendix A). In light of Dafouz and Smits’ “ROADMAPPING FRAMEWORK” 

(Figure 5 below), an interview guide which is neither a strict list of questions like 

that of the structured interview nor none as in the open interview is set up. It is a 

hieratically flexible plan to let the participants move in their comments from the 

general to the specific, from description to evaluation of their work settings and 

their requirements, what is done and what should be done for an ideal professional 

scenario (Appendix A). To check their relevance and clarity to the participants and 

their contexts, interview questions were piloted with a PhD colleague and 
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subsequently revised. To be clear and free of technical terms like, ELF and EMI, 

some of the questions were modified.  

   Further, the locations of the interviews were left to the participants to decide, 

which were mostly within the university campus, interviewees’ office, library, 

seminar rooms and the university café. The timing of the interviews was also 

cooperatively decided. With the fact that teaching staff are busy people, there was 

no way to have more than one interview with each of the participants. As a piece 

of advice, Claudia in Economics sent me an email saying “[p]lease remember that 

time and teaching schedules are extremely tight for all and I think your project is 

more likely to be successful if the demands on participants are really kept to the 

minimum!” (My italics). This was part of Claudia’s agreement to give her approval 

on taking part in my study. Thus, I was not ambitious to have more than one 

interview and “aside talk” with the participants after my classroom observation just 

to discuss things related to their teaching practice. This was for the purpose of 

avoiding my own personal interpretation to what they did in their context. Their 

views on what they practiced was not audio-recorded but added to my field notes. 

More information about the conducted interviews are provided in the following 

table. 
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Table 1: Interview Information 

 

   A mind map for the main points was of considerable help for me in running my 

interviews (Figure 4 below). The interview mind map was set up in accordance with 

Dafouz and Smit’s ‘ROADMAPPING’ framework where I started with what could be 

called ‘general’ moving into what might specific to the focus of this study, 

language-related issues. Thus, after setting the scene for the interview, 

interviewees were asked, among other questions, to describe and define 

internationalisation, how it was enacted in their educational environment, a point 

that is derived from ‘globalisation and internationalisation’ dimension of the 

framework. Additionally, they were asked what role(s) English has in the process of 

educational internationalisation, which English variety (register(s) in terms of the 

use of certain linguistic units and structures in a specific academic discipline, see 
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Hyland, 2009; Seidlhofer, 2003) to achieve mutual intelligibility in their teaching 

contexts, any future expectation(s) for English, the sense of threat English might 

represent against other languages in the same site of use and who is really 

benefited from internationalising HE knowledge. With the ‘practices and processes’ 

dimension of the ‘ROADMAPPING’ in mind, I further invited my participants to 

comment on their teaching and assessment practices and how this could be 

affected by other institutional factors (language management). This is where I 

found how intricate the kind of relationships among all the six dimensions of the 

‘ROADMAPPING’ framework which in turn reflects the intricate nature of our 

postmodern academic world.   

   Being aware of the idea that interview is a unique type of “everyday interaction” 

in a wider context that requires the researcher to “[a]lways seek the particular” 

(Richards, ibid:53) and to “provide important insights into people’s experiences, 

beliefs, perceptions, and motivations (Richards, 2009:196), I tried to be 

collaborative and flexible in my questions modifying some of them to encourage 

the interviewee to give the richest and fullest account of knowledge about a 

particular lived experience. This was mainly built on the participants’ lingua-

cultural and educational backgrounds, native of the English language or not, their 

typical professional contexts (including study programmes and typical student 

cohorts) and their emerging ideas on the English used in their settings. As an 

example of that, interview questions for respondents in History and Archaeology 

contexts in which the number of international students is scarcely mentioned 

should be different from those given to the respondents in Business school. As 

non-native speakers of English, participants in History and Archaeology were thus 

asked to describe their experiences in teaching home students; what difficulties 

they had in terms of communicating with their students, how they did see 

themselves or were seen in such a teaching context. For native participants, it was 

important to know how they learnt their disciplinary language and to what extent 

their English helped them to do that. The focus was on the events to let 

interviewees’ beliefs about the researched issue emerge; to have rich details that 

enable me to pursue their understanding in all its complex and changing forms 

without imposing my own views on English and its role in internationalising 

knowledge at the tertiary level. 

   Interviews were also planned to end up with some general questions to let 

interviewees express their general concerns about other issues they might consider 
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relevant to the topic of my interview like, what they like about teaching 

international students, any surprises they have had and what they advise new staff 

members (see Appendix A). I am aware of the fact that follow-up questions might 

be needed to “[…] explore unanticipated paths suggested by the interviewees […] 

to elicit detail, depth, and nuanced understanding” (Denzin & Lincoln, 2010:150). 

This can be done immediately with the same interviewee or with another participant 

who is more knowledgeable about a particular matter related to the core of the 

study. This in turn helps the researcher to improve certain ideas or to fill in what 

was missing. Either way, this increases the sense of credibility of the findings (Ibid: 

150-3).  
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Figure 4: Interview mind map 

   In terms of the data transcription, there was a considerable attempt to transcribe 

every talk immediately after each interview. To protect participants’ anonymity, 

pseudonyms were given to participants during the transcription stage. Apart from 

what was really related to the research, participants’ biographical and other 

contextual clues referring to their identities are not made public as part of the 

research process. How to accurately represent speech in detailed transcription was 

given considerable importance to reflect what the interviewees meant. Contextual 
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issues and the participants’ body language, in cases where it was important to 

reflect a particular meaning, were also taken into account. Some of the transcripts 

were sent via email to the participants to revise for the sake of data credibility. 

While some did, other participants apologised for reasons related to their time and 

trust. Following Lichtman’s (2013:22) “member checks” or “inter-rater reliability” to 

avoid the researcher’s bias, my code book and one of my transcripts, my interview 

with Kees in Education, was handed to a very well-experienced researcher, my first 

supervisor, and two of my PhD colleagues to go through and code. My supervisor 

and I spent an hour to discuss any differences in our coding. While acknowledging 

that coding was necessarily an iterative process, she highlighted the need for some 

more bottom-up codes to take all of my interviewees’ points fully into 

consideration. Her second point was putting my own codebook in comparison to 

hers with the use of NVivo 10 software package. With her reference to the given 

script, she illustrated her own codes with some examples. Moving from what could 

be classified as ‘general’ to be a main category to more specific issues related to 

the focus of the current study as ‘sub-categories’, defining my codes with some 

examples depending on what my participants said in interviews were also among 

the points my supervisor explained and advised me to include in my codebook. 

Moving into my colleagues’ coding-related process, I managed to meet them in 

different times and places on the campus. To have a clear vision of the given script, 

I explained to them the focus of my study and research questions. Keeping my 

interviewee’s, Kees, personal information hidden, I just tried to let them know 

about his professional expertise and what academic field he was involved in. Some 

of my interview questions and how it was possible for me to further trace his views 

with some follow-up questions were also explained. This was one the important 

points for me to consider with my colleagues to let them imagine and live the 

scenario of my interview with Kees before starting to code what I already coded. 

After setting up their codebooks, we met again and discussed their own codes, 

what was behind each code and how they did arrive to their final categories in 

relation to Kees’ stated views. Agreement was achieved (something around %95) 

and the discussions on codes and code application led me to restructure and fine-

tune my coding. In short, this has resulted in, for example, assigning 

‘internationalising HE’ as main code within which ‘staff-student borderless 

movement’, ‘economic drives of internationalising HE’, ‘critical issues related to 

curriculum’ and ‘students’ lingua-cultural backgrounds’. This was an overall frame 

that helped to go deeper and code my participants’ beliefs about the ‘roles of 
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English at HE’, ‘standard/non-standard English(es)’, ‘how they conceive their own 

Englishes and of their students’, and ‘their teaching and assessment practices’ 

(see 4.2.3.1.1.1 below for further information on the coding process itself).  

   In the analysis phase, both qualitative content analysis (QCA) and discourse 

analysis (DA) were employed (Schreier, 2012). While the former serves to analyse 

what the participants are saying about the researched phenomenon and its 

representation in their different content units, the latter is manipulated to go 

beyond that to provide an interpretive analysis of how the English language is and 

is not used and how this participates in constructing their social reality within the 

same EMI site (Schreier 2012, 45-8). This helps the researcher not only to consider 

what is there but to go further and see what is not there as ‘missing data’ (Ryan & 

Bernard, 2003:92). Thus, informants’ beliefs about the raised points and the sense 

of discrepancy they showed during the interview were focused on. Considering 

stakeholders’ beliefs (university teachers’ in the context of this study) as analytical 

focus aids the researcher to provide an emic view, the use of the participants’ words 

and concepts to better understand the situations they are involved in (Cohen et al., 

2007:407; Maxwell, 1992:288-90), onto the studied EMI context. This is to say that 

my interviewees’ perspectives towards the researched issue were taken into 

account to understand and describe the social reality of their contexts, ‘inductive 

reasoning’ (Bryman, 2012:401; Dubois & Gadde, 2002:556). This in turn helps to 

show the impact their beliefs have on their teaching practice. As in Hüttner et al. 

(2013:269), giving considerable attention to “what is done, what should be done 

and what is believed to be done” aids the researcher to understand language–

related complexities.  

   Further, Dafouz and Smit’s (2014) “ROAD-MAPPING Framework” was found of 

considerable relevance to the dynamism and intricacy of the participants’ beliefs 

within the site of this study. To explain, Dafouz and Smit (2014) portray the 

complexity of EMEMUS in their “ROAD-MAPPING Framework” where it refers to the 

interrelated relationship between six dimensions (see Figure 5). As in its acronyms, 

Roles of English is used to refer to the ‘multi-functionality’ of the English language 

“as the only shared language or lingua franca of many higher educational settings” 

(Ibid: 9). The Academic Disciplines associates understanding university education 

with understanding the social practices, the different teaching practices and the 

required knowledge in each content context, followed in that university. Language 

Management is also discussed in terms of the language policy statements, whether 
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obviously stated or hidden, and how they influence language practice in the 

university. To what extent such language regulations come to actual classroom 

practice or the university itself as a wider context can be investigated in relation to 

agents’ beliefs and actions. This is closely linked to the following layer of the 

framework that is Agents. Agents, as a term, is used to refer to those who are 

responsible for planning, implementing and assessing the relevance or applicability 

of the language policies in the university setting. For the authors, such policies are 

not written in stone where some of the agents’ social actions might come in 

contrast to what is stated as top-down regulation, which could lead to conflicting 

views and interests. This is where the agents’ beliefs, professional roles, 

educational background and context come to play a role. Practices and Processes 

“[…] focuses on the teaching and learning activities that construct and are 

constructed by specific EMEMUS realities” (Ibid: 11). With their Internationalisation 

and Glocalisation as the last dimension of their ‘ROAD-MAPPING’, Dafouz and Smit 

(2014) indicate the eminent need for HEIs to implement a ‘systematic’ plan to deal 

with the multilingual and multicultural EMEMUS reality in terms of acting towards 

internationalised research and professional work. This helps to go beyond 

interpreting educational internationalisation as a process of students and staff 

mobility but to exceed it to what is unnoticed.  

 

Figure 5: The ROAD-MAPPING framework for EMEMUS 

(Dafouz & Smit, 2014:8) 

   For Dafouz and Smit (2014), the “ROAD-MAPPING Framework” is a “holistic” 

framework where “the whole is more than the sum of its parts”. It is dynamic in the 

sense that each of its dimensions intersects with the other with the discourse as its 

core. With such theoretical implications and an overlapping relationship among its 
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dimensions, the “ROAD-MAPPING FRAMEWORK” is considered of significant 

relevance to the focus, purpose and context of the present study. Being dynamic, 

this framework provides the researcher with different access avenues to the dataset 

to understand the complexity of the researched site. Agents (A), university 

language and content teachers, are chosen as access point to penetrate to other 

framework dimensions. The reason why both, content and language teachers, lies 

in the fact that in our globalised world where English is mostly the first language 

to choose for international communication, all linguists and non-linguists have 

their own sayings about language issues; i.e. language learning/teaching 

processes, multilingualism, language peculiarities, communication-related 

problems and language proficiency in relation to speakers’ identity. Addressing 

participants’ beliefs about these points participates in developing our 

understanding about language-related problems for all its speakers, in what sense 

their positive and negative views about the researched questions influence their 

own actions and how it would be possible for applied linguists to change their views 

to help them change their actions within their working sites (see Wilton & Stegu, 

2011:88 for more information on folk linguistics). In the context of this study, this 

helps the researcher to understand how the participants view internationalising HE, 

the roles of English in this process, which English is required on the part of both 

academics and students as two parties sharing the same site and what challenges, 

if any, they and their students face due to the use of EMI. On this basis, I considered 

both the empirical world without losing touch with the theoretical model to 

approach my dataset. Thus, the interview guide questions and the “ROAD-MAPPING 

FRAMEWORK” were taken into account in creating the set of codes via the use of 

NVivo 10 software package. Linked to the analysis level, what “coding” means, what 

to code and for what purposes are explained in the following section.   

4.2.3.1.1.1 Coding Process  

Coding is defined as a process of representing the participants’ ideas by names 

through identifying chunks of the text, words, phrases, sentences or even a whole 

paragraph, to be investigated in terms of the researched phenomenon. Different 

terms like categorising, indexing or themes could be used to refer to the same 

process (Bryman, 2012). What was behind coding is to find key themes in the text. 

It is of course natural to find and identify different elements to code but central 

ideas to clarify what was going on in a particular context to be compared with other 

contexts within the same site was of considerable importance for the purpose of 
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this study (Schreier, 2012). This is to say that the data was approached with a 

‘theme-oriented eye’ (Strauss, 1987:57). This was “to construct an index of central 

themes and subtheme, which are […] essentially recurring motifs in the text” 

(Bryman, 2012:579).  

   With the software package, NVivo 10, I followed Bryman’s (Ibid: 576-7) coding in 

four inter-related stages. That is, I firstly started with reading where I used to 

generally read the text as a whole to see what it was about, consider its key themes 

and unusual issues to categorise certain events in each of the studied cases and 

how they were relevant to my research questions. Re-reading the texts was the 

second stage for me to further identify some other notions to be labelled under 

particular names. NVivo memo was used for taking some notes on the texts and 

their possible links. This was important for the third stage, text coding, where I 

tried to systematically identify what chunks in each text to be coded and to what 

extent those identified chunks were related to other texts (Strauss1987:27). It was 

an attempt to review the codes, combining some of the codes and to be 

hierarchically grouped under what is called ‘parent node’ and ‘child node’ in NVivo 

10. As a retrieval process, the same label is given to all the coded texts or passages 

about the same phenomenon, idea, explanation and activity within one software 

file. This means that gathering all the texts that are coded in the same way for 

making a sort of cross case comparison on a particular theme. It was a repetitive 

process where some of the codes were eliminated, aggregated with other similar 

ones and renamed to really reflect what was involved in (Schreier, 2012). A code 

book was also used and repeatedly revised to show such hierarchical relationships 

among the codes, descriptions and definitions of the codes (Appendix C). This was 

a working strategy to move towards relating the general theoretical ideas to the 

research questions, the fourth stage of the coding process in Bryman (2012).
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4.2.3.1.2 Classroom Observation  

To put the interviewees’ responses in their context, classroom observation as a 

data collection method is also adopted in this study. Observation is “[…] the 

conscious noticing and detailed examination of participants’ behaviour in a 

naturalistic setting" (Cowie, 2009:166). The importance of collecting observational 

data lies in the fact that it enables the researcher to accumulate 'live' data from 

natural social sites. This is to say that collecting observational data is important to 

demonstrate ‘ecological validity’ where the researcher will be enabled  

[…] to understand the context of programmes, to be open-ended and 

inductive, to see things that might otherwise be unconsciously missed, to 

discover things that participants might not freely talk about in interview 

situations, to move beyond perception-based data (e.g. opinions in 

interviews) and to access personal knowledge (Cohen et al., 2007:396).  

   This differentiates observational data from other methods, like questionnaires 

and interviews where the data depends on what the informants tell the researcher, 

or those like documents, where the researcher tends to be to some extent alienated 

from the action (Merriam, 2014:117; Denscombe, 2007:207). As a “firsthand 

experience of a research setting” (Cowie, 2009:168), adopting classroom 

observation therefore provides the researcher with a chance to have a much more 

developed view of the participants’ life-world in relation to the researched issue 

(Sheperis, 2010:136). It is a possible means for the researcher to have an 

immediate awareness of what is going on in a particular situation. The researcher 

will be enabled to have a fresh look at every observed incident and not to let things 

pass unnoticed or take them for granted (Cohen et al., 2007). 

   Following Hammersley (2013:55) and Merriam (2014:119), supplementing 

interviews by observing the participants in their natural settings facilitates the 

researcher’s understanding of their beliefs about a particular issue and embedded 

reasons behind such a sort of beliefs. That is, it assists the researcher to uncover 

the incongruence between what people say they do and what they really do or do 

not, 'a reality check', and to what extent participants’ practice could be affected by 

the external factors of the teaching context (Cowie, 2009; Robson, 2002:310). So, 

the researcher will be enabled to have a clearer understanding of practices and 

processes in the studied academic disciplines and the extent to which the 
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participants’ actions match their beliefs and the possible reasons in case of 

mismatch (Dafouz & Smit, 2014). This stems from the fact that teacher cognition 

is goal-oriented and that human action in general is context and time bound. That 

is why having an access to participants’ classrooms is central to understand what 

is behind their behaviour (Borg, 2003; 1998).  

   With this in mind, the researcher has used observation in his study to have further 

data on the participants’ behaviour in a particular setting to understand the causes, 

purposes and aims that lie behind actors’ practice, which in turn aids the researcher 

to describe the behaviour and intentions (Denscombe, 2007:214). As a result, 

interviews and classroom observations are used to complement each other in terms 

of giving two different types of data of the same researched issue. This in turn 

keeps the researcher open-minded to the fact that new things through different 

means might emerge throughout the research process (Lichtman, 2013; Hood, 

2009). That is, the use of multiple research instruments to address the same 

researched phenomenon achieves the sense of triangulation, “a process of using 

multiple perceptions to clarify meaning, verifying the repeatability of an 

observation or interpretation” (Stake, 2000:443). This helps the researcher to 

differently consider the scene and not to be biased, ‘data-reliability’ (Lichtman, 

2013:22).  

4.2.3.1.2.1 The Process of Collecting Observational Data 

Following Merriam (2014:122-4), Cowie (2009:169-73) and Cohen et al. (2007: 

412), the researcher has taken the following interrelated steps into consideration 

in the process of collecting observational data: 

4.2.3.1.2.1.1  Preparing for Observation 

The researcher gave considerable attention to overlapping issues like ‘field entry’ 

and ‘foreshadowing problems’; i.e. how to select the participants, research setting 

and time in the field. The researcher tried his best to keep a transparent barrier 

through which not to let the participants know everything about the research and 

the purpose of the observation in order not to disrupt the natural flow of events; 

i.e. “reactivity” or “observer’s paradox” (Cowie, 2009:177; Cohen et al., 2007:410; 

Denscombe, 2007:215).  

Responding to the participants’ academic schedules, time in the field was 

flexibly decided. I managed to observe all my participants in their teaching 
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contexts, except for Lucy as she was not teaching at CLS at the time of my data 

collection. In response to her email, 

“I’m very interested in participating in your project, but would it have an effect 

on your project if we only had interviews? The reason why I’m asking you this 

question is that I don’t have any teaching jobs at the moment” (Email, 2/10/2014),  

I agreed to only interview her. As the following table explains, the overall number 

of the classroom observations I did for this study is 21 observational access each 

of which lasts around 90-120 minutes in different time intervals and in 

undergraduate and postgraduate classes.  

 

Table 2: Classroom Observation Information 
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   Recording of the classes (either audio or video) was a hot issue for most, if not 

all, of my participants. The reason why they refused to have their classes recorded 

was, in the participants’ views, related to the complexity of obtaining their 

students’ consent. Instead, some suggested to have more than one observational 

session in their teaching contexts. This was positively considered by the researcher 

for a number of reasons. The first is that written field notes is one of data collection 

forms that is defined as “the basis of rich, in-depth observation data" (Cowie, 

2009:169). The second is that having more than one observation in the same 

context is important to achieve “habituation”, where the participants become 

familiar with the researcher’s presence. This in turn assists the researcher to avoid 

the problem of “reactivity”, where participants might change their behaviour due to 

the pressure of being observed and recorded (Cohen et al., 2007:410-2; 

Denscombe, 2007:214). For Denscombe (2007:219), “[t]ime on site is needed to 

gain trust, to establish rapport and foster insights”, where it helps the researcher 

to provide "deeper, richer and more grounded understanding" to the context of the 

study (Cowie, 2009:170). Having more than one observational access thus exacts 

its price where “the greater the number of observations, the greater the reliability 

of the data might be, enabling emergent categories to be verified” (Cohen et al., 

2007:408). This supports the researcher to have insights into the participants’ 

teaching practice change and other critical incidents.  

4.2.3.1.2.1.2 Observation 

Explaining how the researcher of this study gathered his observational data is a 

question that is linked to the kind of the observation adopted and the role of the 

researcher in his observation. With the aim of the study in mind, the researcher 

implemented a semi-structured observation in this study. With its use, the 

researcher was able to let the observed events naturally speak for themselves 

instead of having a strictly and previously designed chart of incidents to observe 

as in structured observation. Alternatively, a notebook in which a number of issues 

to be flexibly traced and systematically illuminated was used (hence my use of field 

notes- see below). The observational data was reviewed before using it to suggest 

an explanation for the observed settings (Merriam, 2014: 120; Cohen et al., 2007: 

297-412).   

    Being an “observer-as-participant” in this study, the researcher was able 

participate and observe at the same time. As a mid-point on the continuum between 
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the “complete participant” and the “complete observer” (Cohen et al., 2007:397), 

the researcher was neither completely involved in nor detached from the studied 

situation. With the fact that observer’s participation depends on the nature of the 

study and its context, it was not important for the researcher to take part in every 

classroom activity. This means that participation in the group was less important 

to me than information gathering. I was known as a researcher to the group, but 

had less extensive contact with the group (Denzin & Lincoln, 2010:467; Cowie, 

2009:167; Flick, 2009:223; Cohen et al, 2007:404; Spradley, 1980:58-62). That is, 

while focusing on the participants’ activities and the physical settings in which they 

played a role without intending to influence classroom events was part of my role 

as an observer, asking my participants about certain observed events immediately 

after their normal teaching tasks is an example of my participation. A further note 

linked to my participation role to be mentioned here is my informal chat to a 

number of students in Politics and International Relations, Accounting and Finance, 

Economics and Chemistry (see Chapter 5).   

   Following Cohen et al. (2007:410-1), this kind of participation is important for 

the researcher to avoid critical issues represented in the researcher’s “inference” 

and “interpersonal matters” which might be represented in the researcher’s 

potential judgements and preferences in interpreting his observational data. Such 

a role enabled the researcher to engage in the practices appropriate to the contexts 

and to be explicitly aware of the activities, people and the physical aspects of that 

context, a case that Spradley (1980:54-5) calls “dual purposes”. According to 

Merriam (2014:124), this could also aid the researcher to have a wider scope of 

information from many people in the same observed site. It was thus possible for 

the researcher to understand the complexity of the participants' scenarios through 

observing events as they really occurred over time and to consciously see and seek 

the trends and patterns of what was going on.     

4.2.3.1.2.1.3 Field Notes 

Having the questions of gaining access to the field, the kind of the observation and 

the role of the researcher embraced in this study spelt out above, this section aims 

to explain two critically interrelated practical issues: the ‘how’ and ‘what’ to take 

notes of to respond to the purpose of this study. Though aware of the fact that 

different types of data can be collected during observation like quantitative 

checklists of different behaviours, video, and audio recordings and artefacts like 
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maps, photographs, and organizational charts (Cowie, 2009), written field notes 

have been employed in this study for reasons stated earlier. To be rich and in-depth 

observational data, this was a repetitive process where they were taken immediately 

at the time of observation and also modified and more explained afterwards in a 

short time span. This in turn helped the researcher to avoid the problem of having 

a ‘selective memory’ in his data collection (Cohen et al., 2007:410).  

   In this study, the researcher's notebook was divided into six parts. These were 

used to respectively take notes of the setting, instruction, instructional materials 

and the students. Being aware of the idea that consistency does not always reflect 

reliability in observation (Cohen et al., 2007:404), the researcher was open to 

critical incidents where I left a blank space in my observation notebook to take 

notes of the unusual but informative events which might reflect a particular feature 

of the participants’ behaviour or their teaching style. Following Cowie (2009:176), 

participants were also asked to interpret and comment on their teaching practices 

or any other relevant issue at the end of every observation. Having the participants 

involved in the research process helped me to improve my observational data where 

their comments on their teaching practices were added to my observational data 

(Appendix M). Following the same practical procedures in my interview data 

explained above, my observational data were all classified and stored in files via 

the use of NVivo 10 software (Appendix D).   

   As in Merriam (2014:130-1), making a grid with a focus on such dimensions was 

useful for the researcher to have as “descriptive” and “reflective” field notes as 

possible in terms of providing the reader with a detailed description of the 

observed scenario along with the researchers’ feelings, reactions and 

interpretations of the observed events. It also helped the researcher to systematise 

observations and to keep information clear and easy to find.  

   In terms of ‘what’ was taken notes of, my first observation in each of the studied 

disciplines was ‘holistic’ to represent the whole picture of what was going on; i.e. 

to have an “overall feel” for the site (Denscombe, 2007:219). As an attempt “to 

make the familiar strange” (Cowie, 2009:167), I further tried my best to act as a 

stranger in every situation regardless of my experiences in language classrooms as 

an international student. Experiencing what was happening in the research site, I 

started to gradually identify what was particularly obscure about the place, the 
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people and the interactions that occurred in the form of detailed written field notes, 

an example of my field notes in Engineering is attached to Appendix P.  

   With the use of semi-structured observation, the focus of the observation was 

somewhere between a “zoom lens” and a “wide-angle lens” to portray the scenario 

of each observed discipline (Cohen et al., 2007:411). While the former was 

represented in the researcher’s observational focus on the activities and 

interactions and conversation of the people involved in the observed site, the latter 

was exemplified in his focus on the physical setting (Merriam, 2014:120-1). To 

explain, linguistic issues arising in the classroom were given considerable 

attention. The researcher used to take notes of the time, date, discipline, 

programme, module and topic. This was important to keep notes in their order and 

see what happened, when and where. To go deeper, issues related to the 

participants’ instructional practices were of considerable importance to focus on. 

This included any misunderstandings and obvious word searches by both lecturers 

and students, and the possible reactions towards any language-related events. In 

line with such overt language incidents or events, there was also a focus on what 

was presented and how it was presented, that is, what was the nature of the 

questions, answers and instructions and who was dominating the floor of 

classroom discussion. Managing to be registered on most of the participants’ 

courses helped me to become familiarised with the content of their modules before 

attending their classes. Unlike those in other academic disciplines, my participants 

in CLS, Chemistry, History, and Accounting provided me with some information on 

their classes via emails and interviews for not being able to register me on their 

courses.  

   Taking notes of particular contradictions in the participants’ practices was the 

aim of the following observations. Certain analytical comments were used to guide 

me in my subsequent data collection. This is to say that I attempted to consciously 

notice and investigate participants’ behaviour in their natural settings through 

following an open, inductive and holistic perspective. My beliefs, assumptions and 

expectations were set aside before entering the world of the participant to explore 

the essence of the studied phenomenon (Sheperis, 2010:137; Hood, 2009:76), 

which was important for the researcher to see the observed behaviour anew but 

not for making judgements (Cowie, 2009). Understanding the complex relationship 

between what participants say and do in their classroom practice was the main 

reason behind such a kind of focus. It was important for the researcher to see the 
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extent to which the participants’ stated beliefs were in line with their practices; i.e. 

how they apply their knowledge of and about language (Borg, 2003). It further 

illustrated their classroom decisions in terms of the way they reacted to their 

students’ different requirements and other non-routine or unexpected classroom 

events (Tsui, 2003).  

   In terms of the focus on the physical setting, the researcher gave considerable 

attention to questions like what the context was, for what kind of classroom 

behaviour the setting was designed, the kind of the resources and technologies 

used in each studied discipline. Being important to understanding any learning and 

teaching context, the students were also taken into the researcher’s account. As in 

Denscombe (2007:213), “positioning” was important for the researcher where I 

used to sit wherever possible for me to see and focus on the number of the students 

and which kind of roles they used to act in each of the observed disciplines, their 

relevant characteristics, what brought them together and in which way they used 

to organise themselves (Merriam, 2014:120-1).  

   In conclusion, adopting an observational record with a focus like this was 

important for this study as it assisted the researcher to go beyond what might be 

taken for granted. As in Spradley (1980:56-8), this increased the researcher’s 

introspectiveness in terms of acting as both insider and outsider within the same 

social situation, which in turn helped me to understand the participants’ activities 

and my own experiences as a researcher. Following Merriam (2014: 130), this aided 

the researcher to overview the whole context to give the reader as a 

comprehensively detailed description as possible. With such a “thick description”, 

the observed reality of the research site can be shared with the reader, which is 

important to achieve “truthfulness” in the research report (Cowie, 2009:171-3). 

4.2.3.1.2.1.4 Presentation of Observational Data   

Following Cohen et al.’s (2007:407) view that “emic approaches sit comfortably 

within qualitative approaches, where the definitions of the situations are captured 

through the eyes of the observed”, the researcher of this study is not only 

concerned with describing the physical objects, events and behaviours of the 

participants living the studied phenomenon in a particular setting, but also with 

what these mean to them. To understand the studied phenomenon not on the basis 

of the researchers' predefined conceptual frameworks, “etic approach”, but on 

those of the participants in the situation under investigation (Maxwell, 1992:289), 
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observational data in this study are presented in the light of the participants’ 

perspectives (Marshall & Rossman, 2006:163). It is to infer from the participants’ 

words and concepts that intricately reflect their intentions, cognition, beliefs, and 

evaluation, which in turn helps to achieve ‘interpretive validity’ of this study 

(Maxwell, 1992:288-90).  

   In view of that, certain transcribed interview extracts are used in my analysis of 

the observational data to provide the reader with "some level of specialised 

knowledge and skills to assess its adequacy and potential range of application” 

(Mishler, 1990:434). For Mishler (Ibid: 420-38), this helps to achieve the “visibility” 

of the work where its “trustworthiness may change with time, even when addressed 

to the same findings" for being part of our social world that is "constructed in and 

through our [continuously changing] discourse and actions, through praxis". With 

this kind of contextually grounded, experience-based, socially constructed nature 

of knowledge, trustworthiness can be made, judged and re-evaluated through and 

for further work. 

   In order to show the similarities and differences within and across the studied 

academic units, the presentation of the data in this study typically flow from a 

description of the participants’ teaching context, taught programme and the 

observed classroom events (see Chapter 5). This helps to share the reality of the 

observed scenario with the reader. It is also to understand the extent to which 

external factors affect their teaching practice. While adopting classroom 

observation served to be used as both independent source of data and illustrations 

of the points in interviews, knowing more about the participants’ taught material; 

i.e. professional settings and how this impinged upon their teaching practice, 

interviews were evidentially important for me to know the essence of their 

classroom behaviour.  

   A further relevant point related to the differences and similarities within and 

across the studied disciplines is that it is quite frequent not to follow a unified set 

of themes for each participant. This of course does not mean the complete absence 

of overlap among the emerging themes. It is still possible to find some of the 

identified themes shared between some of the participants despite their different 

teaching contexts in the same studied university. That is, although the participants 

are different in terms of their disciplines, level of expertise, student’s cohort and 
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other academic requirements, they are, metaphorically speaking, still a twisted net 

of threads held by the same knot (Appendix D).     

4.2.3.2 Context of Study and Participants 

As pseudonym, the University of World Academia is chosen as a site for collecting 

the data in this study. A number of reasons stand behind my choice of this 

university to be the context of this study. The first lies in the fact that it locates in 

the UK where English is its first and institutional language, a point that helps to 

know in what way the global spread of English at HE work to benefit its ‘native 

speaker communities’. The second is the way this university advertises itself on the 

website where it is defined as an international university among those which have 

a worldwide reputation for excellence in research. It recruits students of more than 

125 nations. Visiting fellowships for international researchers are also provided to 

define its international academic community. Being ranked among the top 

worldwide universities is the third reason of my choice. The fourth is its use of 

English as the only one medium of instruction and assessment for all its 

programmes except the ones in modern foreign languages and that students are 

required to prove their English proficiency via submitting an English language test 

certificate.   

   As in Jenkins (2011:932), “universities that regard themselves as international 

[…] would seem to be perfect settings in which to explore the implications of ELF 

for their language policies and practices […]”. It is a relevant context where English 

is used as the lingua franca and a medium of instruction to meet the demands of 

its multi-lingua/cultural academic environment as an international university. On 

this basis, the University of World Academia represents one of the relevant sites for 

this study and its focus on teacher cognition of both language and content lecturers 

about the standard and non-standard uses of English and how this impinges upon 

their practices in their EMI settings.  

   In terms of the study participants, a number of academics from different 

disciplines which are institutionally classified under different faculties of the same 

university were invited and agreed to take part in this study. As a result, the 

researcher managed to recruit a total of three language staff and eleven content 

staff in this study. The three language teachers from CLS and one to two content 

lecturers from Archaeology, History, Chemistry, Engineering, Bioengineering, 

Education, Politics and International Relations, Economics, Accounting & Finance 
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and Management participated in this study to describe their lived experiences in 

relation to the role(s) of the English language in their teaching contexts and how 

this affects their classroom practices. They were of different lingua-cultural 

backgrounds. While seven of them are English native speakers, others are of 

different nationalities. As explained in Chapter 5, they are also of different 

professional expertise. The following table visually portrays the context and the 

number of the recruited participants in this study according to the university 

classification of its faculties and academic disciplines. 

 

Table 3: Context of Study 

4.3 Pilot Study  

Bearing in mind the fact that different attempts have to be taken into account 

throughout the research process represented in analysing literature and having 

some information about the context of the study, a pilot study was conducted. To 

familiarize myself with the researched issues in the context of this study, I 

conducted semi-structured interviews with two English language teachers. Each 

was between 45-60 minutes long. Both of the interviewees were female native 
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language teachers. They were involved in running and teaching English language 

programmes for international students in CLS, namely, EAP and EAS. I also did three 

classroom observation sessions in reading-writing classes. Though having 

experienced such courses as an international student in the UK, I was further 

enabled to know more about such English courses in terms of the content, their 

delivery, and to what extent this matches or mismatches the interviewees’ beliefs 

and views about English as an international language. As a result, I found it 

necessary to change and modify some of research intentions and go further in my 

project to see how content teachers in different academic disciplines of the same 

university conceptualise English and the relevance of such English programs to 

their teaching contexts.  

4.4 Research Ethics 

Like any research project in general and those involving human participants in 

particular, considerable importance has been given to the university ethics 

standards. This mainly attempts to achieve a reasonable balance between respect 

for individuals’ privacy in the conduct of research and the responsibility for public 

reporting and advancing public knowledge. On this basis, ethical questions 

represented in the choice of the participants, clarity of the research intentions and 

process, participants’ representation and data management are all thoughtfully 

considered in recruiting participants for this study. The researcher is aware of the 

fact that this relatively helps to obtain participants’ consent.  

   In response to confidentiality, an email was sent to a number of the teaching staff 

from different disciplines within the university context of this study requesting 

them to take part in my study. Along with my emails, the participant information 

sheet (PIS) was attached for them to be clearly informed about the researcher, what 

the research was about, the reasons behind conducting the study and why they 

were particularly addressed, the researcher’s role and theirs, what kind of benefits 

and consequences might come out of my study, by whom it was sponsored, the 

sense of confidentiality and flexibility in terms of agreeing, disagreeing to 

participate or withdrawing throughout the process of the research, research tools, 

where and when to interview and which of their classes to attend, the associated 

risks, if any, and what was possible for them to do in case of having any questions 

or concerns about the study and their participation (Appendix D).  
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   Regardless of how you plan and what you do to avoid any sort of challenge within 

this process, it was not an easy task where some of the people whom I addressed 

directly sent an email back to me considering my research on their beliefs and 

views on the English language and how to be manipulated in their teaching practice 

in their international work site out of what they were normally doing. One day I got 

an email saying:  

[…] I am writing as the Chair of the Humanities Faculty Ethics Committee. Your 

research project was approved by the Committee through ERGO, no problem.  However, 

I would just like to ask you for a bit more information on how you have actually 

recruited participants. We are required to monitor how this is done, because ethical 

issues can potentially arise at that stage too. I have had a query from […] who is 

not an English language teacher and is somewhat bemused by why she received the 

invitation to take part in your research. For the record, would you mind giving me 

a report on how you actually went about selecting and recruiting participants? [...] 

(Email, 30/9/2014) 

 

   After doing that report, I received an email back saying that “[t]hank you very    

much for your reply. That all seems to be in order” (Email, 2/10/2014). This contact 

gave me the sense that there is a real need to go further and trace the importance 

of English in such settings and how content staff really consider it. This is to say 

that language and content are still considered as detached components and the 

former is not considered as important as the latter for some of the EMI teachers 

(Dafouz, 2011 in Cots, 2013:117). 

   In terms of data management, apart from being native of the English language 

or not, participants’ biographic information was entirely kept confidential via the 

use of pseudonyms. A password-enabled computer was also used to store the 

collected data. 

4.5 Concluding Remarks 

This chapter has been designed to shed light on the study questions in relation to 

research framework, research instrument, process of data collection and analysis, 

context of study and research ethics. These points have been addressed and ended 

with: 

• Undertaking a qualitative research method is important to deal with the 

intricacies of the current study’s focus; i.e. teacher beliefs about 

internationalisation and englishisaing HE, what varieites they think they 
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need to master and in what level to respond to their own diverse academic 

demands, and what challenges, if any, both teachers and students as two 

parties living the same scenario.  

 

• In terms of research instrucments, the researcher found both semi-

structured interviews and classroom observation help to better understand 

participants’ views on the researched issues as they themselves live them 

and the extent to which this affects their own classroom actions.   

 

• Dafouz and Smit’s (2014) is of considerable importance and relevance for 

collecting and analysing my interview and observational data.  

 

 

• With the use of NVivo 10 software package, the collected data was 

approached and coded with use of both qualitative content analysis 

approach (QCA)  and discourse analysis (DA). With this in mind, the following 

chapter is set to explain the results of my data analysis.  
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Chapter 5 Findings: Classroom Observations  

This chapter is to present my observational findings. In this chapter, I typically 

move from the faculty, the academic discipline then introduce my participants and 

their teaching goals. I think this gives better understanding of the impact of the 

working sites on my participants’ teaching practices and their stated beliefs in the 

next chapter. What is more is that the length, headings and sub-heading in each of 

the presented contexts vary in accordance with the number of the observational 

sessions I did in each academic discipline, the topic of the observed classes and 

the participants’ commentary on their observed practices, which in turn affects the 

nature of my findings in each context. The chapter finally concludes with some of 

the main remarks.  

5.1.1 Faculty of Humanities 

Faculty of Humanities in the context of this study includes Archaeology, English, 

Film, History, Modern Languages, Music, and Philosophy. After contacting a 

number of academics in different disciplines within this faculty, I managed to have 

access to Modern languages through the Centre for language Study (CLS), 

Archaeology and History. Thus, the following sections are devoted to presenting 

my observational findings in these contexts.  

5.1.1.1 Centre for Language Study (CLS)    

CLS aims at providing the university staff and students with a number of language 

learning programmes. These programmes are represented in English for Academic 

Study (EAS), Pre-sessional courses and Language advising. Two teachers, Peter and 

Luiza, were contacted and gave access to their classes in CLS. The following 

sections are thus designed to present the findings in this context.     

5.1.1.1.1 Peter 

Peter is a native speaker of English and competent in three other languages: Italian, 

Spanish and French. He holds CELTA and DELTA certificates and had been involved 

in teaching English for more than ten years in different UK, Italy and Spain-based 

university contexts. I attended two of his English language classes each of which 
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around ninety minutes long. The first was “Stage 4 English language” (Appendix H). 

It was designed for European Community Action Scheme for the Mobility of 

University Students (ERASMUS). The second was pre-masters programme (Appendix 

J).  

   With regard to ERASMUS course, Peter sent me an email to describe this course 

saying that  

[i]t is English stage 4, which is supposed to be an upper intermediate level 

class (sort of B2 level) […] There are a lot of ERASMUS students (3 from Spain, 

1 from France, 1 from Germany, 1 from Rumania) but also other visiting students 

(1 from Turkish Cyprus, 1 from Hong Kong) so it is mixed, but with a majority 

of Europeans  

      In comment on its focus, he continued to say that 

[t]he course is theme based so they are studying a module on ‘Law and 

Disorder’ now, previously they looked at ‘Media and Reality TV ‘this 

semester, [s]o at the moment we are looking at lots of crime/legal vocabulary 

and they will have to write an essay on a question related to one of the 

major themes […] of the module. There are a lot of videos to watch on the 

Blackboard site for this module and this involves a lot of watching long 

documentaries without subtitles. This week I would like to focus on 

understanding difficult accents (which is something they will find in these 

videos) (Peter, email, 24/11/2014) 

   Following his email on the same day before having my access to his class, Peter 

met me in the foyer (a little café) of the maths building site and we had coffee 

together. This was just to give me an idea about what he was going to teach. It was 

a 15-minute recorded interview. With the use of his power point slides 

(see Appendix I), he talked about the topic and the focus of his class, but that he 

was not the organiser of the content of his class but this did not mean “the 

complete absence of flexibility” in his teaching plan was important for him to 

emphasize. This was due to the nature of the course itself.  

   In his attempt to compare the pre-masters programme with the English Stage 4 

context, he said 

Extract 5.1
* 

The ERASMUS group on the other hand the English course is not really quite so 

structured […] it's about kind of constantly widening the vocabulary constantly 

widening the repertoire of the language […] it's not a sort of progressive series 

of steps of how to plan and write an essay or how to prepare a presentation it's 
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not structured in the same way […] I think that's very interesting and looking at 

different kinds of English as well (Peter, 3
 
/11/2014)

 

   The class layout consisted of parallel rows. I sat at the last row where it was 

possible for me to have a clear picture of what was happening. Being introduced 

by Peter to his students, some of the students turned their faces back to me, 

slightly nodded and smiled to acknowledge my presence. They were seven  

ERASMUS students. “Anti-social behaviour order (ASBO)” was the topic of the 

lecture. It is a UK-based civil order that was designed to correct and deal with anti-

social incidents (https://www.gov.uk/asbo). Peter’s work focussed on the 

following:  

5.1.1.1.1.1 Language Awareness  

Giving a brief introduction on the topic and what the acronym, ASBO, stands for, 

Peter’s work started with a focus on the BBC/programmes and articles 

http://www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/articles 

http://www.theguardian.com/society/youthjustice). A BBC video on gang crimes in 

London was for Peter an access to see to what extent the students found it easy or 

difficult to follow some of the English accents. Being not quite clear to follow, an 

English speaking boy’s saying “we used to have knives” was misunderstood by the 

students as “we used to be nice”. This was spotted and immediately corrected by 

Peter.  

   As in Figure 6 below, the question of English accents was taken further by Peter 

to ask students to identify some of the English accents, to what extent this was 

similar or different to the situation in their first language, and to what they might 

do if they found difficult accents on videos, and if they prefer to learn any particular 

English accent. With reference to their personal experiences, different ERASMUS 

students identified different English accents that they considered difficult to follow 

such as, Northern, Scottish, Welsh, York and London accents. Compared to the 

American accent with which he was familiar as a student, a German student referred 

to the difficulty he had in understanding the Pakistani speakers of English. 

 

• Full texts of all the interviews undertaken in this study are attached to the end of this work 

in a CD-ROM. 

• Participants’ discourse markers; i.e. fillers, hesitation, pauses and the like, in the transcribed 

interviews are kept to the minimum in the examples provided within the body of this thesis.  

92 

 

https://www.gov.uk/asbo
http://www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/articles
http://www.theguardian.com/society/youthjustice


Chapter 5 

 

   To be compared to the different uses of their first languages, a Chinese and a 

Spanish female student referred respectively to Cantonese and Catalan. Reading 

subtitles and looking for the content using the context as a guide was their answer 

to how they deal with difficult accents on videos. 

 

Figure 6: Observational Data from an  ERASMUS Class  

               (Classroom Observation, 24/11/2014) 

5.1.1.1.1.2 Practicing Language 

The whole class was designed around the theme of ASBO of which “gang violence” 

was part (see Figure 7). In pairs, students were asked to discuss in five minutes a 

number of questions related to “gang violence” videoed scene in the UK. Though 

this discussion was to some extent controlled in terms of time, questions and 

monitored by Peter, the students were given a chance to practice language, 

exchange ideas and report their final thoughts to the whole class. In this particular 

classroom episode, Peter’s students were required to describe “gang violence” as a 

‘problem in the UK’ with reference to Peter’s used video, to express their beliefs 

about the topic, state causes, suggest solutions to deal with such a problem on the 

part of both the police and legislators. On this basis, Peter was found encouraging 

his students to participate in discussion, express their views and listen to others’ 

without giving that much value on his students’ language accuracy.  
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Figure 7: Observational Data from an  ERASMUS Class  

          (Classroom Observation, 24/11/2014) 

 

   Another scenario was also designed for students to practice the target language. 

Four students were asked to enact an anti-social situation before the class. Three 

of those students played the role of a gang of drinking youths in the park every 

night. The fourth was to act as a neighbour who was upset with the gang’s 

misbehaviour. It was a ‘tragic’ scene where it ended with stabbing the neighbour 

with a ‘lethal banana’ (it was Peter’s banana). Subsequently, an open question was 

directed to the rest of the class to say who was responsible for the murder. In this 

particular classroom event, Peter’s students were required to argue, defend their 

position and say what was the reason behind their stance of the enacted scene (see 

Figure 8). They were clearly informed about the situation as a whole but not what 

to say. It was a free learning activity where students were again encouraged to 

utilise their language resources regardless of accuracy.    
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Figure 8: Observational Data from an  ERASMUS Class  

           (Classroom Observation, 24/11/2014) 

 

   As in Figure 9 below, a list of what Peter called ‘key vocabulary’ was introduced 

for students to familiarise them with what they were going to see on another video. 

Some of the students found ‘lookout’, ‘getaway’, ‘duelling’ and ‘deterrent’ difficult 

to know. As in the last four slides, students were required to say what was easy or 

difficult for them to understand, to comment on, evaluate what they understood 

from the video and say whether they are ‘with or against’ the content of the shown 

video (Appendix I).   
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Figure 9: Observational Data from an  ERASMUS Class  

             (Classroom Observation, 24/11/2014) 

 

   In terms of the assessment practices identified in Peter’s observed ERASMUS 

class, students’ language knowledge is assessed on the basis of essay writing and 

student-led presentation on certain previously decided questions and topics (Figure 

10).  

 

                         Figure 10: Assessment Sheet for an ERASMUS Class  

(Classroom Observation, 24/11/2014) 

96 

 



Chapter 5 

 

   To trace the extent to which the nature of the classroom context impacts on the 

participant’s teaching practice, peter was observed in a pre-masters class. This was 

important to see the extent to which Peter’s teaching practice was similar or 

different to that in teaching ERASMUS students and the possible reasons behind 

that. In his description of the course, Peter stated that 

Extract 5.2 

that course is mostly east Asian students mostly Chinese students who have come 

to the UK for first time doing to prepare for Master's course and I guess there 

is a much sort of narrower objective [than in the ERASMUS course] with that in 

some ways because it's focusing on academic writing and (.) writing skills 

(Peter,3
 
/11/2014)    

   In comparison to ERASMUS, the pre-masters programme is different in terms of 

the students’ lingua-cultural and educational background, aim and focus. It is to 

prepare and improve international students’ English to meet the university entry 

requirement for their master’s degree programmes in Archaeology, Art, Business, 

Engineering, English, Film, History, Law, Modern Languages, Music and Philosophy. 

It is an integrated programme where the students are required to do coursework 

assignments, exams and the research project. In this particular context, Peter’s 

teaching practice was found to be more directed towards developing students’ 

academic English skills, reading and writing, he focussed on the following:  

5.1.1.1.1.2.1 Academic English 

For Peter, academic English was defined in terms of improving students’ reading 

and writing skills. Being given a text entitled “Cross-Cultural Perspectives on 

Gender-Role Development” (Appendix J), the students were asked to scan the text 

and summarise what they comprehended from the text.  
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Figure 11: Observational Data from a Masters Study Class  

       (Classroom Observation, 4/12/2014) 

 

   Further, Peter attempted to show how his teaching practice in the pre-masters 

teaching context was different to that in the ERASMUS one depending on his 

perception of the students’ different challenges and needs. That is, premaster 

students were assigned a number of classroom tasks to do all of which were to 

develop their academic practice of English. This was represented in taking notes 

on certain previously selected and numbered extracts. Taking notes on particular 

themes related to the same text like production tasks, personal relationships and 

childhood play was one of the tasks for students to practice. In this particular 

classroom episode, Peter’s students were required to discuss, ‘in pairs’, their notes 

and say what they learnt from the given text to each other. Grammatically speaking, 

the students were also required to identify words and phrases (collocation) in their 

comparative degrees (see Figure 12 below).   

   Viewing reading and writing as interrelated skills, Peter continued his work to ask 

students to write sentences using their notes and vocabulary of their previous task. 

The students were clearly informed of the possibility of finding more than one 

answer. As an example, they were asked to compare between gender roles in their 

different countries. They were required to critically approach the topic; to take on 

board political, social and religious issues related to gender roles in their own 

countries. What is worth mentioning here is that they were monitored and 

encouraged by Peter to be more engaged with each other to identify certain main 

ideas (mind map) upon which they construct their text.  
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Figure 12: Observational Data from a Masters Study Class 

           (Classroom Observation, 4/12/2014) 

 

   To practice writing further, Peter asked the students to summarise some of the 

points they read in the given text. This was to help them to write an academic 

essay. As he explained to his students, what academic essay means in Peter’s 

context is to start with an introduction, body and conclusion. This was just like a 

standard form to follow but they had the choice to develop the content of their 

essays, which was one of the criteria upon which students would be formally 

assessed (Figure 13). He was close to the students for monitoring and facilitating 

the task.   
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Figure 13: Assessment Sheet for a Masters Study Class 

           (Classroom Observation, 4/12/2014) 

 

   As in his ERASMUS class, the students were also required to discuss their ideas 

in pairs and to report their final thoughts to other students. Peter tried to mix 

students, Chinese with other non-Chinese students to avoid students’ recourse to 

and use of their L1, which was difficult to do as Chinese students represented the 

majority of his class.   
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   With that in mind, it is possible to say that Peter’s work in both ERASMUS and 

pre-masters programmes was identical in terms of his focus on students’ 

communicative practice of the target language but to a different end. That is, 

ERASMUS students’ language practice aims at enabling students to be aware of and 

use language for their daily purposes. For Peter, it is for ‘day to day’ language. It is 

mainly to promote students’ social uses of English in the UK. On the other hand, 

premaster students’ language practice is primarily directed to what they will face 

in their content areas. It is geared toward an academic end. In Peter’s view, this is 

a “narrower objective” for a “distorted language” that helps to improve students’ 

academic competence in their target disciplines.  

5.1.1.1.2 Luiza  

Luiza is a non-native speaker of English. She is originally from Brazil. Portuguese is 

her native language and also able to speak Spanish. She did her master degree in 

English language teaching in the UK. She had been involved in teaching English as 

a second language in Brazil and UK university contexts for more than twelve years. 

I attended one of her EAS classes. It was ninety minute long.    

   EAS is a full-time programme of study which is designed to prepare international 

students for their undergraduate and postgraduate programmes. It aims to 

improve students’ English for formal and informal purposes. To respond to the 

students’ needs in their degree programmes in the UK-based universities, it focuses 

on students’ writing, listening and note taking, reading, grammar, pronunciation, 

speaking along with their independent learning skills. 

   In her description on the course plan, Luiza said that “it is a kind of different 

departments tell us that the students should do this and this so we can have to 

plan the course in a way that will help them to go through those courses”, which is 

an interesting point that reflects the kind of communication between university 

departments and CLS.  Luiza was in charge of teaching listening and speaking in 

this programme. The aim of her class was to develop students’ seminar skills. The 

class was composed of ten students sitting in a sequence of rows. I sat at the last 

row near the window. I was asked by Luiza to introduce myself for the students and 

the reason behind my presence. In my observation session, I found Luiza’s teaching 

practice was more geared towards developing her EAP students’ language 

knowledge in the following: 
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5.1.1.1.2.1  Seminar Participation  

Luiza’s classroom practice was directed towards developing students’ discussion 

skills via the use of a general, non-academic, topic. Luiza started her work giving 

an introduction about the topic, carrying firearms in the UK. “Portable gun” was 

used by Luiza to explain the meaning of the word “firearms”. Different kinds of 

portable guns were presented on the slides for students to see. In pairs, the 

students were subsequently asked to discuss Luiza’s questions, “should everyone 

be free to carry firearms in the UK?” and “how it is different to other countries like 

US and your own countries?”. As a monitor, she kept listening to students and 

stimulating them to further discuss other issues relevant to the topic like getting 

weapon licence, whether good or bad to carry a weapon and how it was similar or 

different to what is going on in their different countries.    

   Luiza continued in her focus on classroom discussion where the students were 

exposed to a videoed seminar discussion and followed by a number of questions. 

As in Figure 14 below, they were required to identify how to chair a group 

discussion, opening discussion, giving supportive evidence, checking 

understanding, arguing, interrupting, agreeing, disagreeing, how to include and 

not to marginalise others and summarising discussion. This was a general practice 

for her students to do.  
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Figure 14: Observational Data from an EAS Class 

               (Classroom Observation, 10/3/2015) 
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   In line with her focus on students’ academic presentation skills, Luiza’s work in 

the second half of her class focussed on enriching students’ vocabulary. “Gambling” 

was the theme of this part of her class. The students were introduced with a number 

of slides showing some of the gambling activities. They were required to choose 

what was appropriate from a given list of words to refer to the shown gambling 

activity (Figure 15 below).  

 

 

Figure 15: Observational Data from an EAS Class 

                 (Classroom Observation, 10/3/2015) 

 
   As a listening-speaking teacher in CLS, Luiza did not show her concerns about 

her students’ English accents or even their language accuracy. She was more prone 

to encourage her students to critically approach the class topic and listen to others’ 

perspectives. Luiza’s work was mainly dedicated to improving students’ academic 
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discussion skill; i.e. how to discuss, what evidence to use in order to support your 

argument and role taking.   

   In light of the study findings in CLS, the following sections are to explain how 

English is differently approached and practiced within each of the observed 

academic disciplines and to what extent this shows similarities and differences in 

the participants’ language practices within the same EMI university. This is 

presented on the basis of the content-based terminology, examples, teacher-

student and student-student interactions, teaching material and feedback on 

students’ performance. 

5.1.1.2  Archaeology 

Archaeology has a 50-year long history at the university context of this study. As 

an international leading centre, the Department of Archaeology is concerned with 

studying human history and the role of archaeology in contemporary society. As 

an academic in this unit, Olga agreed to participate in the present study. 

5.1.1.2.1 Olga  

Olga is a non-native speaker of English. She is Serbian and holds a PhD from a UK-

based university, Oxford, where she used to work as a lecturer in classical 

archaeology and a tutor in archaeology and anthropology before being employed 

at the context of this study. Her professional experience in her field is of about 5 

years, and her specialisation lies in Roman archaeology.  

   “Living with the Romans: Urbanism in the Roman Empire” is the title of the module 

I observed her teaching, which aims at improving students’ knowledge about the 

Roman world in terms of its towns, their architecture and their meanings to Rome, 

political and commercial life of these towns. For Olga, there are a number of 

academic attributes embedded within her module. These are represented in “global 

citizenship”, “reflective learner attributes”, “communication skills”, “research and 

enquiry” and “academic attributes”. To explain, considering the historical roles towns 

used to have in the formation of coherent communities leads to developing her 

students’ “global citizenship”. Having students engaged with other students and 

staff in group discussion and responding to peers’ and staff’s questions and 

feedback help to have their “reflective learner attributes” developed. This also plays 

a key role in developing their “communication skills”. “Research and enquiry” skills 

can be developed on the basis of independent research and reading for group work 
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and test. Finally, lectures, reading, visual images and class discussions serve to 

develop “academic attributes”.  

   Olga was observed in two of her classes on different time intervals, a week between 

the two. The first class was with seven students. It was at a laboratory within the 

archaeology building. The students’ desks were organised in a U-shape. The students 

were sitting on one side of the room opposite to mine. Olga introduced me to her 

students. With the focus on the English variety used in this content unit, Olga’s 

classroom discourse was remarkably characterised with her heavy focus on historical 

events and geographical sites. In light of this, her discourse was loaded with the 

recurrent use of names of cities in different parts of the world and famous figures 

during certain periods of time. A strong evidence that shows her reliance on images 

and citation in explaining “[t]owns in the social and political life of the Roman empire, 

[t]owns in the cultural life of the empire [and] [t]owns in the economic life of the 

empire” was also identified. Thus, the following sections are devoted to presenting 

such findings.  

5.1.1.2.1.1 Language Variety    

In my first classroom observation, names of prominent leadership figures and names 

of towns in different parts of the world along with those of temporal reference were 

identified as remarkable linguistic units to characterise the most part of Olga’s 

classroom discourse. This was represented in ‘Philip the Arab’, ‘Trajan Decius’, 

‘Constantine I’ and ‘Diocletian’ as Roman Emperors in different times and places. 

Further, some other lexical units referring to the nature of the Roman policy were 

identified. This can be represented in Olga’s use of ‘tetrarchy’, leadership of four 

members. ‘Tetrarchy’ was a key content word where it represented a specific time in 

the life of the Roman Empire. To explain military threats which the Roman Empire 

used to face, Olga’s use of ‘invasion’, ‘goths’, ‘huns’ and ‘vandals’ was further 

identified. Linked to this is that the plural noun ‘walls’ appeared to be used as a 

response to those which carry the sense of ‘threat’, ‘battle’ and ‘war’.  

   Olga’s recurrent reference to certain geographical places were also identified. This 

is to say that there was much more value given to names of cities. This can be 

represented in ‘Athens’, ‘Palmyra’, ‘Carthage’ and ‘Milan’. Some other Germanic 

nouns emerged in Olga’s class like, ‘Alemanni’ and ‘Juthungi’, a confederation of 

Germanic tribes. Further, ‘Christianity’, ‘Islam’, ‘agriculture’, ‘trade’ and ‘theatre’ 

were identified in Olga’s context to form part of their disciplinary language to explain 
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people’s religious, economic and social activities. Linked to this is that ‘end of the 

tetrarchy, ‘Zenobia’s wall’, ‘effect of Christianity’, ‘Germanic Invasions’, ‘walls of 

Athens’ , ‘century’ or ‘AD’, ‘Justinian’s Empire in AD 565’ and ‘Third century 

invasions’ were used by Olga to explain content knowledge in Archaeology 

(see Appendix K).   

   This suggests that such lexical units were of high relevance to her topic, “Living 

with the Roman”, where understanding the content dependeds on knowing more 

about the individuals and their historical impacts on events in different Roman cities. 

For Olga, it is important for students to demonstrate their knowledge of the impact 

of a town used to have on its community, historical changes in Roman towns and 

other political, economic and cultural issues during different times. As in Figure 20 

below, this means that members of Archaeology need to use their English in a way 

that expresses their understanding of disciplinary concepts, discuss, compare and 

contrast the historical states of Roman cities with a kind of evidence; i.e. past and 

new knowledge, theories, sites, dates and the like.    

 

   Further, Olga’s teaching practice was built on the use of a number of maps and 

images through which she explained most the above stated lexical items with 

reference to the field literature. Thus, the following sections are devoted to 

presenting these findings.  

5.1.1.2.1.2 Maps 

In Olga’s first class, the recurrent use of maps was identified. Maps were to explain 

different archaeology-related aspects. This was mostly linked to historical events and 

geographical sites. As in Figure 16 below, Olga did put much more value on the use 

of maps in showing the distribution of cities in the middle of the fifth century. What 

was remarkable in this particular map is that the use of black dots to refer to the 

number of cities, which city was used for what purpose and where. The contextual 

meaning of the dots was explained in a small box on the map. Another map was 

used by Olga to move into explaining the “3rd century invasion and coin hoards”. 

Again, the use of black dots and arrows were identified in this map to code certain 

content knowledge. Black dots on this map were of different contextual meaning 

where they served to refer to “coin hoards” which was linked to the “directions of 

barbarian invasions” between C. 268 and 280 represented in arrows.  
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Figure 16: Maps for the ‘Spread of Christianity’ 

and ‘3rd C invasions & coin hoards’ from Archaeology 

(Classroom Observation, 4/12/2014) 

   To explain the “tetrarchic imperial capitals and the division of empire” (Figure 17), 

Olga further used another map. Like her first two, this map was manipulated to show 

the nature of the Roman Empire under the tetrarchs, the Dioceses and principal 

tetrarchy residences. Again, this kind of historical and geographical knowledge was 

coded with the use of both dark and light black short lines. While the former served 

to indicate “extent of Roman Empire”, “Diocese boundary” was referred to by the 

latter.  

 

 

Figure 17: A Map for the ‘Tetrarchic imperial capitals  

and the division of empire’ from Archaeology 

 (Classroom Observation, 4/12/2014) 
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   Other notions related to the impact of religion in different parts of the world were 

explained through the use of a -land map of Arabia. This was to refer to the 

chronological order of effects under different religions in different Arab areas. That 

is, Olga’s use of this particular map was to move to discussing the “AD 622 

Muhammad’s hijra from Mecca to Medina” and how this changed the history and the 

nature of the communities there (Figure 18 below). This was discussed under three 

main parts of the Arab land as a chain of historical events, “expansion under 

Muhammad, 622-632”, “expansion during the patriarchal caliphate in 632-661” and 

“expansion during the Umayyad Caliphate, 661-750”.  

 

Figure 18: A Map for the ‘AD 622 Muhammed hijra  

from Mecca to Medina’ from Archaeology  

(Classroom Observation, 4/12/2014) 

   In view of that, it is possible to say that Olga used a number of maps to move from 

one content aspect into another. Thus, her discourse was more geared toward 

explaining the distribution of cities within the Roman Empire, then moving to 

economic issues related to “coin hoards”, “invasions” and the impact of religions, 

“Islam”, on the history and nature of the cities in different times. In light of this, 

Olga’s map-based teaching practice was evidently used to provide students with a 

flow of content knowledge which was mostly linked to historical events and 

geographical sites. Maps here appeared as evidence around which she and her 

students as members of Archaeology to use in constructing their academic discourse 

as an attempt to demonstrate their understanding of content knowledge. As visual 
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aids, maps here served Olga to present more content knowledge with less language. 

This was more supported with the use of images.  

5.1.1.2.1.3 Images 

The recurrent use of images in Olga’s teaching practice was identified. Olga used 

images to explain, for instance, the concept of the “military anarchy”, a critical period 

in the life of the Roman Empire in which “invasion”, “civil war”, “plague” and 

“economic depression” were critical issues for the Roman Empire to face. It was 

referred to as the “crisis of the 3rd century (AD 235-284)”. With use of images, Olga 

referred to “Trajan Decius”, Roman Emperor from 249 to 251, and his role in fighting 

“Goths”. Linked to this, other events and activities related to the Roman Empire in 

this critical period were also explained with some other images. That is, the notion 

of building walls in different cities as a “response to crisis” was explained with the 

use of a number of images. This was represented in Olga’s reference to “Aurelian 

Walls of Rome”, “the post-Herulian walls of Athens” and “Palmyra: Zenobia’s wall”. 

Some other images were used to refer to societal activities in different parts of the 

world. This was partly related to industrial areas and agricultural processing within 

urban spaces with reference to “Jerash” in Jordan and partly linked to religious spaces 

represented in images of mosques and churches (Appendix K).  

   Following Silver (2006:78), Olga’s use of “pictorial images” can be considered a 

sign of evidence she used to develop her argument. They were “central” pillars for 

constructing and developing the object of knowledge in this content unit. In light of 

this, images and maps seemed of a significant value in conveying archaeology-

related knowledge. In view of Olga’s learning objectives stated earlier, both images 

and maps were used to enable students to demonstrate knowledge and 

understanding of the Roman towns and their embedded political, religious, 

economic and cultural roles (planned learning outcomes), to critically approach and 

analyse archaeological data related to the Roman Empire (cognitive (thinking) skills), 

and to be able to work on, comparatively analyse historical, epigraphic, geophysical 

and architectural evidence related to the towns across the Roman Empire on study 

visits and on the excavation or survey of the Roman towns (practical, subject-specific 

skills). For Olga, enabling students to consider the historical impact of cities in the 

formation of coherent communities helps them to accomplish what is called “global 

citizenship”.  
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5.1.1.2.1.4  Citation 

In addition to the heavy use of maps and images to support her argument and 

knowledge construction in archaeology, Olga’s recurrent citation remarkably 

emerged in her first class. Olga used citation to document authors’ stance towards 

what she was explaining as content knowledge. This was either in the form of direct 

quotes, content-based tables and paraphrased statements. As an example of the 

direct quotes, Olga started her class with a direct quote. The quote was  

[t]he fall and ruin of the world will soon take place, but it seems that 

nothing of the kind is to be feared as long as the city of Rome stands intact 

Lactantius (Divinae Institutiones 7, 25) 

   Olga’s use of such a direct quote reflects how content knowledge in her context 

should be dealt with, negotiated and evidenced. As a translated text of a classical 

source, this quote was manipulated as a kind of data to indicate the sense of power, 

authority and ideology of the Roman Empire toward the world, which was at the heart 

of the topic of her class. This represented the basis upon which she built her 

argument to explain “the distributions of cities” and other hidden political, social, 

cultural and economic issues through the use of maps and images.  

   Another use of citation appeared in stating authors’ views towards the Roman 

history like,  

• Late 1st century BC to Late 1st century AD as a major period of cultural 

change in towns across provinces (Woolf 1995) 

 

• The “Roman Cultural Revolution” as a mechanism? (Woolf 2002)  

   Compared to her previous quote, Olga’s quote here is different in terms of being 

interpreted as a kind of scholar’s voice acting as current state of the art, whereas 

the previous one is possibly more of “data” for an archaeologist or a historian. 

   Following Hyland (2006:25), citation is one of the most notable strategies used to 

situate discourse in disciplinary contexts. That is, giving much more value to citation 

helps the participant in this context “to construct an effective justification for an 

argument” and to show her stance towards what was stated (Ibid). Acknowledging 

what was previously researched shows Olga’s commitment and belonging to 

archaeology discipline as an academic community. As members of the same 
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academic community, the students were also required to support their argument 

with images, maps and citation of the field literature (see Figure 20).   

   This can be attributed to the idea that literature in social sciences and humanities 

is “open to greater interpretation, findings are often borrowed from other disciplines, 

and criteria for establishing claims are less clear-cut” (Hyland, 2006:26). As it is hard 

to expect identical interpretive knowledge in disciplines like Archaeology, Olga’ use 

of citation aimed at elaborating students’ critical skills in approaching archaeology-

related data. It also showed how content knowledge in such a discipline 

accumulated, constructed and developed.  

   Having my observational findings in Olga’s first class spelt out, I move now to 

describe my findings in her second one. Olga’s second class was in a small room 

within Archaeology building. The class layout was composed of three lines of long 

tables in a U-shape. It was an MA seminar class with three students, two female 

students and a male student. Olga asked us, her students and me, to briefly 

introduce ourselves to each other. After giving them some information about myself, 

two of them defined themselves as English native speakers but the third female 

student said “I’m Australian I’m not sure whether I’m native or not”.  

   The topic of the seminar discussion was “national archaeological remains”. “Human 

body remains” was at the heart of the class discussion. Olga ran the discussion with 

the presence of another female academic from New Zealand. Olga’s main role was 

represented in raising a number of questions most of which were related to the 

nations’ rights in keeping their human remains. She opened the class discussion with 

open argumentative questions like, “there is a cultural debate about human remains 

and how it is viewed in different countries like Australia, UK and elsewhere […]” 

followed with her direct question, “what do you think…”.  

   In view of that, the students were required to express their views and stance 

whether they see “returning human remains to their original countries” a personal or 

national right. Either way, they were further asked to take political, historical and 

religious motives embedded in the culture of some countries to which these human 

remains belong. They needed to justify their opinions with reference to their own 

experience, data and sources in their literature. In her description of the sequence 

of her questions and how to be critically and deeply approached, Olga said “there is 

a method in my madness”. This was directed to the Australian female student to say 

how “human remains” as a topic was viewed in Australia. In her response to Olga’s 
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question, the Australian student said “there is a native inside each one of us that’s 

why I see human remains not as a relative but as an English man or Australian […]”. 

This was further developed by Olga to ask her students whether they consider for 

example, archaeology remains in Iraq, Syria or Egypt as their own archaeology 

properties or of the world as a whole and how to deal with archaeology in case of 

wars and natural disasters. In this particular classroom episode, students were found 

discussing their different perspectives with regard to archaeology ownership around 

the world ending with the view that archaeological sites are of none, but for all.  

   Such questions are, for Olga, important as her students were required to “discuss”, 

“evaluate” and “contrast” with evidence archaeology-related data in their independent 

research and test. This also helps to have them engaged with each other and their 

staff in class discussion for developing their “reflective learner attributes”, 

“communication skills” and “Research and enquiry” skills. As Figure 19 explains 

below, Olga’s students’ disciplinary knowledge is assessed and evaluated on the 

basis of “student-led discussion groups”, “student-led presentation”, “group project 

presentation”, “examinations” and “extended essay (3500 words)”.  
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Figure 19: Assessment Sheet from Archaeology 

(Classroom Observation, 4/12/2014) 

   In terms of how students are expected to word their content in Archaeology, Olga 

was found giving much value to students’ ability to demonstrate their understanding 

of the content knowledge; i.e. to define what key words in her discipline mean, avoid 

generalisation, strong argument via the use of evidence like relevant sources, 

sketches and plans (see Figure 20 below).   
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Figure 20: Exam technique in Archaeology 

                     (Classroom Observation, 4/12/2014)   

In view of the observational findings in Olga’s two classes, it is possible to say that 

she was found using different means to explain content knowledge. A clear example 

of this is her heavy use of maps, images, citation and classroom discussion, which 

can be all considered as “key differentiators” of the kind of scholarly discourse used 

in this content unit (Mauranen, 2006:278). As in Thompson (2006:264), this shows 
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Olga’s tendency to “reify” the abstract content she was explaining. It is an attempt 

to give “thingness” to what can be considered tacit knowledge (see Wenger, 2007). 

With such genre, a class of language used in a particular context for a particular end 

(Basturkmen, 2006), in mind, Olga expresses and sustains membership and 

belonging to archaeology as an academic community. This is clearly represented in 

her focus on geographical and historical events and how to be reified with the use 

of maps, images and citation.  

As members of the same environment, Olga’s students cannot play the game 

unless they master the rules; i.e. they cannot communicate without mastering the 

most important linguistic units which form their “underlying competence” to be 

practiced in building and transforming content knowledge in their academic unit. As 

in Olga’s exam tips above, they are required to be mutually engaged to discuss, 

argue, and define disciplinary knowledge with a kind of evidence to make their 

scholarly discourse meaningful and relevant to what they are doing in Archaeology. 

For Gee (2008), this means that they have to know what is appropriate to be used, 

when and for what purpose. As a result, they will be able to demonstrate their 

academic membership to their discipline. As in Hyland (2009:34),  

language is not just a means of self-expression […] It is how we construct 

and sustain reality, and we do this as members of communities, using the 

language of those communities. The features of a text are therefore 

influenced by the community for which it was written and so best 

understood, and taught, through the specific genres of communities.  

   In order to know to what extent ‘English in Archaeology’ is similar or different to 

that in other academic units within the Faculty of Humanities, observational findings 

in History are presented below.  

5.1.1.3 History 

History is an academic unit within the Faculty of Humanities at the university context 

of the present study. It is “one of the leading History departments” in the UK where 

it is “top 3” according to the quality of research (REF 2014). As an academic in 

History, Claude agreed to participate in the present study.   
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5.1.1.3.1 Claude 

Claude is a non-native speaker of English, who speaks French as his first language, 

with English and Dutch as foreign languages. He holds a PhD in ‘Medieval History’ 

and has about three yearlong period of professional experience at the context of this 

study. I managed to observe one of his classes. It was two-hour long class at a room 

on the campus of the Faculty of Humanities. The students’ desks were organised 

in a U-shape. Claude and I were sitting next to each other on one side near the 

window while the students were on the other two sides of the room. They were 

seven female students who were all home students and an American student. In his 

description of the student cohort, Claude explained that  

Extract 5.3 

in terms of yea undergrad is essentially English probably 100% I would say post 

graduates at the master level you know it’s a medieval history so it attracts 

more native speakers because yea it’s so rooted in Europe medieval history as 

we teach it so I think it's not that appealing to other nationalities (Claude,21
 

/11/2014).  

 
   In terms of my observational findings, Claude’s teaching practice was, similar to 

Olga’s in Archaeology, found more geared toward debating historical events in 

relation to geographical places and times. What was specific in Claude’s context is 

the need for other languages like Latin and French, as explained below.  

5.1.1.3.1.1 Language Variety 

Claude’s teaching practice was found more directed toward discussing historical 

events with use of certain lexical units which refer to time and geographical areas. 

The topic of Claude’s class was “Archives: Digitized History”. Claude started his 

lecture asking his students to talk about their research interests. Researching 

“Elizabeth the first speeches on-line”, “history of the 18th Century”, “the impact of 

religion on identity and state in 1920s” and “Medieval Taxation” were among the 

topics raised by his students. This has led to a teacher-student class discussion. In 

this particular classroom event, what was important for Claude is that the students 

should have a limited period in history to work on, a particular century or decade. 

Claude also advised his students to go deeper in their research and visit libraries 

for original resources, the historical sites relevant to their topics of research as 

what they might find online, in his view, “no more than the tip of the iceberg”. 

However, doing online research was still important for the students to have their 
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research skills more developed. For this end, Claude was found placing much more 

value on developing his students’ knowledge of the web-based libraries.   

5.1.1.3.1.2 6.31Web-based Teaching 

Claude’s teaching practice was built on the use of archive-related webs. This was 

mainly represented in his use of “The National Archive” (TNA) library online, 

http://www.findmypast.co.uk/?dclid=CPSFxKrDi8kCFUOf2wodkBgEWA. This was to 

answer the following question: 

 

Figure 21: Observational Data from History  

                  (Classroom Observation, 9/2/2015) 

 

   In view of this, it seems then possible to say that students in History need to use 

archives to support and demonstrate their understanding of their content 

knowledge. This is the kind of document they are expected to use to discuss, argue 

and establish their meaning in their own academic context. In this particular 

classroom episode, Claude focussed on the possible ways for students to find 

“military records”, “newspaper records”, and “travel and migration records”. With 

the use of drop down list available on TNA-website, he explained how it would be 

possible for students to find relevant sources. The relevance of sources here is 

decided on the basis of geographical and historical boundaries where Claude 

advised his students to limit their research focus to particular points of time and 

context. Thus, Claude’s teaching practice was found mostly geared toward 

constructing students’ knowledge about the use of web for finding out archive-

related resources and to know more about historic places to visit. In comment on 

his teaching practice, he explained that 
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Extract 5.4 

I am working on archival material that's where you get (.) your original stuff 

material and built original ideas feed the debate with new things so I think the 

ability of the students to go abroad would be very significant […] I talked 

with them about looking at the websites to open them to all the potential of 

doing archival research so that's new skills for them (Claude,21/11/2014).   

   With his focus on finding relevant resources online, he asked one of his students 

to present her topic and how she could find and deal with archival sources.   

5.1.1.3.1.3 Student-led Presentation 

The student’s presentation in Claude’s class was about digitizing national archives 

in British libraries. With the use of “Hantsweb” (Hampshire County Council) 

http://hants.gov.uk/, she explained how it was possible for her to find an index to 

a number of archaeological and historic sites. The following quote was part of her 

explanation      

The Archaeology and Historic Buildings Record (AHBR) is the Historic Environment 

Record for Hampshire County Council. It is an index to the known archaeological 

sites and finds, historic buildings, designed and historic landscapes, parks and 

gardens, and industrial monuments in the county. The AHBR includes sites and finds 

dating from the prehistoric period, to buildings and defences of the twentieth 

century […]  

   Accordingly, what is important to note here is that students in History need to 

demonstrate their research skills in terms of finding relevant sources represented 

in digitized archives. This helps them to demonstrate and develop their disciplinary 

knowledge, say who they are and what they are doing in History. As in Basturkmen 

(2006:137), this is where their “underlying competence” overlaps with their 

“common core English” to construct their disciplinary language. Having Olga’s and 

Claude’s classroom discourse mainly directed toward debating historical events in 

specific contexts to demonstrate understanding disciplinary content in their 

contexts shows how academic discourse diverge and converge in interdisciplinary 

topics between two ‘neighbouring’ disciplines (Bondi, 2006:50).   

 

   What was specific in Claude’s context is that the need for French along with 

English. Attempting to discuss “French Roll: enrolment of diplomatic matters, the 

administration of Channel Islands”, a classroom episode related to the use of a 

French text translated into English was identified in Claude’s class. It was a short 
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text taken from a letter sent to Mathieu de Lannoy, Knight of France, who was 

prisoned in the kingdom of England (Figure 22 below).  

 

Figure 22: Observational Data from History 

                (Classroom Observation, 9/2/2015) 

 

   In terms of the assessment practices identified in History, Claude did not show 

his concerns about his students’ accents or language accuracy. What seemed 

important for him is their ability to access web-based sources, how to choose and 

limit their research topics, when and how to use relevant records and archives to 

support their disciplinary texts.    

 

   As a final remark, Claude was found giving much more value to his students’ 

knowledge on digitised libraries to access records and archives to support their 

disciplinary arguments. What is more is that visiting historical places, for Claude, 

falls within the scope of ‘authentic material’ in his discipline. Students in Claude’s 

context are further required to construct their academic texts on a field topic of a 

specific time and place boundaries. Students’ need to be competent in French, Latin 

or Middle English appeared as a distinctive feature in this context. Having my 
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observational findings in the Faculty of Humanities presented, I move now to those 

in the Faculty of Natural Sciences.  

5.1.2 Faculty of Natural and Environmental Sciences 

In the context of the present study, the Faculty of Natural and Environmental 

Sciences includes a wide range of disciplines represented in geochemistry, 

pharmacology, catalysis, electrochemistry, ocean dynamics, paleoceanography, 

paleoclimatology, ecology and molecular biology. Managing to access only 

Chemistry, the following sections present my findings in this particular discipline.   

5.1.2.1 Chemistry  

In the university context of the present study, Chemistry is of diverse research 

activities to aid and improve knowledge in chemistry, biochemistry and physical 

sciences. The researcher managed to have one of its academic staff members, 

Pablo, to take part in this study.  

5.1.2.1.1 Pablo    

Pablo is a non-native speaker of English. He is competent in speaking Spanish, 

Catalan, German and Swedish. He had the experience of teaching organic chemistry 

in Spain, US and UK-based university contexts for about twenty years. I observed 

him in two different classes. The first was a seminar discussion class with seven 

undergraduate home and European students. The second was with more than fifty 

postgraduate international students. Each was sixty minute long.  

5.1.2.1.2 Language Variety 

With regard to Pablo’s first class, the students were sitting in a U-shaped row. I was 

sitting near the small white board where the students and the teacher were in front 

of me. Pablo introduced me to his class and asked me to explain the purpose of 

my observation. To keep students’ behaviour as natural as possible, I tried to 

emphasize the idea that the aim of my presence was not to evaluate their classroom 

interaction but to know its nature. There was no clear reaction on their part. The 

core of Pablo’s class was to have a class debate about a previously decided 

exercises related to organic chemistry. As in Figure 23 below, Pablo and his 

students were identified with their use of chemical sketches surrounded with 

certain symbols to code, explain, and demonstrate their understanding of the 
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content knowledge on the small white board. In this particular classroom episode, 

Pablo was identified placing more value on his students’ ability to represent their 

understanding of the chemical processes and the result of chemical interactions in 

sketches. As a result, their classroom discourse was remarkably characterised with 

a simple use of English in virtue of their heavy reliance on symbols like ±, ↶, ⇌ and 

➙ to represent words in performing and explaining the content of the given 

exercises.  

 

Figure 23: Observational Data from Chemistry 

               (Classroom Observation, 25/11/2014) 

 

   In his comment on this particular classroom episode after my observation, he 

explained that his use of “the symbols + and – was to refer to the charges of the 

atoms, the curly arrow, ↶, was to show the attack of the electrons, ⇌ is to indicate 

that the reaction is an equilibria and ➙ was to represent the sense of chemical 

reaction” (Pablo, email, 13/10/2015). This means that chemical processes are 

implicitly expressed via the use of symbols. In line with this, Pablo’s students were 

required, expected and helped to construct their disciplinary texts in the form of 

formulae surrounded with symbols and irregular sentences like, “forming diazinion 

salt” and “makes ring more xxx” (see Figure 24 below).   
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Figure 24: A student’s assignment sheet  

       (Classroom Observation, 25/ 11/2014) 

 

   In view of his comment, it was not surprising not to have critical argument or 

discussion on the part of the students where they used to simply explain the 

components of the chemical formula. Pablo’s work was mainly directed towards 

testing students’ knowledge of what they were doing in their ‘sketched’ chemical 

compositions. There was no comment on the students’ language use where I did 

not identify any feedback incidents related to their linguistic performance in terms 

of their grammar, pronunciation or any evidence related to the teacher-learner 

miscommunication.  

   In terms of his second class, it was with a big group (50+) of international 

students. It was at a lecture theatre. I sat close to the end of the hall. Pablo’s module 

was called “chemistry for biologists”. After having a quick revision of a previous 

lecture, Pablo started introducing the topic, “Chemistry of Imines, Acids and Bases” 

with the use of slides.  

   In his postgraduate class, Pablo’s work was identified with his primary focus on 

explaining a number of chemical sketches related to “fluorophore formation”. This 
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is to say that Pablo’s teaching practice was not that different to what I observed in 

his first class in terms of the way content knowledge is represented and explained. 

The only point of difference I can say here is that his postgraduate class was a 

teacher-centred class where I could not identify incidents showing classroom 

discussion or teacher-learner interaction. With an open question for more than two 

times, Pablo attempted to have his students engaged and to participate but this 

ended with no reply on their part. In comment on this particular classroom event 

after his lecture, he explained that the content of the lecture was set by one of his 

ex-colleagues and he did some modification on it. In his reply to my question 

whether it was easy for him to teach someone else’s lecture or not, he answered 

saying that it was easy but hard to have students engaged as they did not see it 

highly relevant to what they were doing in Biology. Pablo ended both of his classes 

advising his students to keep checking their ‘blackboards’ and inviting them to 

email him if they were in need of something related to the chemical sketches they 

did and discussed in their class. 

 

   To end with Chemistry, it is possible to say that Pablo and his students as 

members of the same academic discipline were found placing much more value on 

the use of chemical formulae surrounded with symbols and irregular sentences to 

construct their scholarly discourse, a point that explains how students’ content 

knowledge is assessed and evaluated in this particular discipline.   

5.1.3 Faculty of Engineering and the Environment 

The Faculty of Engineering and the Environment in the context of this study works 

collaboratively with other disciplines like Biological Sciences, Geography, and 

Ocean & Earth Science, included within The Centre for Environmental Sciences 

(CES). CES’s academics collaborate with different parties like industry, government 

and Civil Engineering to develop knowledge on the effects and management of 

human activities on the natural environment. Two of the CES’s lecturers, John and 

Van, gave me access to their classes.   

5.1.3.1  John   

John is a native English speaker. He holds a PhD in Transportation Engineering from 

a UK-based university. He has more than seven years of working experience in both 
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Australia and UK universities. In describing the main goal of his module and how 

to be linked to the CES’ general aim, John stated that  

Extract 5.5  

My teaching goals are to increase our students' understanding of the topics I 

teach which is things like transport planning transport economics GIS 

[geographical information system and its application to engineering] for 

engineering […] and enabling them to put the EIS [enterprise investment scheme] 

concepts in a very good practice and also enabling them to better think their 

way through problem solving and through dealing with the issues in the work 

places that they aim for through training courses on our engineering context 

(John,6/10/2014).   

   I attended three of John’s classes where each lasted around two hours. The first 

two lectures were at the same room and the third one at another one in a 

neighbouring building. The class layout consisted of parallel rows. The number of 

the students in my three observations was 35+. It was relatively easy for me to 

identify that the students’ positioning was nationality-based. That is, Chinese 

students formed a group and home and EU students formed another one. However, 

there was a group formed by those who were of different nationalities. I sat at the 

end of the classroom, at the right corner, in my first two observations. My position 

during the third observation was almost at the end on the left side of the hall near 

the door.  

   My three classroom observations were all related to his module, “Transportation 

Planning: Policies and Methods”. John’s three classes I attended were a series of 

three lectures along the continuum from theory to practice. The topics of his series 

were successively “Policy Instrument 3: Pricing & Soft Measures (series of lectures)”, 

“Transport Economics: Transport Appraisal and Evaluation (2 lectures)”.  

5.1.3.1.1 Language Variety  

In his three lectures, John’s teaching practice was built on the use of power points, 

hand-outs and panopto (software for recording lectures for sharing knowledge with 

the students). “Policy Instrument 3: Pricing & Soft Measures (3 series of lectures)” 

represented the theoretical part of his lectures. In this particular class, John’s high 

use of descriptive English was identified. As in Figure 25 below, there were a 

number of engineering-based terms and concepts namely, among many, “parking 

controls”, “congestion charging”, “black box insurance”, “scrappage schemes” and 

“zonal fares”, which needed extensive use of language to explain for the students. 
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Theoretically speaking, words like fare, charging and box might be easy for student 

to identify their semantic-referential function, but in practice they needed more 

explanation on the part of the participant to show how they were based on and 

important for understanding specific disciplinary-based theories and policies. They 

were of indexical reference in virtue of being part of the content knowledge, GIS 

and EIS, which formed the most part of John’s teaching goals stated above.  

   What is more is that most of these terms were relevant to the UK transportation 

system with which international students were found not quite familiar. 

“Manchester ship canal”, a 58 km-long-inland waterway that is in the North West of 

England connecting Manchester to the Irish Sea and opened in 1894, was the 

identified evidence of this. However, UK-based examples were of value for John. In 

his comment on the relevance of such examples to his lectures, he said to his 

students that “I think this [UK-based transportation examples] quite important for 

other contexts” like Singapore or Korea. What is worth mentioning here is that John 

did not say why it is important and in what way knowledge about UK transportation 

system can be transformed to their own local contexts.    
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Figure 25: Observational Data from Transportation Engineering 

          (Classroom Observation, 20/11/2014) 

   The extensive use of the English language for explaining and transforming 

content Knowledge along with the recurrent reference to the UK-transportation 

system in this context has remarkably extended to John’s practical side of his 

lectures. Although his following two lectures were entitled and dedicated to 

transportation economics, the practical side of his lecture series that were built on 

numerical data and language, John’s teaching practice continued to be language-

based. There were a number of quantitative tables and figures related to 

calculating, for example, the “value of time”, “vehicle operating costs”, “carbon 

dioxide”, and “measurements of accidents” which all required John to explain their 

figures and to what extent they were significant in light of transportation theories 
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(Appendix L). Such complicated issues were evident in John’s explanation of how 

the value of time was linked to costs in the economic evaluation of transportation. 

That is, mathematical processes to add and subdivide the value of time in light of 

the costs of trips like, “the train between Southampton and London costs £40 

(return) and the round trip time is 3 hours” to be compared to the £20 (return) and 

5 hours as the coast and round trip time of the coach (Figure 26). This was clearly 

linked to English language proficiency. That is, a mathematical formula like this to 

balance and compare was not solely linked to showing numerical results, but rather 

extended to be linked to the use of English language practice in terms of 

comparison, personal preference, views and give rationale for a particular decision. 

In view of that, John’s classes were mostly teacher-centred with no more than ten-

minute group discussion in his first class.   

 

Figure 26: Observational Data from Transportation Engineering 

         (Classroom Observation, 12/2/2015) 

 

   For no more than ten minutes, the students were asked to write their travel 

diaries giving reasons for their chosen transportation means with reference to the 

value of time and cost (Figure 27 below). To perform this task, John asked his 

students to form groups of fives. What is important to note here is that John did 

not try to mix students where students continued to be grouped according to their 

national backgrounds. Each group was required to think of the roles of both the 

transport user and the transport planner. On this basis, there were a number of 

questions relevant to the two assigned roles about which some notes had to be 

written by each group. I joined one of the groups, the multinational one referred 
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to above. As a result of my participation, I noticed that matters were more 

complicated than it seemed. That is, although such a classroom task might be 

relevant and part of our daily activities, but still there were some issues which the 

students had to address with reference to their disciplinary knowledge. As an 

example, questions linked to how to choose transportation links and zones 

between a number of destinations on the basis of distance, value of time, benefit, 

alternatives and public facility were the core of their discussion. To answer such 

questions, the students were required to think of a number of choices, argue, 

justify and defend their views. In light of this, it was a task that needed students to 

invest their language resources in terms of the use of English to understand and 

express their knowledge of the transportation economics and policies for reporting 

their notes to the whole class, which showed home students’ dominance on 

classroom participation. Linked to this is that there was no clear evidence on the 

teacher’s feedback on the students’ linguistic performance but follow-up questions 

on his part to the students to further explain and justify their points.  

 

Figure 27: Observational Data from Transportation Engineering 

       (Classroom Observation, 12/2/2015) 

5.1.3.1.2 Panopto 

In his three classes, John’s use of panopto to generate the content of his lecture 

along with PowerPoint slides to be privately attached to his students’ Blackboard 

was identified. In his email after my observations, John commented on his lecture 

capturing via panopto stating that 

 

we found that [panopto] quite helpful for international students […] we have 

feedback from the students […] I guess they have found it particularly important 
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to have first of all that option to go back and hear lectures again if there is 

something that they have not understood […] I think it improves the learning 

experiences of the students […] to learn without much additional effort on 

their part […] the main potential disadvantage is that students might stop 

attending lectures if they are able to view them online although this does not 

seem to have been the case in practice as far as my lectures are concerned […] 

(John,email,6/3/2015).  

 

   As a concluding remark of this context, John’s teaching practice in both of his 

theoretical and practical lectures highlighted the significant role of the English 

language in this context. In terms of the nature of the linguistic knowledge and 

practice for manipulating EMI in this academic unit, the identified classroom 

episodes proved how it was important for both parties, the lecturer and the 

students, to invest their language resources in relation to transportation theories, 

policies and their common knowledge of the transportation-related concepts. The 

use of mathematical formulae in John’s context appeared to be a kind of evidence 

for members of Transportation Engineering to demonstrate their understanding of 

their content knowledge.  As a result, it is important to think of the two interactive 

components (disciplinary knowledge in Engineering and general English) of the 

language required for this discipline. Otherwise, it will be a contextually 

fragmented view towards the reality of English in Transportation Engineering. To 

what extent this kind of English is relevant to another CES’s academic unit, 

Bioengineering, is discussed in relation to my second participant, Van, below.  

5.1.3.2 Van 

Van is a native speaker of English and holds a PhD in Bio-engineering from a UK-

based university. His working experience in the field of medicine and engineering 

is more than six years. In describing his career and teaching goals, he expressed 

that  

Extract 5.6 

I want to be a good teacher and for the students to benefit from my 

lectures and also to enjoy them and I want to publish good research papers 

you know making important advances in my scientific fields of study to 

invent things and to find things out (Van,13 /10/2014)  
 

   I attended two of Van’s classes. The first was around two hours long with more 

than fifty students in a lecture theatre. I sat at the end on the isle close to the door. 

It was the left side of the hall. The second was one hour long with ten students 
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whose desks were organised in a U-shape. My position was on the right side of the 

room close to the board where I could see most of the class. 

5.1.3.2.1 Language Variety  

The topic of Van’s first lecture was “Metabolic Liver Function”. It was divided into 

two parts with a ten-minute break. In the first part of his lecture, Van’s focus was 

on the “liver” as an organ of the human body and its functions. “Protein and Amino 

Acid Metabolism” was his focus of the second part of the lecture. His second class 

was about “Stem Cells”. These two lectures were related to bioengineering sciences.  

   Purely content-bound language could be the best description of the kind of the 

language variety identified in this context. It was physiologically-oriented use of 

English. To explain, Van’s classroom discourse was mainly dedicated toward 

explaining the importance of the “liver” and its “metabolic functions” for human 

beings. His focus was on “metabolism” (fat metabolism, carbohydrate metabolism, 

protein and amino metabolism), “inactivation and detoxification of drugs and 

toxins” and “biosynthesis and secretion” as functions of the liver.  

   Van’s language practice was simple in terms of the structure but rich in 

biochemical terms. Like Pablo, Van’s use of chemical formulae to explain the 

metabolic function of the liver was identified. This was part of his attempt to 

explain how the liver converts the glycerol into glucose and the fatty acids into 

ketone bodies (Figure 28 below). As members of Bioengineering, Van’s students 

were expected, required and helped to construct their discourse in a way that 

demonstrates their understanding of the function of the liver for example in 

reducing and increasing blood glucose in both the fed and fasting states and what 

hormone helps in such processes. They need to explain what for instance, 

“metabolism”, “endogenous lipid”, “dietary and non-dietary lipid” and other related 

terms mean and to identify the “biochemical markers of liver disease” and 

“metabolic functions-lipid”.  

   As a result, such terms were found shaping the most part of Van’s and his 

students’ classroom discourse. The same is true in terms of his second part of the 

lecture, “Protein & Amino Acid Metabolism”, where Van’s focus was on “enzymes” 

and some other related body diseases. In light of this, it was hard for any outsider 

to easily digest the content of the lecture, which was one of the points I highlighted 
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and added to my field notes to be compared to my second planned observation in 

Van’s context and other content units under study.  
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Figure 28: Observational Data from Bioengineering  

                (Classroom observation, 2/2/2015) 

 

   In his comment on his teaching practice during the break time between the two 

parts of his lecture, Van defined the language he used in his teaching practice as a 
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“technical language” for home students to learn along with their English and a “third 

language” for international students in addition to their first language and “basic 

English”. Further, he continued to raise the point that he was not really confident 

and comfortable in his teaching for being “asked to give someone else’s lecture” 

which he did not design.  

   As in his first class, Van’s use of English in his second class, “Stem Cells”, was 

also identified as a content-based language practice. A number of terms like, 

“differentiation”, “the process by which one cell type turns into another”, 

“teratoma”, “a tumor with tissue or organ to represent the derivative process of 

germ layers”, and “knockout mouse”, a genetically modified mouse and “knockout” 

here refers to the process of replacing an existing gene or to be disrupted with an 

artificial sort of DNA, required Van to explain their meaning to his home students. 

The use of biologically-related terminology continued to be linked to other ones 

related to engineering, “symmetric” and “asymmetric”, differentiation process of 

cells and how this process connected to the life span of the blood cells, 

“Haematopoetic Stem Cells” and diseases like “leukaemia”. As learning outcomes, 

students in Van’s context were expected to define, compare and contrast, describe 

and list “stem cells” and their roles in understanding human disease (Figure 29 

below).    
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Figure 29: Observational Data from Bioengineering  

                (Classroom observation, 4/2/2015) 

   In terms of the English required for classroom activities, a classroom episode was 

identified in Van’s first class that required students’ non-verbal participation. It was 

electronically-enabled classroom participation. As in his ‘recap’ slide above, Van’s 

summery of his lecture was built on a number of questions for the students to 

answer. This was in the form of a multiple-choice quiz directed to the whole class. 

The questions were simply structured but content-based. The students were 

required to choose what they thought it was the right answer via the use of a remote 

controller. At the end of this process, it was possible for Van to know what was 

selected as right or wrong on the part of the students through certain indicative, 

red and green, statistic figures shown on the screen. Thus, there was no evidence 

for student-student or teacher-student classroom discussion or argumentation. 

   In terms of students’ classroom participation in his second class, Van’s question 

about the meaning of “teratoma” was the only evidence identified. The answer for 

this question was no more than a sentence long answer that is “it is a kind of 

cancer” by one of his female students. On this basis, it is possible to say that Van’s 

two classes were teacher-centred.  

   Van was identified with his content-oriented classroom discourse where his 

teaching practice was more directed toward developing his students’ 

understanding of disciplinary concepts and how to be represented in chemical 

formulae. A clear example of this was the function of the liver in increasing and 

lowering blood glucose. Students in this context were required and tested on the 

basis of their ability to construct a text through which they define, compare, 

contrast disciplinary knowledge, as represented in the “stem cells” lecture.  
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5.1.4 Faculty of Business, Law and Art  

This faculty includes three academic units: Business School, Law School and School 

of Art. My attempts in contacting a number of scholars in these three schools ended 

with having access to only two disciplines within Business School.  

5.1.4.1 Business School  

Business school includes Accounting and Finance, Business Management, Business 

Entrepreneurship, Marketing, International Management, International Banking & 

Financial Studies, Marketing Management and Project Management. I managed to 

have Thomas from Accounting and Finance and Mathew from Business 

Management to take part in my study.  

5.1.4.1.1 Accounting and Finance 

Accounting and Finance focuses on developing students’ knowledge in preparing 

and interpreting financial and managerial information. Gaining a theoretical and 

practical understanding of investment and finance also falls within the scope of 

Accounting and Finance courses. This can be represented in addressing the 

processes of raising and distributing money within which the measurement and 

management of risk, evaluating financial effects and the operations and 

relationships of the capital markets are included as well. It is to provide students 

with knowledge and key skills for critical evaluation, problem solving, 

communication and teamwork. Students are expected to demonstrate their 

intellectual skills in producing reasonable arguments to end with logical 

conclusions supported with reference to relevant literature, theoretical frameworks 

and evidence. This is linked to their ability in using a variety of sources to provide 

the necessary data in conducting enquiries related to particular issues of their 

interest within the sphere of Accounting and Finance. What is more is that they are 

required to gain knowledge in recording and summarising transactions and some 

other economic events, preparing financial statement and analysing business 

processes. 

   Some other general skills are also required in this academic context. This 

includes students’ ability to manipulate quantitative data using a range of 

mathematical and statistical methods, interpreting and analysing qualitative and 

quantitative data; written and oral presentation communication skills, solving 

problems skills in both group and team work, time management skills, computing 
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and IT skills and library related skills. On this basis, different forms of assessment 

are manipulated like, class tests, group presentations and seminar participation, 

essays and computer-based work.  

5.1.4.1.1.1 Thomas  

Thomas is a native speaker of English. He holds a PhD in Accounting and Finance 

from a UK-based university and specialises in industrial policy. His professional 

experience extends to about 10 years. My access to Thomas’ context was limited 

to some extent in comparison to others’ in this study, as I was not enrolled on his 

module or even to be provided with his teaching slides. However, I managed to 

observe one of his classes, which lasted one hour. It was at a room of the math 

building on the university campus. The class layout consisted of parallel rows. The 

number of students was eighteen. They formed different groups, Chinese, African, 

home and European ones. I sat at the very end of the room.   

5.1.4.1.1.1.1 Language Variety 

Thomas’ class was about students’ assignments in which they had been asked to 

calculate taxes in relation to the property value. Listening to students’ feedback 

was the main purpose of the class and Thomas started the session asking students 

whether they were enjoying. One of the home female students sitting in the second 

row at the front immediately replied saying that “I’m not happy in studying 

accounting”. Thomas’ reply to the student’s complaint was “life is not a bar of 

chocolate”. This pushed me to talk to the student after the lecture just to know 

what reason might be behind what she said. In her view, the problem was not with 

the lecturer or his language as she could ask him to repeat if it was like that but 

the main issue was the difficulty in digesting and employing accounting 

conventions and concepts to their assignment. She further sent me an email to 

confirm that saying “[…] the recognising and application of the specific conventions 

which relate to the case study you are working on can sometimes be difficult […]” 

(email, 1/12/2014). This was one of the points Thomas raised in the interview 

where he said that 

Extract 5.7 

if you are in Accounting […] you’d expect them [students] to use technical 

English […] problems of applying that technical English in so what very often 

happens for the UK students they know the basics and they can write clearly but 

what they're writing isn't clear in terms of content use of evidence and 
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interpretation so and very often that's revealed in the common Xxx these essays 

are too descriptive it's too narrative there is no enough analysis so their use 

of English is ok but it’s inappropriate for the academic work 

(Thomas,29/10/2014) 

 

   Students’ recognition and application of the accounting concepts, how to be 

interpreted and supported with a kind of evidence is the core message of both 

Thomas and his home female student. From a linguistic perspective, students thus 

might be able to write a clear text but still labelled as descriptive in terms of its 

accounting content. This means that “clarity of content” is the reason behind his 

student’s complaint at the start of his class.  

In this class, Thomas’ tendency toward explaining Accounting-related concepts 

via the use of mathematical formulae was identified (see Figure 30 below). Thomas’ 

teaching practice was geared towards answering the assignment questions on the 

white board. Most of the questions required students to use their math skills in 

calculating “tax policy” and “land evaluation”. In this particular classroom episode, 

Thomas explained that these two concepts were interrelated and could be defined 

as “the assessment processes of the land performances” built on analysing and 

interpreting surveys and studies of the land forms to give a real value to the land 

and its quality. Theoretically speaking, Thomas further extended his explanation 

to mention a number of factors for the students to take into account in answering 

questions related to “land evaluation”. For him, “land evaluation approach” is 

concerned with its management and its socio-economic setting. In view of this, a 

number of disciplinary concepts emerged to explain this question. Among others, 

he mentioned “land use(s)”, “current land uses”, “land qualities”, “land suitability”, 

“ecological requirements”, “populated zones”, “developed zones” and “undeveloped 

zones”. What is worth mentioning here is that these concepts are treated as factors 

that have a key role in calculating “land evaluation" process. Thomas’ explanation 

was supported with a number of math processes like “subtraction”, “division” and 

“addition” based on “false” or “assumed” values, so to speak, in GBP.  

Thomas’ classroom discourse was built on a number of interrelated concepts 

along with the use of math figures to establish disciplinary meaning. That is, math 

figures and disciplinary concepts appeared as two inseparable parts of the 

academic discourse in this discipline where they interactively work to establish 

meaning Thomas’ and his students’ “underlying competence” (Basturkmen, 2006: 

137).  
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   Being part of the same academic community, students were also required, 

expected and tested on the basis of constructing a text through which they 

demonstrate their knowledge on how to record and summarise transactions, 

prepare and analyse business financial statements. They need to be adept in 

calculating quantitative data in the form of essays and oral presentation. For 

Thomas, this is how students’ texts in Accounting and Finance can be labelled as 

“non-descriptive”.  

 

Figure 30: Observational Data from Accounting & Finance 

               (Classroom Observation, 2/12/2014) 

   As a final remark, it is possible to say that both math-related knowledge and 

accounting-based concepts formed the most part of the discourse in this academic 

unit. This of course does not eliminate the role of the “common core English” 

(Hyland & Bondi, 2006) where most of the identified linguistic items can be 

classified under this label. According to the description of the aim and focus of this 

academic unit stated earlier students are required to demonstrate their knowledge 

in preparing and interpreting financial and managerial data. They need key skills 

to critically evaluate financial processes and effects. They also need to reasonably 
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argue using relevant literature and clearly communicate their results with evidence. 

Linked to this is that they are required to acquire knowledge in recording and 

summarising transactions, writing financial statements and the analysis of business 

related processes. 

5.1.4.1.2 Business Management 

With its dynamic and innovative program view, Business Management aims to 

provide students with theoretical and practical business-related issues and views. 

It focuses on providing students with knowledge of the key concepts and 

theoretical framework in business management, views on how business 

management theory works in ‘real’ life contexts and how business management 

differs in various organizational and geographical contexts. This is to develop their 

awareness of the latest trends in business management, its diversity and 

importance in sustaining and enhancing organizations. This is to end with 

developing students’ key business skills that potentially help them develop their 

future career.  

   At the end of the program, students are expected to demonstrate their 

knowledge and understanding of the theories, concepts, tools and techniques 

manipulated in Business Management, critically assess the challenges of 

developing new markets, customer services and progress and apply analytical tools 

and techniques related to business management. On this basis, students’ 

assessment in this academic unit is built on a combination of coursework, 

presentation, student contribution to activities through practical exercises and 

classroom discussion, individual research project and examinations. As stated 

earlier, Mathew was the only one academic in Management who agreed to 

participate in the present study.  

5.1.4.1.2.1 Mathew  

Mathew is a native speaker of English. He holds a PhD in management from a UK-

based university and has more than sixteen years of professional experience in 

project management, qualitative research methods and general management, with 

the focus on the theme “responsible management”. I attended one of his classes. 

It was two-hour long class with more than twenty-five international students. The 

class layout consisted of parallel rows in a semi-circle shape. My position was at 

the last row on the right side of the room near the door. Mathew introduced me to 
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his class. The class topic was “qualitative approaches to research” (see Figure 31 

below).  

5.1.4.1.2.2 Language Variety     

Mathew started his teaching with a clear focus on research-related terms; i.e. 

“methodology”, “method” and “analysis”. For him, this was the plan of what he was 

going to teach. He used these three terms as heads within a hierarchical structure 

from which a number of other terms were derived. To explain, he used 

“methodology” as a head for “ethnography”, “action research”, “case study” and 

“grounded theory”. The same is true in terms of the use of “method” where it was 

used as a head to “interview”, “participant observation”, “focus group”, “diaries” and 

“secondary data”. At the end of the list in each of “methodology” and “method”, 

Mathew’s use of the sign (+) was identified which implicitly means that what was 

stated under each of the two leading terms can be broadened to include other types 

of methods and research tools. With “analysis”, the matter was to some extent 

different where it was explained with reference to its purposes, “data reduction” 

and “data displays”.  

 

Figure 31 : Observational Data from Management 

             (Classroom Observation, 1/12/2014) 

   Accordingly, what was important for Mathew is that the students had to recognise 

the interrelationship among these three concepts. This was clearly represented in, 

for example, his use of the arrows that link “ethnography” under “methodology” 

with all of “interviews”, “participant observation”, “focus group”, “diaries” and 

“secondary data” as different possible methods with the use “ethnography” and how 

“analysis” is the end process in their research projects.   
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   To go deeper, Mathew used qualitative methodologies (ethnography, action 

research, case study and grounded theory) as pillars upon which he built the rest 

of his classroom discourse. He defined these terms and explained each of these 

four terms with reference to “origins”, “authors as leading figures”, “purpose”, “data 

collection”, “data analysis” and “reporting data”. Most of these underlined terms 

were explained with the use of tables and figures. To reflect the nature of 

qualitative research, Mathew presented them in cyclic figures as in his 

“ethnographic research cycle” and “action research cycle” (Figure 32 below).  

 

Figure 32: Observational Data from Management 

                (Classroom Observation, 1/12/2014) 

   With this in mind, students were required to know what each of these research-

related terms mean, how they vary from each other and in what way they should 

be manipulated in their research projects. As an example, they were expected to 

know what “qualitative methodology” means in comparison to “quantitative 

methodology” and on what basis students decide which methodology to use to 

address a particular research issue in their own field. Further, Mathew extended his 

classroom discourse to include “types of case study”; i.e. “quantitative case study” 

and “qualitative case study” and other implied questions related to the selection of 

a case study. As Figure 33 explains, Mathew was identified placing much more 

value on how “case study” was defined by different authors, what kind of factors 

his students need to be aware of to decide their case study, and how it would be 

possible for them to analyse their data.   
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Figure 33: Observational Data from Management 

                 (Classroom Observation, 1/12/2014) 

 

   In view of that, Mathew’s students were expected to demonstrate their 

understanding of “qualitative approaches to research” and related concepts in their 

research projects. This is to say that such a kind of knowledge is of value in their 

assessment, in its various forms; i.e. coursework, presentation, student 

contribution to activities through practical exercises and classroom discussion, 

individual research project and examinations, where students are required in this 

academic context to demonstrate their knowledge and understanding of the 

business management-driven theories, concepts, tools and techniques and to 

critically assess the challenges faced in developing new markets and customer 

services. They also have to be able to apply analytical tools and techniques related 

to business management, a point that explains how it is important for students to 
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direct their English in a way that mirrors their understanding of concepts and how 

to be applied in a particular context (Nesi & Gardner, 2012).  

5.1.5 Faculty of Social, Human and Mathematical Sciences 

Faculty of Social, Human and Mathematical sciences in the context of this study 

involves a number of academic units, namely, Education, Geography and 

Environment, Mathematical Sciences and Social sciences, and four research centres. 

The researcher managed to have two academics from the School of Education, 

Katherine and Kees, and another two from Social Sciences, Claudia in Economics and 

Jack in Politics and International Relations, to take part in the present study.  

5.1.5.1 The School of Education  

The School of Education in the context of this study is one of the leading centres 

for education research in the UK. Its work is with a number of the UK and 

international colleges, schools and partners in education. It aims to address some 

of the main concerns related to people’s work, social quality and future generation. 

Ensuring people with the science, technology, engineering and math skills to face 

environmental and other life problems is also within the frame of its aim.  

5.1.5.1.1 Katherine 

Katherine is a native speaker of English. She holds a PhD in developmental 

psychology from a UK-based university. She has more than ten years working 

experience in Education. In describing her career and teaching goals, Katherine 

stated that  

Extract 5.9  

I am an academic on what's called three legged contract […] which means 

I’m contracted to do teaching research and administration […] but being 

a Russell group university the research is always prioritised […] but 

the university I think likes to try and pretend it cares about teaching 

but I am not really sure that's true […] heh […] yes the focus is always 

on how grants you get in what papers you are publishing I take my teaching 

very seriously so I did the PCAP […] (Katherine,4/11/2014).  
 

   I managed to observe her last class of this module. There was no other choice 

for us both other than that lecture where Katherine was planning “[…] to give a 
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keynote talk abroad […]” (email, 22/10/2014). Her study leave was also decided to 

be in the second semester at that time of the academic year. 

   As in Figure 34, the lecture was a kind of revision to a certain type of material 

the students themselves had previously identified for the lecturers to re-explain via 

module feedback. On this basis, the lecture was three hours long the first half of 

which was to review some of the concepts that are related to research in education, 

“ontology and epistemology” and “reliability and validity”, while the second was on 

“poster conference”.  

  

 

Figure 34: Observational Data from Education 

               (Classroom Observation, 12/11/2014) 

   In terms of the first part of Katherine’s class, it was in a lecture theatre on the 

third floor of a university building. The number of students was more than forty, 

comprising home and international students. They formed mixed groups but there 

was a group of three Muslim valed female students sitting a row next to mine. 

Three rows from the end of the hall was my position. What was different to me in 
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this context is that Katherine was not the only one lecturer to deliver the lecture 

where there were a female and a male colleague with her in the class. They had 

previously decided for each of them what part of the lecture to teach. However, 

Katherine asked them to let her take the most of it. She introduced me to them 

saying “Sami is a PhD student and he is here today to see me teaching”. Turned his 

face to me, her male colleague immediately replied saying “and it’s good for him 

to see me as well, hello Sami I am [Kees]”. This was the first time for Kees and me 

to meet each other. I did not realise that he was the same person I read his profile 

and contacted to take part in my study.  

   For the second half of the class, “poster conference”, the students were divided 

up into three groups. Each of the three lecturers, Katherine, Kees and their female 

colleague, was responsible for teaching one of the groups how to do a conference 

poster on a topic of the students’ choice. With the purpose of my observation in 

mind, I joined Katherine’s group. Her group was of twelve students. A small room 

on the second floor at the same building was the place of this part of the lecture.  

   Having the scene set, I move now to describe Katerine’s teaching practice. 

Starting with the first part of her class, Katherine started giving an overview and 

aims of the module and what was expected from the students to learn, as explained 

below.   

  

 

Figure 35: Observational Data from Education  

                (Classroom Observation, 12/11/2014) 
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   After having the set of concepts “ontology and epistemology”, “validity and 

reliability” explained by her two colleagues, Kees and the other female lecturer, 

Katherine’s teaching practice was geared towards putting these concepts in a 

particular context, “thinking about food” (Figure 36 below). 

  

 Figure 36: Observational Data from Education 

                 (Classroom Observation, 12/11/2014) 

   With her direct comparison of the research design to a recipe, Katherine’s 

teaching practice was language-based. That is, she was identified investing her 

language resources in terms of research-related terminology to be compared to the 

process of making cheesecake. There were a number of critical questions related 

to this kind of comparison of which there was a need on the part of the participant 

to clarify, justify and address in different ways. Katherine explained how and why 

to link and think of the research design in education as if it were a food recipe. In 

light of this, she used a critical comparative language to explain how both research 

design and a food recipe were interrelated. This included a number of interrelated 

steps showing how these two processes similar or different. To explain these steps, 

Katherine’s focus was on explaining the meaning of “research design”, “research 
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paradigm” (qualitative and quantitative) and some other related questions like,  

research topic, research project, research questions, research sample, methods, 

procedure, analysis, interpreting and presentation and dissemination in light of a 

food recipe, food tradition or type, starter, main course and dessert, what is the 

dish, what kind of a cheesecake, who is eating, ingredients required for that kind 

of cake, how to make, how to cook it, dishing up and other’s reception. In this 

particular classroom episode, Katherine tended to use her language resources to 

define, compare research terms and explain research processes that her students 

need to be aware of and demonstrate in their academic texts in Education.  

   With regard to “poster conference”, this was the practical side of Katherine’s 

class. She asked her students to affix their draft posters to the walls of the room. 

Katherine’s teaching practice mainly focused on training students to how critically 

evaluate each other’s work. She asked her students to consider the font size, 

design, clarity, coherence, and the number of the words used in the poster. The 

students were divided up into three groups each of which was of four students. 

Katherine joined each one of these groups and listened to their feedback to each 

other. After that, she gave hers on each student’s poster. Katherine’s comments 

on the students’ posters were on the poster layout and language. Her feedback was 

in the form of ‘note pads’ attached to the students’ posters of which the focus was 

on the colours, pictures, font size, flow of ideas, punctuation, titles and subtitles. 

She also used emoticons, smiley faces, to express her positive reaction towards her 

students’ good knowledge shown on their posters. After that, the students were 

given a chance to discuss what she raised in her feedback on their posters.  

   In terms of assessment practices identified in this context, students’ 

understanding of the content knowledge in Education was assessed and evaluated 

on the basis of writing a critical essay and poster presentation (see Figure 37 

below). 
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Figure 37: Assessment Sheet in Education  

              (Classroom Observation, 12/11/2014) 

5.1.5.1.2  Kees 

Kees is Dutch. He has a PhD in mathematics education from a Netherlands-based 

university. The use of ICT in mathematics education, combining theory and 

practice, quantitative and qualitative methods, procedural fluency and conceptual 

understanding are all within the scope of his professional work. He has more than 

six years of professional experiences at both secondary and tertiary levels of 

education.   

   Kees was observed in his two lectures on, “SPSS” and “observation, reliability and 

validity”. Each was two hours long. They were on different time intervals, a week 

between the two. Both were at the same room. The class layout consisted of parallel 

rows. To start with the first lecture, the students were fifteen, all of them female. 

Kees’ teaching practice focussed on improving students’ knowledge of a number 

of statistics-related concepts like, “mean”, “median”, “mode”, “standard deviation”, 

“range”, “distributions”, “normal distributions”, “sampling”, “standard error”, and 

“confidence interval”. 
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   In light of this, Kees’ statistics-related English was identified. Dealing with a kind 

of a hierarchical kind of knowledge associated with one correct answer, Kees’ 

English was simple and direct at the conceptual level of interaction. The use of 

mathematical figures and formulae was characterised as basis for Kees to transmit, 

clarify and build this kind of research-related knowledge. There was a kind of data 

imported to the SPSS through which Kees clarified, for example, the difference 

between the terms “mean” and “median”. With the use of such data, the former was 

explained as the “average” of a set of numbers where could be obtained through 

adding up all the numbers and then to be divided by the number of numbers while 

the latter was referred to as the “middle value” in a numerically ordered list of 

figures. In view of this, there was no individual, interactive or dialogical use of 

English on the part of the participant in transmitting this kind of knowledge. The 

same is true in term of his explanation of the term “normal distributions” through 

the use of “bell-shaped curves”, as explained below.  
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Figure 38: Observational Data from Education 

                 (Classroom Observation, 3/2/2015)  

   Further, Kees’ mathematical use of language for transmitting research-related 

terminology was identified in his explanation of the term “confidence interval” (CI). 

With a formula like, “Standard error of the mean (SE) =√ (𝑠𝑠^2/𝑛𝑛) =√ 

(〖115.3〗^2/2000) =2.58” to calculate CI, Kees’ language practice was based on 

mathematics and education-related concepts. He was not required to say more than 

what was the expected figure to meet the standard for having the true value of the 

mean in the population. As a result, mathematical formulae along with the use of 

disciplinary concepts were recognised as basis upon which Kees and his students 

as members sharing the same academic community build their disciplinary 

participation and negotiation to construct their text in Education.  

   In terms of Kees’ second class, it was at the same room with the same students. 

The number of the students was fourteen. The topic was “classroom observation”. 

With the aim of enabling his students to recognise and situate research in 

education, to evaluate the dominant research designs and methods in this field and 

developing their understanding of the philosophies related to education research, 

Kees’ teaching practice was geared towards explaining and addressing “classroom 

observation” from different angles.  

   As in Figure 39 below, he was identified with a clear plan to what he was to teach. 

He defined observation as a research tool and what was required on the part of his 

students to manipulate it in their research projects. In this basis, he started his 

class defining observation moving to its rationale, roles of the observer, what the 

observer must take into consideration in observation, types of observation and 

other related issues. A number of examples related to taking notes in structured 

observation and how to reflect on observation for raising students’ understanding 

of observation were used by Kees. Kees’ language was again simple in structure, 
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but content-oriented. Education-related terms like “observation”, “structured and 

unstructured observation”, “roles of the observer” and “written and video-audio 

recoded field notes” were all identified as part of Kees’ discourse conventions to 

express his membership to his content unit. 

 

 

Figure 39: Observational Data from Education  

        (Classroom Observation, 10/2/ 2015) 

   In terms of the English used in classroom interaction, computer-based classroom 

participation was identified in Kees’ second class. Moving to the practical phase of 

his class, Kees asked his students’ to use their laptops and watch “TIMSS video 

study”, (http://www.timssvideo.com/) (Figure 40below). In groups of four, the 

students were required to select a TIMSS video study in English to take notes of 

and analyse teaching practices. How to identify a number of classroom episodes 

relevant to their research questions to take notes of and code was part of the 

students’ role in this task. As a kind of reflection, they were also required to report 

what they found easy or difficult at the end of their task.  
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Figure 40: Observational Data from Education  

        (Classroom Observation, 10/2/ 2015) 

 

153 

 



Chapter 5 

   As a monitor and facilitator, Kees kept listening to each of the groups and 

responding to their questions about this task. However, Kees’ support to his 

students was limited. In his reply to one of his students, he said “I am not going to 

give you a list of things to do, but scaffolding you on line”. In discussing this kind 

of support with him after his class, he stated that “struggling is important for them 

to learn and to be confident to decide what to do in their research”.  

   To conclude with Education, it is possible to say that my participants, Katherine 

and Kees, were identified with their heavy focus on developing their students’ 

knowledge on the research-related concepts and statistics. Students in this 

academic discipline are expected to construct their essays and conference posters 

to demonstrate their mastery of such a kind of knowledge, a point that explains 

Katherine’s and Kees’ assessment practices in Education.  

5.1.5.2 Social Sciences 

Social sciences involves five academic units: Ageing/Gerontology, Economics, 

Politics & International Relations, Social Statistics & Demography and Sociology, 

Social Policy & Criminology. Due to having Claudia from Economics and Jack from 

Politics and International Relations as participants, the following sections are 

dedicated to presenting findings relevant to these two contexts.  

5.1.5.2.1 Economics 

How money markets work at a global and local level is the focus of Economics. 

Academics in Economics work on examining many aspects related to the process 

of financial transactions in the world. The aim of this is to conduct high-quality 

research which is of international impact and relevance to the discipline and 

policymakers.  

5.1.5.2.1.1 Claudia 

Claudia is a native speaker of Italian, who also speaks English, French and German. 

She is of more than twelve yearlong period of professional experience in both 

Italian and UK university contexts. The course she is in charge of teaching, 

economic analysis, focuses on “perfect markets” which aims at introducing 

students to the key principles and techniques of economic theory. It also aims to 

enable them to obtain a basic knowledge of the process of change in economic 

theory models rational choice and market exchange. This is linked to learning some 
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of the formal mathematical techniques of these modelling along with their 

applications in markets.  

   Claudia was observed in one of her classes. The class was at a room within the 

maths building on the university campus, the same room in which I observed 

Thomas. It was two-hour long class with fifteen international and no home 

students. The class layout consisted of parallel rows the last of which on the right 

side was my position. Claudia introduced me to her class. The topic of the class 

was “profit-maximizing firms”. As Figure 41 explains, the objective of the class was 

“[t]o understand how firms take decisions in different market structures”. This was 

taken further to understand other embedded issues related to understanding 

“productive process”, the relationship between: “quantity of input and quantity 

output”, “quantity produced and cost incurred” and “cost configurations and the 

structure of the industry”. In light of this, Claudia’s teaching practice was divided 

into four parts each of which addresses a particular economic-related concept.  

 

Figure 41: Observational Data from Economics  

(Classroom Observation, 18/11/2014) 

   In Economics, Claudia’s classroom discourse was marked with the recurrent use 

of mathematical formulae surrounded with specific economic-related terms, as 

explained below.  

5.1.5.2.1.1.1 Language Variety 

Claudia’s teaching practice started with explaining the concept of “production”. As 

a concept, it was defined as “[…] any activity that creates present or future utility”. 

Both “input” and “output” appeared as underlying concepts within the main concept 

of “production”. Understanding the concept of “production” was linked to the 
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application of a mathematical formula represented in “Q=F (K, L)”. This was to show 

the relationship between the “output” of a firm and its function in public or labour. 

As examples of the “production function”, Claudia referred to “Cobb-Douglas: Q = 

A L^ (alpha) K^ (beta), Constant elasticity of substitution (CES), Linear: Q= aK + 

bLLeontieff: Q=min {aK, bL}”. To clarify the first of her examples, Q=A L^ (alpha) 

K^(beta), the use of ‘Q’, ‘A’, ‘L’, ‘K’ and ‘M’ was to respectively refer to “quantity of 

production or output”, ‘alpha’, ‘labour’, “quantity of capital in put” and “materials 

and supplies”. This was linked to the use of the symbol "^" which means “raise to the 

power”. That is, L^ (alpha) means “raise the value of L to the power of the value of 

alpha”. In view of this, Claudia’s language in this particular classroom episode was 

coded with the use of letters and symbols to explain the content in her context. As 

in Zevenbergen (1999:22), Claudia’s use of mathematical formulae does not 

devalue the role of English in her teaching context where concepts are embedded 

within and explained via the use of such mathematical processes. Thus, Claudia’s 

English for Economics showed a kind of interplay between her knowledge of math 

and that of language to explain content knowledge for her students.  

   As in Figure 42 below, Claudia’s math-based English continued to her second part 

of the class which was related to understanding the relationship between “quantity 

of input and quantity of output”. To formalise this kind of relationship, Claudia used 

a math formula, “total product curve: Q=F (L)”. For her, this was an abstract 

mathematical representation of the relationship between the production of goods 

and the inputs used. The same meaning in her previous formula was attached to the 

letters ‘Q’ and ‘L’ but ‘f’ was used to mean a “generic, unspecified, functional 

equation”. Other math formulae like, “MP_L = Δ Q / Δ L” and “AP_L = Q / L” were 

identified to respectively explain “marginal product curve” and “average product 

curve” as two economic-related concepts. While the former was used to refer to the 

“change in the total product due to a 1-unit change in the variable input” with the 

use of the upper-case letter ‘Δ’, which means any changeable quantity, the latter 

indicated the “total output divided by the quantity of the variable input”.  

156 

 



Chapter 5 

 

Figure 42: Observational Data from Economics  

(Classroom Observation, 18/11/2014) 

   As a move in her teaching practice, Claudia was identified with her recourse to the 

use of “curve shapes” to clarify different economic-related concepts. As an example, 

she explained “the average–marginal distinction” with the use of “average product” 

and “marginal product” as slope indicators of the used curve shape. The same is true 

in terms of her explanation of the concept of “cost”. “cost curve” in this particular 

case was shown through the use of Q (units produced per year) in comparison to the 

cost of per unit. Again, it was a math-built exercise but visually represented, as 

explained below.  
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Figure 43: Observational Data from Economics  

(Classroom Observation, 18/11/2014) 

   Though there was much more value given to the use of math formulae in 

explaining economic-related concepts over the speculative use of English, this of 

course does not devalue the role of English in Claudia’s class. As noticed earlier, the 

term “product” was explained as a head for other interrelated terms like, “average 

product” and “marginal product”. Though different, these two terms, “average 

product” and “marginal product”, were mathematically connected where the change 

in the former depended on the value of the latter. This kind of relationship that ties 

such terms to form a kind of hierarchy of content in Economics was not only shown 

with the use of math figures, but rather Claudia was required to explain it 

linguistically. “Samsung mobile selling” was identified in this particular classroom 

episode as an example through which Claudia attempted to explain the relationship 

between “average product” and “marginal product”. Understanding such a kind of 

relationship for Claudia was important for understanding the relationship between 

“quantity of input and quantity of output” which was stated as one of her class 

objectives.  
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   Claudia’s classroom discourse was further identified with the recurrent reference 

to some other economics processes represented in terms like, “advertising process”, 

“marketing”, “decreasing returns”, “increasing returns”, and “constant returns” which 

were all defined and explained via the use of mathematical formulae. In short, both 

“product” and “cost” appeared as hubs for the emergence of other economic-related 

concepts. In view of the objectives of Claudia’s class (Figure 41 below), having 

knowledge on “product” and “cost” distinction is crucial for Claudia’s students where 

these two concepts are at the heart of “marketing”. What is more is that they need to 

mathematically calculate the benefits earned by various changes in the unit sales and 

the financial effect of the planned marketing competition.  

 

Figure 44: Observational Data from Economics  

(Classroom Observation, 18/11/2014) 

   In Economics, students are required, expected and assessed on the basis of their 

ability to construct their academic text in a way that demonstrates their 

understanding of their the embedded relationship between concepts with the use of 

mathematical formulae and graphs. Their academic discourse is built on problem-

solving exercises of which math and graphs is the evident characteristic. As shown 

in the following figure, Claudia’s feedback on one of her student’s exam sheet reads 

that “since the income angle curve is I =3PN N, this has a positive slope, hence as 

income rises, the demand for that good rises simultaneously. The positive slope 

shows that mystery xxx are a normal good, as the graph shows as consumers’ 

income rises they have more income to purchase that good”. This shows a kind of 

cause and result relationship; i.e. the rise of purchasing goods as a result of the 

rise in income which is evidenced in math figures and graphs. 
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Figure 45: A student’s Exam Sheet from Economics 

(Classroom Observation, 18/11/2014) 

   Further, Claudia’s class was found teacher-centred where there was no evidence 

related to teacher-student or student-student interaction though she attempted to 

have the students involved through a number of general questions, but there was 

no answer for her questions on their part. In our post-observation interview, she 

justified her students’ non-participation saying that this is not quite the right place 

for group work or class discussion as all what they have is mathematical exercise 

or they might know everything and that’s why they didn’t ask. 

   To end with Economics, it is possible to say that Claudia was found paying 

considerable value to her student’s understating of economic-related concepts and 

how to be demonstrated in their academic texts via the use of mathematical 

formulae. No evidence that shows her concerns about her students’ accents or 

language use was identified.  
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5.1.5.2.2 Politics and International Relations   

Politics and International Relations at the university context of the present study is 

concerned with the theories, systems and policies that impinge upon peoples’ lives 

around the world. The emergence of novel political movements in different world 

countries along with the embedded challenges to the existing order are considered 

key fields of study for academics in this context. Research and degree programmes 

in this academic unit focus on the world political dimensions and issues represented 

in migration, human rights, global warming, pandemics and energy to further 

include other world pressing questions related to the exercise of power, cooperation, 

security, inequality and democracy. Jack was the only academic in Politics and 

International Relations who agreed to take part in the present study.  

5.1.5.2.2.1 Jack  

Jack is a native speaker of English and holds a PhD in politics from a UK-based 

university. He has about five years of professional experience in the same university 

context of the present study. His research and teaching focuses on political theory 

and comparative politics, with a particular interest in innovative research methods.  

   Jack was observed in two of his classes in different time intervals, two weeks 

between the two. Each was two hour long. Both were at the same room within the 

maths building on the university campus. The class layout was composed of parallel 

rows. The last row at the right corner of the room was my position of the first 

observation and at the same row but on the opposite corner was my place in my 

second one. The number of the students was seven to eight in Jack’s two classes.  

   Both of his classes were part of a postgraduate module, “governance and policy”. 

The module focuses on the theory and practice of governance through 

conceptualisations, approaches and case studies. It examines “governance” as an 

academic concept and the way of its application to contemporary policy-making and 

processes at different levels especially in the UK and EU contexts. What is more is 

that the module analyses the process in which contemporary policymaking occurs, 

who is responsible for policy decision making, its implementation and evaluation. 

Reflective thinking about the complexities and processes of governance and the 

knotty issues to institutional forms of governance in a range of contexts through 

case studies is encouraged in this module.  
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   The topic of Jack’s first class was “policy implementation”. As a plan for his lecture, 

Jack started his class with a number of questions. As explained in the following 

figure, Jack’s questions were mainly to evaluate policy approaches and their 

applications like, “top-down and bottom-up” approaches to policy implementation 

and the embedded obstacles to effective policy implementation, how to avoid these 

obstacles through effective policy design and what was possible for the students to 

learn from the National Audit Office publications in terms of successful policy 

implementation in the ‘real word’ contexts. As a move, students were immediately 

introduced to two more direct quotes to critically approach. They were required to 

express their stance and judge which of the two direct statements ‘really’, according 

to their views, describe policy implementation; i.e. what is required for successful 

policy implementation and who is responsible for its failure?. On this basis, Jack’s 

teaching practice was geared towards addressing a number of policy approaches and 

their possible applications in a number of real world contexts. In this particular 

classroom episode, Jack was identified with his recurrent reference to some relevant 

studies and authors’ statements to explain and argue policy theories in his context.   

 

Figure 46: Observational Data from Politics and International Relations 

(Classroom Observation, 14/11/2014) 

5.1.5.2.2.1.1 Language Variety 

With reference to his first argumentative questions explained in Figure 46 above, 

Jack’s classroom discourse was characterised with the recurrent use of authors’ 

names and direct statements. This was mostly for the sake of explaining what was 

meant by “top-down and bottom-up” policy approaches and other embedded issues. 
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In view of this, his language was evidently characterised with the recurrence of a 

number of policy-related concepts. His teaching practice was found resting on 

explaining “policy formulation”, “policy implementation” and “policy application”. He 

attempted to show the interrelationship between these terms and how they were 

linked to “top-down approach” where he defined the latter in terms of the former 

stating that it is “[t]he people who define objectives and make orders are different to 

the administrators who implement them”. He then attempted to clarify how this 

approach in policy studies showed the difference between “policy formulation” on 

one side and “policy implementation” on the other.  

   To put things in their appropriate context, Jack’s teaching practice was built on a 

hierarchy of terms for students to understand and use in their own disciplinary 

discourse. As an example, “agencies”, the capacity of individuals to act 

independently and to make their own free decisions, appeared to be linked to “policy 

formulation”, “governance”, “authority” and “actors” were used to refer to 

administrative staff who are responsible for ‘just’ applying decisions (policy 

implementation and policy application), and ‘success’ and ‘failure’ were both used 

in this context to refer to the potential results of the implementation of a particular 

policy in a particular life context. This was linked to explaining the difference 

between “policy made” and “policy outcome” (Figure 47 below).  

 

Figure 47: Observational Data from Politics and International Relations 

(Classroom Observation, 14/11/2014)  
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   With Jack’s further attempts in explaining other policy-related questions, his 

language was characterized with the implicit use of “probability”. This was to clarify 

the process of “policy formulation” theories and their expected outcomes. His 

reference to the “the sequential stages model” and “probabilistic model” was 

identified (Figure 48 below). In different classroom episodes relevant to these two 

policy models, Jack’s “what happens if…”, for example, followed by “sequential 

stages model” or “probabilistic model” in “policy-formulation” was identified. With 

use of such questions, he explained the meanings of these two models and their 

potential results. In “sequential stages model”, “heuristic” was used to refer to role 

of life experience in the decision-making process. In view of this model, Jack’s 

teaching practice was directed towards showing the difference between what was 

stated as policy decision and the real outcomes of its implementation. This was taken 

further to be linked to the “probabilistic model”. Simply speaking, this model was 

defined as the probability of applying the same policy after realising its failure on 

the basis of identifying and addressing the reasons of its failure. Both of these 

models were used by Jack as a move to explain “the idea of perfect implementation” 

and the question whether “policy makers form clear policies or not”. In a speculative 

use of language, he defined “policy” as a “complex” and “ambiguous” process where 

it needs “messy compromises and incomplete contracts”. This definition was used 

with a direct reference to the ‘real world’ where he stated that “policy is complex or 

ambiguous and the real world equally so”.  

 

Figure 48: Observational Data from Politics and International Relations 

(Classroom Observation, 14/11/2014) 
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   What is more is that “top-down approach” and “bottom-up approach” were 

identified in Jack’s context as core dichotomies from which a number of policy-

related terms were derived. Some of these terms were collocated with others to form 

sub-terms upon which Jack’s classroom discourse was built like, “policy-formulation 

and policy-implementation”, “policy-application and policy models”. With the focus 

on “policy implementation”, there was a recurrent use of terms that refer to those 

who are responsible for the “decision-making process” on different levels. This was 

represented in the use of “agencies”, “governance” and “actors”. On the other side, 

“target groups”, “service deliverers” and “street-level bureaucrats” were used to carry 

reference to the “implementers” of the designed policy. There was also some sub-

terms which were used to refer to the end of “policy-implementation” as in “result”, 

“outcome”, “success” and “failure”. In view of such terminology, Jack was required to 

have an English that helps him to define, contrast, compare and evaluate policy-

related decisions and outcomes, which is not different to that his students have to 

demonstrate in their scholarly discourse as members of the same academic culture.  

   In terms of Jack’s second class, the topic was “[t]ranslating experiments into 

policy”. In this class, he was found giving much more value to students’ knowledge 

of researching policy theories and how to be assessed in their research projects in 

particular contexts, which forms the practical side of their disciplinary knowledge in 

Jack’s context. Similar to his first class, he started with the following questions for 

his students to consider:  

 

Figure 49: Observational Data from Politics and International Relations 

(Classroom Observation, 28/11/2014) 
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   In light of these questions, Jack’s teaching practice in his second class was mainly 

directed towards addressing issues related to “experiment”. In defining 

“experiments”, he stated that experiments are “randomised control trials” (RCT). 

Linked to this, he focused on what makes “experiment” random and how it was 

critically approached in his field. This yielded a number of experiment-related terms. 

Being within the realm of experimental research, “intervention”, “variables”, “factors”, 

“pre-measurement”, “post-measurement”, “test”, “data generation”, “design”, “study 

participants”, “control group”, “intervention group”, “outcome”, “laboratory”, “field”, 

and “conditions” were recurrently used. Simply speaking, they were fundamentally 

related to the design and forms of the RCT (Figure 50).  

 

Figure 50: Observational Data from Politics and International Relations 

(Classroom Observation, 28/11/2014) 

   In view of that, knowing what was meant by the use of “experiment” in this context 

was important as it was as a basis upon which students were required to have group 

discussion to address the “logic of experiments” and to think through an experiment 

in testing a policy, a point that is explained in the following section. As a move, Jack 

changed his teaching practice to focus on other ‘problematic’ issues related to 

experiments in his field (Figure 51). In this particular classroom episode, he 

explained the nature of the ‘evidence’ required or ‘preferred’ by policy makers, 
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“evidence that confirms their preferences rather than challenges them”. He further 

explained how ‘randomisation’ in experiments critiqued for implying the meaning of 

“you don’t know what to do” and other concerns related to its ‘fair’ and the ‘complex 

network’ it requires. Some other questions related to “experiments” were highlighted 

like, “ethics approval”, “sample size”, “training problems”, “research decisions”, 

“randomised trials and contamination effects” and the “attrition” of participants from 

the running programmes. 

 

Figure 51: Observational Data from Politics and International Relations 

(Classroom Observation, 28/11/2014) 

   Having such linguistic units recurrently used in this context, Jack’s classroom 

practice in his second class was more directed towards building students’ knowledge 

in doing experimental research in their content unit. That is, it is not only important 

for them to know policy-related approaches and models and their knotty issues 

which were all the focus of his first observed class, but to go further and know how 

to academically research political issues in their real world contexts. This in turn 

reflects the criteria upon which Jack’s students are assessed and evaluated in Politics 

and International Relations.  
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5.1.5.2.2.1.2 Group Discussion  

In both of Jack’s classes, classroom discussion featured large. In his first class, Jack 

divided up his seven students into two groups. I joined the one which was composed 

of three students, a home male student, an American male student and a Chinese 

female student. My role was just listening to what was going on. The topic of the 

class discussion was “what makes policy effective” but with reference to the 

resources Jack recommended for them on the blackboard. What is important to 

mention here is that there was a complaint raised by the American student about the 

difficulty he faced in digesting the content of one of the recommended resources. 

Almost all his colleagues then agreed with him on that. Interviewing him during the 

break time, Jack told me that he had taken this material over from another colleague 

teaching that course and was happy to continue with it. In comment on the given 

resources, he further explained that a government report that I recommended for 

them to read on blackboard was difficult for being ‘dry’ and ‘poor’ in terms of the 

lack of examples to illustrate what was stated in that report. For me, this suggests 

that examples are valued, expected and required in the textual formation in this 

context for content clarity.  

   Having informal chat with the American student, he promised to send me a private 

email to explain why it was difficult for him to understand and reflect on that report 

in his class discussion. In his email, he stated that   

[…] I think that the majority of Social Science papers published in academic 

journals are written by professors for professors. Each one [is] trying to one 

up the other by making up new words and talking in circles. The result is 

students have a hard time understanding what is being said and soon give up and 

concern themselves with only reading the abstract and conclusions (email, 

24/11/2014).   

   In view of the student’s email, it was not a problem that was particularly related to 

the “government report” that Jack talked about in our short interview, but rather it 

was generalised to include “[…] the majority of Social Science papers published in 

academic journals […]”, a point that shows this student’s self-positioning where it is 

hard for him to understand what is stated in Jack’s recommended sources.    

   Back to the group I joined, I further identified the passive role of the only one 

Chinese female student in the class discussion. The other two students, the home 

and the American ones, dominated almost all the time of discussion. There was an 

attempt by the American student to have her involved by raising the question that “I 
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think you (Chinese student) have top-down policy in China?”. Nodding was her 

answer to his interrogative statement. Although there might be hundreds of reasons 

behind a student’s non-participation in classroom activities, but ‘her poor English’ 

was, for Jack, the reason why that Chinese student did not actively participate in the 

class discussion.  

   In his second class, classroom discussion was also identified. The students were 

divided up into two groups each of which was of four students. They were required 

to address a number of questions related to what Jack explained in terms of “critical 

issues related to experiments” in policy studies: “[d]o you agree with these doubts?, 

[c]an you identify others? and [c]ould they be challenged?”. Joining one of the two 

groups, I realised the importance of having knowledge about “experiment” and its 

embedded concerns in terms of the “sample group”, “intervention”, “internal and 

external reliability”, “research ethics” and “context” in this discussion. This was 

mainly built on certain examples from a particular source. Jack’s question was 

“[d]iscuss some of the examples in  

Rachel Glennerster (2012) “The Power of Evidence: Improving the 

Effectiveness of Government by Investing in More Rigorous Evaluation” 

National Institute Economic Review January 2012 vol. 219 no. 1 R4-R14         

   Reporting their main ideas to Jack at the end of their discussion, the students 

referred to “top-down approach” and “bottom-up approach”, the topic of their first 

class, in experimental policy studies and how to use study findings as evidence to 

support and limit the implementation of policy in real contexts. In view of this, 

recurrent citation emerged in Jack’s context. 

5.1.5.2.2.1.3 Citation 

Jack’s focus on the importance of building his classroom argument and discussion 

on references was from the very beginning of his first class. In his “questions to 

consider” which was directed to his students, he advised them to state “[…] the 

lessons to be learned about successful policy implementation in the ‘real world’”, 

but this has to be “[w]ith reference to the publications from the National Audit Office” 

(see Figure 46 above). Another evidence that showed his commitment to authors in 

the field to support his classroom argument and discussion was represented in his 

direct reference to “Pressman & Wildavsky (1973)”. This was, for him, a ‘key text’ for 

students to consider as it studied “[…] economic policy making in Oakland, 
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California, to examine apparent gap between declared policy preferences/decisions 

and actual outcome–discovered that the ‘gap’ between the two was often located in 

the process of implementation”, which was at the heart of “probabilistic model”. With 

his attempt to clarify what was meant by “street-level bureaucracy”, Jack further used 

a long direct quote to ‘Weatherly (1979, in Hupe & Hill 2007)’, which was important 

to show authors’ stance from “Weberian model of bureaucracy”. To contextualise 

what he was discussing in terms of “policy implementation” at the very end of his 

class, he directly referred to “NAO Report & good policy implementation”. With the 

use of “NAO Report”, UK policy making was used as a frame to discussing policy-

related requirements. As insights into the UK policy, there was a reference to the 

importance of consulting implementers in policy design process, stakeholders’ 

marginalisation and taking into consideration resources, time, outcomes, plans, 

risks, clear communication, responsibilities and other likely barriers in the statement 

of policy implementation. 

   Further uses of citation was identified in Jack’s second class. As in his first class, 

Jack advised his students to discuss, in groups, some examples of the experimental 

studies in “Rachel Glennerster (2012)” ending his class with reference to 

“https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/test-learn-adapt-developing public-

policy-with-randomised-controlled-trials”. They were both directed towards raising 

students’ knowledge about content-specific concepts; i.e. “Randomized Controlled 

Trials (RCTs)”. Though manipulated in medicine, international development, and 

internet-based businesses, RCTs was, for Jack, of relevance to public policy. 

   As a final remark, it is possible to say that Jack’s teaching practice in his two classes 

was geared towards developing students’ policy-related knowledge from theory to 

practice. The emergence of policy-related language was what mostly characterised 

his classroom discourse. He was more prone to use a hierarchy of technical language. 

This was clearly represented in the use of the main policy-driven approaches, “top-

down” and “bottom-up”, which were linked to “policy-formulation”, “policy-

implementation” and “policy-application”. Such content-specific use of English was 

developed to include “policy-models” with reference to a number of authors to 

support and develop what was argued and discussed in his two classes. On the 

theoretical side of policy-related knowledge, this formed the most part of Jack’s and 

his students’ language as members of the same academic community to share their 

own understanding of content knowledge. Their disciplinary understanding can be 

translated through constructing scholarly discourse in its different forms; essays, 
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classroom discussions, student-led presentation and sitting exams, with reference 

to a particular ‘real life’ context and sources of the field literature. This was the 

backbone for content mutual understanding, which expresses disciplinary 

‘individuality’ (Mauranen, 2006:289). As in Hyland (2006), each disciplinary 

community has its own norms, categorisation, bodies of knowledge, sets of 

conventions, and modes of inquiry which set a particular culture. That is, “[e]ach 

community develops its own way of formulating and negotiating knowledge and so 

defines what it takes knowledge to be” (Ibid: 21). Members of each discipline have 

their own competence in specialised discourses to define themselves and this is 

where Jack and his students in Politics and International Relations are a case in point.  

5.2 Concluding Remarks  

In this chapter, my language and content teachers’ classroom practices in terms of 

the use of EMI in their different academic disciplines are presented. The former 

were found clearly focusing on their students’ academically communicative skills 

that help them to encounter the academic demands of their target disciplines. Their 

focus on students’ critical reading and writing skills and how to be manipulated in 

their classroom discussion and essay writing was a concrete example of this.  

Further, they showed their concerns about their students’ general, ‘day-to-day’, 

English knowledge in terms of their teaching focus on ‘general’ topics. Luiza’s class 

topic, “gambling”, is a case in point. The latter, content teacher participants, were 

identified with their teaching focus on developing their students’ understanding of 

their own disciplinary concepts and how to be proved in their scholarly discourse; 

i.e. constructing a “non-descriptive”, “evaluative”, “critical” and “contextually 

appropriate” text. With this in mind, I move now to the next chapter to know their 

beliefs about their practices and to what extent this helps to interpret their 

observed classroom episodes.   
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Chapter 6 Findings: Interview Findings 

This chapter is designed to present my teacher participants’ beliefs about 

internationalising and Englishising HE. This further extends to present their views 

on the role(s) of English in this process, their own Englishes, the English varieties, 

they think, are required on the part of the teacher and students as two parties 

sharing the same EMI site for an academic end and what sort of teaching-learning 

challenges, if any, the use of ELFA might entail. Finally, the chapter ends with a 

summary of the presented points.  

6.1.1 Respondents’ Beliefs about Internationalising HE 

My interviewees were invited to comment on internationalisation; i.e. define and 

explain what kind of issues might arise in terms of the structure of a community, 

culture and language in their general and academic domains. Due to the purpose 

of the current study, their views on internationalising academy shape the premier 

focus of the following sections.       

6.1.1.1 Staff-student mobility 

Staff and student mobility, i.e. their move to a university in this context to share 

knowledge, has come to be the centre around which my fourteen content and 

language teacher participants built their conceptualisation of internationalisation 

at HE. This represents their university’s “open door” policy to recruit more and more 

students and academics “to increase the competitiveness of HE systems” (Maringe 

& Foskett, 2012:4). In defining internationalisation at her context, i.e. CLS, Luiza 

stated that   

Extract 6.1 

Internationalisation is kind of having a place a university where knowledge is 

shared in our case we got people from different backgrounds to not only come and 

study in this country but to teach in this country (Luiza,27/10/2014)  

   Embracing the same view, Pablo, from Chemistry, further explained that  

Extract 6.2 
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well it [internationalisation] is like we are here at a higher education institution 

that means that we can receive people from all over the world they come here to 

study and we also have professors from all of the world coming here to give lectures 

(Pablo,16/10/2014) 

   As a content teacher from Economics, Claudia however shared the view that 

academic disciplines vary with regards to recruiting international academics and 

students, which in turn entails the fact that some academic units become more 

internationalised than others. Extract 3 illustrates such a view: 

Extract 6.3 

Universities have always been very international environments you know some 

departments of course are more than others (Claudia,9/10/2014) 

   A clear example of Claudia’s view in the context of this study is History as Claude 

explained below:  

Extract 6.4 

 

I think History in the Faculty of Humanities is not international at the level of 

the university and I can point to one two or probably something like 10% in the 

department would be international in terms of undergraduates it is essentially 

English probably 100% I would say (Claude, 21/11/2014) 

 

   This expresses the flattening nature of the world in which for different push and 

pull factors academics and adept individuals internationally flow (brain drain or 

brain gain) into globally dominating universities (Damme, 2001). Further, Van 

believes that educational internationalisation in his discipline, Bioengineering, goes 

hand in hand with the sense of diversified communication among people involved 

in such an academic setting. The following extract explains such a view:  

Extract 6.5  

 

Internationalisation I suppose is a jargon word but it means more interactions well 

within the university between people from other countries and people from the UK 

and I suppose it means a gradual increase in the number of international people 

here compared with resident students (Van,13/10/2014)    

   Following Damme (2001), staff/student mobility can be considered as a form of 

and a vehicle for internationalising HE, which in turn needs an institutional strategy 

to apply to academic initiatives and organisational procedures and policies for a 

university to deal with the lingua-cultural diversity that is grappled with the staff 

and student borderless movement and to have an academic position of a global 

reach, as explained in the following sections.   
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6.1.1.2 Institutional Strategies for Lingua-Cultural Diversity   

An expression of beliefs that focuses on the institutional policies that help to create 

a culture that sustains staff’s and students’ positive attitudes towards 

internationalisation and understanding of participants’ lingua-cultural diversity is 

found (see Maringe & Foskett, 2012:2). A position like this is expressed by both 

Kees in Education and Mathew in Management (e.g. extracts 6.6. below), a view 

which resembles Knight’s (1997:7) “ethos approach” and how it is important for 

universities with a strong tendency towards internationalisation to work on the 

desired graduate attributes in students involved in international universities to 

achieve what is called “global citizenship” represented in self-awareness, 

intercultural awareness, international literacy, critical consciousness to imagine 

different future scenarios and be “at ease with one’s own skin” (Caruana, 2012: 56). 

Extract 6.6 

internationalisation should indicate how an organisation like this university 

actually deals with the variety of cultural and language backgrounds of the staff 

and students (Kees,2/12/2014)   

 

6.1.1.3 Institutional Strategies for Knowledge Export and Equality  

The question of how internationalising knowledge at the HE sector is 

conceptualised for my interview participants has taken a further direction to include 

institutional strategies for knowledge trading where, for Peter, internationalisation 

in his CLS is “a buzz word for the university although I suspect a lot of that just 

about kind of you know making more money” (Peter, Interview, 3 /11/2014). This 

means that internationalisation is a “profit-making activity” via commercialising HE 

(Altbach & Knight, 2007:293).  

   Although staff and student mobility is still given much more importance as one 

of the possible means for trading knowledge, Katherine in Education has referred 

to HEIs’ strategies for academic cooperation and establishing offshore campuses 

in different areas of the world, a view which seems to reflect the sense of 

“McDonaldisation” in HE (Altbach, 2004:6). Katherine's reference to branch 

universities expresses her university’s market-oriented approach towards 

internationalising HE, a policy that does not stop at attracting more and more 

students, but to further extend its educational trade to globally promising markets 

in different parts of the world, an institutional tendency like this changes the 
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process of internationalisation "from the demand to the supply side" (Damme, 

2001:425). The following extract explains Katherine’s view on educational 

internationalisation:  

Extract 6.7 

I think that's about attracting international students to study here and for us to 

support students internationally and that can mean working in different ways as 

well(.)for example we have colleagues here in Education who have very strong 

relationships with universities in China and they do a lot of work with them in 

terms of encouraging those students to come across and study with us 

(Katherine,4/11/2014) 

   Another example of the international export of knowledge is identified in 

Transportation Engineering where educational internationalisation, for John, is 

“taking research to other countries” (John, 6/10/2014). Following Knight (1997:15), 

views like Katherine’s and John’s provide a wide spectrum of internationalisation 

at HE in terms of explaining their university’s “process-oriented approach” to 

internationalisation. That is, the emphasis of their views mainly directed towards 

the various strategies that an educational institution can undertake to include, 

sustain and enhance an international and intercultural dimension into the learning-

teaching process at the tertiary level. Both Katherine and John refer to their 

institution’s “dynamic activity approach” which places more emphasis on the 

development of new skills and knowledge, competence-based view (Knight,1997:6) 

to achieve a “cosmopolitan membership” (Beerkens, 2003:132).  

   As a language teacher, Lucy further believes that “internationalisation is 

something that should give equality to all” (Lucy, 10 /10/2014). To trace the sense  

of equality, as a critical issue that raises its head in any debate related to 

internationalisation at the tertiary level (Altbach, 2004), in Katherine’s definition of 

internationalisation in Education, it is possible to say that Katherine’s view is one-

sided which is partly represented in her reference to only Chinese students as 

international students to come and ‘study here’ (her UK-based university), which is 

given more value than establishing a branch university, and partly in giving her 

colleagues the role of knowledge exporters while those in China are seen as 

knowledge receivers. That is, her colleagues can go and teach in China and 

encourage their students to come and study in the UK but not vice versa. This does 

not really reflect international equality as related to Knights’ (1997:8) “integration” 

in the sense of a “mutually beneficial relationship among initiatives”. The same is 

true in John’s view where internationalising HE is, for him, a process of “taking 
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research to other countries”. On this basis, both of these respondents reflect what 

Altbach (2004) calls the “unequal world” of international HE. Internationalisation 

here is still of a single direction, i.e., it is from the Centre, UK in this case, to the 

margins, China and other countries (Phillipson, 2003).  

   With such a trend in mind, it has become hard for HEIs in other countries to have 

choices other than following what is already decided for them or to accommodate 

their policies and plans to respond to Western educational power. This further 

comes to empower and privilege those who already have power and privilege on 

political, economic and educational levels (Altbach, 2004; Knight, 1997). How 

internationalising UK-universities is thought of to be a kind of privilege to English 

speakers is clearly explained by Jack, from Politics and International Relations, 

where he stated that 

 Extract 6.8 

it’s great to have international universities […] it is probably unfortunate for 

the people who are not native English speakers that the native English speakers 

have an advantage in this respect […] a quite good example of this is that Chinese 

government have a policy of sending students here to do postgraduate studies 

here(Jack,30/10/2014)   

      Again, internationalising knowledge at HE, in Jack’s view, is a matter of sending 

students from other countries like, China, to English speaking countries. It is a 

question of value to the former and of privilege to the latter. This is, Jack’s belief, 

for different reasons but the most notable one here is the value given to English by 

others, which is represented in his saying “it is probably unfortunate for the people 

who are not native English speakers”. As in Coleman (2006:9), educational 

internationalisation has become a “selling point” of which teaching in English is 

considered an added value to attract international students to study in English 

speaking universities.  

6.1.1.4 Internationalisation and Course Material Quality 

A set of beliefs addressing the importance of internationalising what is being 

taught to cope with the students’ diverse local and global needs was shared 

between two content teachers (Olga and John from Archaeology and Transportation 

Engineering respectively) and a language teacher, Peter. Both Olga and John raised 

concerns about the relevance of their teaching material and what should be further 

included and modified to cope with their students’ educational backgrounds and 
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cover their diverse contextual needs. Going beyond what is obvious to notice, staff-

student across border movement (Dafouz & Smit, 2014), Olga views 

internationalisation in Archaeology as not broad enough to include teaching really 

international material (extract 6.9 below). That is, what is taught in her discipline 

is still, in her view, not as international as it is the case in the recruitment process 

of international students and academics and her curriculum is not internationally 

comprehensive enough to include knowledge about different parts of the world 

other than Europe. This indicates the fact that what is European-based to teach in 

Archaeology needs to be reconsidered and modified and should not be considered 

a “sacred cow” and harder than “moving the cemeteries” (Mestenhauser, 1997 in 

Damme, 2001:223).  

Extract 6.9 

what’s may be not international is the curriculum itself […] in terms of 

archaeology we teach mainly European archaeology rather than with some near Eastern 

and almost no far Eastern very little that we teach about Africa or America (Olga, 

5/11/2014)     

   In Transportation Engineering, John raised the same issue. Commenting on 

internationalisation in his context, John explained that   

Extract 6.10 

I was really worried about a lecture series last year on transport in France and I 

mean methods and I did make some counter-concepts bringing some more international 

examples there obviously because it had a quite UK focus that is why it was not so 

relevant in somewhere else to international students (John,6/10/2014) 

   So, what is European-centred and UK-centred in Olga’s and John’s disciplines 

respectively is not international in terms of meeting their students’ needs. A stance 

like Olga’s and John’s, for Wilkinson (2013:13-4), is important to assure quality in 

international university contexts. Quality here explicitly indicates developing 

curriculum to match students’ diverse needs to keep pace with the demands of the 

local and global market (Yang, 2003:271-2) and not to provide, metaphorically 

speaking, a “cookie cutter” to standardise educational systems around the world 

without considering the sense of individuality in certain teaching-learning contexts 

(Knights, 1997). 

   Further, an echo to Olga’s and John’s view that the curriculum in international 

university contexts should be taken into consideration to be modified in response 

to students’ prior experiences, needs and potential contextual demands was also 

made by Peter in the CLS. While his language teacher colleague, Luiza, 
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metaphorically defines internationalisation as a “beautiful mosaic where you’ve got 

pieces of different colours [and] shapes” in terms of recruiting students of different 

lingua-cultural backgrounds, Peter believes that internationalisation should not be 

perceived only on the basis of “what is here”, but to go further and understand that 

there is a different kind of knowledge “there”. For him, internationalisation is a 

process of both ‘convergence and divergence’ where homogenising HE, 

hyperglobalisers’ perspective of globalisation, does not sit well with the sense of 

preserving others’ individuality (Oakes, 2005; Knight, 1997). Taking others’ 

differences into account paves the way to “a systematic integration of an 

international dimension into the teaching, research and public service function of 

a higher education institutions” (Wächter, 1999). In other words, this helps to 

consider what is global and local as two faces of globalisation in HE (Hall,1997:27), 

“glocalisation” (Robertson, 1995:26). The following extract illustrates Peter’s view  

Extract 6.11 

I think very often it’s[internationalisation] perceived that there is something 

wrong with the international students’ background that they come here and they 

should learn this because this is the right way and I don’t think that is the way 

necessarily[…]this is just the way things that are done here (.)there is a way 

that things done there and I also think that to be interesting with 

internationalisation to kind of have more knowledge about to make it more fifty-

fifty percent basically (Peter,3/11/2014)   

   This comes in line with Dafouz and Smit’s (2014:12) view that  

[i]n EMEMUS, the complex interplay of local and global drives includes a 

number of diverse questions and decisions which should go beyond the 

most noticeable (and sometimes only) criterion applied with regards to 

internationalization, namely, student and teacher mobility [to assisting] 

stakeholders in taking informed decisions such as internationalizing 

curricula  

   In a nutshell, staff-student cross border movement has emerged as a keystone to 

which all my content and language teachers referred to as a form of 

internationalisation at their different disciplines within the same EMI site. However, 

this should not be accepted as the hands on the face of a clock where academic 

disciplines, for Claudia, are not equally internationalised in terms of recruiting 

international students, a situation which is clearly represented in History. Taken 

further by some content and language participants, staff and student mobility 

suggests lingua-cultural diversity as one of the possible hidden sharp ends of this 
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process that requires a university tending to internationalisation to undertake and 

adapt its strategies to cope with the academic and non-academic differences 

among the members of its community. As another form of internationalising HE in 

her EMI site, Katherine, from Education, has also referred to establishing branch 

university campuses in different countries. This is, for her, still less important than 

attracting international students to come and study in her university, either 

envisages the sense of knowledge trading approach to internationalisation. Within 

a broad range of factors, power of place along with the use of English are referred 

to by Jack in Politics to explain why UK universities attract international students.   

   As a language teacher, Peter thinks that internationalisation is a profit-based 

process. For his colleague, Lucy, whatever the form and however explicit or implicit 

the reason of educational internationalisation might be, internationalisation is 

parallel to equality. Lucy’s view can be further traced in Olga’s and John’s, as 

content teachers from Archaeology and Transportation Engineering respectively, 

call for reconsidering what is taught in international academic sites to respond to 

students’ prior educational experiences and their future local and global diverse 

needs, which at the end serves to assure course material quality. This echoes 

Peter’s belief that what is taught in his context, CLS, should be fifty-fifty; i.e. taking 

students’ educational backgrounds and future contexts into consideration in the 

teaching-learning process. Taken altogether, respondents’ beliefs about 

internationalising HE in their different academic disciplines within the same EMI 

site in the context of the present study expresses the pros and cons, the how and 

why of this process. The following figure envisages the complexity of educational 

internationalisation and the cyclic motion of effects and results in light of my 

content and language teacher participants’ identified views.      
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Figure 52: Respondents’ Beliefs about Internationalising HE. 

6.1.2 Respondents’ Beliefs about Roles of English 

With the view that internationalisation in HE means crossing borders within which 

academic and non-academic interaction with people of diverse lingua-cultural 

background is implied, it is important to go further and see how my interviewees 

conceptualise the roles of English in their different academic disciplines, what kind 

of challenges they might encounter in terms of students’ different linguistic skills, 

diverse learning needs and the kind of the teaching practice they embrace to 

overcome any potential learning obstacles in their contexts. This helps the 

researcher to avoid giving a passing reference to linguistic issues might bring about 

with the use of EMI. As it is normal to go with the expectancy that English is the 

main medium of instruction or “the global academic lingua franca” in most of the 

world universities of which either the lecturer or students, if not both, are non-

native of English (Altbach, 2004:10; Jenkins, 2014:40), English proficiency required 

on the part of students and academic staff as agents have become of considerable 

importance to critically approach (Dafouz & Smit, 2014; Jenkins, 2014; Wilkinson, 

2013).  
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As in Björkman, 

[u]sing a lingua franca as the medium of instruction brings within not only 

advantages but also certain complications. In this state of affairs, it is 

important to explore the effect of changing the medium of instruction on 

the teaching-learning situation, specifically on the everyday practices of 

lecturers and students (2010:77-8).  

    In view of that, the following sections present my participants’ views about 

the roles of English.    

6.1.2.1 Current Academic Dominance of English  

Language-related issues are always, whether implicitly or explicitly, there in 

discussing internationalisation at the tertiary level (Saarinen & Nikula, 2013:132-

9). This is due to the fact that internationalising HE simply means heterogeneity 

where “[i]nternational programmes usually involve culturally and linguistically 

heterogeneous student populations, with varying levels of proficiency in English 

and experience with English-medium instruction (EMI)” (Ibid). A clear representation 

of this kind of interrelationship between internationalisation and roles of English is 

shared among all of my interviewees regardless of their lingua-cultural 

backgrounds and their academic worksites. That is, as a shared belief-set among 

the participants in their different contexts, English has an unavoidable role in 

promoting the sense of educational internationalisation where it is ‘mostly’ 

considered the only one language to be used for academic interaction. As a non-

native language teacher, Luiza, for example, said that  

Extract 6.12 

we got people from different backgrounds sharing knowledge (.) people are using 

English a little as a lingua franca to kind of like to learn and to teach as well 

and I guess we’ve got different conferences here we’ve got people from all over 

the country (Luiza,27/10/2014)  

   Following Coleman (2006: 4) and Altbach (2004: 5), Luiza here expresses English 

dominance on, most if not all, the international academic activities with her 

reference to its use as an academic lingua franca. This kind of linguistic dominance, 

for Peter, does not indicate that English has become a “killer language” where it is 

still possible for him to recognise the use of other languages though in non-

academic interactions. In his comment on the roles of English in his context, CLS, 

he explained that   
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Extract 6.13 

I think there is a room for other languages I do think English is dominant but not 

brutally dominant I think there is a space for other languages (Peter,3/11/2014)  

   In light of such views, the question that how much is that “space for other 

languages” is still there. To put it differently, is it possible for the students, whether 

Chinese or not, to use their own L1 in any of their academic activities?  The answer 

is, for Luiza, not. In discussing the space other languages have in comparison to 

that of the English language in her context, she explained that 

Extract 6.14 

I had students that they can speak like 5-6 different languages that's absolutely 

amazing but they are not really widely used in the academic context the only used 

is English in the academic context (Luiza,27/10/2014)   

   So, students’ other languages are only used in their non-academic social 

practices, or side-talk in class, which is still a marginal limited role compared to 

the ones given to English. Following Mufwene (2005), this can be no more than 

activities a population of a particular language, other than English, do in order to 

“preserve and revitalise” their languages; i.e. to “bring life back” to their languages. 

In this sense, it is “reminiscent of preserving lifeless organisms, plants, or body 

parts in a jar – i.e., the preservation of form without life, which is good for 

museums” (Ibid:38). 

   As content teachers, both Jack from Politics and International Relations and 

Claudia from Economics believe that the use of a Romance language in Latin 

America is evidence to the unthreatening worldwide spread of English,as explained 

below:   

Extract 6.15  

I think if you look at the United States I think you know that the Latino community 

the importance of Spanish around the Los Angeles you know it is Spanish Latino 

(Claudia,9/10/2014)   

   Like the language teachers, both Jack and Claudia are here trying to refer to the 

use of other languages in non-academic interactions. Again, there is no clear 

reference to the academic position of the Mediterranean languages or any other 

language. Even if they acknowledge the existence of other languages in everyday 

communication, but they still find the academic domain is where they are reluctant 

to tread without the English language.  
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   The view that English is a “common language” for educational internationalisation 

at the tertiary level has also been identified by other content teachers in their 

different disciplines. Regardless of their lingua-cultural and educational 

backgrounds, Kees, Katherine, John, Van, Olga, Claude and Pablo, shared the view 

that English is the only one language of choice to communicate in their EMI site. 

To cut a very long story short, both Katherine and Kees in Education, for example, 

believe that English is the language of all academic activities. Regardless of how 

diversely is manipulated across disciplines, English is, for Kees, “quite relevant and 

reasonable to expect” as the basic state language of the UK and a common 

language “to reap the benefits of internationalisation”. This is to say that 

internationalising HE, in his view, goes hand in hand with the use of a particular 

language, which is mostly English (Crystal, 2003).  

    

   As a native speaker of English and not proficient of any other language, 

Katherine, Like Kees, believes that all academic activities in her context are tailored 

with the use of English and this is the language that “we” need to be “effectively” 

adept in. Following Wilkinson (2013), Kees’ and Katherine’s views below show how 

most of the world universities are competing to win internationalisation via 

Englishising their programmes for different reasons to the extent that 

internationalisation and Englishisation have become synonyms to each other 

(Jenkins, 2014).  

Extract 6.16 

 

I would say that the role of language for English needs to be pivotal I think that 

for a university to reap the benefits of internationalisation then there needs to 

be a common language needs to be spoken and in two levels actually one is more in 

jargon etc. and all kinds of different faculties of different types of words of 

course but beneath that there needs to be a layer of one language and well the 

states language basically of the United Kingdom of course is English so although 

the Welsh would disagree probably heh but I think it's quite relevant and reasonable 

to expect (Kees,2/12/2014)  

 

Extract 6.17 

 

I suppose and this is such a British view or perspective (.)and not being a speaker 

of other languages I would just assume that English would underpin all of those 

activities […] where an English university(.)has to be in English 

(Katherine,4/11/2014)  

   In view of that, English, as a common belief for my participants, has a key role in 

internationalising HE. It is the first choice for all native and non-native participants 
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across their academic units within the same EMI site. For Jack, Claudia and my three 

language teacher interviewees, this is not considered a threat to the use of other 

languages in any general, non-academic, domain. The use of English as the only 

one choice to conducting my interviews with them is a case in point. With this in 

mind, I further invited my interview participants to comment on the future role of 

English in HE, a particular question that pushed most of them to do a double take. 

This was just to know whether they see any language might take the currently 

perceived global position of English or not, however near or far that future might 

be. Thus, the following section presents respondents’ views on the future position 

of English.  

6.1.2.2 Future Academic Dominance of English 

As regards content teacher participants’ beliefs on the future roles of English, all 

shared the view that English is and will continue the first choice for academic and 

non-academic international communication regardless of the historical role of 

German and French and the recently recognised one of other languages like 

Chinese, India and Spanish. Their lingua-cultural and professional backgrounds 

have no clear role in forming their accounts of the future roles of English. The same 

set of beliefs has been shared by my language teacher interviewees but not Luiza 

where she believed that Chinese might win the future to be the “next lingua franca” 

to the English of today. The recently increasing number of international students, 

the use of English as a language of academic publication, having no language 

candidate to take the contemporary global role of English and being the national 

language of the globally leading universities have been all identified as reasons for 

the participants in their different disciplines to build their strong beliefs on the 

future academic dominance of English. 

   In Bioengineering, Van, for example, after a short period of silence and raised 

eyebrows, said that  

Extract 6.18 

m: well I think that the English language is what people would be expecting to speak 

in the future so I suppose people should be able to communicate in a common language 

which is English I can’t imagine it is gonna be changed if you are talking about 

languages then I think that English will remain the lingua franca cultural things 

that will all change gradually with time different people interactions university 

cultures obviously changed in the UK in the past of 50 years because of the 

internationalisation would not you agree? (Van,13/10/2014) 
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   It seems that Van here does not see that “language is bound up with culture in 

multiple and complex ways”; i.e. “cultural reality” is expressed and created via 

people’s use of language (Kramsch, 2003:3). He experienced “obvious changes” in 

cultural aspects as a result of internationalisation but not language; i.e. English will 

continue to be the only one “common” means of interaction in his UK university 

and the French should continue living with the English language in their country 

but not theirs in his. For him, academic culture is different from what it was fifty 

years ago, and this is true, but at the same time he turned a blind eye to what kind 

of languages that the world used to have before their current use of English and to 

the fact that “social and geographical mobility cause language change [that is] the 

more mobile a society is, the more open it will be to change” (Graddol, 2000:16) 

and the UK is not an exceptional case of that. In Altbach’s (2004:9) words, “English 

is the Latin of the 21st century”, which means that what happened to Latin might 

come true to English (Graddol, 2000).    

  To continue looking back at the history of languages and their roles in different 

fields of life in general and education in particular, an expression of belief that 

English will continue to be the dominant language regardless of the current role of 

Chinese, India and Spanish has come to be shared by content teachers, John, Jack, 

Pablo and Thomas, respectively from Transportation Engineering, Politic and 

International Relations and Accounting and Finance, but not for Luiza as a language 

teacher. While John and Jack underestimated the role of Chinese, India and Spanish 

in terms of threatening the current and future role of English, Luiza has come to 

acknowledge the current role of English, but she at the same time believes that 

Chinese might come to be the “next language” as a lingua franca. The following 

extracts explain such a situation:  

Extract 6.19 

the rise of China Chinese might become important but more important but(.) even 

though China role is very important and India the fact that if you have a lot of 

Chinese students turning up here speaking and learning in English in England […]they 

see that English is something important[…]yea English is largely to remain the 

dominant second language therefore I would imagine that it's going to be a kind of 

lingua franca but the common knowledge fact for academia(John,6/10/2014) 

Extract 6.20 

I don't know time will tell you there are many speakers of Chinese as well that 

might be the next language […] Chinese might become a lingua franca at the moment 

it is still English (Luiza,27/10/2014)  
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   According to Graddol (2000), views like John’s cited above neglects a historical 

fact that language power and dominance in the past was not for English. That is, 

English  

as a world language its history began in the 17th century, most notably in the 

foundation of the American colonies. Many European powers were similarly 

expanding: French, Dutch, Portuguese and Spanish became established as colonial 

languages, the latter two still important outside Europe in Latin America. But in the 

19th century the British empire, with its distinctive mix of trade and cultural 

politics, consolidated the world position of English […] (Ibid: 6) 

   Linked to this is that Pablo, a non-native content teacher in Chemistry, did hit the 

point in comparing the academic role of English in his field to that which was 

assigned to the German language, but this does not prevent him from embracing 

a view like John’s and Jack’s. In defining the future role of English, he explained 

that  

Extract 6.21 

years ago German was as powerful as English as Chemistry language not any more just 

like English being everything in Chemistry all the journals are now in English I 

don't see that any language could replace English or could be an option not at all 

and I see that's good that English is an international language […] English has to 

be the only one international language for everybody if not you'll lose information 

(Pablo,Interview,16/10/2014)  

   In Pablo’s view, German was and English is and will continue keeping its power 

as a means for keeping and transforming knowledge of chemistry. It is the 

international language of publication of the present and future. Pablo’s view here 

indicates the idea that publications in languages other than English means “loss of 

science” (Phillipson 2001:9), which is either due to being underestimated or 

neglected (Ferguson, 2006). The same is true in relation to the historical role of 

French in Economics for Claudia, as explained below: 

Extract 6.22 

I don't personally expect that [to replace English] so it would be really strange 

to switch because you know in the past there used to be French for example was 

equally there are still some academic journals that accept in principle publication 

often in French and English but I think the last publication it was probably 

published in French thirty or forty years ago (Claudia,9/10/2014) 

   Claudia’s view here implicitly indicates that French scientists’ loss of the 

competition their language used to have with English as an international language 
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in terms of legislating the use of their own language in scientific and academic 

fields (Graddol, 2000). A change from English to any other language is, for her, a 

‘surprise’, ‘strange’ and ‘difficult’. English position is stronger than the 

demographic changes of the world.  

   Going further with the power of English in “preserving” science, Peter’s view is 

that publication in English helps to transform knowledge ‘anywhere nowadays’ and 

the change of that is a matter of centuries not a decade or two, which makes 

English, in Lucy’s eyes, “the most important language”. The following extracts 

illustrate this situation:  

Extract 6.23  

I think in terms of yes university level I can't really see how it will change in 

the near future I used to teach in universities in Italy as well at one point I was 

teaching academics in a university there and they were talking about how they always 

published in English and you basically have to publish in English to get anywhere 

nowadays and that is the world as it is at the moment and obviously that might be 

changing hundreds two hundred years’ time but I think ten twenty years’ time I 

can't see how that could change (Peter,3/11/2014)      

   The world of academia, for Peter, then is “you basically have to publish in English” 

to have your contribution “anywhere” which means that English is, metaphorically 

speaking, a military ensign around which people, armies, and nations gather for a 

target (Crowley, 2003). The target in this case is getting “knowledge everywhere 

via the use of English”. According to Greenaway (2012), this entails the idea that 

English is the aid for knowledge trade around the world, which in turn leads to 

“structural dependence”, “increased ties to the donor countries and institutions and 

long-term dependence on the countries providing the aid” as a result of power 

(Altbach, 2004: 9), a point that has made English a “language on which the sun 

never sets” (Graddol, 2000: 6). The only analogue such views trigger in my mind is 

that English role in international education is a gyre where it starts its progressive 

spiral movement at its centre to reach its maximum then narrowly goes to retrace 

its path back to the same starting point. To continue with this kind of metaphor 

and put it in Yeats’ poem, ‘The Second Coming’ (1939), English is “[t]urning and 

turning in the widening gyre/ [t]hings fall apart; the centre cannot hold […]”.  

   According to the respondents’ previously mentioned views with regard to the 

significantly everlasting role of English, this means that any attempt on the part of 

those involved in the world of academia to be away of the language of the ‘Centre’ 

leads them to a devastating end, getting their academic contribution lost. The flip 
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side of this is, for Wilkinson (2013: 11), “loss of domain of L1” of scholars from 

non-English speaking backgrounds in terms of the limited functionality of their own 

national languages in the academic initiatives and activities and inequality in the 

domain of academic production and publication in terms of facing the gatekeepers’ 

rules to have their work published in high international journals, which are mostly 

British and American, (Ferguson, 2006: 137). This in its best cases is referred to as 

a “neo-colonialism” of international education (Altbach, 2004:9).  

 

   In Education, Kees further thinks that the lack of language choice is one of the 

main reasons behind English dominance on international academic programmes 

and other activities. To explain, he stated that 

Extract 6.24 

I don't see any candidate to be honest[…] I think it will be impossible to have a 

different language than English[…] so my first sort of claim is that you need a 

common language and then you look at the obvious candidates and I think English is 

the only one really also because curriculums don't really cater for other languages 

so you could argue that if England for example and the Netherlands would put Spanish 

in their curriculum then may be after 50 years it might be good enough so that you 

could adopt this(Kees,2/12/2014) 

 

   In Kees’ view, English-based curriculum is a key factor that assists English to 

prevail on the international educational scenario. This is, according to Coleman 

(2006: 4), is one of the main reasons that helps English to be academically 

influential. That is, once it is perceived as a globally dominant medium of 

education, it becomes more difficult to think of or even imagine the practicality of 

opting another language, which at the end English dominance becomes more and 

more enhanced and might take more than fifty year as Kees believed. Kees’ view 

that English is the “only” one language for curriculum design and instruction in an 

international academic context like his suggests that the choice of content might 

be built on common or universal issues, themes, theories and applications on the 

expense of the relevance of what is being taught and in what language to the 

students’ cultural-national local issues, more breadth with less focus. This in turn 

limits students’ motivation to consider other sources in other languages or even to 

learn any other language (Wilkinson, 2013:14). 

 

   So, working on the assumption that English is the medium of choice for business 

and knowledge expansion in its different means, conferences, publications as 
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stated earlier, learning, teaching and even my choice of English in writing this study 

is no exception, helps, whether intentionally or not, to strengthen the academic 

status of English. The result of such views is that English is the language of science 

without which the academic scenario is “strange”, “difficult” and even 

“unimaginable” for Katherine in Education as explained below:  

Extract 6.25 

 

I can’t imagine a scenario that would expect us to be communicating in the language 

that wasn't the language that we use to teach our students on campus for sure 

(Katherine,4/11/2014) 

 

   Linked to this is that Luiza, as a non-native language teacher, thinks that even if 

the university decided to design a course in any language other than English, there 

would be a limited number of students to join that course or it would be for a 

limited end. To explain, she said   

Extract 6.26 

it would be good to see you know other languages being used but I’m not sure how 

that would work and exist that might be restricted as well because that means if 

the course is being offered in the university I don't know course in core 6 but is 

being taught in Thai so may be very few students would be able to take the course 

[…] I’m not sure exactly how that would work (Luiza,27/10/2014)  

   It is, then, not only a question of time as in Kees’ view, but rather it is, for Luiza, 

of how for a language like Thai to exist and work in her context. Even if a course 

in Thai was used, it would be, in Luiza’s view, hard to expect a reasonable number 

of students to join it. In reality, however, there is no attempt like this on the ground 

to see whether this is true or not. As an echo to Luiza’s view, Mathew thinks that 

English is “a common bond” for international students to use in their general and 

academic interactions.  

   What such views suggest is that the role of English in academic institutions has 

become stronger than ever, which at the end, for Kees, aids universities “to reap 

the benefits of internationalisation”. English in this case can be defined as both a 

response to the constant increase in the number of the international students in 

the IHEIs, in line with findings by Smit (2010) on the sociolinguistic role of English 

at the tertiary level, and a point of attraction for such students to come and study 

with the language of the world (Wilkinson, 2013; Coleman, 2006). With this in mind, 

my content and language teacher participants’ accounts of the current and future 

dominance of English are envisaged in the following diagram.  
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Figure 53: Respondents’ beliefs about the Roles of English  

in internationalising HE. 

6.1.2.3 English Varieties 

In light of borderlessness, diversity and connectivity that internationalisation along 

with the increasingly out-of-control versatile and volatile “English only” movement 

the world has ever known in various fields of life and that of HE is no exception 

(McArthur, 2000), concerns among users of English as the global academic lingua 

franca in the world universities to know more about the English variety they need 

to demonstrate to be able to read, speak, write and expect to hear and understand 

to respond to their diverse disciplinary requirements have raised (Jenkins, 2014; 

Doiz et al., 2013; Mauranen, 2012; Dewey, 2007). In tandem, my interviewees were 

further invited to share their views on their own Englishes in their international 

university site. Generally speaking, ‘Queen’s English’, ‘Standard English’, ‘BBC’ 

English, and ‘South of England English’ emerged to be common themes around 

which my participants built their diverse views on other English varieties.  
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   While some participants, Jack, Kees, Mathew, and Luiza, shared the view that all 

Englishes are one and no need to think of a particular English as a pillar without 

which the temple would fall, other native speaker content teachers, John and 

Mathew, and a language teacher, Peter, believed that their own ‘Southern English’ 

to be ‘pretty good’ and ‘easy’ for the listener in comparison to Northern Englishes. 

Scots along with Indian, Spanish and Italian Englishes came to be an area of 

confusion for Claude, Claudia, Pablo and Kees. The following two sections are 

devoted to presenting such findings.  

6.1.2.3.1 Equal Englishes 

Both Kees from Education and Jack from Politics and International Relation shared 

the view that ‘Queen’s English’ is not what should be expected and thought of to 

be the best choice for mutual understanding in international contexts. Kees’ belief 

is that ‘Queen’s English’ is a ‘standardised’ English variety whose mastery does not 

necessarily achieve mutual understanding. Having all people to speak ‘Queen’s 

English’ is, for Jack, ‘boring’ and not really of communicative value in terms of not 

responding to the currently diversified uses of English. For both, ‘Queen’s English’ 

is ‘boring’, ‘unnatural’ and not the ‘silver bullet’ that can be exclusively used for 

all communicative contexts. It is not the best hammer for every nail. That is, it is 

not always the best means for people’s interactions in any context. As in Seidlhofer 

(2001:138), “native-speaker language use is just one kind of reality, and one of very 

doubtful relevance for lingua franca contexts”. To document such a situation, Kees 

explained that   

Extract 6.27 

we must also admit I think that any language has so many varieties within them so 

the Queen English I think could be sort of being seen as a standardised English 

[…] of course I can’t talk like this [Queen’s English] it doesn’t feel very 

natural in some way or another[…] I think that putting too much emphasis on one 

type of English that might be more understandable for everyone probably is missing 

the point a little bit in the sense that I don't really think that there's the 

silver bullet that everyone would understand (Kees,2/12/2014)  

   Another mention to ‘Queen’s English’ has been identified in two different 

contexts by Mathew in Management and Luiza from CLS. For both, ‘Queen’s 

English’ is what students expect to find in the UK or in an English university, but 

this is not, in their view, the case in an international context like theirs. Mathew 

thinks that none is “completely clear” and “everyone” needs to learn more and try 
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harder to understand each other in his context. The following extract documents 

such a stance.  

Extract 6.28 

 

I think that from a student's perspective they maybe there's an expectation that 

they're gonna come to the UK or an English university and everyone will speak 

Queen’s English and everyone will be completely clear you know this is just never 

gonna happen not in an international academic unity and I think everyone just needs 

to learn enough a bit and to try harder to understand each other (Mathew,11/11/2014)  
 

   In explaining her view of the English varieties, Luiza thinks that what is important 

for her as a language teacher is to work on students’ perceptions of English and 

raise their awareness of the fact that ‘Queen’s English’ or ‘BBC’ English represents 

no more than 3% of the population, there is no “superior” and “better or worse” 

English variety to be a target for them, but different varieties and this is the beauty 

of English in her context. So, all English varieties are in one box. Views like Jack’s, 

Kees’, Mathew’s and Luiza’s in their different disciplines envisage McArthur’s 

(2000) “plurality” of a language of a global reach like English and how its 

international speakers outnumber its native ones (Jenkins, 2014; Crystal, 2003).   

Extract 6.29 

many students come here and they can view English as a language that should be 

spoken in a certain way they used kind of like Received Pronunciation that they are 

listening to books you know as that we call Queen's English or BBC English or however 

we call it and they come here and they expect people to use that kind of English as 

well and they think if you used that kind of English you are superior in a way you 

know so I like breaking those barriers that students they tend to have because you 

know they're not at the end of the day only 3% of the population to speak with that 

accent and there's no better accent there're just different accents that's the 

beauty of it you know having different accents no one has to have a particular 

accent(Luiza,27/10/2014)  

   Having ‘Queen’s English’ compared to ‘Standard English’, the latter was further 

traced to know what it means for a native language teacher like Peter. In his 

definition, he stated that  

Extract 6.30 

((sighing)) no it's a difficult question that's much more difficult question hhh 

Standard English I suppose in the context of the UK again I don't know how kind of 

going in ways I don't want really to go with that I think it's just it's not 

particularly marked I don't have a marked accent I don't have a dialect there is 
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nothing that I think I have fairly a sort of non-descriptive English for 

communicating in the UK (Peter,3/11/2014)  

   It is obvious that his words failed him where it took him a relatively long time to 

end defining ‘Standard English’ with reference to his own use of English as 

‘unmarked and non-descriptive English’. Following Crystal (2003:165-6), it is hard 

to define what ‘Standard English’ means with the “messiness” associated with the 

current global position of English where it has become hard to define English as a 

“homogeneous entity” of definable boundaries, phonology, grammar and lexicon. 

It is, for McArthur (2000:14), an “epiphytic” process where English is progressively 

hybridizing and imperialistically and hegemonically kills other types of tongues but 

at the same time affected by other languages to have a new shape. That is, it is 

normal to expect both flux and stability in the use of English where various degrees 

of hybridization represented in syntax, morphology and pronunciation in an 

international context like Peter's. To explain how language is subject to change due 

to speakers’ mobility and diverse interactions in their different living contexts, 

“hybridity” (Graddol,2000:6), Luiza said that  

Extract 6.31 

In Britain if I say I can identify the English accent but even within the England 

there are so many different accents and for example this morning I met a lady (.)she 

is originally from Yorkshire and because I lived in Yorkshire I know what Yorkshire 

accent is like and even within Yorkshire you can get different accents I used to 

live in Leeds and Leeds if kind of go twenty minutes away from Leeds that is to 

Bradford the accent is quite different so if you go to Newcastle then the accent is 

different[…] I was talking to this lady this morning that is from Yorkshire so she 

grew up in Yorkshire and I was talking to her and told her you don't really have 

much of Yorkshire accent and then she said even though I lived in Yorkshire but my 

parents were Scottish and my parents didn't want me to have a Yorkshire accent and 

I said ok but you don't have a Scottish accent either and then she said that she 

went to an international school where there were the students[…] were from all of 

the world (Luiza,27/10/2014)  

   Following Crystal (2003:140-1) and Graddol (2000:6), Luiza’s view here explains 

how language contact in the modern era of globalisation is a key factor for the 

language change. This kind of change is considered as a defining feature that paves 

the way for its quick expansion into diverse domains and explains its success as a 

world language. As a local hybridization of English (McArthur,2000:18), having 

different accents even within the same territory like Yorkshire or between closely 

neighbouring areas like Leeds and Bradford is a clear example of how English is 

diversely used to reflect and construct the constantly changing roles and identities 

of its users. As in Seidlhofer (2011,2001), the lady Luiza talked about is an example 
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of how the traditionally embraced relationship between language, territory and 

cultural identity has to be critically questioned due to the force of globalisation in 

different fields of life.  

   A further example of the hybridised use of English is presented by Olga. As a 

content teacher in Archaeology, she defined her own English as follows:  

Extract 6.32   

I don't have a British accent but I don’t have an American accent necessarily 

either when I go to US they think I have a British accent which is absolutely not 

true sometimes when I’m in continental Europe they think that I have a British 

accent which is again not true some British people think I have an American accent 

but I’ve never lived in US so it's really a mixture[…][it is] of all kinds and in 

my particular case […] so some people can't tell that I come from a Slovak language 

background (Olga,5/11/2014)  

   Olga’s view here comes at the heart of Graddol’s (2006) ‘hybridity’ where her 

English is of no clear-cut boundaries; i.e. it is neither similar to any of the ‘native’ 

Englishes, British or American, nor any of the international ones. It is her ‘mixture’ 

of all. However, the sense of being linguistically neutral has been identified in a 

different form in Lucy’s view. As a non-native language teacher, she defined herself 

in terms of the use of English as an ‘in-betweener’, a speaker who is neither ‘a 

typical Polish’ user of English nor native-like speaker, as shown below: 

Extract 6.33 

I think I can’t really say my English is native-like or a typical Polish person's 

English it's like somewhere in-between (Lucy,10/10/2014)  

  

   With the extracts cited above in mind, ‘Queen’s English’, ‘BBC’ English and ‘RP’ 

are all perceived as equal Englishes but should not be thought of to be the best 

means to achieve mutual understanding in an international context. They are not 

better than other Englishes but different, which in turn reflect a “pluricentirc” 

approach to today’s English where it is “a globalized means for international 

communication, which, of course, transcends all national boundaries” (Seidlhofer, 

2004:210). Following McArthur (2000:6), it is time now to follow a ‘sideways’ view 

though which all English varieties including the standard are to be "conceived as 

occupying the same level, equal but different, each legitimately and appropriately 

serving its own social purposes and each subject to greater or lesser consistency 

in and accuracy of performance". This in turn helps to avoid a vertical classification 
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to English varieties through which a particular English variety is for social and 

educational reasons is believed to be at the top of all.  

6.1.2.3.1.1 Southern English: The First among Equals 

Taking my question about their own English varieties further, my native speaker 

teacher interviewees, Peter, John and Mathew, expressed the same set of beliefs 

about “South of England English”. For them, it is closer to ‘Standard English’, if not 

standard by itself, in virtue of being easier to the listener. For them, it is still 

possible to see which English of which territory and spoken by whom in terms of 

their recurrent reference to regional Englishes- Southern and Northern Englishes. 

To explain, Peter stated that       

Extract 6.34 

I guess I could say Standard English possibly I think […] I speak fairly Standard 

South of England English […] which is pretty Standard (Peter,3/11/2014)   

   So, Peter’s perception of ‘Standard English’ is that of the ‘South of England 

English’ speakers. But what about the English of the North or the one which is a 

mixture of the South and the North of England, are they still viewed as a 

standardised native English or what? For John, the answer is yes where ‘South of 

England’ continued to be used as a reference point to the ‘very standard and easy 

English’ for the listener. Regardless of the existence of a bit of other English uses, 

John’s ‘rather mixed’ English, in his view, is still of a ‘very’ native speaker. The 

following extract explains this situation: 

Extract 6.35 

Standard South of England English I mean my accent is rather mixed jargon because 

my mother was from London and my father was from Lancashire so I have Northern and 

Southern elements in my accent I grew up first of all in east middle North England 

and then North Wales so there’s possibly a bit admittedly example of native but my 

accent contains a bit of many but I think I speak very standard and a kind of easy 

English (John,6/10/2014)  

   The question which of the two regional English varieties, the North or the South 

of England, is really easy to follow is explained by Mathew below: 

Extract 6.36 

for sure there's lot of local terminology and slang and things I think that you 

can't go too far anything what they are saying well not particularly examples but 

you know say for instance I think happened in Newcastle in the North of England you 

got the Geordie accent or in Liverpool for instance which is any what two hundred 

miles away not even away you know it's not far and you get Liverpudlian accents and 
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in the west countries some accents could be quite strong and they probably think 

that my accent is really strong and you know you have to go over it (Mathew, 

11/11/2014)  

   So, Northern Englishes represented in ‘Geordie’ and ‘Liverpudlian’ are accents of 

confusion for Mathew. Though Mathew here attempts to express a compromise 

view through which he considers the two parties, speakers of what is so-called 

‘Southern’ and ‘Northern’ native English speakers, but he still thinks of English as 

a ‘monolithic entity’, (Seidlhofer, 2004:229; McArthur, 2000: chapter 3), which can 

be distributed to specific territories without any kind of change with certain kinds 

of judgements. For Seidlhofer (2001:138), a view like either Peter’s, John’s or even 

Mathew’s “not only does not recognize necessary diversity but acts against it”.  

   A further reference to Northern English accents as difficult to follow was also 

raised by Claude in History, Claudia in Economics, Pablo in Chemistry and Kees in 

Education. Compared to BBC English, Scots is, for Claude, ‘more challenging’, as 

explained below:  

Extract 6.37 

I never thought it was not a big problem to communicate what I want to say but I 

could not understand what people was saying I found it a nightmare so it's still 

now I think what people say sometimes challenging to me to understand(.)usually I 

find Spanish people speak English quite difficult I found French speaker really 

easy other nationalities well American can be unfamiliar and quite challenging I 

did part of the studies in Scotland [where] you have usually the more native people 

yea it's more challenging indeed when the accent is not the BBC accent it's more 

challenging (Claude,21/11/2014)  

   The same is true for Claudia where she added Cockney English to Scottish in 

comparison to the BBC English. In her description, both of these kinds of English, 

although ‘native’, are strong to understand. The following excerpt explains her 

view. 

Extract 6.38 

when I came to this country I could not communicate to whoever was not speaking 

perfect English there was [a] slight accent for example I will be completely lost 

still I find it really difficult to understand accents may be something to do with 

the fact being Italian is difficult for me to understand different accents I don’t 

know but for sure my English I can understand perfectly well BBC English and good 

English but when I speak with an accent I am completely lost[…]if I go to Glasgow 

I am unable to understand[…] because the accent in Glasgow is Scottish accent is 

very strong sometimes or so some Cockney accent in Iceland I cannot understand them 

very well but I do not have any problems with a Spanish accent because it is closer 

to my own(Claudia,9/10/2014) 
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   Like Claude, she shared the view that any English that is not like the BBC’s is hard 

to understand to the extent of losing the thread of her communication. The fact 

that she is referring to her Italian background and her own English as potential 

reasons for facing such communicative difficulties reflects her discovery of the gap 

between the kind of English in her mind and the international one she experienced 

on the ground (Jenkins, 2011: 934), which is a threat to her ‘self-confidence’. Unlike 

Claude, she thinks that Spanish English easy to follow.  

   Pablo from Chemistry expressed a similar view to both Claude and Claudia in 

terms of identifying Scottish not only as difficult to follow, but even an English to 

which he needs a translator. He can understand American, Italian and Indian but 

not Scottish as expressed below:  

Extract 6.39 

I can say that for me it is easier to speak or to hear US people but not English 

people […] if you have a Scottish student that is a problem just like I need a 

translator if I have a Scottish student that is talking with a Scottish accent I 

[cannot]understand a single word but […] I do not have to do any effort to 

understand USA people […] Italian is quite characteristic because they have the 

melody of the language it is typically Italian […] (Pablo,16/10/2014)   

   Though he differed with Pablo in viewing Indian English easy to follow, Kees 

further agreed with Claude, Claudia and Pablo in virtue of recognising Scottish 

English as a difficult English. To explain, he stated that 

Extract 6.40 

there are two types of accents for example that I personally have problems with to 

understand I mean not from a cultural way heh it is Indian[and] the Scottish would 

be European but[…] I really have to ((Kees is pulling his hair out))(Kees, 

2/12/2014)  

   The reason why people face a difficulty in understanding other English varieties, 

for Jack, is as follows: 

Extract 6.41 

there used to be people speaking the Queen's English particularly foreign people 

because that is the way they learn English they find it actually difficult when 

they hear someone heavily accented from a practice they were[in] or probably used 

to hear(Jack,30/10/2014)  

   This takes us back to the starting point that ‘Queen’s English’ in its different 

descriptions; i.e. ‘South of England English’, ‘native English’ or ‘BBC English’, is not 

really, in Kees’ words, the “silver bullet”, which can hit all the targets for all English 
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speakers in their different international contexts. Though it is perceived as ‘clear’, 

‘standardised’, ‘pretty good’ and ‘Southern English’, but it is still not inclusive in 

terms of its failure to cover all local and global diversified uses of English like 

Scottish, Cockney, Geordie and Liverpudlian accents, Mathew’s, Claude’s and 

Claudia’s views. Taken further, Indian English was also argumentatively 

approached where it was understandable to Pablo as a Spanish speaker of English, 

but not to a Dutch one like Kees (see Figure 54 below).  This suggests that speakers 

of English need to be prepared for diversified uses of English in their international 

contexts and not to be confined to their scholarly English, ‘Queen’s English’, and 

‘BBC’ English or however it might be called (McArthur, 2001). They need to be aware 

of the fact that the same language can have two, or even more, different speech 

varieties in a language society (McArthur, 2002:4).  
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Figure 54: Respondents’ Beliefs about English Varieties 

 

6.1.2.4 Disciplinary Englishes  

To go deeper, my interviewees were further asked whether it is necessary for them 

to master a particular kind of English to be more understandable in their different 

academic units or not. According to Björkman (2010), a question like this helps the 

researcher to know more about the challenges associated with the use of English 

as the academic lingua franca in international university contexts.  

6.1.2.4.1 English for CLS 

In CLS, my language teacher participants were found sharing the view that 

demonstrating language knowledge with an ‘intelligible’ accent regardless of being 

native or not is an important aspect for their teaching practice in their context. As 

an example, Luiza thinks that  

Extract 6.42 

Well yea definitely! because I’m gonna be teaching(.) English and so to be teaching 

English you need to be proficient in the language […] because we all have our 

accents and the students are gonna be exposed to different accents so I don't think 

there is any point in being an expert in one type of accent (Luiza,27/10/2014)   
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   It is, then, clear that language knowledge is of value for her as a language 

teacher, but not in terms of mastering a particular type of English accent. 

Accordingly, English is a tool and target in a context like Luiza’s. What is more to 

say here is that Luiza critically approached the question in terms of the relevance 

of the English variety to be taught in her context, to what extent this meets her 

students’ different academic and non-academic needs. This in turn reflects her 

awareness of ELF in her teaching context (Dogancay-Aktuna & Hardman, 2012). 

What is important to notice here is that Luiza’s use of the ‘we’ pronoun expresses 

her ‘pluricentric’ approach to English (Jenkins, 2011). It is different to both Johns’ 

and Katherine’s ‘we’ as native content teacher participants referred to above. That 

is, Luiza’s is of a collective reference through which she thinks of all native and 

non-native speakers of English in her own international context. This stems from 

the fact that the ‘real world’, for her, is of different realities represented in the 

different Englishes speakers use for general purposes and those of the different 

target disciplines students potentially encounter in the university. Following 

Seidlhofer (2011: 42), it is possible to say that Luiza here embraces the view that 

any attempt to standardise language leaners’ English does not really match the 

currently global diversified uses of English in academic and non-academic 

environments. That is, English in its all varieties is in an endo-normatively 

continuous process of change, development and self-regulation to appropriately 

meet its diverse contexts of use (Widdowson, 1997:386).  

   In his comment on the significance of being intelligible in English, Peter explained 

the following:   

 Extract 6.43 

well I think intelligibility I don't think it would be very easy to say because so 

what I said at the beginning about having a Standard South of England accent you 

might sound like that it means a lot easier to understand you because I sound a bit 

like [Shon gram] film or something like that hhh but actually I think it would be 

fine for somebody who's learnt British English for example but if some ones learnt 

American English they might find my accent really difficult or if some ones had a 

teacher from Australia before they might find it very different or someone else had 

non-native speaker of English in the past[…] so […] I think also the kind of 

courses that we do here they're about academic writing skills and critical thinking 

skills they're not necessarily about just the language so I think that's more 

important really than whether the teacher has a British kind of South accent or 

something like that(Peter,3/11/2014)  

   Peter’s view here raises a number of questions where he highlights the significant 

role students’ prior language learning experiences play in understanding others’ 
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accents in their general interactions. This is very clear in his reference to the 

different English students might be exposed to in a particular point of time in their 

educational life. This in turn expresses his awareness of the language differences 

represented in British, American and Australian as ‘native’ versions of English on 

one side and the non-native one on the other. What is more there in his view to say 

here is that he, like Luiza, thinks of other Englishes could be provided through 

teaching different topics in his university context. For him, this view is built on his 

prior teaching experience; “wisdom of practice” (Shulman, 2000:134).  

   To be compared to native and non-native content lecturers’ views stated earlier, 

it is possible to say that my language teacher respondents, regardless of being 

native or not, embrace an open collective view towards English in terms of thinking 

of all international uses of English that could be represented in everyday 

communication or students’ different disciplines. Following McArthur (2000), it is 

an “egalitarian” view towards other Englishes. It is an important step towards 

departing the vertical and hierarchical model according to which ‘Standard English’, 

‘Queen’s English’, ‘Southern English’, ‘BBC English’ or whatever else might be 

unarguably classified up in social and educational terms to alternatively follow a 

sideways perspective in which all English varieties, including the standard, are to 

be conceived as equal but used for different ends.  

   Going further with my question on the English required on the part of their 

students to see whether or not they continue embracing the same view they 

expressed towards the English teacher need to demonstrate in CLS, my language 

teacher participants also shared the belief that there is no clear preference for a 

particular kind of accent like native-like accent or any of the non-native ones as 

long as the accent students are using clear enough to get their message across. To 

this end, Luiza thinks that it is important to work on students’ earlier experiences 

and perceptions about the native-like English they think ‘prestigious’ to master or 

quite common in the UK. This is, for her, a ‘barrier’ that needs to be broken. To 

explain, she said that 

Extract 6.44 

no one has to have a particular accent you know […] I try to demonstrate the 

students the different accents out there and they can pick one if they want or they 

don't really have to pick one if they don't want to it's up to them as long as they 

are clear that's what matter[s] I try to show them different accents but I tend to 

focus more on the kind of accent that they'll find in the UK so how much of it is 

actually international what about being here for a year but next year they're going 
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to America they're[going to] find other accents […] I guess English being 

international might also be in terms of becoming aware of the differences and the 

different ways the people speak (Luiza,27/10/2014)  

   So, Luiza tries to explain the impact of students’ prior experience on their current 

language learning experiences and how it is important for the teacher to deal with 

that in order to prepare them to learn what is ‘unexpected’; i.e. the diversified uses 

of English in an international learning context like hers. What is more is that there 

is, in her view, no need for them to focus on the native-like accent as its speakers 

do not really represent the majority of her international context. Thus, there is no 

privilege given for a particular kind of accent, but there are different accents that 

can be judged on their clarity in a particular context. Following Dogancay-Aktuna 

and Hardman (2012), this shows Luiza’s “meta-understanding of language”, 

knowing English and about English in terms of its currently global position and 

diversified uses, which in turn helps to avoid giving a privileged status to a 

particular language variety in international academic settings (Jenkins, 2014; 

2009).  

   In terms of the English expected on the part of the students in CLS, Luiza 

approached this question in two interrelated levels. That is, students, for her, 

have to demonstrate their academic language skills in response to their 

disciplinary requirements and their non-academic or day-to-day language skills 

part of her own expectation. What students need to develop and demonstrate 

is, she believes, both academic skills and general language skills. To explain, 

she said that 

Extract 6.45 

Well(.)yes I guess there are two expectations so there is the university expectations 

so that at the end of an EAP/EAS course then the university expects students to be 

able to do an academic presentation participate in seminar discussions to be able 

to write essays to be able to read articles and books as well […] I also expect 

that the students will be able to communicate on their daily bases with other 

students with local students with international students to go out and order food 

and socialise and I guess[…] not only the academic life[…] so they need to be 

able to write the essays but they need to be able to write emails to their lecturers 

as well which is obviously they struggle with (Luiza,27/10/2014)   

   She further continued to state a number of issues that students need to be more 

aware of. In her view, all what students need to focus on is how to make their 

spoken or written performance understood, intelligible and coherent. With this in 

mind, she thinks that her role is to help students to identify what makes their essay 
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or presentation difficult for others to understand. This is to say that she traces 

whether the reason for being unclear lies in grammar, pronunciation or any other 

issue related to how the text should be coherently structured. In describing her 

teaching practice, she stated that    

Extract 6.46 

I always try to think about what's important for them to be able to communicate to 

be intelligible to make their message clear you can’t really focus on everything 

[…] if there’s an essay content is really more important so if they were able to 

introduce to discuss an idea and if I was able to understand it that's the main 

thing that's what’s more important but obviously […] so I try to think about what 

has made [it] more difficult for me to understand this essay or this presentation 

was it intonation was it the pronunciation of certain sounds was it how this student 

has linked or not linked certain ideas (Luiza,27/10/2014)  

   Luiza’s view here says more about her awareness of what is required on the part 

of the students in their target disciplines. That is, she focuses on student’s writing 

skills in terms of writing a coherent argumentative essay in which there is nothing 

to impede understanding, and this is what all my content teachers require their 

students to be able to demonstrate in their different disciplines. The same is true 

in terms of the students’ academic presentation where Luiza here puts much more 

value on students’ speaking skills to be as intelligible, clear and understandable as 

possible. An echo of this particular point was also found in Lucy’s view. As a 

listening/speaking language teacher, Lucy believes that students in her context are 

more required to be fluent in their English with proper pronunciation. This is, in 

her view, the technical side of the language that helps them in their seminars and 

academic presentations in their different academic disciplines. She thinks that it is 

important for students to demonstrate their presentation skills to “survive” in their 

university context.  

   In view of that, Lucy thinks that her role is to help students to develop their presentation 

skills and to know what makes a presentation good or bad and how it contextually varies, 

as explained blow:  

Extract 6.47 

[…] so for example for speaking you'd have to cover let's say presentation skills 

or introduction to presentation good and bad presentations and sort of showing 

students and discussing with students how all that you know academic presentation 

how it looks like and how it's different from other types of presentations in a 

certain academic situation say seminar or presentation[…] and then be an active 

participant because it is very different in their home countries in terms of how 

the education works there (Lucy,10/10/2014) 
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   Following Hyland’s (2009:48) “functional literacy”, it is possible to say that both 

Luiza and Lucy see that their students need to be able to critically use their 

language knowledge to particular ends. There is no single unified set of literacy in 

their teaching-learning context, but diversely varied literacy that is represented in 

the different practices required on the part of students to demonstrate in their 

different academic disciplines in a particular time and for particular purposes. On 

this basis, students are required to direct their general knowledge of English to 

specific educational ends. According to Luiza’s and Lucy’s views, a good speaker 

or writer of English in their context can no longer be seen as someone who has 

mastered a native-like competence to communicate knowledge, but rather as 

someone who is able to speak or write as an individual of a particular discourse 

community. As in Hyland (Ibid: 46-52), students are required to know that  

the language we use needs to be appropriate to the situation in which we 

use it, and register is an attempt to characterise configurations of writing 

(or speech) which limit the choices a writer will make in a situation [this 

means that] language is not simply a neutral carrier of ideas but is 

fundamental to constructing our relationships with others and for 

understanding our experience of the world. As such it is central to how we 

negotiate and change our understanding of our societies and ourselves.  

   As a teacher of reading and writing, Peter further thinks that it is important for 

students to be more engaged with the language via widening their repertoire with 

vocabulary and being able to write critical essays. In explaining his view, he said 

that 

Extract 6.48 

ok well I do expect them to improve to kind of get more involved with the language 

by widening their repertoire I tend to teach a lot of academic writing and critical 

thinking and things like that so it’s sort of thing about their approach to work 

and the way they write […] and I think also the kind of courses that we do here[…] 

very much depends on what they are doing I think for academic writing once it's 

possibly a fairly distorted type of language really because it's not necessarily a 

natural thing but they can have to learn to read and process a vast amount of very 

formal stuff when they do their masters[…] I am teaching is kind of English stages 

so […] I guess for that I use my experience from teaching on the pre-sessional or 

managing the pre-sessional extra on how that's kind of done […] there is a fairly 

strict programme of what we have to get through(Peter,3/11/2014)  

So, Peter thinks that his students need to get their linguistic repertoire improved 

in terms of getting more involved with the academic use of English in his context. 
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Academic English, he believes, is getting students prepared to communicate their 

thoughts via composing critical essays, which is built on widening their vocabulary 

and developing their reading skills. This of course does not mean that ‘one size 

fits all’ where he is aware of the fact that his students are going to join different 

academic disciplines each of which has its own specific genres and rules, as 

explained below:    

Extract 6.49 

well in the writing it's a kind of academic English style that I have in mind but 

which is mutable it's not something that is fixed […] and since I used to teach 

here every summer and I have been here permanently now since 2013 and I think since 

then I've had kind of greater understanding of what goes on during through teaching 

in-sessional course and also I've got much better idea of I can say to students 

things like well you know if you are doing management you'll find in your writing 

you don't have to be that formal and if you are doing a report does have to be like 

this or if you are doing a law course then you have to write in this way so I can 

also see the differences between different departments […] so there isn't an English 

standard I am trying to teach too I guess but there is a sort of general appreciating 

formal style and structuring (Peter,3/11/2014)  

   Though Peter has “a fairly strict programme” to go through, he is aware of the 

fact that there are different academic Englishes there for students to think of. For 

him, students in Law need to write in a way that is different to those in Management 

and what students need for writing a report is different to what they do in writing 

their essays. As a result, there is no one “English standard” that is followed in his 

context, but “general appreciation” of how to academically form a text, which is a 

product of Peter’s professional experience. As in Hyland and Bondi (2006:7), there 

is no one ‘general academic English’ “as a naturalised, self-evident and non-

contestable way of participating in academic communities”. For Hyland (2009:51), 

scholarly discourse is not, and should not, be perceived and taught of as a single, 

‘monolithic’, entity that should be mastered and practiced uncritically due to the 

diverse topics and vocabulary practiced in different academic disciplines. Thus, 

students, in Peter’s view, need to know how texts are constructed and work in their 

particular academic communities to be institutionally empowered and valued.  

In line with this, Luiza sees her professional role is  

Extract 6.50 

to support the students aids with different faculties and by the aids with different 

faculties we can find out what they're doing in their faculties which can be 

different sometimes the way that Management writes essay is completely different to 

how the Faculty of Arts writes an essay or reports so they have different needs but 
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I believe the university expects us to be actually familiarised with these faculties 

and try to provide English support to different courses into different needs it is 

always difficult because we have a group of 15 students they're all going to be 

studying completely different courses so it is different kind of have one recipe 

for all in a way (Luiza,27/10/2014)    

   Like Peter, Luiza then thinks that her role as a language teacher is to prepare 

students for their major studies. However, this has its own price. This is to say that 

it is, for her, difficult to approach all students’ different academic needs where each 

discipline has its own culture of which they, as language teachers, need to be 

familiar with. As a result, writing is not only an abstract skill that helps learners to 

process knowledge and facilitate logical thinking, but also a social practice that 

needs a critical understanding to know how to appropriate their language 

knowledge to their academic culture (Hyland, 2009). Further, she thinks that having 

knowledge of what each academic discipline needs helps her to provide an 

appropriate kind of language knowledge for her students. Being unable to do it for 

reasons related to students’ number, a ‘general recipe’ of English comes here for 

students to choose what they see appropriate in their academic disciplines. This 

suggests that she is trying to focus on what is shared among all academic English 

varieties, ‘basic’ English (Basturkmen, 2006:17).  

   The question now is that when Luiza’s students can know what to choose from 

her general recipe. For Luiza, the answer is when they join their academic courses. 

So, what is ‘general’ is hers and what is ‘specific’ is a question of the target 

discipline her students are going to. To be compared to content teachers’ 

perception of their professional role, there is an echo for Luiza’s view where most 

of the content teacher participants see that their “job is not to teach students 

English” (Jack in Politics and International Relations). That is, all what they can do 

is to refer students back to ‘English support programmes’ when they find them 

struggling with their English, as Claudia states below:  

Extract 6.51 

I don't think in my job description I need to correct the English because I can’t 

do that but I can comment on the fact that at time the level of English is difficult 

to understand what the student wants to say so at that time I'd really suggest them 

to find some help may be the language course the university provides support or the 

source of private provision of you know rewriting proof reading and things like 

that (Claudia,9/10/2014)  

   Following Wilkinson (2013:16), what is worth mentioning here is that a kind of 

collaboration between content and language teachers as two parties of a shared 
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mission, developing their students’ literacy, is required for an effective English 

language support course. Language teachers need to cooperate with their content 

counterparts to have more knowledge of the academic literacies required in each 

discipline. Such a kind of collaboration helps to avoid focussing on a ‘general 

recipe’ in teaching English in an EMI context  

   The reason why language teachers ‘mostly’ focus on what is ‘general’ in terms of 

the academic literacies required in their university is explained in Lucy’s view 

below: 

Extract 6.52 

there is no much time during pre-sessional to actually cover all the needs of the 

students but […] during pre-sessional we do generally break down all the points 

the students need to get and we tend to analyse what is the weakest and what is the 

strongest points of the students and then we tend to focus as much as possible on 

the weak points […] and actually I do my best to help the students to understand 

how it works over here although this is just like a tiny little bit of culture that 

they get in pre-sessional I guess they are thrown into deep water when they start 

their master courses […] as a teacher I do my best to prepare [them] for that 

experience so that there is no like huge shock for them (Lucy,10/10/2014)   

   So, it is a matter of time. That is, the time allotted to language course is, in Lucy’s 

view, not enough to deal with all what students need to respond to their disciplinary 

requirements.  

    To end with language teachers, it is possible to say that they share the view that 

demonstrating language knowledge with an ‘intelligible’ accent regardless of being 

native or not is an important aspect for their teaching practice in their CLS. In terms 

of what their expectations of their students’ language proficiency, they again 

similarly think that it is important for the students to prove their academic English 

to respond to their diverse target disciplines. They need to master critical writing, 

academic presentations and seminars, which is, in their view, part of the university 

expectation of the EAP/EAS courses. Further, Luiza thinks they need to master both 

their academic English for specific disciplinary ends and their general English skill 

that help them to live in an international context like the UK. Mastering and working 

towards developing student’s particular type of accent in CLS came to be of less 

value for my three language teachers. All what students need to demonstrate in 

terms of their spoken English is, for my language teachers, ‘understandability’ in 

CLS, as explained in the following figure.   
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Figure 55: Language teachers’ beliefs about English for CLS. 

 

   To see to what extent that my language teacher respondents’ beliefs about the 

kind of English variety that is required on the part of their students match those of 

the content teachers and what is/are reason(s) in case of mismatching, what is 

done and what should be done to meet students’ target disciplinary demands, I 

move now to present my content teachers’ views about the same question below.  

6.1.2.4.2 English for Archaeology 

In her response to my question about the English required on the part of a content 

teacher for doing archaeology, Olga expressed the view that all, whether native or 

not, are required to be understandable for their students; they have to have a clear 

accent that helps to ‘effectively’ transform knowledge in her context. To explain, 

she stated that  
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Extract 6.53 

I expect of any lecturer whether a native speaker or not to speak in a way that 

students can understand so I would equally have problems with someone who is not a 

native speaker and speaks with an exceptionally heavy foreign accent as much as I 

would have a problem with someone from Newcastle speaking with an exceptionally 

heavy English accent the point of a lecture is not for me to stand there and admire 

my own voice but follow those people over there to understand and gain some knowledge 

and information from you (Olga,5/11/2014)  

   “A heavy accent” is the key, in Olga’s view, for understandability. Whether native 

of English or not is not a big question, the question, for her, is to what extent the 

speaker is “effectively” understood in transforming knowledge in his/er context. 

Like other participants, she thinks that English proficiency is a question of clarity 

that helps to make disciplinary concepts understandable. But I think the question 

is still there, that is, who decides what the heavy accent is and what makes a heavy 

accent heavy as what might be a heavy accent for Olga might not be like that for 

others. The flip side of the coin is that it is hard to expect any one from Newcastle 

to have a heavy accented English, a point which is clearly represented in Figure 54 

above.   

   With regards to the English level required on the part of her students, Olga 

similarly expressed the view that good level of English proficiency is what her 

students need to have to “actively” participate in seminars and to benefit from the 

program, as represented in the following excerpt:  

Extract 6.54 

I don't think that they [students] benefit from the program as much as they would 

if their English would be better because for example it takes them sometime to 

process […] I expect they can follow effectively as they benefit from lectures I 

expect that their understanding of spoken language is good enough that they can 

actively participate in seminars that they can make themselves understood when they 

are participating in seminars and[…] you have to be able to express because of the 

nature we’re here in Humanities some of the ideas that we are discussing are quite 

complex they are required quite subtle expression (Olga,5/11/2014)  

   In Olga’s context, students are expected to have a good level of English that helps 

them to take part in seminar discussion, to understand others’ different uses of 

English and to be understood by others. In terms of their written performance, it is 

also necessary for students to be able to express archaeology-related ‘complex’ 

content clearly. For Olga, students’ writing should not have “any issues with 

understanding”. Her students are not only required to present their content 

knowledge via the use of well-formed English, but rather to question, challenge, 

209 

 



Chapter 6 

analyse and critically evaluate what is presented. This stems from the fact that they, 

as members of Humanities, are not dealing with a kind of knowledge that goes 

through a linear process of development to be well-established and timeless facts, 

but with a kind of knowledge for which there are different interdisciplinary paths 

to critically argue and develop (Hyland & Bondi, 2006:25-6).  

   Olga further continued with her view to comment on the kind of challenges 

students face in her context. While some of the students’ challenges can be 

ascribed to the use of EMI and a vehicle to express their content understanding, 

some appear to be more linked to their prior educational experiences. In her view, 

students 

Extract 6.55    

struggle more with adapting to a foreign academic system much more than to a language 

because for example if you come from Italy or Germany for example as an undergraduate 

you are expected to more or less to regurgitate what the professors are saying or 

to read and report what you have read give or take maybe synthesize it a bit but 

definitely not evaluated not give your opinion so when foreign students come this 

is one of the hardest things for them to break out because in this system they are 

expected to evaluate to be critical to provide their own opinions to express them 

to question […] so initially some of their course work shows exactly this a lack 

of critical evaluation for example because that's not what is expected of the 

students in a quite a number of academic environments(Olga,5/11/2014)  

   Olga’s description of the students’ challenges here is similar to that in most of 

the disciplines, a point that will certainly be explained in the following sections 

below, that international students mostly find it difficult to produce a critical text, 

to question content theories and ideas to the extent that their text are quite often 

described as narrative, descriptive, academically inappropriate, unclear in terms of 

content regardless of how grammatically well-constructed (as an example, see 

Thomas’ views in 6.1.2.4.6 below). This of course entails the idea that what is 

described as competence of ‘basic English’ or ’general English’ is different to the 

rules of content competence. That is, being competent in English, though 

necessary, does not always mean being competent in expressing disciplinary 

understanding (Basturkmen, 2006) where there should be a kind of evidence to 

support, argue, negotiate and question what is there in each academic discipline 

(Nesi & Gardner, 2012).  

   Part of her understanding of how to deal with her students’ challenges in terms 

of the use of academic English in Archaeology, she explained that 
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Extract 6.56 

I give them some instructions but they're not restrictive in a way so I tell them 

that you know it [students’ writing in her context] needs to have introduction and 

conclusion what an introduction should say to try to structure it in a clear way 

perhaps divide each point by a paragraph that they should be consistent and in their 

citation and referencing I point them to where these things are highlighted in a 

handbook I also point them to certain bibliography styles and say choose whatever 

you want but be consistent(Olga,5/11/2014)   

   So as ‘agent’, Olga here explains the kind of genre her students need to know 

and follow to express their belongingness to Archaeology. Their text in this 

academic context needs to have an introduction, body, conclusion and each 

content point needs to be in a paragraph supported with an authorial voice, 

citation. What is more is that students also need to guide the reader through 

following a coherent thread of argument. They need to think of the reader, which 

can be achieved through following the kind of structure she is suggesting here. 

Such a kind of instructional rules reflects how academic discourse in Archaeology, 

as a form of behaviour, is constructed, developed and recognised to respond to 

the needs of its society in dealing with their day-to-day practical aspects of 

existence (Giddens, 1984); i.e. when in Rome, do as the Romans do. This should 

not be thought of an easy process students go through where there is a kind of 

challenge for students to encounter to respond to the demands of their target 

academic culture. In describing her students’ disciplinary challenges in relation to 

their language proficiency, Olga stated that   

Extract 6.57 

I find students [overseas and English speaking students] equally challenging does 

not matter if they're international students […] but I think that the international 

students have greater challenge of course because it is not even the basic language 

before we go into an academic writing or talking the basic language isn't their own 

language they'll never be equally comfortable in that language as they are in their 

mother tongue (Olga,5/11/2014) 

   It is obvious that all students, in Olga’s view, share the same kind of challenge in 

terms of academic writing, but it is higher for international ones as they need to 

prove their mastery of “basic English” first to cross the bar and work on the kind of 

English required to do Archaeology. That is, it is hard for them to reach the upper 

rungs of a ladder unless they begin at its lowest ones. With this in mind, it is now 

possible to end with Olga saying that the English that is required for doing 

archaeology, in Olga’s view, needs to be clear to transform content knowledge. 

Understandable English that helps members in Archaeology to participate and 
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critically argue field knowledge is the criterion of assessment in this particular 

academic discipline. This is, for Olga, where teachers’ and students’ lingua-cultural 

background does not serve to privilege anyone in Archaeology. The following figure 

is to present Olga’s belief about the English required from the teacher and students 

in her own discipline.  

 

Figure 56: Olga’s belief about English for Archaeology 

 

   To address the question of the kind of English required on the part of the 

lecturers and students in Humanities from another angle, I move now to a discipline 

that is neighbouring to Archaeology, History. 

6.1.2.4.3 English for History 

In History, the question whether it is necessary for a content teacher to master a 

particular English to be more intelligible for others or not in his/er context was 

approached to some extent differently. That is, Claude thinks that working in a 

diverse community is good for “opening up” people’s minds, but it is at the same 

time challenging in terms of encountering different cultures and English uses. As 
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in excerpt 91 below, the source of challenge, for him, does not lie in his English 

proficiency, he believes in his English, but in people’s diversified uses of English in 

an international teaching-learning context like his. In his words, understanding 

others’ different Englishes is ‘sometimes a nightmare’. A view that reflects English 

speakers’ concerns about the English accent they really need to speak, listen to or 

hear in an internationally diverse community (McArthur, 2000).  

Extract 6.58 

well in terms of opening up their [lecturers] minds if might be good to have more 

diversity though this is more challenging to have different cultures different 

accents different approaches […] I never thought it was a problem to(.) not a big 

problem to communicate what I want to say but I could not understand what people 

were saying I found it a nightmare so it's still now I think what people say 

sometimes challenging to me to understand(Claude,21/11/2014) 

   In terms of the role of English in his own discipline, Claude thinks that students 

need to be multilingual to do medieval history. For him, students need to know 

English, French and some Latin to be able to read French and English medieval 

history-related documents. As an outcome of the language policy in the UK, 

students in Claude’s discipline are normally monolingual with English. For Claude, 

a situation like this requires him to find medieval history-related texts which are 

either originally in English or translated into English. Linked to this is that Claude 

thinks that having documents translated into English instead of having students to 

learn French enables him to keep a ‘distance’ between ‘foreignness’ and 

‘familiarity’; i.e. what is introduced in English is familiar to students and what is 

required to be done in French is ‘foreign’. To clarify this, Claude continued to 

compare medieval and modern history studies saying that 

Extract 6.59 

I can find a lot of topics but you need French if you want to do research with me 

you need French I mean postgrad level [to go] to the archives reading documents 

[…] if you do modern history you can have all the material depending on the topic 

you choose you can have all the material in English relevant primary sources in 

archives newspapers which are in English I am teaching the medieval history[…] 

they need vernacular languages so for me working on France you would need the old 

French yea old French middle English Latin[…] but I've never worked with a student 

who had the skills [in languages other than English] so I suppose to propose a 

course with documents then it's my role to find the documents which are useful for 

the students which should be in English translated into English[…] sometimes I 

need to take more distance with the fact that you know I am teaching a foreign topic 

to them so yea not the other way around(Claude,21/11/2014) 

   Following (Wilkinson, 2013), a teaching-learning context like Claude’s helps to 

keep students away of tracing any topic in their L1 or any language other than 
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English. As a result, what is studied is not what students have interest in but what 

is available or expected to be available in a dominant language like English.  

   Going deeper to understand to what extent that his students struggle with the 

use of English in History, I further asked Claude to comment on students’ 

performance in English. In his reply, Claude explained that   

Extract 6.60 

I only supervise one PhD and I found him difficult to understand […] he's not easy 

to read but I don't see I am easy to read sometimes either[…] the sentence can be 

yea rather mysterious what exactly thinking[…] sometimes the sentences are not 

clear yea sometimes it's just the English is not fluent doesn't read very well in 

the text what's the meaning in there and I think the idea could be better expressed 

that's what I meant[…] the problem that I have with that student[is that] I don't 

agree exactly with how or where it is going so after taking some distance from it 

what I read last time I [found] it extremely narrative but I [was] told that this 

is how they do [it] in [the student’s country] and I can't really expect much more 

so I feel rather disengaged by the way but not exactly the English language he is 

using [it] is more cultural and the approach to history which I can't identify 

myself with(Claude,21/11/2014)   

   Claude here made it clear that English by itself can be an obstacle faced by the 

teacher and the students as two parties sharing the same ground. That is, students 

‘sometimes’ find it difficult to express what they mean with the use of English 

which at the same time difficult for the lecturer to understand what is structured 

obscurely. Similar to Kees’ view, “language masks understanding” (6.1.2.4.8 below) 

and this shows how English in IHEIs becomes “a particular cause of tension” 

(Carroll-Boegh, 2006:20).  

   Similar to Olga, the other side of the coin for Claude here is that it is not only 

language that ‘masks’ meaning, it is students’ prior educational culture with which 

he was unable to engage. To explain, what he found difficult is how his overseas 

student approached his topic in History. A point that ended with describing what 

was written as ‘narrative’ which was hard, for Claude, to change. Thus, the use of 

EMI in an international educational setting does not only involve advantages, but 

also certain challenges on the part of lecturers and students as members of the 

same learning-teaching context. There should be a sort of methodological and 

linguistic adjustments to benefit from the use of English as the academic lingua 

franca in such educational sites (Björkman, 2010: 77-8). In view of this, Claude’s 

context is unique in the context of the present study where its members are 

required to be multilingual in English, French and Latin for doing medieval history-

related topics. This is where disciplinary individuality in Claude’s academic 
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discipline lies. With the view that English is the only one available choice for 

accessing archives and debating events in medieval history, Claude’s belief is, 

similar to Olga’s and other content teacher participants’ below, that students need 

to easy, fluent and understandable to read. This is the criterion upon which 

students’ texts in History, in Claude’s view, is considered “non-descriptive”. The 

following figure envisages Claude’s belief about English for doing History.  

 

Figure 57: Claude’s belief about English for History 

 

   Having my content teachers’ views about the English required to doing 

Archaeology and History spelled out, I move now to present Pablo’s in Chemistry   

6.1.2.4.4 English for Chemistry  

In Chemistry, Pablo thinks that there is a clear-cut between English for general 

purposes and English for chemistry. In either case, it is, in his view, hard or even 

“impossible” to expect him to master English to a native-like level. What is 

important to focus on in his context is knowledge of chemistry and this is what he 

thinks he is good at for being part of his everyday professional practice, as 

explained below:  

Extract 6.61 

of course I will never talk as well as the English people this is impossible or 

very difficult and people have to be open specially students to cry to understand 

their professors[…] I don't think that's really important if you [do] not know how 
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to pronounce some words because normally if I am talking about chemistry my 

pronunciation is quite good because this what I do every day when I am doing some 

informal conversations I have more problems to pronounce the words but in chemistry 

not[…] we’re giving them the knowledge of in my case in chemistry and they have 

to focus more on what they learn about chemistry and not complain [about] a word 

that’s not related chemistry (Pablo,16/10/2014) 

   What is important to notice here in Pablo’s view is that he is trying to say that he 

is competent in his disciplinary English and there is no need to expect him to be 

as good as native English speakers are at everyday English. His view is more 

focused on his English for chemistry, English that he requires in transforming 

chemistry-related knowledge which he sees himself good at, than on general 

English, the one of general everyday communication (Basturkmen, 2006). In his 

view, students themselves have to be “open” to understand English in international 

context like his. What is more is that Pablo thinks that the university should not 

expect of him more than what he has in terms of English proficiency for certain 

reasons. To explain, he said that  

Extract 6.62 

in our work in higher education system teaching is only a part of our work 

in my opinion it could be stupid that nowadays I am required [to] speak a 

perfect English ok[…] we are international that means that English is a 

tool for communication of course you can't expect that one from Japan will 

speak a perfect English [and] if you take one English professor that is from 

Scotland or from the north international people have quite a lot of problems 

to understand […] as I told you if you go to the north English gets worse(.) 

our English is quite international because at the end all do more or less 

the same mistakes like when I am speaking with Spanish in English we do the 

same mistakes[…]we process this(Pablo,16/10/2014) 

   So, it seems that he believes in his English which is neither a native-like English 

nor a “rubbish” English for doing chemistry. He embraces an international view to 

English in his context; i.e. he is more prone to think of the different English 

performances than to a deficient one (Jenkins, 2011). With this kind of English, he 

thinks that what is wrong can be processed and it is “stupid” to expect him to 

demonstrate a “native-like level nowadays”. The reason why his English proficiency 

should not be expected like this, for him, lies in the fact that English is an 

international tool for communication of which different Englishes at the heart and 

teaching is only a part of what he is doing in Chemistry. How English is ‘nowadays’ 

differently used even further extends to include its local Northern speakers whose 

English is sometimes hard or even, in his view, “worse” to understand (see Figure 
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54 above).   

   In terms of the English level students need to demonstrate in Chemistry, Pablo 

thinks that they need to have a “normal level of English”. In explaining what normal 

level means, he said that 

Extract 6.63 

of course if they don't have any level in English they cannot come here it's like 

[absolutely] normal but if you have a normal level of English doesn't need to be 

high level normal level is like you can communicate you can speak a little bit not 

so much speaking is not so much necessary here in my field but you have to be able 

[to] express yourself a little bit and[…] to understand people[to] speak perfect 

English is not a crucial requirement as I told you like perfect pronunciation is 

not required if you have accent ok [but] you have to know how to write and you have 

be able to communicate (Pablo,16/10/2014) 

 

  Pablo here is not too much concerned about students’ ‘perfect English’. What is 

important for students to master in his context is to communicate in English, which 

is a matter of “have to”. His “normal level of English” means that students’ 

proficiency in reading chemistry-related material and writing to communicate their 

disciplinary knowledge. The reason why students in this context are not required 

to have a high level of English lies in the fact that members of this academic 

community are more prone to represent their field knowledge via the use of 

chemical formulae than words. In describing his students’ language practice, Pablo 

said that   

Extract 6.64 

we are in chemistry […] in science English is a very small part of what we are 

teaching normally we don't have problems to communicate […] we’re giving them the 

knowledge of chemistry […] and they have to focus more on what they learn about 

chemistry […] I don't care so much about the language xxx the most important is 

the knowledge and the idea behind and this is very well represented by sketches 

[…] we are working in chemistry normally what they [students] have to write to me 

[is] formula […] sketches like this ((referring to the board)) […] this means 

that normally they didn't write anything in English in my exams or exercise heh 

[…] in all my exams they don't write a single word ok [their] names that’s all 

[…] lab report is exactly the same they have to draw also and […] they always use 

the same words(Pablo,16/10/2014)   

   It seems clear then that chemical formulae are of much more value than words 

in Pablo’s context. They are more expressive than words. As members of the same 

academic community, Pablo and his student use formulae to construct, represent 

and support their chemistry-related aspects in their exams and lab reports. They 
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are, then, not required to demonstrate their knowledge via writing words-only 

essays, but rather to replace words with the use of chemical sketches and formulae. 

As in Nesi and Gardner (2012: 66-7), what students in hard science disciplines like 

Chemistry normally do is impersonally “describe states, qualities and properties 

rather than actions, and are concisely and precisely written […] where all verbs are 

in the present tense, and most pieces of information are presented as bullet point 

lists, some with no grammatical subject, and most with no lexico-grammatical links 

connecting them”.  Linked to this, Pablo continued to compare the role of English 

knowledge in doing Chemistry to that in studying English literature stating that  

Extract 6.65 

we are chemists […] if you were studying English Xxx probably you will need to 

have a very good level of English but we are talking about science in science […] 

if we are talking about colours for chemistry you need to know the basic colours 

the seven basic colours if you know these seven basics it's ok […] if you are 

studying English Xxx you need to know a lot of a range of colours […] the good 

thing for us is that we’re scientists and […] we need very basic English […] I 

don’t know could be five thousand words maximum that's all […] language is very 

basic in science like you're using may be ten verbs twenty maximum (Pablo,16/10/2014) 

   So, “very basic English”; i.e. a vocabulary of five thousand words maximum of 

which no more than twenty are verbs, is, in Pablo’s view, all what his students need 

for doing Chemistry. To end with Chemistry, Pablo’s belief about the English 

needed from both lecturers and students in his discipline is illustrate in the 

following figure.  
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Figure 58: Pablo’s belief about English for Chemistry 

 

   To know more about other disciplines in terms of the English that is required on 

the part of both teachers and students to respond to the demands of their target 

disciplines, John’s and Van’s views about English for Engineering are explained in 

the following section.  

6.1.2.4.5 English for Engineering  

   As a native speaker content teacher from Bioengineering, Van believes that there 

should be a flexible view on the English required on the part of a teacher in an 

English medium university like his. It is a matter of context, in Van’s view, ‘a nearly 

high standard of English’ is necessary for teaching English literature but ‘less 

English’ in teaching math-related subjects. Making concepts understandable to 

students and the ability to produce scientific results are the basis upon which 

teachers’ English proficiency is judged in Van’s context. This suggests that 

scholarly discourse is not seen as a unified set of forms and meanings, but it is a 

result of “systematic expressions of institutional meanings and values” (Hyland & 

Bondi, 2006:8). In comment on the English for teaching bioengineering, Van stated 

that  

Extract 6.66   

you can be stringent but if you try to apply the same rules for everybody is a 

stupid way to doing things you have to have flexibility […]I mean if you are able 

to teach the subject to a very high standard then I don't see that you have to be 

a fluent English speaker you've just have to able to make you the concepts you are 

trying to teach the students understood and I think it varies from course to course 

[…] to be honest I’ve worked with people with different levels of English and I 

generally think that intellectual acumen is better in some circumstances than being 

able to speak fluent English[…] by better I mean ability to do science and produce 

results that we can use(Van,13/10/2014)   

   It seems then that academics are, for Van, required to know how to produce 

academically acceptable forms of communication and actions to be understandable 

in their different disciplines (Basturkmen, 2006).  

   Moving to Transportation Engineering, I found John’s belief of the English the 

teacher needs to demonstrate in his context slightly different to Van’s. To explain, 

John thinks that he does not need to prove his English proficiency for being a native 

speaker of English and got his PhD from a UK-based university. In his reply to my 
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question whether or not it is necessary to master a particular English variety to a 

certain level, he said that  

Extract 6.67 

I’m not sure that we are formally assessed on it [English] to be honest I’ve never 

been required to demonstrate my competence in English it’s unimportant but I guess 

because English is my first language it's assumed that I can communicate it 

reasonably well and having obtained a PhD in whatever else at an English university 

I guess that they see that is being sufficient I suppose just that they will not 

hire any member staff from an overseas there would be different rules but to be 

honest I do not know what they are because I am never being involved in that 

recruitment process but I don’t think that the accent itself is too crucial 

necessarily I mean as long as they can make themselves clearly understood and I 

think we don't need to expect a high standard of English from a lecturer than from 

a student(John,6/10/2014)  

    What is noteworthy here is that John’s direct use of ‘we’ and ‘I’ to refer to English 

speaking academics who are, in his view, not required to show evidence of their 

English mastery in his teaching context in comparison to others; i.e. there are rules 

for international academics to be recruited as teaching staff. His ‘we’ is further 

used to indirectly define himself as one of the university stakeholders in saying “I 

think we don’t need to expect a high standard of English from them [overseas 

lecturers]” as long as they have a clear accent. This gives the impression that, in 

his eyes, every native English speaker is clear enough to be recruited but non-native 

lecturers need to prove it. What is more is that he thinks that the level of English 

that is required on the part of the lecturer should not be as high as that which is 

expected from the students. 

   In Engineering, both Van and John emphasised the roles of students’ receptive 

and productive skills to meet what is required in their disciplines; i.e. they need to 

demonstrate their ability to understand what is going on in Engineering and to 

make themselves understood. Clear and understandable English is the criterion for 

Van and John upon which they depend in evaluating their students’ disciplinary 

English. To clarify, though Van defines English proficiency in his context in light of 

the ability to “do science and produce results”, he still thinks that English is 

Extract 6.68 

we should expect them [students] to be able to understand the lecturers […] because 

I think if they cannot make themselves understood they will lose marks […] if you 

have a piece of written work which is an assessed piece of written work if the 

English is poor they will lose marks […] I won't teach them English but I will 

correct […] I think well you know it is very difficult if it is not your language 
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to be able to write sentences that do not have funny things strange grammatical 

things in them you know incorrect grammar things like that I mean that is part and 

parcel of it so they will encounter more difficulties in writing (Van,13/10/2014)  

   Van is here giving an evaluative reference to international students’ English. In 

his view, “poor English” means the English that is of “funny things strange 

grammatical things […] incorrect grammar”. He thinks that having a well-written 

piece of a text is difficult for international students. On this basis, his role is to 

correct and evaluate them on that, but not to teach them English. This is to say that 

language is viewed here as a “tool for the gathering and sharing of knowledge: 

Language as the means of study rather than the object of study” (Dalton-Puffer et 

al., 2010: 24).  

   Van further stated that all students share the same challenges and needs in 

technical language, bioengineering English. This in turn suggests the fact that there 

is a normative disciplinary language that all native and non-native students need to 

learn, a case which is normally believed that there is no real space for negotiating 

norms between students and teachers. The following extract explains such a 

situation:  

Extract 6.69 

technical language well I think that's the same for all […] I do not think 

that there is much advantage that they [UK students] would have when it 

comes to the technical language(Van,13/10/2014)  

   With this in mind, it is possible to say that “doing science and producing results” 

in Van’s context is linked to the level of English students have. It is hard to expect 

that “poor English” is the possible means to express someone’s “intellectual 

acumen”.  This means that language knowledge is put under the service of content 

knowledge (Basturkmen, 2006:17). This of course does not mean that having good 

level of English implicitly means students’ ability to hit the target in this content 

unit, a point that John explains below:   

Extract 6.70  

If they don't understand English they've got a challenge there is no way you could 

do one of our degree programs if you did not understand English here […] If they 

can understand English that does not automatically mean they will be able to 

understand the course material because clearly we have other perquisites for 

admission other than being able to speak English and if they haven’t got those 

then they won’t be able to understand if they've not got the sufficient level of 

mathematical understanding for instance then they will struggle with the courses 

[…] with some students it can be difficult to know if they understand fully the 
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issues that they’re communicating it’s not clear if the problem is in their 

understanding or in their imperfect command of English so that can certainly be an 

issue(John,6/10/2014)  

   In a nutshell, being competent in English up to the level of a “correct English” is 

essential for students in Engineering to get their content knowledge improved, 

which is the main criterion upon which students’ performance is assessed. This is 

to say that explicit attention is given to language form to express content 

understanding and be understood in this context. However, having a good level of 

English does not of course mean students’ “automatic” understanding of what is 

going on in their discipline as there are other kinds of prerequisites represented in 

Van’s “technical English” and John’s “math skills”. Van’s and John’s clear message 

is that students need to understand that studying in Engineering should not be 

thought of as a chance to get their English improved as this is neither content 

teachers’ job nor the aim of their programmes (see Wilkinson, 2013:16). With this 

in mind, the following figure envisages Van’s and John’s beliefs about the English 

required on the part of the teacher and students in their own academic disciplines.  

 

Figure 59: Van’s and John’s beliefs about English for Engineering 
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6.1.2.4.6 English for Accounting & Finance  

 As a native speaker content teacher in Accounting and Finance, Thomas expressed 

the belief that teachers need to be competent enough in English as a tool to achieve 

the academic target, communicating disciplinary knowledge. A point that he called 

“clarity of content”. In his view, there is an interplay between language knowledge 

and content knowledge where the teacher might be competent enough in the 

former but unable to communicate the latter clearly or vice versa.  

   Following Basturkmen (2006,17), this suggests that scholars need to know how 

to gear their ‘common core’ English to a particular academic end in their different 

disciplines. Thus, they are required to demonstrate their ‘strategic competence’, 

the ability to link language knowledge to content knowledge to respond to the 

demands of the context of situation (Ibid,139). Compared to their native 

counterparts, overseas teachers, in Thomas’ view, are unable to demonstrate their 

strategic competence.  He also highlights that the difficulty of understanding non-

native teachers seems greater for overseas students, as in the extract below:  

Extract 6.71 

((sighing)) we do get complaints sometimes of the English of the lecturer is not 

that good and actually more of the overseas students because I think if your English 

isn’t good and the English of the person presenting is not clear then there’s a 

problem the home native speakers very often recap what the person is saying and 

understand it even if it is not perfect but for the overseas students understanding 

of the overseas lecturers can sometimes be difficult (.)the overseas lecturers they 

do not understand they don’t know what it is clarity of thought in the lecture 

because they don't understand their English(Thomas,29/10/2014) 

   In terms of the English his students need to demonstrate in Accounting and 

Finance context, Thomas addressed two areas, firstly, the kind of English accents 

students might speak in his context, and, secondly, students’ ability to produce a 

“clear”, “comprehensible”, “non-descriptive” and “academic” text. To explain, he 

said that 

Extract 6.72 

clearly international students coming with an accent and the problem sometimes is 

that they are not clear I think that you know that's the base line I don’t care 

what regional accent I might have or I might speak English with an American accent 

if I’ve learnt in an American school as long as they are clear as long as I can 

understand you can get someone from Indian south continent who speaks with what you 

call an Indian accent but it’s very clear or you got someone from Saudi Arabia or 

someone from Indonesia who then have their accents but it's clear you're very clear 
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I can understand what you are saying yea it’s just do you understand what the 

person is saying I think that is a basic thing for me clear concise uses the minimum 

of jargon(Thomas,29/10/2014)  

   Thomas here expresses his awareness of “World Englishes” in terms of his 

reference to the world different versions of English like, American English, Indian 

English, Arab English and Indonesian English (Jenkins, 2014). In his view, there is 

no much emphasis on how English differently spoken as long as these different 

Englishes are clear and understandable. In terms of his expectation of the students’ 

writing skills, Thomas went further with the issue of ‘clarity’ saying that 

Extract 6.73 

I think it is because the expectation of the university is that the students will 

be able to read write converse in English now I admire them [international students] 

for studying in a language that's not their own particularly in a discipline where 

the language often has real meaning when talking about value and cost price you 

want meanings and understandings[…] if you are in Accounting we would expect them 

to use things like fair value true fair representation a multi-marketing value all 

of these words you’d expect them to use but I would hope that I avoid the jargon 

the sort of the management jargon like facilitate or enable and there's a certain 

jargon that goes with management studies […] so I hope they'd avoid that but it's 

just clarity it's the standard that you see when you are reading an accounting 

standard or exposure document from the accounting standards board or whatever might 

be that is it is clarity […] it can be clear without top rate English so I think 

yes we know we do not mark specifically for grammar because in an accounting paper 

but normally poor grammar means poor clarity so that's how I overweight and interpret 

the structures (Thomas,29/10/2014) 

   We can see here a focus on terminology use, in students’ ability to express their 

understanding of accounting-related concepts represented in, for example, ‘true 

and fair value’, and again a rather vaguely defined notion of clarity of a text, which 

for Thomas is an intricate issue where good English should not be interpreted as 

clear in terms of linguistic structure. As a key criterion for a university degree, 

students are expected to demonstrate their systematic understanding of the 

content knowledge of their own field of study and this should be translated into 

their texts in Accounting and Finance (Nesi and Gardner, 2012: 58-9). Accordingly, 

students in Thomas’ context are expected to know how to choose their words, what 

is necessary to include and exclude, how to support their argument in terms of the 

use of technical language and avoidance of “jargon”.  

    Similar to other content participants, Thomas mentions the difficulty of home 

students when it comes to writing and using academic English, but does consider 

these to be less than the overseas’ students. All are in need of gearing their 
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language knowledge in a way that serves and expresses their professional 

membership to a particular field of study. This entails the fact that what is 

important is “not only the meanings relevant to the specific content being studied, 

but also the forms in which this content can best be communicated” (Morton, 2010: 

85). In light of this, I can conclude saying that “clarity of content” is, for Thomas, 

what members involved in Accounting and Finance need to demonstrate and tested 

upon. Thomas’ ‘clarity of content’ can be established on the basis of integrating 

individuals’ language knowledge and their understanding of accounting-related 

concepts to form a non-descriptive and appropriate text for accounting standards. 

The following figure presents Thomas’ view towards the English required on the 

part of the lecturer and students as two parties sharing the same academic context.  

 

Figure 60: Thomas’ belief about English for Accounting and Finance 

6.1.2.4.7 English for Management  

Back to Thomas’ comparison between non-native teachers’ English clarity and that 

of the English one’s, relatively the same view but in different words expressed by 

Mathew. Regardless of who the non-native teacher might be, Mathew thinks that it 

is an “added level of stress and complexity” for both the non-native teacher and 

his/er international students to have a strong accent in their classroom. To explain 

his view, Mathew used his wife as a reference point to students’ complaints about 
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non-native academics’ accents. To explain the difficulty students encounter in 

understanding foreign accents like his wife’s French, he stated that  

Extract 6.74 

we get that [students’ complaints] all the time that my wife is from Belgium and 

she is academic and sometimes her accent is quite strong it's French and so sometimes 

students have difficulty in understanding a French accent[…] it must be quite hard 

for an international or non-native speaking lecturer that's just an added level of 

stress and complexity to have that problem […] I think the students would be too 

quick to complain rather than work harder to actually try and understand the lecturer 

it's an international environment and so there is commination where two people 

involved isn't it(Mathew,11/11/2014)  

   He continued his view to express his “desperate” opinion about improving 

academics’ foreign accents saying that 

Extract 6.75 

the training place here runs sessions half their sessions on academic speaking for 

non-English speakers […] I don't know what they do because I don't know what to do 

to change it I mean people living in different countries for 20-30 years and still 

have an accent I mean that's just who you are (Mathew,11/11/2014)  

   Being more specific in his reply to my question about his own English as a native 

English content lecturer, Mathew gave an indirect evaluative reference to his English 

in terms of passing “probation” academic presentation and even no need to have a 

look at his employment contract if there is something hidden about his English as 

follows: 

Extract 6.76 

it's been years since I’ve looked at my employment contract years so there is 

probably something buried in there [about his English proficiency] but I’ve never 

taken any notice of it (.) I do not see why I need to (.) yea you have to be 

competent and you have to pass your probation as academic and go through PCAP […] 

so I guess that the place where it's picked up (Mathew,11/11/2014)  

   What is important to mention here as a reply to John’s, Katherine’s, Thomas’ and 

Mathew’s views is that all teachers regardless of their L1 need to demonstrate their 

“disciplinary competence” and “teaching competence” in the case of EMI (Wilkinson, 

2013: 17-8). That is, “English competence” is not the only route for content clarity, 

but it is one of the three required competences in any learning-teaching context.  

   With regard to the English required on the part of his students, Mathew’s 

‘realistic’ view was that students’ English should not be poor. In his definition of 

the expected level of English on the part of his students, he stated that  
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Extract 6.77 

well I think I am realistic because again I put myself in their [international 

students’] shoes […] but on the other hand there are various standards that we're 

expecting and I think it will be pretty hard to survive an MSc course for instance 

if your English was so poor that you couldn't hold a basic simple conversation in 

English (Mathew,11/11/2014)  

   It is obvious then that Mathew here refers to the institutional structure of a UK-

based university that students have no way to enter their target disciplines other 

than being competent in English and this is where I felt I needed him to further 

comment on his home students’ English; i.e. whether they share the same kind of 

linguistic needs, challenges and how to be approached in his feedback. In his reply, 

he said that 

Extract 6.78 

home students can still have problems in being able to develop an argument is all 

about critical thinking and developing an argument and so home students still have 

that problem it's just that the same problems of writing up more clearly […] and 

to be perfectly honest the written feedback they probably get is longer lines of 

your English grammar comprehension needs to be improved even down to your level of 

English needs to be improved you know (Mathew,11/11/2014)    

   This suggests that to know concepts, how these concepts work or function in 

specific domains of study and how to be really manipulated and presented in their 

discourse (Nesi & Gardner, 2012) is a prerequisite on the part of all students, native 

and non-native speakers of English, in Mathew’s context. In terms of his 

assessment criteria, he is “a guardian of English” when it comes to written English; 

i.e. when he cannot “articulate” students’ thoughts. The guardian’s role comes 

down to comment on students’ basic knowledge of English, punctuation and the 

like. In this case, English language in this context is seen as “the vehicle of 

expression, but it cannot be independently assessed” (Ball & Lindsay, 2013: 44).  

   To end with Mathew, it is then possible to say that students in Management need 

to be linguistically able to perform a comprehensible text. Comprehensibility in 

this case means to represent their understanding of concepts via a well-formed 

written text in terms of punctuation, spelling and grammar. This is what all 

students need to know regardless of being native of English or not. As explained 

earlier in other disciplines, this in turn reflects the impression that there is an 

intricate relationship between students’ knowledge of English and disciplinary 

knowledge where both go hand in hand to produce a disciplinary appropriate and 

comprehensible discourse. In light of this, the following diagram represents 
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Mathew’s belief about the English that both the teacher and the students need to 

demonstrate to respond to the teaching-learning requirements in Management.    

 

Figure 61: Mathew’s belief about English for Management 

 

6.1.2.4.8  English for Education 

An echo of John’s use of the ‘I’ and ‘others’ was there in Education where Katherine 

defined her English as an English which is ‘internationally accessible’, an English 

which is different to others who come from other countries, as explained in the 

following extract 

Extract 6.79 

I think that's challenging because of course we also have an international work as 

well as an international students body so we have a lot of colleagues who come from 

other countries they're speaking with an accent accented English coming from another 

country I don't know whether students notice the difference I am quite easy to 

understand in an international context (Katherine,4/11/2014) 

   It seems clear, then, that both John and Katherine as native participants share the 

view that their English is internationally accessible and clear enough to understand. 

They even do not need to prove that. However, for a non-native content teacher 
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like Kees, there seems to be more emphasis on other aspects of communication 

than on the type of the English accent in Education, as explained below:  

Extract 6.80 

I hate my Dutch accent[…]but I don't feel as if I’m less understandable […] there 

are many more elements that you could improve first before people take elocutionary 

lessons or something like that everyone should be able to express himself in the 

English language sufficiently doesn't have to be perfect all the time but it needs 

to be at a certain base line level[…] I think most of the difficulty lies in many 

other aspects rather than the accent[…]there are elements that are much more 

important to express yourself clearly like(.)just the skill of being able to express 

a difficult theory in simple words so that's more didactic or 

pedagogy(Kees,2/12/2014) 

   To put Kees’ view in comparison to others’, it is possible to say that he apparently 

shares Van’s view that a “basic level of English” is required for lecturers, a level 

which helps them to make concepts understandable in their contexts. The type of 

the accent is not important to assure what Thomas’ called “clarity of content” 

referred to above. That is, whether native speakers of English or not, the lecturer 

has to transform knowledge effectively. He thinks that he can avoid any problems 

associated with his Dutch accent via his pedagogical competence and body 

language. This can be an answer to Thomas’ view that non-native lecturers’ are 

unable to know what ‘clarity of thought’ is and how to deal with it in their contexts. 

Further, Kees’ views here indicate the idea that EMI teachers are not really required 

to have a particular English accent, but do need to have language knowledge, 

subject knowledge and methodological knowledge. According to Ball and Lindsay 

(2013), such kinds of knowledge interactively work to help teachers not only to 

construct their discourse, but also to produce contextually effective and 

understandable disciplinary discourse, which at the end serves to assure “course 

quality” (Wilkinson, 2013:17).   

   Like other content teachers, both Katherine and Kees share the view that it is 

necessary for students in Education to prove their competence in English. In 

explaining the role of English in students’ challenges in her context, Katherine said 

that  

Extract 6.81 

we teach in English we assess in English we expect people to be able to communicate 

in English and in Education it's a very language rich discipline you know that we 

aren't writing mathematic formula down or drawing lots of diagrams to convey 

information we need people to communicate effectively in English […] I expect 

students to be able to just communicate in a respectful way (Katherine,4/11/2014)  
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   In view of that, it is obvious that the importance of English, in Katherine’s view, 

stems from the fact that she teaches and assesses in English. She thinks that the 

role of English in her discipline is more important than it is in others whose 

members can use math-formulae or diagrams to convey their content knowledge, 

a point that is confirmed by both Pablo in Chemistry and Claudia in Economics with 

their reference to the basic English required in their disciplines for representing 

most of their content knowledge in chemical and mathematical formulae.  

   In her description of the kind of students’ written performance required in 

Education, Katherine said that 

Extract 6.82 

we're working on critical writing how you write critically how you write in an 

appropriate way for your assignment […] so I suppose for me that's what strong 

academic English is about having well-constructed sentences using appropriate 

grammar with no spelling errors which is evaluative in nature rather than just 

descriptive (Katherine,4/11/2014)   

   “Strong academic English” then in Education is defined in terms of the students’ 

ability to critically approach the topics they are writing about. They need to know 

what makes their essays descriptive and evaluative in terms of the use of words 

and phrases.  

   For Kees, Katherine’s “strong academic English” means “comprehensibility”. An 

English that is well-written, non-descriptive and does not mask students’ 

understanding of their disciplinary knowledge. To explain, he said that   

Extract 6.83 

Comprehensibility!(.) so for the top marks let's say distinction(.) I expect a well-

written piece from both grammar presentation engagement because you can write stuff 

that is very well-written according to the rules but it's ((puff)) it doesn't engage 

me heh that's a very subjective part so that's why I put it in the top it's a sort 

of difference between me and Hemingway so I see that is really you still need to be 

able to get a distinction even if you are not Hemingway that's all fine but I 

mentioned comprehensibility […] I take this as a base line whether the sentence 

expresses understanding of the topic that is being tested basically[…] it seems to 

be the case that you correctly define this and you correctly use validity and you 

correctly use the word reliability(Kees,2/12/2014)   

   Following Nesi and Gardner (2012: 24-6), students in Education are required to 

demonstrate their understanding of how things are conventionally done and 

effectively produced. They are not only given a chance to improve their content 

knowledge, understanding and expertise, but further expected to demonstrate 

230 

 



Chapter 6 

these in their writings. They need to have a “strong academic English” that helps 

them to explain and argue an issue in a way that meets their disciplinary rules and 

academics’ expectations. Thus, it is inadequate to know how to grammatically 

structure sentences, though necessary, but further knowing the contextual use of 

language; what kind of genre is appropriate to use in Education. This is the “base 

line” upon which students’ written performance in a context like Education is 

assessed. In her description of the procedure of her assessment, Katherine further 

stated that 

Extract 6.84 

we're expecting them to write fairly high level assignments for assessment and yea 

some of them come into us having never written an essay before in their lives so 

the gaps from where they start and where we try to get them to finish is absolutely 

huge for some people for others they come you know with different experiences so 

it’s just a very diverse group (Katherine,4/11/2014)  

Though aware of her students’ different levels of English, Katherine here still 

focuses on a ‘fairly high level of English’ to be presented in the form of academic 

essays as a base for her assessment.  

   To end with Education, it is possible to say that “comprehensible strong academic 

English” is, for Katherine and Kees, the kind of English for students to demonstrate 

for doing education. An English like this helps students to get their message across 

critically. For this end, students are required and assessed on the basis of their 

ability to construct grammatically and contextually well-written texts, “critical 

essays”, along with a kind of evidence to prove their understanding of education-

related concepts like, ‘reliability’ and ‘validity’. In view of this, Katherine’s and Kees’ 

views on the English required for doing education are presented in the following 

figure.  
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Figure 62: Kees’ and Katherine’s beliefs about English for Education 

6.1.2.4.9 English for Economics 

In Economics, Claudia thinks that English is her working tool for teaching and 

writing research works. Claudia’s belief about the language required in her 

discipline as a content teacher is “speaking English at a descent level”, which is not 

a ‘big problem’ in her context, as she explained below:  

Extract 6.85 

I presume they [the university] expect me to be able to do my job so I need to speak 

English when I teach I need to be able to write in English when I write papers so 

I presume the university expect me to be able to do this but the problem does not 

even not really arise because since economics is mostly in English the language of 

economics is English so it's not a big problem but I guess speaking English at a 

descent level is a necessary(h)(Claudia,9/10/2014)    

   In terms of mastering a particular accent for her to be more intelligible to 

students in Economics, Claudia took the question into a slightly different direction 

where she flagged up undergraduate home students’ complaints about their 

foreign teachers’ accents. To explain, she stated that  

Extract 6.86 
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some undergraduate students complain about the foreign accents of some lecturers 

I've never come across that in particular but I am aware sometimes they do[…] 

undergraduate students don't like to be taught by someone who has a foreign accent 

not all but yeh they are not used to any foreign accent because typically probably 

in the school you know they come as undergraduate they went to school and mostly 

most teachers in schools in this country are UK so there is native English speaker 

so they find [it] difficult to understand someone who [is] with a strong foreign 

accent[…] I think the problem is first year undergraduate where used to an 

environment which is mostly native and they are suddenly exposed to an environment 

which is mostly foreign(h)(Claudia,9/10/2014)  

   So for Claudia, it is not a matter of being an overseas student or lecturer as it 

was earlier explained by Thomas and Mathew. it is a question of the undergraduate 

English students who find the university environment different to what they used 

to be in.Following Jenkins (2011) the result of this is that all speakers, whether 

native or not, need to accommodate their speech for effective communication in 

an international context like Claudia’s. To confirm her view, Claudia further 

continued to compare her undergraduate English students to the postgraduate 

international students and even to those she used to teach in the USA saying that  

Extract 6.87 

postgraduate never complain […] they are foreigners as well so I think they are 

more open to the idea that people speak with a foreign accent […] when I was in 

the US where I taught for a bit the students liked the fact that I used some British 

English words they really liked that it [was] very trendy in the US here I suppose 

if I was to use Americanised English probably they wouldn't like that much 

(Claudia,9/10/2014)  

   Following Björkman (2010:78), my interview participants’ recurrent reference to 

the students’ complaints about language-related issues shows the impact of the 

language use on the teaching-learning process in an international university site 

like theirs.  

   For her students to cope with the requirements in her discipline, Claudia thinks 

that they need to have a ‘working knowledge of English’. Claudia’s ‘working 

knowledge of English’ means students’ ability to prove their understanding of 

knowledge through problem set exercises and figures surrounded with less prose. 

In comparison to other disciplines like Education, it seems that students are not 

really required to be competent in writing critical essays to be assessed on. This is, 

for Claudia, due to the fact that their knowledge in Economics is assessed on the 

basis of their ability to mathematically solve problem-set exercises. Mathematical 

skills are of much more value for students to master than being competent in 

writing comprehensible evaluative essays. To explain, she stated that  
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Extract 6.88 

we use English communicate in English everybody is supposed to have a working 

knowledge of English […] we expect them [students] to have a working knowledge of 

English that means being able to understand lectures textbooks being able to speak 

when needed […] you know Economics is very mathematical[…] science social science 

[…] it's mostly problem set and you know exercises that need to be solved there is 

not a lot of written communication other than for the purposes of mathematical[…] 

so most exams are actually problem set of quantitative and that’s not a big issue 

there is no essay for example we don't use we don't write essays so we do not see 

really the power of written communication in the assessment via exams[…] I suppose 

in a probably economic history must be essay based labour economics more essay based 

but I don't think there is many I mean most subjects are very quantitatively taught 

these days in economics(Claudia,9/10/2014)   

   So, Claudia’ point here is similar to Pablo’s above where in both academic 

disciplines, Economics and Chemistry, students are not expected to demonstrate a 

high level of English for reasons related to representing most of their content 

knowledge with the use of  formulae. To appropriately tie texts to mathematical 

formulae (Nesi and Gardner, 2012: 63), Claudia further continued to state that 

students also need 

Extract 6.89 

to master the vocabulary […] there is vocabulary which is peculiar to economics 

and they have to learn that […] apart from the exams at any level undergraduate 

[and] postgraduate master PhD there is a dissertation they [also] need to be able 

to you know to write (h) to put sentences together in [a] suitably well organised 

way (Claudia,9/10/2014)  

   In terms of her assessment practice, Claudia added saying that 

Extract 6.90   

I don't think in my job description I need to correct the English because I can’t 

do that so […] I can only point out that you know some may be there are some 

systematic mistakes that I can point out [when] the content cannot be transmitted 

cannot be communicated so that's the point where I set the line so if I don't 

understand the content so I can read with mistakes and kind of understand and then 

I complain about the mistakes (Claudia,9/10/2014)   

   Similar to most of my content teacher participants, Claudia does not see giving 

feedback on her students’ English is part of her professional role unless this 

inhabits understanding. ‘Understanding’ is again the key point here with an 

acceptable level of mistakes. Though Claudia thinks that students do not need to 

be perfect in their writing, but she still adds nothing new in comparison to the 

above mentioned respondents. That is, there is still a kind of complaint about 

students’ mistakes, there is a line there for students to be aware of and that their 
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mistakes need to be corrected. They also need to know economic-related 

vocabulary, Van’s ‘technical language’, to process and communicate their 

knowledge in this discipline. Though the English required in Engineering, 

Education, Accounting, and Economics termed differently, ‘technical English’, 

‘understandable English’, ‘strong academic English’, ‘comprehensible English’, 

‘clarity of content’ and a ‘working knowledge of English’, but it is still judged and 

assessed on the basis of being correct in terms of grammar, disciplinary vocabulary 

and the use of supportive evidence to show students’ understanding. To end with 

Economics, the following figure explains Claudia’s belief about the English needed 

on the part of the teacher and students in her own discipline.  

 

Figure 63: Claudia’s belief about English for Economics 

 

6.1.2.4.10  English for Politics and International Relations 

As a native speaker content teacher in Politics and International Relations, Jack 

thinks that the teacher in his context needs to have an “interpretable”, 

“understandable” and “clear” accent. What is worth noting is that there is, in Jack’s 

view, evidence that some accents are “quite useful” than others. He thinks that he 

is in an advantageous position for being a native speaker of English and his accent, 

for him, is “relatively clear and don’t have a boring tone” though he speaks English 
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fast, which means his accent is one of those “quite useful ones” for his students. 

Though he believes that he is not in the right position to ask those who do not have 

“interpretable” accents to produce their English in a particular way, but he still 

thinks it is “nice” to advise them to work on their English and speak it slowly to be 

more understandable for their students. A view like Jack’s here reflects how native 

speakers might sometimes assign themselves the role of “language custodians” in 

a context where it has become hard to know who has the right to do (Widdowson, 

2007). The following extract illustrates this position:  

 
Extract 6.91    

 
I know there is evidence that particular accents are quite useful I have an advantage 

right because I have I do speak English (.) ok I speak it a bit fast sometimes for 

some people but it's relatively clear and I don't have a boring tone […] and it's 

quite clear to me actually that those advantages you in some ways if you have a 

slight accent but […] I don't think I would be in favour of any kind of move to 

say you have to say X word in X way but I would be sure I think it is nice to say 

to a colleague I think you just need to work on slowing down your speaking and 

making sure that the students are able to understand the way you say X y or 

z(Jack,30/10/2014)   

   Compared to other native speaker participants, Jack’s evaluative view towards his 

own English has come to be similar to Katherine’s in Education in terms of thinking 

of her own English as “internationally accessible and understood”, John’s in virtue 

of considering his English as a “very standard and a kind of easy English” in 

Transportation Engineering, Thomas’ ‘clear English’ in Accounting and Finance, 

Mathew’s English that helped him to pass PCAP in Management, Peter’s ‘South of 

England English’ in CLS, but not Van’s English “to do science and produce results” 

in Bioengineering.   

    In terms of the English required on the part of the students in Politics and 

International Relations, Jack’s view is that students have to have ‘adequate 

proficiency in English’ to meet what is there in his discipline. Similar to other 

participants’, Jack’s view of English as a tool not a target in HE. For him, students’ 

‘adequate English’ is that which helps them to understand and practice their 

disciplinary content, as explained below:    

Extract 6.92 

they have to have adequate proficiency in English so we are not taking people from 

the base level at higher education right[…] our job is not to teach people English 

that's not the job at the university the job at the university is to teach people 

higher level concepts and teach them to be researchers right that's what university 
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level education is about it's about being researchers and it is taught through 

English(Jack,Interview,30/10/2014)   

   It is clear then that students in Jack’s discipline are expected to be competent in 

English to the extent that they can “adapt” their English to politics-related concepts. 

They need to demonstrate their ability to move from their general English to that 

of restricted use in Politics and International Relation. As in Dalton-Puffer’ words 

on the secondary level (2013:218), “academic success and the ability to understand 

curricular content and attain curricular goals rest to a considerable degree on being 

able to handle language in education-specific, ‘non-everyday’ ways”. In light of this, 

Jack continued to explain the possible way for his students to present their 

understanding via their discourse as follows: 

Extract 6.93 

part of being an academic is being able to communicate yourself effectively 

efficiently and succinctly and making the complex parts harmonious and making things 

that are complex easy to understand that's what's it all about[…] one way of failing 

to do that is to write something that is unintelligible (Jack,30/10/2014)  

   Regardless of the different ways students can follow in expressing their 

understanding of the content, but there is still only one way that is acceptable for 

Jack. That is, students need to communicate their content knowledge with the use 

of “effective”, “efficient”, “succinct”, “intelligible” and “harmonious” English that 

makes complex issues easy to understand, a point that explains how Jack assesses 

his students’ academic texts. As in Kees’ context, Jack’s students need to use their 

language in a way that does not mask understanding. The following figure 

illustrates Jack’s belief about the English needed from both teachers and students 

in his discipline.  
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Figure 64: Jack’s belief about English for Politics and International Relations 

6.1.2.5 Disciplinary Englishes and IELTS 

In the context of this study, my content teacher participants used IELTS to question 

its relevance in measuring their students’ general and disciplinary language 

proficiency. For the participating language teachers, IELTS has come to be used as 

a reference point for them to know students’ language level, what they need and 

how to approach their needs in their teaching context. Thus, the following two 

sections are designed to explain such views.  

6.1.2.5.1 The Myth of IELTS and the Reality of Score  

With the view that students share the same kind of difficulty in terms of their 

disciplinary Englishes, some of my content teacher participants flagged up the 

necessity to reconsider the relevance and value of IELTS as a university filtering 

admission test for overseas students. For Mathew in Management for example, 

IELTS is “[…] the hurdle that people have to go over”. However, this is, in Jack’s 

view, just a “starting point” that does not really express what is there in Politics and 

International Relations. For him, IELTS is not a “perfect language test” for measuring 

what is expected from students to demonstrate and that it is even “naïve” to think 
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of passing IELTS as an adequate indicator of students’ ‘good English’ in his context. 

The following extract illustrates Jack’s position  

Extract 6.94 

IELTS is a good starting point for making sure people's proficiency [but] not perfect 

[…] and that that's a bit naive isn't it […] I don't know if there is a brilliant 

test I’m not the person who sets the tests right (Jack,30/10/2014)  

   An echo to Jack’s view towards IELTS has been identified in Education where Kees 

thinks that there is a sort of “discrepancy” between students’ IELTS passing score 

and what they demonstrate in his discipline, a point which, he believes, needs to 

be studied to know what the reason might be behind that kind of discrepancy, as 

stated below:  

Extract 6.95 

I know that there are language exams but they don't say enough basically in the 

sense that students end up might have a sufficient score otherwise they wouldn't be 

there but that's not enough it seems to be that there is still a challenge with 

regards to the normal English grammar although according to the score they should 

be sufficient so there seems to be a discrepancy […] I don't know but it needs to 

be studied a bit more carefully how this discrepancy comes about(Kees,2/12/2014) 

   The same is true for his colleague, Katherine, where she thinks that IELTS has “at 

best little” to do with what is expected in Education and that there is a “moral 

tension” between the tendency towards “attracting more students to study in her 

university” and students’ linguistic competence for academic success.  

   With the extracts stated above in mind, it seems obvious, then, that IELTS is a 

university admission test, but not an adequate measure for the participants’ 

different disciplinary entry requirements. For Kees, Katherine and Van, there should 

be a kind of revision for IELTS to meet what is really required in each of their 

disciplines. This is to say that passing the university test, for them, does not really 

mean students’ linguistic ability to respond to the kind of English required in each 

of the university academic units. It is a university admission test, but not a 

disciplinary one. This is to say that IELTS, in their views, does not really measure 

how English is ‘multi-functionally’ practiced across different disciplines within the 

same EMI university (Dafouz & Smit, 2014:10).  

6.1.2.5.2  IELTS as a Reference Point in CLS 

While IELTS in some disciplines emerged as a pillar upon which my content teachers 

in such contexts interpreted their students’ language proficiency and challenges 
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(examples above), it has been identified as a ‘general reference point’ for my three 

language teachers’ classroom practice. For Lucy, it is an indicator for her to know 

what each of her students needs to have, but in terms of score not language skills. 

To explain her view, she stated that   

Extract 6.96 

IELTS is like it's for us [language teachers] a point of reference towards which we 

have to sort of you know we have to prepare students to get [a] certain level it's 

only a reference point for me to know ok that student needs to get 6.5 from let's 

say speaking so then this is just my reference point (Lucy,10/10/2014)    

   In line with this, it is true, for Peter, that achieving IELTS required score helps 

students to enter their target discipline, but they at the same time lose the 

advantage of learning academic skills provided through language courses at CLS. 

In commenting on his students’ language proficiency, he stated that 

Extract 6.97 

 

if they [students] had a slightly higher IELTS level they could just go straight 

into a master's course but I think they would then be at a disadvantage that actually 

doing it in this way because basically they are learning other skills and it's all 

about writing and that kind of stuff(Peter,3/11/2014) 

   Further, IELTS is, for Luiza, one of the possible means that aids her to know how 

to approach students’ different needs depending on the score they achieved to 

enter the university. In explaining her view, she stated that 

Extract 6.98 

the students are of different levels so you've got EAS students they arrive here 

with IELTS 4.5 then you've got students for instance doing everyday English most of 

them PhD students or a master they are much higher level as well so we have students 

with different levels with different needs different courses and for each course 

you have to develop different resources and approach things in different 

ways(Luiza,27/10/2014)    

 

   To conclude, it is possible, then, to say that IELTS as an emerging theme has been 

approached differently by my interview participants where it is, for content 

teachers, as a “hurdle”, Mathew’s view, that students institutionally required to pass 

over then they realise a different kind of English in their target disciplines. Though 

acknowledged as unrealistic measure for students’ ‘good English’. For language 

teachers, IELTS has come to be referred to as a “general reference point” through 

which they can identify what English level their students have and what should be 

done for them to have their level up to their disciplinary language requirements. 
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6.2 Concluding Remarks 

Important to highlight from this chapter is the fact that my participants’ accounts 

on the researched issues did not show a clear homogeneity although they did 

express some commonality on what might be called obvious to recognise (e.g. 

student-staff mobility). They followed no straight line in expressing their views 

towards their EMI-lived experiences and other associated complexities.  

In the areas where participants expressed largely shared views, the following are 

worth noting. Firstly, internationalising and Englishising HE was seen similarly as 

an area where reference to staff-student mobility was made, and similar strategies 

on the part of HEIs involved in this process were outlined to respond to the lingua-

cultural diversity of academic communities, quality and relevance of the designed 

course material for international contexts . Further, participants showed their 

similar accounts on the current and future role(s) of English where it is 

“unimaginable”, “surprising”, “strange”, and “uncommon” to think of a language 

other than English to be used in their working sites. They agreed on the point that 

English is the academic lingua franca for preserving and developing knowledge and 

saw this as unlikely to change. Another question toward which my participants 

expressed their shared accounts is the kind of English that is required on the part 

of their students to respond to their disciplinary demands. Their common view is 

that all students, regardless of their lingua-cultural backgrounds, need to 

demonstrate an English level that helps them to express their critical understanding 

of their own content knowledge and prove that in their constructed disciplinary 

texts. This is where, they think, IELTS is not and should not be thought of as a 

realistic measure for students’ ‘disciplinary’ English proficiency.      

   However, an expression of diverse accounts among the participants was also 

identified. Their views on their own Englishes differed in virtue of their evaluative 

values in academic and non-academic domains was one such area. To explain, my 

native participants, excluding Van and to some extent Peter, think that they do not 

need to demonstrate their ability in English for being ‘native’, ‘speaking South of 

England English’, ‘internationally accessible’, ‘graduated from a UK university’, 

‘passing PCAP’ and ‘knowing what clarity of language and thought is’. As a native 

speaker content teacher, Van was found holding a different view where “intellectual 

acumen” is, for him, more important than mastering English for a specific level. A 

relatively similar position was also expressed by Peter where he first thought he 

241 

 



Chapter 6 

speaks a ‘Standard English’ which is, in his view, clear for all, but after that he 

changed his mind and said which English he speaks is not really relevant to his CLS. 

He justified this saying that what is clear for a student from a certain educational 

background might not be like that for someone of a different learning model for 

English. Both Van’s and Peter’s views were echoed by all my non-native participants. 

For them, helping students to understand disciplinary concepts and theories is the 

main criterion upon which academics’ English(es) should be judged. Thus, how 

intricately my participants’ accounts towards the researched issues were found 

shows how complex their EMI context is where different personal, educational and 

social factors affect their beliefs about English and how to be practiced across their 

academic disciplines, a point that Dafouz and Smit’s (2014) ‘ROADMAPPING’ 

framework envisages.  
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Chapter 7 Beliefs and Actions: Dynamic 

Relationship 

After presenting my content and language teacher participants’ beliefs and 

teaching practices in the previous chapter, the current chapter is mainly devoted 

to discussing their views about English varieties, their teaching and assessment 

practices and the embedded relationship between their stated beliefs and 

classroom practices. In light of this, the chapter mainly aims to answer the 

following research questions:  

 

RQ1: What are the beliefs of university content and language teachers with     
         regard to standard and non-standard uses of English in academia?  
 

   In view of the versatile and volatile English phenomenon we are currently facing 

in most of the world universities (Jenkins, 2014; Doiz et al., 2013), concerns among 

people involved in international settings about the kind of English variety they need 

to demonstrate to speak, read, listen to or hear and understand have been 

noticeably increased (McArthur, 2000). In view of this, RQ1 is divided up into the 

following questions: 

• What are the participants’ beliefs about their own Englishes and others’ in 
their international university context? 
 

• What are the participants’ beliefs about disciplinary Englishes required on 
the part of teachers and students as members sharing the same academic 
discipline within the same international university context? 
  

RQ2: What are the teaching and assessment practices with regard to diverse  
         uses of English enacted by these teachers (language and content)? 

 
RQ3: What is the relationship between teachers’ overtly expressed beliefs and  
         their teaching and assessment practices? 
 

   Firstly, this chapter explores participants’ beliefs about their own Englishes and 

the values they might attach to their own Englishes compared to others’ used within 

the same IHEI, what might be the reason(s) behind their stated beliefs with 

reference to field literature. Secondly, it tackles their own views toward the English 
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that is required and expected on the part of the teacher and their students to 

respond to academic demands and express their disciplinary membership in their 

own different teaching-learning sites. Thirdly, it discusses how this study’s teacher 

participants’ views are enacted in their teaching and assessment practices in their 

diverse academic contexts. This is to establish in what way the English they think 

they need to master and practice in their diverse academic contexts similar or 

different to each other and to English as a language in general. Fourthly, this 

chapter addresses the relationship between teachers’ stated beliefs and their 

classroom teaching and assessment practices. This helps to know how the kind of 

beliefs they embrace impinges upon what they do in their different academic 

disciplines within the same context of study. Finally, this chapter will conclude with 

some of the main discussed points.  

7.1 Participants’ Beliefs about their own Englishes 

 In the context of the present study, ‘Southern English’, ‘Standard English’, 

‘Queen’s English’, ‘BBC English’, and ‘RP’ (Received Pronunciation) emerged as 

recurrent themes shared among all my participants in their different academic 

units. They recurrently used such terms to define each variety in relation to another. 

There was no clear pattern for judging which English variety clearer or more 

intelligible to the listener other than their references to ‘Northern English’ and 

some other international Englishes as hard to understand. To explain, ‘Southern 

English’ was conceptualised as ‘fairly standard’, ‘very standard’ and ‘not strong’, 

respectively for Peter, John and Mathew, compared to the Englishes of the North of 

England. ‘Geordie’ and ‘Liverpudlian’ Englishes were identified in Management as 

examples to refer to unclear native English varieties in comparison to those 

associated with the South of England. In like manner, Peter believes that his own 

English is ‘Standard’, an English that is of the South of England. When I asked him 

to define his own English, he stated that “I could say Standard English possibly I 

think I speak with South of England English accent so which is pretty Standard”.  

 

   Views like these support McArthur’s (2000) point that local English varieties are 

still classified, evaluated and judged according to a social and educational 

hierarchy. It is quite clear that the study’s native participants are building their 

beliefs on the sense of pride of place. A finding like this suggests that those who 

speak ‘Northern Englishes’ or any other English variety need to avoid any traces of 
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their ‘quite strong’ Englishes and be closer to those of the ‘South’ as an ‘exclusive 

brand’ of English to be socially privileged (see Widdowson, 1997: 379), a case which 

ends with assigning much more importance to how speakers say something at the 

expense of what is said (Woolard, 2005).   

 

    The view that the ‘North of England’ is an area of a ‘quite strong’ English has 

also been identified in other academic units. As a non-native speaker content 

teacher, Pablo in Chemistry stated that “if you take one English professor that is 

from Scotland or from the North [of England] international people have quite a lot 

of problems to understand […] if you go to the North English gets worse”. The same 

is true for other participants like Kees in Education, Olga in Archaeology and Claude 

in History where all referred to Scots as ‘heavy’, ‘strong’ and ‘unclear’ to follow and 

understand.  

 

   In addition to Scots, ‘Cockney’ was referred to as another type of English that 

was, for Claudia in Economics, difficult to understand, leading her to feel lost when 

trying to communicate with any of its speakers. The reason why she feels Scots and 

Cockney Englishes difficult to follow is, in her view, for being different from ‘BBC 

English’ which used to be her learning model in Italy. This accords McArthur’s 

(2000: 43) point that local English varieties differ from one region to another within 

countries of heavy population like the UK, a case which raises issues related to 

mutual intelligibility as represented in the important differences of accent, 

grammar, and vocabulary.  

 

   Such views explain how my participants uncritically embrace the view that there 

are clear and identifiable boundaries between English local varieties through which 

they can see to which territory their speakers belong. Accordingly, a particular 

language variety, ‘South of England English’ also called by participants ‘BBC 

English’ and ‘Standard English’ in the context of this study, comes to be considered 

an “indexical sign” of language authenticity, which ends with an ‘iconic 

relationship’ between the language and its speakers (Woolard, 2005:4). In the 

context of the current study, this comes to mean that the closer the speaker’s 

accent to ‘Southern English’ or whatever else associated with ‘Standard English’ is, 

the ‘clearer’ and ‘more intelligible’ the speaker is believed to be. What is worth 

pointing out here is that "it is unnecessary for every user of English to be intelligible 

to every other user of English", but it is important to be so to those with whom they 
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form a speech community. This is where familiarity of other’s English varieties 

comes to play a key role in understanding among interlocutors involved in a 

particular setting (Smith, 1992:75). This is what my participants did not take on 

board, despite being aware of how English is diversely used in their international 

university.  

 

   A further comment that does not seem to fully endorse using only the standard 

variety was identified in Politics and International Relations where Jack believes that 

“[…] if everyone just spoke the Queen's English as it's kind of known that would be 

a very boring language talked certainly it can be difficult right in for instance 

dealing with people who have very different accents”.  An echo of Jack’s view was 

there in Education where Kees stated that Queen’s English as a standard variety 

should not be considered a “silver bullet” that is of a communicative value in terms 

of achieving mutual understanding wherever its speakers find themselves. This 

comes in line with Jenkins’ (2014) “pluricentric” view toward our contemporary 

global English where it is characterised with “super diversity” and that its speakers 

are not really required to be closely attached to its native norms.  

 

   Having looked at the participants’ views toward their own Englishes in 

comparison to others’, I move now to tackle their views on the kind of English 

variety that they think important for them and their students to master and practice 

to negotiate meaning in their different academic units. A shift like this enables us 

to understand to what extent their own Englishes, in their views, is similar or 

different to what is required from individuals involved in their different academic 

disciplines.  

7.2 Participants’ Beliefs about Disciplinary Englishes  

7.2.1 Intelligible English  

 As in 3.1.2, the global spread of English has raised a number of prickly issues 

most of which related to the English variety speakers need to master and 

demonstrate within a particular speech community. In the context of the present 

study, content and language teacher participants were found to share the view that 

what teachers and students as members of the same community of practice need 

to demonstrate is “intelligibility”, “understandability”, “clarity”, “interpretability”, 
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“comprehensibility” to end with “academically strong English”. In their views, what 

makes individuals’ English intelligible in their academic communities is based on 

their ability to construct an understandable, interpretable and contextually 

meaningful scholarly discourse. This is where neither ‘South of England English 

speaker’ nor anyone else finds himself in a privileged position.  

7.2.2 Teacher’s Required English 

In terms of the English required on the part of the teacher, my native speaker 

content teacher participants, with the exception of Van, shared the belief that they 

do not need to demonstrate their level of general English proficiency in their 

different departments. That is, John for instance thinks that he is not required to 

prove his English proficiency and how intelligible he is to his students for being a 

native speaker of English and graduated from a UK-based university. Taken further, 

Katherine in Education thinks that her English, compared to international teachers, 

is “internationally accessible”. The best summery of the native content teacher 

participants’ views toward the required English in their different disciplines was 

identified in Politics and International Relations where Jack thinks that his native 

English is one of the “quite useful accents” for being “relatively clear and 

interpretable” for his students regardless of how fast he speaks. For him, he is at 

an advantageous position for speaking an English like his, a finding that comes in 

line with Mauranen’s (2006: 276-92) point that  

 

[f]or normative purposes some groups may wish to impose their own 

standards” in the global academic world in which ELF is a more important 

means of academic communication than its standard native varieties [and 

that] language practices fluctuate and change with ELF 

 

   My interview findings further revealed some responses in different academic 

units against the ‘privileged’ status given to native speaker teachers, or assumed 

to be given to them, in international university settings. In Archaeology, Olga’s view 

is a clear example of this where she stated that  

Extract 7.1 

any lecturer whether a native speaker or not [needs] to speak in a way that 

students can understand so I would equally have problems with someone who is not 

a native speaker and speaks with an exceptionally heavy foreign accent as much 

as I would have a problem with someone from Newcastle speaking with an 

exceptionally heavy English accent (Olga,5/11/2014) 
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   What matters is, Olga thinks, not the type of the accent the teacher has, but the 

extent to which that accent is understandable. So, this suggests that the linguistic 

behaviour of all native speakers is not the same and of the same quality and should 

not be considered like that simply because they are native speakers of English 

(McArthur, 2001:11). This supports Wilkinson’s (2013:17) view that what content 

teachers need to teach their academic programmes in EMI teaching-learning 

contexts is not only “language competence”, though important, but also “content 

competence” and “pedagogical competence”. So, what makes teachers’ language 

clear, in Olga’s view, is not the type of the accent the teacher holds, but how skilful 

s/he is in bridging his/er language and content knowledge via identifying the 

possible ways through which to formulate, adapt and transform particular topics 

and problems to students of diverse interests, abilities and contextual needs (see 

Shulman, 2000, 1987). This is where the teacher does not only need to prove his/er 

language awareness and disciplinary expertise, but also to be aware of the 

inevitable impact of the teaching environment teachers find themselves in and the 

kind of knowledge they need for an effective teaching practice (see Borg, 2006; 

Korthagen, 2004; Tsui, 2003).   

 

   Similar to Olga’s, Pablo’s view in Chemistry was that “it could be stupid that 

nowadays I am required [to] speak a perfect English ok […] we are international 

[…]”. As a non-native speaker of English, Pablo here thinks that he cannot be other 

than Pablo, otherwise he will be a caricature of the speaker of a ‘prestigious’ 

English. As in McArthur (2001:12-16), Pablo here refers to the infinite number of 

English varieties used around the world which are close to its speakers’ hearts 

regardless of how far or close to that of its native speakers.  

 

   In like manner, Van in Bioengineering thinks that the English required on the part 

of the teacher needs to be matched to the context he is working in. To borrow 

Claudia’s words in Economics, a teacher needs to have a ‘working knowledge of 

English’. As a result, the English which is required on the part of a teacher for 

teaching math-related subjects is, for Van, different from that in teaching English 

literature. In either case, it is not that of its native speakers. Van believes that the 

teacher needs to make complex concepts for the students easy to understand. A 

finding like this indicates that academic discourse, in Pablo’s, Claudia’s and Van’s 

views, is not a “monolithic” or “abstract” entity but a changing outcome of the 
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language speakers’ practices and strategies (Hyland & Bondi, 2006:7). What is more 

is that the term ‘native English’ is nebulous where it refers to someone’s birthday 

and it should not be generalised to be widely accepted as a “qualification condition” 

for mutual intelligibility (McArthur, 2001).  

 

   In view of that, all those who are involved in academic disciplines, whether native 

or not, are academically speaking required to be “aware of the convergences and 

divergences of the discourses in terms of basic vocabulary, patterns and 

argumentative strategies” (Bondi, 2006:50) and “the complex interplay between 

content-what is being said- and discourse style-how it is being said” (Simpson-

Vlach, 2006: 314). With this kind of knowledge, teachers will be enabled to respond 

to learners’ diverse demands for greater knowledge and skills in the modern world 

universities (Doiz et al., 2013:84; Darling-Hammond, 2006). 

 

   In terms of these language teachers’ beliefs about the English variety required on 

the part of the teacher in their CLS, they shared the view that which English accent 

the teacher demonstrates is not of a real value in an international academic site 

like theirs. Peter, for example, thinks that speaking a ‘Standard South of England 

English accent’ is not relevant to what he is doing and should demonstrate in his 

teaching context. He thinks that an accent like this sounds like ‘Shongram’ (An 

English film), which is intelligible for students who learnt British English, but not 

for others with prior different learning English models. Most importantly, he 

believes that whether the teacher has a British accent or not is not quite relevant 

to his teaching practice in terms of teaching academic English for students of 

different majors. The same is true for his colleague, Luiza, where she thinks that it 

is “quite important” for the teacher to demonstrate his/er English proficiency, but 

not “to be an expert in one type of accent”. For her, this is part of the reality of the 

current English that is diversely used in academic and non-academic sites. She also 

thinks that exposing students to different Englishes helps to break their earlier 

conceptions that ‘BBC English’, ‘RP’ or whatever else which might be considered a 

kind of ‘Standard English’ to be found in a UK-based international university like 

hers and prepare them for the different international uses of English in their target 

disciplines and real life situations. Such a finding comes in correspondence with 

McArthur’s (2001:13) view that ‘BBC’ and ‘RP’ are limited models for language 

teachers for offering no guidance for the widely unpredictable English accents in 

international academic and non-academic contexts. As in Seidlhofer (2011:42), any 
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attempt to standardise L2 users’ English does not really match the currently global 

diversified uses of English in international contexts.  

    

   My language teacher participants’ above stated views reflect their “meta-language 

awareness” (Dogancay-Aktuna & Hardman, 2012). They are aware of the fact that 

English in its all varieties is in an endo-normatively continuous process of change, 

development and self-regulation to appropriately meet its speakers’ diverse 

contexts (Widdowson, 1997:386). Their shared accounts on the English ‘they think’ 

they need to demonstrate in their teaching practice come to support Jenkins’ (2014) 

“pluricentric” approach where speakers of English are not really required to be 

closely attached to native speaker norms in their international contexts. There are 

more hidden things might happen in real communication that need all, whether 

native or not, to accommodate their discourse in accordance with the interlocutors’ 

lingua-cultural backgrounds and discourse event, which might be of much more 

value than the kind of the accent the one masters (see Jenkins, 2009; McArthur, 

2001:11). However, further research on EAP/EAS teachers’ beliefs about English 

varieties in their EMI university contexts is required to be compared the findings of 

the current study.      

 

   To sum up, my study findings with regard to participants’ beliefs about the 

English teachers in their different academic disciplines require to demonstrate and 

practice to reflect their disciplinary expertise revealed that native speaker content 

participants’ shared set of beliefs where they think they do not need to prove how 

competent and intelligible they are in English either in virtue of being native, 

graduated from a UK-based institutional university, internationally accessible or 

passing their institutional academic probation period. On the other hand, my non-

native speaker teacher participants, including Van and Peter as native speaker 

participants, were found to hold the view that all, whether native or not, need to be 

competent and clear enough in English to teach their disciplinary content. The 

following section is devoted to discussing my participants’ beliefs toward the 

English variety their students need to respond to their major studies.         

7.2.3 Students’ Required English     

In terms of the English required on the part of students in their different academic 

disciplines, my interview data revealed my study content teacher participants’ 
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shared view that home and international students need to demonstrate their 

English proficiency for expressing their understanding of disciplinary concepts 

regardless of the type of the accent students might demonstrate. The main criterion 

in judging students’ academic performance in English is the extent to which they 

are able to translate their disciplinary understanding into a “non-descriptive”, 

“understandable”, “succinct”, “clear” and “strong” disciplinary texts. Van’s belief is 

that home students have no advantage over overseas students when it comes to 

English for bioengineering is a concrete example of such a stance, as explained in 

the following excerpt:  

Extract 7.2 

technical language well I think that's the same for all[…] I do not think that 

there is much advantage that they [home students] would have when it comes to 

the technical language(Van,13/10/2014)  

 

   In view of this, it is obvious then that learning disciplinary English is equally 

relevant for all students. Regardless of their lingua-cultural backgrounds, students 

need to enculturate to respond to what is expected in their academic disciplines as 

a community of practice (Lave & Wenger, 1991).  

   

   The view that all students need to demonstrate their disciplinary English 

regardless of their L1 has also been identified in Transportation Engineering. That 

is, John believes that English proficiency is a ‘prerequisite’ for Engineering stating 

that “imperfect knowledge of English is inhibiting their [students’] ability to engage 

with the course study”, but mastering English does not mean students’ ‘automatic’ 

understanding of transportation-related content. For him, students are also 

required and expected to prove their math skills to construct their disciplinary 

discourse. Expressing their understanding of transportation-related content in a 

clear language is the “threshold” for John to judge students’ academic discourse.  

 

   Katherine in Education thinks that it is very important for her students to have “a 

strong academic English”. For her, this is due to the fact that Education is “a very 

language rich discipline” and that there is no mathematical formulae and 

diagrammed to convey students’ understanding of their own disciplinary 

knowledge. This echoes Hyland’s (2006:26) point that knowledge in social sciences 

and humanities is accumulated, constructed and developed from different 

interdisciplinary circles, which makes it different from that in hard science 

disciplines. This is where Pablo’s and Claudia’s shared accounts that “basic 
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English”, “working knowledge of English” is required for doing chemistry and 

economics can be explained in virtue of representing their own content knowledge 

with a straight line of ‘facts’ represented in chemical and mathematical formulae.  

 

   Such a finding explains how my participants’ students are here required to have 

their language and content competences interactively work to form their specific-

domain discourse as members of the same ‘affinity group’ sharing their own 

distinctive dynamic sets of practices, knowledge, aims, values and norms of their 

discipline as a ‘semiotic domain’ (Basturkmen, 2006; Gee, 1998). Linked to this is 

that doing bioengineering and transportation engineering is linked to students’ 

“critical learning”; i.e. knowing what kind of principles and patterns are used and 

how to be communicated to express disciplinary meaning (for similar findings 

related to secondary level, see Dalton-Puffer et al., 2010). As in Nesi and Gardner 

(2012:36-59), students’ knowledge and understanding in their academic studies 

does not only mean knowing what this or that concept is, but extends further to 

include their ability to apply what they know in a particular context. Students need 

to construct conceptually coherent disciplinary discourse through which they 

express their beliefs and values to say who they are, what they are doing, where 

and for what purpose (see Gee, 2008).   

 

   In terms of disciplinary individuality, the data revealed that History is different to 

other disciplines addressed in the present study. In commenting on the English 

required in his discipline, Claude explained that it is important for his students to 

be multilingual to study Medieval History. For him, students are not only required 

to master English, but further need to demonstrate their skills in French and Latin 

to have access to archives in his field. As members of History, students are required 

to use archives to negotiate their views, beliefs and attitudes to be part of their 

own culture. This is where their English comes to construct and be constructed 

within their own academic community (see Wenger, 2007). Similar to As in 

Mauranen’s (2006:290) and Bondi’s (2006:49) findings, students in Claude’s 

discipline need English to construct their academic discourse in a way that 

transforms their knowledge about events in certain periods and trace their 

developments and relations. This means that the way that Claude and his students 

need to approach and express their understanding of content knowledge via the 

use of English is found closer to what Olga and her students do in Archaeology. As 

neighbouring disciplinary communities, both share the focus on past events in 
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constructing their own academic discourse via the use of a different kind of 

evidence. This in turn shows how it has become hard to know disciplinary 

boundaries represented in their members’ social practices (Bondi, 2006). As in Gee 

(2008:5), “a great many of us, coming from different disciplinary backgrounds, are 

using different words to say very similar things, at least where the important 

matters are concerned”.  

 

   Expressing disciplinary meaning critically has come to be identified as a kind of 

challenge for students in the context of this study. For Mathew in Management, 

critical thinking and developing an argument is “the biggest issue” and it is a 

“burden” for him as a content teacher and his students as two parties sharing the 

same teaching-learning context. In his view, all students face the challenge of 

expressing their content knowledge in a critical and well-written text. An echo of 

this has been identified in Politics where Jack believes that all students have to 

demonstrate their “adequate English” to understand and practice their disciplinary 

content. Similar to other content teacher participants, he thinks that mastering 

English as a language is not enough for students without being able to use it in 

explaining theories and concepts related to his discipline. To borrow Thomas’ 

words, all students need to achieve both “clarity of language and content” in their 

disciplinary studies.       

 

   Such findings go some way to explaining how English has become “a particular 

cause of tension” (Carroll-Boegh, 2006:20) and how it is important to consider the 

methodological and linguistic adjustments required on the part of the teacher to 

benefit from its use as the academic lingua franca in international university 

contexts (Björkman, 2010:77-8). What is more is that academic English, in my 

participants’ view, is a social practice where meaning is negotiated, constructed 

and reconstructed to reflect their values, beliefs, attitudes and theories of the world 

to form their shared repertoire in their own diverse academic disciplines (see 

Wenger, 2007). Such a socially situated use of language helps academic 

communities to read the world via using their own words (see Gee, 2008).  

 

   What emerged as a striking theme shared among most of my content teacher 

participants is the view that IELTS is not the real measure to depend on in judging 

students’ language proficiency. There was no question in my interview agenda 

about IELTS and its irrelevance to their language practices across their disciplines, 
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which can be seen as a point of departure for further research in the field. That is, 

when asked about their beliefs about what they expect from their students in terms 

of English, interviewees immediately referred to IELTS as a university entry 

requirement. While my language teachers considered students’ IELTS achieved 

scores as basis to depend on in deciding students’ linguistic needs, my content 

teacher participants defined it as a university entry test and not quite relevant to 

their disciplinary practices. In Van’s words, “the exams sometimes do not test the 

English to the correct criteria […] for different courses different standards are 

required and I find some students who have good passes can speak English much 

poorer than other people who are of poorer passes”. So, in Kees’ words, there is a 

kind of “discrepancy” between students’ IELTS achieved scores and their 

disciplinary performance, which, in his view, needs further studies to know what 

might be the sources of this kind of discrepancy.   

 

   A finding like this suggests that the relevance of IELTS to academic practices is 

perceived as problematic, but students’ achieved score is still used as a measure. 

Having entry exams unified under the label of IELTS, TOEFL or whatever else comes 

to reflect how institutional views toward English mask its current international 

academic sub-varieties, which shows the impracticality of considering a ‘common 

core English’ for all academic disciplines where English academically varies across 

disciplines in response to academics’ aims, demands and practices (Hyland, 2009; 

Hyland & Bondi, 2006). It is a changing social practice to apply knowledge for a 

particular end in response to individuals’ contextual demands (Hyland, 2009: 48). 

English is a tool to talk about different subject topics in different disciplines some 

of which diverge and some converge (see Bondi, 2006:50), a point that will be 

explained in the following section. This in turn explains that “[e]ducation 

institutions need to design systematic and institutionally supported 

implementation measures and guidelines that will deal with increasingly 

multicultural and multilingual university scenarios [to be] much more global [in 

light of] contingency of disciplinary knowledge and academic literacies” (Dafouz & 

Smit, 2014:9-12).  

   In a nutshell, the answer for my first research question is that ‘South of England 

English’ has come to be of value for my native speaker participants, but not Van, 

in expressing their beliefs about their own Englishes. This is due to associating 

‘Southern English’ with ‘Standard English’, ‘Queen’s English’, ‘BBC English’ or 

whatever label might be used to indicate ‘clarity’, ‘understandability’, ‘intelligibility’ 
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and ‘quality’ in general compared to ‘Northern English’ with their reference to 

‘Scottish’, ‘Geordie’ and ‘Liverpudlian’ English accents. On the other hand, my non-

native speaker respondents, as well as native-speaker Van, have come to be 

identified with their “pluricentric” view towards their own Englishes where they 

preferred not to refer to any variety as a ‘clear English’ on the personal level. 

However, some of them like Claude, Olga, Kees, Claudia and Pablo, similar to my 

native speaker participants, shared the view that Scottish English is difficult to 

follow in their different contexts. They also expressed their diverse view towards 

international Englishes where what was defined clear for someone was not like that 

for the other.  

 

   On the academic level, the view that native speaker teachers do not need to 

demonstrate their proficiency in English and how clear their English is in their 

different academic disciplines was found to be shared among four of my native 

speaker content teachers excluding Van. For my non-native teacher participants, 

including Peter and Van, all teachers regardless of their lingua-cultural and 

educational backgrounds are required to prove their ‘clear’ and  ‘understandable’ 

English to be able to transform their disciplinary knowledge to their students. 

Academic English is therefore of none and all need to learn how to be clear to 

express their academic membership.  

 

   In terms of the English required on the part of their students, findings suggest 

that these native and non-native content and language teachers’ shared beliefs that 

all students are required and expected to learn their disciplinary English, which is 

not only different from their common English, but also different across disciplines.   

 

   Having my content and language teachers’ beliefs about the required English 

varieties on the part of the teacher and students across their disciplines spelled 

out, I move now to explain their teaching and assessment practices. This in turn 

provides an answer to my RQ2; what are the teaching and assessment practices 

with regard to diverse uses of English enacted by these teachers (language and 

content)?  
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7.3 Participants’ Teaching and Assessment Practices   

My participants’ teaching and assessment practices were found to be built on a 

specific kind of register to transform their content and demonstrate their 

disciplinary expertise. Before going further, I think it is worth reiterating that I am 

here using the term register to explore how my participants' linguistic choices 

occur to form their scholarly discourse on the basis of a specific social action, 

members involved in the communicative event, purpose in a particular point of 

time and place (see e.g. Biber & Gray, 2013; Nesi & Garner, 2012; Biber & Conrad, 

2009), This helps to know in what way my participants’ use of English is similar or 

different to each other across their different academic disciplines.  

 

   With my focus on their teaching practices, I found my participants’ classroom 

discourse characterised with the registers of mathematics, chemical formulae, 

methodology recounts, sites and dates in their diverse academic contexts. 

However, such a similarity does not of course negate disciplinary individuality, and 

should not be understood like that, as my study participants demonstrated how 

this kind of disciplinary similarities can be a kind of difference across their contexts 

in virtue of choosing different linguistic units to surround their mathematical and 

chemical formulae in their explanation and field argument. The kind of the taught 

topic, how to be pedagogically approached and assessed they demonstrated in 

their teaching contexts can also be used as an indicator of disciplinary differences. 

This explains how academic disciplines can be defined as “sites where differences 

in worldview or language usage intersect as a result of the myriad backgrounds 

and overlapping memberships of participants […] Each community develops its 

own way of formulating and negotiating knowledge and so defines what it takes 

knowledge to be” (Hyland, 2006:20-1).   

7.3.1 The Registers of Mathematics 

As stated above, my study data revealed that the kind of evidence used by my 

content teacher participants in their academic discourse to demonstrate their 

content knowledge and membership to particular academic communities is not 

always the same. This is to say that some disciplines use a specific type of evidence 

to express their individuality and some share theirs with other disciplines reflected 

in teaching interdisciplinary topics. In the context of the present study, my content 
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teacher participants in Transportation Engineering, Economics, Accounting and 

Finance, and Education (Kees’ class on statistics) were identified with their registers 

of mathematics surrounded with different linguistic units to produce and explain 

their content knowledge. To avoid repetition as most of my findings in these 

contexts explained in details in the previous two chapters, I think it is sufficient 

here to focus on John’s classroom practice in Transportation Engineering and 

Claudia’s in Economics as a representative examples of the registers of 

mathematics.  

    In one of my observation sessions in Transportation Engineering, John’s 

considerable focus on students’ math skills to be integrated with specific linguistic 

units to form a travel diary was identified. In this particular classroom episode, John 

used his English to give instructions and explain what students should do in this 

classroom activity. As in 5.1.3.1.1, composing a travel diary and arguing its content 

on the part of students involved in John’s context was not only built on their 

everyday use of English, but further required them to think and give evidence of 

what they planned in their diary. Thinking as a transporter and transport planner 

(Figure 27), students in groups needed to justify their choices of the transportation 

links and zones between two points of departure in their prepared plan based on 

calculating the value of time, benefits, costs, alternatives and public facility, which 

were all points related to geographical information system and its application to 

engineering (GIS) and the enterprise investment scheme concepts (EIS). To 

demonstrate their understanding of disciplinary concepts, they were further 

required to invest their language competence to defend their constructed travel 

diary with reference to transportation theories explained in John’s previous 

teaching session. This finding shows how John’s teaching practice moves from 

theoretical part of his disciplinary knowledge into its application in a particular 

context.  

   Another finding that explains the relevance of mathematics in constructing 

disciplinary discourse for doing transportation engineering is shown in the use of  

tables and figures calculating the “value of time”, “vehicle operating costs”, “carbon 

dioxide”, and “measurements of accidents”. In this particular teacher-centered 

classroom episode, John’s extensive use of English to explain how the value of time 

was linked to costs in the economic evaluation of transportation via the use of math 

figures. As explained in Figure 26, mathematical processes to add and subdivide 

the value of time in light of the costs of trips were identified in his classroom 

questions like, “the train between Southampton and London costs £40 (return) and 
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the round trip time is 3 hours” to be compared to the £20 (return) and 5 hours as 

the coast and round trip time of the coach”. A question like this shows the interplay 

between students’ language and math skills. This explains why John thinks 

students’ mastery of general English in his disciplines does not mean their 

“automatic understanding” of engineering-related knowledge. Following Gee 

(2008:182), this is how a text becomes “meaningful only within the pattern (or 

social configuration) it forms at a specific time and place with other pieces of 

language, as well as with specific thoughts, words, deeds, bodies, tools, and 

objects” to be understood only by those who are mutually engaged within the same 

social practice for a shared enterprise (see Wenger, 2007). So, how individuals 

involved in John’s context are required, expected and helped to form their scholarly 

discourse with the use of mathematics surrounded with specific disciplinary 

concepts shows how English as a social practice has to be used in order to 

transform what is considered tacit, abstract and indescribable type of knowledge 

into concrete, describable and practice. This is where the interpretation of John’s 

belief that is students’ mastery of English does not guarantee their understanding 

of the course content lies.  

   In terms of the assessment practices in Transportation Engineering, my interview 

data in this context revealed the fact that students’ content knowledge is given 

more value than that related to their language. Students’ mastery of transportation 

theories and facts is prioritised in John’s context. The importance of students’ 

language knowledge lies in “getting the meaning across”, as explained below: 

Extract 7.3  

I try first of all to focus on issues of content rather than issues of style so 

if the something it’s factually incorrect that would be (.) that should be the 

first level of things I will need to give feedback on […] the things I 

concentrate on are making sure that meaning is clear and making sure that there 

are no any factual errors (John,6/10/2014) 

 

   So, what students need to prove first is their mastery of field knowledge, then 

that of language as if they were separable components. This entails the fact that 

how close or far to native norms is not really the real standard to judge the quality 

of students’ scholarly discourse in this academic discipline, but to those of the 

discipline as a shared social practice that belongs to no particular nation (see 

Mauranen, 2006). What this implicitly means is that the English which is expected 

on the part of John’s students is not the same English that is tested and needed to 

demonstrate in their IELTS or TOEFL as institutional entry tests, a point that most 

of my content teacher participants agreed upon.  
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   As in Transportation Engineering, the registers of mathematics came to be 

identified in Economics. In Economics, strong evidence has been identified that 

shows how it is important for Claudia and her students as members of the same 

academic community to use mathematical formulae as evidence to prove their 

understanding of the field knowledge and express their academic expertise. As I 

heard from Claudia in the interview, academic discourse in Economics is “very 

mathematical […] it's mostly problem set and exercises that need to be solved there 

is not a lot of written communication other than for the purposes of mathematical 

[…] and that’s not a big issue”. 

 

   Claudia’s use of math to build her disciplinary discourse was evidenced in my 

observation session in Economics. Her teaching practice was identified with her 

heavy use of mathematical formulae like, ‘Q=F (K, L)’ through which she used to 

illustrate “production” as a main disciplinary concept and its embedded ones: “input 

and output”. This was to explain the relationship between the function of a firm in 

public or labour and its “output”. With this in mind, her teaching practice was more 

geared towards developing students’ economic-based concepts and how to be 

applied in their academic texts. This was again surrounded with the use of causal 

use of English to show the relationship between the output quantity and its cost 

(see Figure 42). This entails the fact that the use of math does not entirely negate 

the role of her language knowledge in explaining how the rate of the cost 

determined the kind and quantity of production. This is in line with Gee’s (2008: 

29) point that is “[n]obody looks at the world other than through lenses supplied 

by language or some other symbol system”. Accordingly, it is hard to discuss, 

negotiate and think of the world phenomena without the use of a language to 

encapsulate our values, beliefs and knowledge about the world to end with having 

our language as part of our negotiated and debated culture in a particular point of 

time and space. My findings in Claudia’s context also support Bondi’s (1999:71-

72) view that  

[s]cientific argument in economics can hardly be based on laboratory 

experiment: its domain lies rather in a comparative exanimation of 

situations taken from the world of fact or in forms based on models of 

reality. 
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   The finding that Claudia’s use of mathematics to interactively work with 

economics-related terms also comes with Bondi’s (2006:55-6) findings that “[t]he 

dominance of mathematical talk in economics does not exclude other procedures-

references to introspection, thought experiments, cases in point, anecdotes from 

the market place and the academy, and above all analogies and metaphors”.  

 

   This in turn explains why students in Economics are not only required to 

demonstrate their English proficiency, but further to have math and statistics 

related skills to learn the formal mathematical techniques of economic modelling 

along with their applications in markets. This is, for Claudia, what “a descent level 

of working knowledge in English” that both of the teacher and students involved in 

Economics need to demonstrate to express their own academic membership. The 

reason why members of such an academic community require such a kind of skills, 

for Silver (2006:77) is that “Economics uses hypotheses and models with the intent 

to simulate or approximate real world conditions”. This use of quantitative values 

represented in figures helps members of Economics to provide a link between what 

is really happening in the world and their hypothesis as “abstract reasoning” (Ibid), 

which reflects the logic of their discourse to ramify their possible worlds 

(Bondi,1999). This suggests that there is a kind of interaction between mathematic 

formulae and text for a particular genre (Shaw, 2006:103).   

 

   As regards assessment practices in Economics, students’ academic discourse is 

assessed on the basis of a problem set in the form of exercises, which is quite 

similar to Thomas’ students in Accounting and Finance. Exercises are short and 

composed of a limited number of questions whose answers require student to 

demonstrate their understanding of content knowledge and key concepts. How 

strongly effective students are in their academic English is not really a big issue in 

this discipline and no value is placed on that. Apart from writing their thesis or 

dissertation in postgraduate programmes, students in this context are required to 

demonstrate their knowledge and understanding in numerical exercises 

(see 6.1.2.4.9).   

   In line with Nesi and Gardner (2012:74-86), my observational data suggest that 

exercises are used in Claudia’s context for students to practice and explain their 

field knowledge in brief. As in Figure 43, students are expected to structure their 

texts with the use of exercise of which graphs, diagrams, figures, calculations and 

formulae form the main textual part to be incorporated with a constrained use of 
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language. This finding explains Claudia’s point that “most subjects are very 

quantitatively taught these days in economics […] so there is no essay in Economics 

we do not see really the power of written communication in the assessment”.  

 

   In terms of the feedback given to students in this context, understanding again 

appeared to be the threshold that determines the quality of students’ academic 

discourse. As I heard from Claudia in her comment on her assessment practice in 

Economics, reading with some grammatical mistakes that do not really disguise 

students’ understanding of the received knowledge is, for her, acceptable, a point 

which echoes other teacher participants’ identified views. In her teaching practice, 

Claudia’s concerns about students’ mastery of content and how to be represented 

in a particular graph surrounded with specific technical terms has been identified 

in her feedback on one of her student’s exam sheet. As shown in Figure 45, 

Claudia’s feedback was found resting on evaluating her student’s ability to 

construct his disciplinary text in which he demonstrates his understanding of the 

relationship between customers’ income level and their purchasing of the produced 

goods via the use of mathematics and graphs. 

 

   In a nutshell, it is possible now to say that the finding that mathematics-based 

disciplinary discourse is shared among some of my content teacher participants 

goes in line with Shaw’s (2006) point that mathematics is embedded across a 

variety of educational genres for diverse ends. It is the basis for disciplinary 

argument, knowledge construction and development. As in Nesi and Gardner 

(2012: 78), “[e]xercises occur across disciplines and levels and are widely used for 

demonstrating mathematical-type calculations, not only in the hard physical and 

mathematical sciences but also across applied and social sciences”. This of course 

does not devalue the role of language where it is hard to expect teaching and 

learning mathematics and concepts without a language. This is to say that 

“[c]onveying ideas, explanation, models and so forth demand a use of language” 

(Zevenbergen, 1999:22).  

 

   The current study’s finding that mathematics manipulated for different ends in 

different academic disciplines to construct a meaningful, interpretable, non-

descriptive and appropriate discourse for each of the participants’ disciplines 

supports Dafouz and Smit’s (2014) view that it is important not to homogenise 

scholarly discourse across university disciplines, but to be considered as a 
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changing social practice to apply knowledge for a particular end in response to 

individuals’ contextual demands (Hyland, 2009:48). This means that “linguistic 

choices are informed by disciplinary practices” (Hyland & Bondi, 2006:12). This 

takes us back to Smith’s (1992:76) point that intelligible English is relative where 

it depends on interlocutors’ understandable production and appropriate 

interpretation in a specific context (see Nelson, 1995: 274; Gee, 208:115, among 

others). So, disciplinary understanding does not only mean knowing the dictionary 

meaning of the terms used in a particular academic discipline, but further extends 

to include the one which is derived from individuals’ negotiation, participation and 

reification (see Wenger, 2007:52).   

7.3.2 The Registers of Chemical Formulae  

My study data revealed a further point to how English is diversely manipulated 

across university disciplines to either express their individuality or similarity to 

each other in terms of constructing their academic discourse to represent their own 

cultures was shown in Chemistry. Similar to Claudia in Economics, Pablo thinks that 

his students do not really need to write even a word to express their understanding 

of the content in Organic Chemistry. Chemical sketches are, in his view, the 

backbone on which students’ disciplinary discourse depends. As in Figure 23, his 

teaching practice was identified with the heavy use of chemical formulae to 

transform his content knowledge. In his comment on this particular classroom 

episode, he explained that his use of symbols like + and – was to refer to the 

charges of the atoms, the curly arrow,↶,  was to show the attack of the electrons, 

⇌ is to indicate that the reaction is an equilibria and ➙ was to represent the sense 

of chemical reaction. This means that chemical processes are implicitly expressed 

via the use of symbols. So, this is what “very basic English” means that he thinks 

his students need to demonstrate. It is, in his view, of “five thousand words 

maximum that's all […] ten verbs twenty maximum […] normally what they have to 

write to me [is] formula […] sketches” (see 6.1.2.4.4).   

 

   In view of that, meaning in organic chemistry is practiced, negotiated, reified and 

accomplished via all of what is implicitly or explicitly said and represented or even 

assumed (Wenger, 2007:47). In view of this, students’ assessment in Chemistry is 

based on their ability to represent their understanding in chemical sketches. No 

value is placed on language accuracy, but on content and how to be presented in 
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the form of chemical formulae. A strong evidence of how Pablo’s students are 

required to represent their understanding of their own content knowledge in 

sketches surrounded with irregular sentences was identified in one of my 

observation sessions (see Figure 24). In his exam sheet, Pablo’s student did not 

use his English to critically argue, explain, compare and contrast chemistry-related 

concepts and theories, but in chemical sketches.  

   

   The need for chemical sketches to represent and explain students’ understanding 

of knowledge in Chemistry has come to be similar to what Van and his students 

need and do in Bioengineering. This is to say that they are required to master a 

kind of interdisciplinary knowledge, biochemistry, to form their technical 

discourse. In explaining his view, Van stated that “technical language well […] if 

you are a student you've come let's say biology undergraduate they’ve come from 

biology they come from a UK school they’ve learnt biology physics and chemistry”. 

Van and his students as members of the same community in Bioengineering need 

to have interdisciplinary knowledge drawn from physics, biology and chemistry to 

form their own discourse.  

 

   In Van’s teaching context, students’ ability to “define”, “detail”, “describe”, 

“explain”, “compare” and “contrast” some of the concepts along with the use of 

chemical formulae was identified (see Figure 28). This comes to explain how Van’s 

teaching practice is similar to that of Pablo in virtue of valuing chemical formulae 

as evidence for students’ understanding of their own field knowledge and how it is 

different at the same  time in terms of students’ need of extensive use of English 

in constructing their discourse in Bioengineering. This is why Van thinks that all 

students regardless of their lingua-cultural backgrounds need to master English for 

bioengineering (see 6.1.2.4.5).   

   In terms of assessment practice identified in Van’s context, students’ ability to 

construct a well-formed text through which they show their understanding is valued 

(6.1.2.4.5), a finding that comes to explain how language knowledge and content 

knowledge are put as two ends of the same continuum and should work 

interactively in academic disciplines (for similar points though related to secondary 

level, see Dalton-Puffer et al., 2010:10).  

 

   To sum up, chemical formula has come to be identified as evidence shared 

between my study participants in both Chemistry and Bioengineering to explain 
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and construct their disciplinary knowledge and demonstrate their professional 

expertise. As members within the same academic environments, students are also 

expected and required to share the same kind of academic practice; i.e. all need to 

know and be familiar with the rules of the game. Students’ ability to formulate their 

received knowledge in chemical sketches explaining what was the result of a 

chemical interaction is, for Pablo, all what his students need to do chemistry. To 

borrow Van’s words, this is what “intellectual acumen” means in Bioengineering. A 

finding like this supports Nesi and Gardner’s (2012:59) point that students in 

Chemistry and biology-related studies are more required to use different means 

among which the use of formulae to explain their content knowledge. This 

suggests that practices in educational settings “regulate what is worth knowing and 

who can know it, thus confirming status of those who have knowledge and the 

position to exercise it” (Hyland, 2009:47). As in Hyland and Bondi (2006:8), culture 

boundaries among disciplines has become fuzzy where “the interdisciplinary 

complexities of the modern academy further confuse the mix”. Linked to this, 

Wenger (2007:115) states that [n]ew scientific disciplines, for instance, are often 

born of the interaction of established ones [where] [i]t is difficult to establish 

criteria for what is valuable at the fringes of established practices, and the 

burgeoning of promising new practices is not always easy to recognize[…]”.  

7.3.3 Methodology Recounts 

My study findings further revealed another type of similarity shared among my 

content teacher participants, Katherine and Kees in Education, Mathew in 

Management and Jack in Politics and International Relations. A strong evidence that 

shows how their teaching practices in their different disciplines were more geared 

towards matters related to improving students’ knowledge in research 

methodologies has been identified. As brevity is the soul of wit, again, I will not 

reiterate what I said earlier about these contexts but to focus on Katherine’s and 

Jack’s as representatives. Starting with Education, Katherine was identified in one 

of my observation sessions focussing on “research design”, “research paradigm” 

(qualitative and quantitative), “research topic”, “research project”, “research 

questions”, “research sample”, “methods”, “procedure”, “analysis”, “interpreting” 

and “presentation and dissemination” and “conference poster”, which were all 

identical to those identified in Mathew’s context. In this particular teaching 

episode, Katherine was identified with her extensive use of English to argue, 
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explain, justify and clarify what these concepts mean and how to be applied in their 

research projects (see Figure 35). This shows how academic communities create 

“points of focus around which the negotiation of meaning becomes organized” 

(Wenger, 2007:58).  

    As I heard from Katherine in the interview, students need to prove their 

“academically strong English” in terms of knowing how to approach their 

researched issues, show their critical stance towards literature in their field, argue 

and provide their readers with relevant evidence. To borrow Kees’ words, this is 

where a language should not be an excuse for students not to be “comprehensible” 

in their writings (see 6.1.2.4.8). Similar to that in other academic disciplines, 

English for doing Education is therefore a social practice where individuals are not 

only required to read a particular text in a particular way, but also to argue it, to 

socially debate it in some ways reflecting their attitudes and values about it, a point 

that explains how academic knowledge develops throughout history (see Gee, 

2008:44-5).  

   In view of this, essay, academic poster and degree projects in this context 

emerged as key criteria upon which students’ understanding of their own field 

knowledge is assessed and evaluated (see Figure 37). What students need to 

construct their academically appropriate texts for Education is not “Hemingway’s 

English” in Kees’ words, but a “comprehensible English” that proves their 

understanding of education-related concepts and how to be used in their contexts. 

In Katherine’s view, this is the kind of English that helps students “to write fairly 

high level of assignment for assessment […] to get the best marks”. The extent to 

which students’ academic discourse understood is the real criterion of evaluation 

for the teacher, as a stakeholder, in this context (see 6.1.2.4.8). This comes in 

accordance with Nesi and Gardner’s (2012:36) view that students’ disciplinary 

knowledge includes their understanding what a concept means and how to be 

applied in their academic practices. Unlike members in Economics and Accounting 

or those in Chemistry which heavily depend on math and chemical formulae, 

students in Katherine’s need to be of a high level of English to construct their 

academic discourse in Education.  

 

   In like manner, my observational data from Politics and International Relations 

suggest that members in this context are required to establish their understanding 

of policy-related theories to have a move into research genres through which they 

show their ability to apply their received knowledge and critically approach current 
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literature in their field. Such a practice is considered a kind of contribution in their 

own discipline. For doing Politics, students’ English should be up to the level that 

helps them to explain field theories like, “top-down approach” and “bottom-up 

approach”, and how to be critically defined and explain the possible reasons behind 

the failure and success of policy application in certain world countries. As in Figure 

46, Jack’s questions required his students to explain and understand content 

knowledge and to prove that in their classroom discussions and texts. As members 

of Politics and International Relations, they were not only required to participate, 

but further to reify what they were negotiating with reference to authors and their 

own personal experiences to establish an area for mutual understanding. This 

accords Wenger’s (2007:58-9) point that “[a]ny community of practice produces 

abstractions, tools, symbols, stories, terms, and concepts that reify something of 

that practice in a congealed form”. Members’ participation and reification in such 

communities interactively work to establish their meaning.   

 

   Based on that, a strong evidence has been identified in my second classroom 

observation that shows students’ need to design a randomised controlled trial 

(RCT) through which they move from the theoretical phase of content knowledge 

into the practical one to demonstrate a kind of originality (see Figure 50). With 

Jack’s teaching practice and questions in mind, it is possible to say that students 

are expected to use a high level of English to explain, argue, give examples, identify 

and address a particular research problem in a specific context, a case which is 

similar to that in Education, Archaeology and History. As I heard from Jack in the 

interview, students need “to have adequate proficiency in English so we are not 

taking people from the base level at higher education right […] the job at the 

university is to teach people higher level concepts and teach them to be researchers 

right that's what university level education is about it's about being researchers” 

and this what students need to demonstrate in their essays for assessment.  

 
   Writing essays is therefore the basis through which students in Jack’s context can 

reify their understanding of politics-related concepts and how to be applied in a 

world context. This is how they express their legitimate repertoire as insiders of 

the same academic community (Lave & Wenger, 1991). Such a finding comes in 

accordance with Nesi and Gardner’s (2012: 62) point that students in their academic 

disciplines are expected to develop their understanding of the received knowledge 

throughout their degrees via moving from the theoretical part of the content 
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knowledge into its application in their research genres to establish their critical 

stance and they have to support their augment with a kind of evidence which is in 

Social Sciences and Humanities open to interpretation. As in Hyland (2009) and Gee 

(1998), this is how academic discourse can be considered as a dynamic social 

practice that reflects to which community its writer or speaker belongs. 

   

   The main criterion upon which Jack depends to evaluate his students’ academic 

discourse is “intelligibility”. Similar to other content teacher participants in the 

present study, he thinks that there are so many ways to write English, but what is 

important, in his view, for his students to demonstrate and get feedback on is their 

ability to be “effective”, “efficient”, “harmonious” and “succinct” in analysing and 

communicating their received knowledge (see 6.1.2.4.10).  

    

   To conclude, the finding that research-related language and practices are shared 

among my participants’ teaching practices across their disciplines, Education, 

Management and Politics and International Relations comes in accordance with Nesi 

and Gardner’s (2012:153) findings that the main aim behind teaching research 

paradigms is to “prepare students for the methodology chapter of empirical 

projects […] to become familiar with experimental procedures and the ways in 

which findings are made in the discipline”. This again reflects how academic 

discourse converges and diverges across disciplines (Bondi, 2006:50). Thus, English 

in academic disciplines appears to single out its users where meaning is a process 

and product that “always (in part) a matter of intended exclusions and inclusions 

(contrasts and lack of contrasts) within an assumed semantic field” (Gee, 2008:98).  

7.3.4 The Registers of Geographical Sites and Dates 

In both Archaeology and History, recurrent reference to geo-historical events was 

identified as a shared point of focus around which Olga’s and Claude’s academic 

discourse was built in their different disciplines. Though registers of geographical 

sites and dates was a shared register in these two contexts, the use of French 

documents was found a distinctive point in History. Claude and his students in 

History use archives and historical records to debate past events and express their 

disciplinary membership. As I heard from Claude in interview, it is the use of 

archives, reference to historical events and times that help students to construct a 

“non-descriptive” text (see 6.1.2.4.3). What this means is that Claude and Olga use 
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different means for the same target. To take Archaeology as a representative 

example, Olga’s teaching practice was more geared toward explaining the “tetrarchic 

imperial capitals and the division of empire”, “Germanic invasions” to Roman Empire 

and the impact of religion on cities, the distribution of cities within the Roman Empire 

moving into economic issues related to “coin hoards”, “invasions” and the impact of 

religions, “Christianity” and “Islam”, on the history and nature of the cities in different 

times. In one session of my observation in her context, a strong evidence on Olga’s 

reliance on maps and images along with her recurrent reference to literature to 

explain and support her content knowledge was identified (see 5.1.1.2). 

 

    In Olga’s context, maps and images were used to explain how Roman cities were 

like throughout history in terms of architecture, demography, religion and prominent 

leaders. Olga’s map-based teaching practice was evidently to provide students with 

a flow of content knowledge. Maps and images in Archaeology emerged as a kind of 

evidence for Olga to reify, support her field argument. This is how it was possible 

for members in Archaeology to give “thingness” to the tacit, theoretical and 

indescribable side of their own knowledge (Silver, 2006:78). This finding comes in 

line with Nesi and Gardner’s (2012:119) in Archaeology.  

 

   As a result, maps and images in this context come to replace mathematic formulae 

and chemical sketches which emerged in a number of disciplines stated above. Such 

a finding suggests that members involved in Archaeology, as it is the case in 

Education, Politics and History, are required and expected to have a high level of 

English to question the value of evidence, argue existing knowledge in their own 

field to have their constructed academic discourse appropriate to Archaeology (see 

Figure 20). This accords Hyland and Bondi’s (2006:25-6) point that academic 

discourse in Humanities and Social Sciences is not built on constant facts which could 

be established and developed through a linear process, but a kind of knowledge 

whose development comes as a result of being critically addressed from different 

angles in different contexts. For this end, Olga believes that doing Archaeology 

needs students to be adept in choosing the relevant evidence and how to be 

supported and explained in choosing the appropriate lexical units (extract 6.55).   

 

   With her classroom practice in mind, “understandability” in Olga’s context means 

students’ ability to demonstrate their knowledge and understanding of the Roman 

towns and the political, cultural, economic and religious situation in such areas, 
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which is part of planned learning outcome of their programme. Linked to this is that 

they have to prove their cognitive skills via dealing with and comparatively analyse 

archaeological data related to certain geographical sites in a certain point of time, 

which can be done through an excavation visit. Such a finding supports Dalton-

Puffer’s (2013:222) argumentation, at the secondary level though, that students’ 

disciplinary knowledge should not be confined to building up their “bilingual 

lexicon”; i.e. their mastery of the appropriate vocabulary to label their own field 

concepts, and subject-specific understanding, but further extends to include their 

functional application of their knowledge in a particular context. As in Nesi and 

Gardner (2012:91-2), students’ disciplinary discourse is not a process to state what 

is there in their own field literature, but to argue existing knowledge with the use of 

relevant evidence and appropriate language. They need to "negotiate and seek 

common ground on the spot of the here and now of social interaction and 

communication" (Gee, 2008:13).  

    Concerning the assessment practice in Archaeology, my observational data 

revealed the significance of seminar as a social practice for students to be involved 

in to negotiate their disciplinary meaning. In one of my observation sessions, Olga 

was identified teaching “national archaeological remains” of which “Human body 

remains” was at the heart. As in Figure 20, students were required to approach the 

topic from different perspectives; i.e. they needed to take cultural, political, religious 

and social factors with reference to field literature into consideration, which was the 

basis, for Olga, to judge her students’ participation. In this particular classroom 

episode, no clear evidence was identified that indicates how important for students 

to be eloquent in their English or what English accent they master. As Olga explained 

in interview (6.1.2.4.2), the value was therefore given to what is said not how to be 

said.  

   In terms of their written discourse, my interview data suggest that essay writing 

is the main part upon which students’ understanding of the field knowledge is 

evaluated (see Figure 19). Olga’s students are assessed on the basis of their ability 

to demonstrate their knowledge via constructing word-based essays. As in Nesi and 

Gardner (2012), students in Archaeology need to construct their essays in 

accordance with particular field sub-genres like, abstract, body, conclusion and 

bibliography to express and demonstrate their understanding of the received 

knowledge.   

   In terms of the content of the essay, my observational data revealed that Olga’s 

students are required to demonstrate their understating of the content knowledge 
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via revising, analysing, evaluating and arguing their field literature with various 

types of evidence and examples such as sites, dates, materials and references, 

which is quite similar to my findings in History. They further need to know what 

each paragraph has to include. As explained in Figure 20, they have to “define”, 

“summarise”, “explain” and “justify” their choices of particular archaeology-related 

case studies in their first paragraph. This is, for Olga, what “effective” academic 

discourse means. This is part of the culture of Olga’s discipline that students are 

required to be familiar with to be involved in as members of the same academic 

community. It is part of the rules that they have to share and follow in presenting 

their beliefs and views in Archaeology (see Hyland, 2009; Gee, 1998). 

 

   In terms of her feedback on students’ witing in Archaeology, Olga referred to her 

assessment sheet (Figure 19) explaining that 

Extract 7.4 

I am not gonna nit-pick and I know that majority of colleagues won't either 

there's one of the marking criteria on a marking sheet is grammar punctuations 

spelling and register […] but it wouldn’t really matter that much as long as 

it doesn’t make that person's writing difficult to understand(Olga,5/11/2014) 

 

   What this means is that students’ content knowledge is given much more value 

than their language knowledge. Students are required to have grammatically well-

formed texts but not at the expense of showing “quality of content”; i.e. evidence 

of their “analysis”, “synthesis”, “evaluation” and disciplinary use of English. This 

finding goes in line with Basturkmen’s (2006:11) point that students as members 

of the same academic community “need to know how to produce acceptable forms 

of communication and action”. Regardless of how adept or inept in their general 

English, Olga’s students are required to dynamically accommodate their English 

according to the rules of their own disciplines.   

 

   Compared to other disciplines in the present study in terms of their use of 

mathematics and chemical sketches as evidence, information on and reference to 

geographical sites and dates appeared to be given much more value in Olga’s 

context, where students were encouraged to refer to certain cities, its architecture 

and culture throughout time in their academic spoken or written discourse, which 

is a shared point with History. As in Fairclough (1992), there is a kind of interplay 

between the context and individuals’ communicative use of language. In terms of 

the assessment practice in Archaeology, seminar and essay genres were identified 

270 

 



Chapter 7 

as basis upon which students’ understanding of field knowledge is judged. As in 

other academic disciplines in the context of the present study, no clear evidence 

that shows how it is important for a student to demonstrate a particular English 

accent in Olga’s context was identified.  

    

   Up to this point, I have built a somewhat single-sided case concentrating on the 

content teacher participants' teaching and assessment practices in their different 

disciplines. But to what extent my participating language teachers' teaching and 

assessment practices come to match or mismatch those identified in content units 

remains the second face of the researched issue.  

 

   Casting my net broadly, my data showed my language teacher participants’ 

awareness of their learners’ need to diversely adopt their English into different ends 

to respond to the potential demands of their major courses. As a concrete example, 

Peter’s teaching practice was identified with the focus on developing his students’ 

abilities to critically approach knowledge. For him, it was not enough for students 

to learn how to read and write in English. Rather, he was more prone in his teaching 

contexts to improve students’ ability to form a community of practice in which all 

are involved and sharing an enterprise (see Gee, 2008; Wenger, 2007). Giving much 

more value to communicative activities to discuss “Cross-Cultural Perspectives on 

Gender-Role Development” was a strong evidence of that. As members of the same 

community, Peter’s students were required, encouraged and helped to negotiate 

meaning, to argue and provide evidence of their understanding out of the provided 

texts and their world of experience. In this particular classroom episode 

(5.1.1.1.1.2.1), Peter’s teaching practice was more centred around building 

students’ skills for “taking notes”, “making summery” and “identifying key ideas” in 

the given text, which are all relatively relevant to what my content teachers’ 

expectation of what their students need to do with their Englishes in their different 

academic disciplines.  

   What is worth mentioning here is that he made it clear for his students that they 

are free to construct and report their knowledge in the way they see it possible. 

This suggests that meaning is not of limitable boundaries; i.e. its construction and 

development is built on individuals’ diverse perspectives represented in their 

discourses. In Peter’s context, what matters is how to appropriately transform 

meaning and how to be reflective with reference to students’ cultural models 

(beliefs, attitudes and values) (see Gee, 2008). 
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   As he explained in the interview (6.1.2.4.1), Peter’s main concern is developing 

his students’ reading-writing skills for their academic disciplines where it is, he 

believes, important for them to participate and reify their knowledge in different 

academic activities and find out a shared ground of meaning. With his reference to 

students’ needs to be able to write essays to prove their critical stance towards 

what they read in their field literature, a point that shows his awareness of what 

students need in their academic studies. For him, the kind of language required on 

the part of the students in their academic disciplines is different from their “normal 

communication”. Language knowledge in Peter’s context is not and should not be 

taken for granted in the form of a separate box that is applicable for any of the 

academic occasions learners might be involved in. Rather, it is a contextually 

adaptable repertoire where they are required to know how to gear their discourse 

into different social practices to be recognised as legitimate members of a 

particular community (see Wenger, 2007; Lave & Wenger, 1991). That is, they are 

expected “to be different sorts of students in different academic domains (Gee, 

2008). Otherwise, their language practice will be contextually inappropriate. 

Thomas’ view toward home students’ academic English in Accounting and Finance 

below is a case in point.  

Extract 7.5 

what very often happens for the UK students [is that] they know the basics and 

they can write clearly but what they're writing isn't clear in terms of content 

in terms of use of evidence and interpretation so and very often that's revealed 

in the common Xxx these essays are too descriptive […] it’s inappropriate for 

the academic work we expect from the accounting model (Thomas,29/10/2014)  

 

   This is in line with Hyland’s (2009:53) point that “[b]ecause academic ability is 

frequently evaluated in terms of competence in a specialist written register, 

students often find their own vernacular writing practices regarded as failed 

attempts to approximate these standard forms”. This means that “saying is doing” 

and that language is not just what you say and how to say it, but also who you are 

and what you are doing while saying something (Gee, 2008:3). 

 

   As a language teacher in CLS, Luiza made it clear that academic English is not “a 

copy-paste process”, but it is a means for being critically engaged in academic 

communities, as explained below:   
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Extract 7.6 

 

in British universities it is really important that you were critical that you 

were analytical it is not only about copying and pasting and kind of memorising 

ideas which in some educational backgrounds that's really important […] but 

[…] here is different […] they [students]  have to understand how it works 

here (Luiza,27/10/2014)   

 

   The sense of “hereness” is important in what Luiza is saying here. She seems to 

be aware of the fact that her teaching practice needs to match what here students 

need to do with their Englishes in their targhet disciplines, which is “criticality”. 

Students’ language mastery in Luiza’s context is not a matter of mastering the 

mechanical side of a language, grammar, syntax and punctuation. Nor is it a matter 

of knowledge transformation. Rather, it is the ability to write as a member of a 

particular discourse community in the sense of social relations, views, beliefs, 

places, things and to be valued (see e.g. Hyland, 2009:53; Gee, 2008:1; Carter, 

1990:226). This is where schooling comes to play a key role where students need 

to put their language knowledge in more complicated tasks, as it is the case in the 

academic disciplines discussed earlier.  

    

   A clear evidence of how Luiza’s teaching practice was more geared towards 

enabling her students to enculturate their English is identified in her focus on 

training her students on “seminar participation” (5.1.1.1.2.1). In this particular 

classroom event, Luiza placed more value at students’ discussion skills. They were 

required to critically comment on a videoed classroom discussion; i.e. in what way 

it is possible for speakers to successfully run a seminar discussion, include and 

avoid marginalising others in discussion, how to interrupt, argue, add and support 

what is said. It is a participative and reificative activity through which students are 

trained to be mutually engaged to construct and share meaning (see Wenger, 

2007). This particular finding reflects Luiza’s awareness of what her students 

potentially need in their targets disciplines. A clear evidence of this is my finding 

in Archaeology where seminar participation is one of the possible avenues, for 

Olga, for assessing their students’ disciplinary knowledge (see Figure 19).  

 

   It is true, however, that the kind of the topics identified in both Peter’s and Luiza’s 

observed classes are general where neither “gender-roles” (5.1.1.1.1.2.1) nor 

“carrying firearms publically” nor “gambling” (5.1.1.1.2.1) were of relevance to my 

content teacher participants’ identified practices, but still how Luiza and Peter 
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attempted to enculturate and familiarise their students to what they might face in 

their majors is of value. The reason why my language teachers were more prone to 

build their teaching practices towards improving their students’ common core 

English was interpreted in different levels. In Luiza’s view, it is hard to teach all 

students all what they really require in their different academic disciplines. As in 

(6.1.2.4.1), she thinks that she needs more time and knowledge of what might be 

expected from her students in their different target academic disciplines. Instead, 

a “general recipe” of English is, for her, the possible available choice to teach.  

  

   Such a finding accords Basturkmen’s (2006:17) view that it is important for 

EAP/EAS teachers not to think of teaching “restricted English”, English for 

Archaeology or Bioengineering or whatever else, ignoring the danger of not 

building their students’ “common core English” which is the basis for the former as 

a higher level of English. Any attempt like this is similar to climbing a ladder which 

is sinking in the mud where it is hard to reach the top of the ladder without 

establishing a foundation. What is more to say here is that Luiza’s reference to how 

English is diversely manipulated across academic disciplines also expresses her 

awareness of the fact that “English is not one monolithic thing. Rather, each and 

every language is composed of many sub-languages” which reflects who we are and 

what we are doing (Gee, 2008:90). This in turn explains how English is multi-

functionally employed in EMI university sties (see Dafouz & Smit, 2014).  

  

   What is interesting and important to highlight here is that my language teacher 

participants were found aware of ELF in their worksite and that their pressing need 

for pedagogical knowledge to approach ELF in their teaching practice is clearly 

expressed, a point that needs to be further researched in other EAP/EAS contexts 

to be compared to the findings of the current study (see Jenkins, 2014; Mauranen, 

2012 among others). The following excerpt documents this situation.  

Extract 7.7 

I am aware of English as a lingua franca but […] I never really mixed English 

as a lingua franca with teaching at the university because two slightly separate 

and I am not actually an expert in […] all majority of different situations in 

ELF and how to teach ELF and to approach this but […] actually choosing what 

is appropriate and what is not (Lucy,10/10/2014)  

  

   In terms of language teacher participants’ assessment practices identified in the 

CLS context, my data showed that students’ English is valued and evaluated on the 
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basis of “understandability”. This of course does not devalue the significance of 

having a grammatically well-formed texts where each guides the reader to the 

other, a point that reflects how my language teachers’ teaching and assessment 

practices match those identified in this study’s academic disciplines.  

 

   With regard to assessing students’ spoken and written performance, no evidence 

that shows my participating teachers’ focus on a particular English accent or variety 

for students to master was identified. What was prioritised and defined as ‘Standard 

English’, ‘Southern English’, ‘BBC English’, ‘Queen’s English’ or whatever else to be 

associated with ‘clear English’ (see 6.1.2.3.1) did not come to be on the ground in 

CLS. This finding supports Gee’s (2008:21) point that neither standard nor non-

standard dialects are better or worse but it is by “accident” that what is referred to 

standard becomes standard.  What matters form my language teachers is “content” 

and how to be aligned with disciplinary requirements (see 6.1.2.4.1). In Peter’s 

view, academic writing is ‘mutable’ in the sense that it is dynamically employed 

across academic disciplines. This finding is in line with Hyland’s (2009: 54) point 

that there is no unified set of strategies for teaching academic writing to approach 

students’ needs across disciplines and courses, which is simply because there is 

no one general ‘academic English’. Writing as a member of a particular academic 

discipline means someone’s ability to textualise work to reflect doing archaeology, 

History or whatever else. This is part of the contextual constrains on what is said 

and how to be said (Hyland & Bondi, 2006:21).  

 

   To conclude, my participants’ teaching and assessment practices showed the 

fact that English is not a monolithic entity to be practiced by all academic 

communities. Rather, it is composed of different sub-varieties to serve different 

academic ends across different disciplines within the same EMI site. This is part of 

our “social languages” where there is a broad range of ways for knowing and 

making sense of the world we live in. The same is true in terms of expressing what 

we know, think or think we know via our different social actions (see Gee, 2008:90-

9).  

   Importantly, what my participants’ language practices in their different teaching 

contexts confirmed is that learning academic English and socialisation are two 

sides of the same coin. This is to say that it is not enough to know to speak English 

grammatically, though it is part and parcel of it, but it is more to know what to 

speak when, how and where. This in turn reflects the idea that what makes sense 
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to members of a particular academic community might not be like that to another, 

a point that explains how intelligible English belongs to none, but to those who are 

meaningfully engaged for a shared enterprise in a particular community of practice 

(see Wenger, 2007; Smith, 1992: 75; Lave & Wenger, 1991). This is how English is 

used and assessed across the studied academic disciplines. Thus, language 

practices in academic communities are international and for international 

communities, which makes English the property of no specific nation (see Jenkins, 

2014, 2011; Mauranen, 2012, 2006).  

 

   Having my teacher participants’ teaching and assessment practices in their 

different academic disciplines discussed, I move now to explain the kind of the 

relationship between their cognition and practices in the following section. This in 

turn answers my RQ3; i.e. what is the relationship between teachers’ overtly 

expressed beliefs and their teaching and assessment practices?. Answering a 

question like this helps to know the impact of teacher cognition, what teachers 

know, think and believe, on what they do in their teaching contexts (Borg, 2011). 

It is an attempts to know “what is done, what should be done and what is believed 

to be done” in academic communities (Hüttner et al., 2013:269).  

7.4 The Relationship between Teacher Beliefs and 

Practices 

In the context of the present study, the data showed how teachers’ embraced 

beliefs dynamically work to impinge upon their classroom practices. To start with 

language teachers, a strong evidence has been identified in CLS that explains the 

impact of teacher beliefs on their teaching and assessment practices. In one of my 

observation sessions, I identified Peter, for example, paying considerable value to 

ERASMUS students’ language awareness via the use of BBC videos on crimes. This 

was followed by a number of questions most of which related to what extent his 

students found it easy or difficult to understand English accents like, Northern, 

Scottish, Welsh, York and London accents. In his comment on this particular 

classroom episode, Peter explained that  

Extract 7.8 

this is a chance to them to experience the real language in a country where it's 

spoken as a first language so I think that's one thing […] I think their 

challenge is may be more understanding different accents and possibly through 
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listening and so things like watching TV programmes or talking to people in the 

street(Peter,3/11/2014)  

   Peter’s comment here indicates that enabling students’ to recognise how English 

is used differently in the UK is one of the possible ways for them to learn ‘real’ 

English. However, this ‘real’ English is still linked to how it is spoken ‘as a first 

language’ and in the UK. Having the view that recognising different English accents 

as a challenge for his ERASMUS students is one of the possible factors for his 

observed teaching practice.   

   His educational experience has further come to play a role in this context. That 

is, he continued to compare his focus on developing students’ language awareness 

to his prior language learning experience as an ex- ERASMUS student in Spain:  

Extract 7.9 

English for  ERASMUS because it is basically mostly European students and I was 

an  ERASMUS student in Spain many years ago and I don't know I think then I can 

base them a bit on my own experiences to what I did in Spain and my experience 

of that for example was that I learnt Spanish very much in a kind of classroom 

context mostly kind of grammar translation method then in my year abroad in 

Spain I just changed my conceptions about the language completely and it was 

like an opening up of the language so I guess I'm trying to encourage them to 

do the same kind of thing (Peter,3/11/2014) 

   With this in mind, it is possible to say that Peter considered language awareness 

he experienced as a key strategy to his learning of Spanish and that his students 

could follow his earlier language learning experiences through his teaching 

practice. Learning French and Spanish for him was 

Extract 7.10 

more kind of grammar translation's style or kind of drilling […] and wasn't 

really what I do myself very much in the classroom heh (Peter,3/11/2014)   

   This was a negative learning experience for Peter where it did not meet his 

perceptions about the target language; i.e. ‘opening up of the language’. Linked to 

this is the idea that there was no evidence of him correcting students’ performance 

but his correction of the students’ misunderstanding referred to above. Further, 

his own prior language learning experiences as a L2 learner of French and Spanish 

made him aware of how to gear his teaching practice more towards communicative 

approach than structural approach, a point that shows how Peter’s beliefs are 

dynamically and intricately shaped and reshaped in response to prior learning 
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experiences to be reflected in his classroom practices (see e.g. Borg, 2011; 

Korthagen, 2004).  

   Linked to this is that Peter did not show his concerns about students’ correct 

performance but that which affects understanding. A clear example of this was his 

saying “we used to have knives” when was misunderstood by his students as “we 

used to be nice”. He was more prone to encourage his students to practice English 

communicatively in terms of his focus on pair work and group discussion, which 

again reflects his belief about learning a target language. That is, having different 

communicative learning activities was important for Peter. In commenting on his 

classroom behaviour and the possible changes in his teaching practice, he said that 

Extract 7.11 

 

it's part of the whole communicative approach I suppose it's like they're 

communicating with someone and yes you should be you know communicating with as 

many different people as possible I mean it's still not real communication in 

the classroom but at the same time you're going to meet different people and 

you're going to change each lesson so you are sitting next to a different person 

you're working in different group information you've got from pair work to group 

work you have to do different things so it's kind of going through those different 

paces so I think yea[…] it's to create a variety but[…] it promotes 

discussion(Peter,3/11/2014) 

 

   This again explains how teacher belief is dynamically constructed as a result of 

professional experience in a particular teaching environment (Korthagen, 2004; 

Borg, 2003). Another evidence of this was identified in Peter’s pre-sessional 

teaching context. In his pre-sessional class, Peter was found placing much more 

value at developing students’ writing skills. Peter’s teaching practice in this 

particular classroom episode was completely different to that in his ERASMUS’. That 

is, his teaching practice was more geared toward training his students to structure 

their essays in terms of introduction, body and conclusion (5.1.1.1.1.2.1). The 

choice of academically appropriate linguistic units was part of this. In his view, this 

was due to   

Extract 7.12 

that course [EAP/EAS] is mostly east Asian students mostly Chinese students who 

have come to the UK for first time doing to prepare for Master's course and I 

guess there is a much sort of narrower objective [than in the  ERASMUS course] 

with that in some ways because it's focusing on academic writing and (.) also 

it's about writing skills […] I use my experience from teaching on the pre-

sessional or managing the pre-sessional […] and since I used to teach here 

every summer and I have been here permanently now since 2013 (Peter,3/11/2014) 
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   Peter’s comment here indicates the role of his teaching experience in developing 

his knowledge about the students’ needs and how this inevitably affects his belief 

of what should be focused on in his teaching practice. As stated earlier, academic 

writing is, for Peter, “[…] mutable it's not something that is fixed”. That is, he is 

aware of the fact that students need to be approached differently. There is no ‘one 

size fits all’ in terms of the students’ different needs and challenges, which a 

product of his own professional experience. It seems then that what is academic, 

in Peter’s view, is formal. An English which is different to that in ERASMUS in terms 

of being ‘natural’ and ‘day-today’ English. This finding is in line with Borg’s 

(interviewed by Birello, 2012:88) point that what teachers do is influenced by the 

kind of beliefs, knowledge and related constructs they embrace, which is “context-

dependent, in a number of cases variable even within one and the same context or 

over time and at the same time constant-complex” (Kalaja & Barcelos, 2011:285).  

    

   The findings of the current study further showed that that writing essays, 

individual classroom presentation, listening and reading skills sitting exams as 

criteria upon which EAP/EAS students in CLS are assessed and evaluated (see Figure 

13). What is worth to mention here is that ERASMUS students were also assessed 

on the basis of essay writing and classroom presentation though he believes the 

aim of the course is to learn ‘day-to-day’ English, a point that explains how teacher 

beliefs sometimes mismatches teaching practices due to contextual factors. This 

accords Allen’s (2013:134) view that “[t]he correspondence between beliefs and 

practices […] is not always seamlessly aligned”. A finding like this also shows how 

institutional views mask the variability of academic literacy in communities to end 

with perceiving and encouraging “one general ‘academic English’ and one set of 

strategies for approaching reading and writing tasks that can be applied across 

disciplines and courses. All this means, of course, that writing instruction often 

becomes an exercise in ‘fixing up’ language problems” (Hyland, 2009:52).  

 

   As another example from CLS, Luiza’s teaching practice was found mainly built 

on developing her students’ critical skills. Though the topic was so general, 

‘Carrying Firearms in the UK’, she was found giving much more value to students’ 

discussions skills (see 5.1.1.1.2.1). In this particular classroom event, Luiza’s 

students were required to identify how to chair a group discussion, opening 

discussion, giving supportive evidence, checking understanding, arguing, 

interrupting, agreeing, disagreeing, how to include and not to marginalise others 
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and summarising discussion. Familiarising students with the UK academic 

environment to realise how it was different from their prior learning experiences 

was, for Luiza, important (6.1.2.4.1). That is, the overall aim of her work on the 

students’ discussion skills was to develop students’ critical thinking, which is 

reflected in her attempts to encourage her students to take others’ different 

perspectives into account in their own discussion. Her work was influenced by her 

own prior language learning experiences in the UK universities. For her, teaching 

EAS students was not only aiding students to master linguistic skills, but rather to 

become familiarised with the UK educational environment and its academic 

requirements. In commenting on her EAS teaching practice, Luiza explained that 

Extract 7.13 

I think in a way it's a kind of preparing students to this new educational system 

as well so in EAP is not only getting them ready to be able to use the language 

but I think more than that's getting them ready to how the class is going to 

work (Luiza,27/10/2014) 

 

   In view this, students’ previous learning experiences and their future needs were 

important, for Luiza, to consider. However, other external factors which emerged 

to affect her work. Luiza believes that improving student’s discussion skills is 

motivated by her attempt to respond to what the university expects from her as a 

language teacher to do; i.e. developing student’s academic discussion skills. So, 

language learning in Luiza’s context is situated where her teaching practice is 

based on what they are required and expected to do in “this new educational 

system” (see Lave & Wenger, 1991).  

 

   The impact of the institutional expectation in terms of aiding students to respond 

to the requirements of their different degree programmes is not only represented 

in her work, but it further works to impinge upon her career goals. That is, Luiza 

thinks that “there is a bit of a gap between what we do and what the students do 

in our life in a way for instance in terms of seminar skills may be the way we do it 

not exactly how they do it in their courses […]”. Having said that, it was not 

surprising not to see seminar skills presented differently where it was for Luiza 

“[…] quite difficult to get them ready to all kinds of realities they are gonna be 

exposed to […] it's far of my career I guess […] that's gonna be my short term goals 

next few years”. A finding like this again explains how classroom actions are 

intricately determined by the kind of belief the teacher embraces regarding 

teaching issues. As in Borg (2011), beliefs are the guides for teachers’ thinking and 
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actions. This also shows how surrounding factors, institutional expectation in 

Luiza’s case, affect teaching practices (see Korthagen, 2004:82-3).  

 

   The influence of belief on Luiza’s classroom actions has further extended to 

include her assessment practices where there was no evidence that explains her 

focus on teaching a particular English accent on the part of her students. This was 

part of her “pluricentric” view toward English and what matters is clarity regardless 

of the type of the accent the student might demonstrate in her teaching context 

(see 6.1.2.4.1). In line with Borg (2006), my language teacher participants’ stated 

beliefs and identified classroom practices mirror their understanding of the 

teaching context they are involved in and how this affects their views towards the 

kind of knowledge they need to demonstrate to respondent to their students’ 

diverse lingua-cultural backgrounds and their target disciplines.   

 

   Moving to content units, the findings of the current study in the studied academic 

disciplines also showed a kind of relationship between content teacher 

participants’ beliefs and their teaching and assessment practices. Holding the 

belief that students’ mastery of general English does not guarantee their 

understanding of content in Transportation Engineering, John was, for instance, 

found giving much value to the use of mathematics to explain and reify disciplinary 

content. For him, this is what his students need to master to make their English 

‘intelligible’ and ‘understandable’; an English that proves their understanding of 

content in his academic discipline (see 6.1.2.4.5).  

 

   Though acknowledging the fact that his students’ language knowledge 

inseparably work to develop and express their understanding of their own content 

knowledge, John’s teaching and assessment practices were found more directed 

toward developing and evaluating content than their language. That is, he did not 

show any evidence that reflects his concerns about the kind of English accent his 

students use or to what extent their use of English was grammatically correct. What 

is important, for John, is how understandable their English is. Students’ ability to 

contextualise their English with the use of mathematical skills along with 

appropriate lexical units was found the pillar upon which John’s assessment 

practice was built. In comment on his teaching and assessment practices, he 

explained that 
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 Extract 7.14 
 

in civil engineering students here are not to improve their English that might 

not be a by-product topic […] the primary aim of the course and that could be 

the challenge should be to improve their knowledge and understanding of the 

course topics [and] it is actually not my role and I do not have the time to do 

that (John,6/10/2014) 

 

As in Nikula et al. (2013:73), John’s view is content-oriented in terms of placing 

much more value on matters related to content and gearing his teaching and 

assessment practices towards this end. This shows how his own beliefs influence 

his classroom practice (Korthagen, 2004).  

 

   With his view that all what members need to demonstrate in Accounting and 

Finance is “clarity of language and content” (6.1.2.4.6), Thomas was also found 

giving much more value to students’ language and math skills to demonstrate their 

understanding of their own content knowledge. This is where, he thinks, both of 

his students’ language and content knowledge comes at stake in his assessment 

practice where “poor grammar means poor clarity they [students] pass but they’ll 

drop a whole grade a whole mark you know instead of getting 75 you get 65 for 

example because it's not 100% clear because they aren’t making the right 

connections”. However, he thinks that his students need not to think of a course in 

Accounting and Finance as a chance for them to have their English developed and 

it is not his role to do that, a point that was also raised in Economics where Claudia 

stated that “I don't think in my job description I need to correct the English”. 

Therefore, it was easy for these content participants to point their figures toward 

language teachers in terms of commenting on and developing their students’ 

language knowledge. This finding shows the impact of the teaching environment 

these participants work in on the meaning they attach for themselves, their beliefs 

and their classroom choices and decisions (Korthagen, 2004; Tsui, 2003).  

 

   The same is true for Jack in Politics and International Relations where he thinks 

that his job at the university is to teach “higher level concepts to be researchers” 

(6.1.2.4.10), a view that explains his identified teaching focus on defining, 

explaining, comparing and contrasting policy-related concepts and theories and 

how to be manipulated in his students’ texts. He thinks that this is how it is possible 

for him to help his students make their English “interpretable”, “efficient”, “succinct” 

and “understandable”.  
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   A further strong evidence that shows the dynamic relationship between my 

content teachers’ classroom practices and their expressed views towards the 

researched issues was identified in Education, Archaeology and History. The 

“comprehensible English” that Kees thinks his students need to demonstrate their 

understanding of concepts, like “reliability” and “validity”, was reflected in his 

teaching focus on such terms along with the use of statistics to form what his 

colleague, Katherine, called “a very strong”, “critical” and “non-descriptive” texts for 

assessment (6.1.2.4.8). For Kees, this is where the difference between 

Hemingway’s writing and that which he expects on the part of his students for 

doing education lies. The kind of teaching practices identified in Education, focus 

on research methodology, explain why Kees thinks teachers’ pedagogical 

knowledge has an inevitable role in forming their clear English.  

 

   In Archaeology, the belief that her students need to be competent in English to 

the extent that they can effectively participate in seminars and construct their 

academic discourse to prove their critical understanding of her course, “Living with 

the Romans” (6.1.2.4.2), was clearly reflected in Olga’s classroom practice. In her 

two observed classes, Olga was identified paying considerable value to the 

architecture of the Roman cities, historical events and prominent leaders. Her use 

of the maps, images along with her frequent reference to literature explains how 

her students are expected to critically approach content knowledge in Archaeology. 

In terms of the reason why she primarily focused on developing her students’ 

critical skills in her class, she explained saying that 

Extract 7.15 

in this system they are expected to evaluate to be critical [and] some of their 

course work shows exactly this a lack of critical evaluation because that's not 

what is expected of the students in a number of academic environments 

(Olga,5/11/2014) 

 

   This explains why she thinks that all, whether native or not, need to be 

“understandable” in Archaeology.  

 

   By the same token, Claude’s belief that his students in History need to be 

multilingual in French, English and Latin to access archives as “authentic material” 

to support their field argument was clearly reflected in his teaching practice. A clear 

evidence of this was his use of a French text and focus on his students’ knowledge 
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on accessing web-based libraries to search for archives and other historical 

resources (5.1.1.3.1.2). In comment on his teaching role, he explained that 

Extract 7.16 

it's my role to find the documents which are useful for the students which should 

be in English translated into English (Claude,21/11/2014) 

 

   Thus, my current study’s findings in such academic disciplines explain how 

John’s teaching beliefs, Jack’s, Kees’, Olga’s and Claude’s in their different 

academic disciplines dynamically work to shape and be shaped by their own 

classroom practices (Kalaja & Barcelos, 2011; Borg, 2006; Korthagen, 2004). 

 

   As a further example from Chemistry, Pablo’s teaching practice was found more 

geared toward establishing his knowledge and disciplinary expertise via the use of 

chemical formulae. Pablo’s view that what he and his students need is a “normal 

and very basic level of English” for doing organic chemistry was translated into his 

teaching focus on chemical sketches and formulae in explaining his own 

disciplinary knowledge (6.1.2.4.4). This was further confirmed in his assessment 

practice where his students’ understanding of their own content knowledge was 

conveyed via the use of symbols and sketches surrounded with irregular short 

sentences (Figure 24). This in turn explains why Pablo thinks that he does need to 

have a ‘native-like competence’ for doing chemistry. However, what is important to 

mention here is that Pablo did not completely negate the role of English and how 

to deal with language issues pedagogically in his own discipline.  

 

   To deal with linguistic issues, if any, in his context, the use of power points and 

hand-outs was, for Pablo, of value. To explain what he could do differently to cater 

to students’ different needs, he said that 

Extract 7.17  

my approach is that I am foreign an international lecturer that means that I 

have to pack up what I am explaining […] with the graphics or with the drawings 

[…] in the power points or in the slides […] I try to do everything that I can 

they have a pack up of all what I say in the hand-out I guess this is the right 

way even if I am doing something at hand then I put it under blackboard to them 

like they can check it at home(Pablo,16/10/2014) 

 

   This kind of teaching practice was also affected by his perception of the students’ 

challenges represented in understanding him as an international lecturer and the 

activities they had to do within the classroom time, as explained below: 
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Extract 7.18 

this is because I am international […] not because they are international 

students […] I know that […] they can have difficulties [to] understand me and 

then I give them everything […] in paper in order that they can follow better 

than lecture […] it's not only about English language sometimes they don't have 

enough time to draw all this lecture […] international students can face some 

problems because sometimes […] they have to do several things at the same 

time(Pablo,16/10/2014) 

 

   As in Korthagen’s (2004), this again explains how teachers’ beliefs affect and are 

affected by a broad range of factors represented in the teaching environment, the 

kind of knowledge that should be taught, in what language, how to be evidenced 

and assessed, and how to be methodologically approached.  

 

   Compared to Pablo in Chemistry, John was found giving more value to panopto 

in transforming his content in Transportation Engineering (5.1.3.1.2). This was 

along with slowing his speech, hand-outs and PowerPoint. In his comment on the 

value of panopto in particular, John explained that 

Extract 7.19 

because they [international students] may not be able to pick up my sort of 

communication as quickly as someone from the UK or who had English as his first 

language the other thing that I would be extra careful to do is to make use of 

panopto system the university lecture recording system to record all my lectures 

capturing both the PowerPoint slides and my speech and here lots of my colleagues 

do the same and then we post the recordings on the Blackboard (John,6/10/2014) 

 

  This explains how teachers’ interpretation of their classroom behaviour, whether 

in the preparation for the teaching or in the classroom, is significantly affected by 

their beliefs, assumptions and knowledge (Woods, 1996). 

 

   With this in mind, I conclude by saying that my findings support the power of 

beliefs on my teacher participants’ classroom actions. A clear evidence of this is 

their emphasis on demonstrating students’ understanding of their own disciplinary 

knowledge regardless of how close or far their English proficiency is to its native 

speakers’. In interviews, they considerably focused on students’ ability to critically 

approach their field knowledge and prove that in their own texts. Understanding 

disciplinary concepts with a kind of evidence and how to be discussed with 

reference to literature has come to be identified as one of the important aspects 

for my participants. Among other notes in my observation sessions, I found my 
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participants evidently focusing on the interactive roles among language 

knowledge, content knowledge and pedagogical knowledge. In my observation 

sessions, participants’ tendency toward explaining their own disciplinary 

knowledge in different linguistic and pedagogical means was identified. This stems 

from their expressed awareness of their students’ different educational and lingua-

cultural backgrounds and the challenge might bring about along with the use of 

EMI. For them, their professional prior experiences have a key role in developing 

their knowledge and modifying their beliefs toward the role(s) of English, their 

students’ linguistic and disciplinary needs and how to be approached and assessed 

in their own different fields. On this basis, it is possible to say that there is a kind 

of agreement between what is stated in their interviews and what is seen in my 

observation sessions across their diverse academic disciplines. Having said that, I 

see teacher cognition in an EMI context, as it is the case in the present study, can 

be visualised in the following model.  

 

 

Figure 65: Teacher Cognition in an EMI Context Model (Mine) 
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7.5 Concluding Remarks 

This chapter has discussed my participants’ beliefs about English varieties in their 

own different academic disciplines and to what extent their overtly expressed 

beliefs has helped to interpret their teaching practices. To explain, my content 

teachers’ overtly expressed beliefs toward the English required on the part of those 

involved in their disciplines, what is valued to be taught, in what way it is possible 

to be taught and how should be assessed come to influence their classroom 

teaching and assessment practices. This in turn mirrors the complex nature of 

classroom events and teachers’ decisions in a particular teaching context. There 

are certain explicit, hidden and sometime unexpected push-pull factors which 

might be cognitive and social that interactively work to affect what teachers do in 

their teaching (see Tsui, 2003). As in Burns and Knox (2011:19), a classroom is 

“neither a space nor an activity, but a convergence of a number of crucial elements 

which combine in multiple, dynamic, context-specific relationships”. To conclude, 

my language and content teacher participants’ classroom practices were found 

dynamically shape and are shaped by their beliefs toward the English variety they 

have to master, what to do with their English, and how things should be done with 

the use of their English to express their disciplinary expertise across their diverse 

academic disciplines within the same EMI site. 
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Chapter 8 Conclusion 

This chapter is to summarise the present study as a whole. For this end, it looks 

back at the aims and research questions, findings and the overall significance of 

the study in terms of IHEIs’ policy, teaching and research practices. This further 

extends to shed light on this study’s importance for the researcher himself. Finally, 

the chapter ends with some of the main points.  

8.1 Re-visiting the Aims and the Research Questions 

As stated in Chapter 1, this study aimed at investigating how content and language 

teacher conceptualise the role(s) of English in their international university context. 

This further extended to include the challenges, if any, they encounter due to the 

use of EMI and their pedagogical choices to respond to these challenges in their 

diverse academic disciplines; CLS, Archaeology, History, Engineering, Chemistry, 

Education, Economics, Management, Accounting and Finance and Politics and 

International Relations. On this basis, this study has investigated three main 

questions. Firstly, it has examined content and language teachers’ beliefs about 

the standard and non-standard varieties in their own international university 

context. This includes addressing their own Englishes in comparison to others’ and 

their understanding of the ways this is similar or different to the Englishes teachers 

and students are required to demonstrate to respond to their academic demands 

in their diverse academic disciplines. Secondly, this thesis has explored the 

teaching and assessment practices with regard to their diverse uses of English 

enacted by these participating teachers. Finally, this study has considered the 

impact of their overtly stated beliefs on their classroom practices. The main 

theoretical framework underpinning this study integrates concepts of teacher 

cognition and communities of practice, as advocated by Wenger (2007), Borg 

(2006) and Korthagen (2004), as well as Dafouz and Smit’s (2014) “ROADMAPPING 

framework”.   
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8.2 A Brief Look at the Findings 

In this study, I argue that considering teacher beliefs about the issues being 

researched helps to understand the linguistic and pedagogical complexities 

embedded in the use of EMI in the studied international university context. In my 

interview study, I found my participating teachers to share the same set of beliefs 

about internationalising and Englishising HE in their own university context. For all, 

these two processes are interactively linked to support each other. A scenario in 

which they imagined the use of another language to take the current or future 

position of English was called a ‘surprise’, ‘unusual’ and even impossible for some 

regardless of the rising role of India and China. A common account was English is 

the first choice for ‘staff-student mobility’ and ‘preserving and transforming 

knowledge’ for academic and non-academic ends, a point that echoes Altbach and 

Knight’s (2007) and Altbach’s (2004) views.  

   As explained in 6.1.2.3, my participants further expressed their diverse views 

with regard to English varieties in their own context. For some of the native speaker 

participating teachers, ‘Southern English’ was generally conceptualised as the first 

among equal Englishes (‘Queen’s English’, ‘Standard English’, ‘BBC English’ and 

‘RP’) in terms of clarity, understandability and intelligibility to others compared to 

Geordie, Liverpudlian and Scots at the personal level. Though some other native 

and non-native participants shared the belief that it is ‘hard’ and even ‘unrealistic’ 

to imagine and find all speakers of English using ‘Queen’s English’, ‘Standard 

English’, ‘BBC English’, ‘RP’ or whatever else used to refer to ‘easy to follow 

English’, a common account was “if you go to the north English gets worse” 

(6.1.2.4.4.). However, some other international Englishes like, Italian English, 

Spanish English, Indian English and even American English appeared as an area of 

confusion where what was intelligible English for one participant was not like that 

for the other. This in turn explains how English varieties are hierarchically classified 

on geographical, social and educational basis (McArthur, 2000) and how 

intelligibility is contextually a relative question (Smith, 1992; Nelson, 1995).  

   In my interview data, it was found that most of the participants similarly believed 

that all teachers, regardless of their lingua-cultural backgrounds, need to be 

intelligible enough for their students in their academic disciplines. Despite this kind 

of agreement, some of my native speaker teachers were found holding different 

accounts regarding the English expected on the part of the teacher where they 
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believed it was unnecessary for them to prove their English proficiency either as 

being native or graduate from a UK-based university or speaking an internationally 

accessible English. This supports Mauranen’s (2006) point that some individuals 

attempt to impose their standards in the world of academia where ELF is used.  

   In their response to my question about the English they think their students need 

to demonstrate to respond to their disciplinary demands, they were however found 

sharing the same set of beliefs. That is, all language and content teachers 

regardless of their lingua-cultural backgrounds agreed on the idea that their 

students need a level of English that helps them to demonstrate their critical 

understanding of their own content knowledge with a kind of evidence. What is 

noteworthy to mention here is that home students are, for the participants, not 

privileged when it comes to ‘technical English’ (see e.g. 6.1.2.4.5). In their different 

academic disciplines, my content teachers agreed on associating ‘technical English’ 

with their students’ language and content knowledge and how to be approved in 

constructing their ‘critical’, ‘non-descriptive’ and ‘appropriate’ texts. This is what 

they all think they need to address in their teaching and assessment practices. In 

further comments on their assessment practices, some of the participating content 

teachers however showed how their students’ content knowledge was prioritised 

on and valued more highly than language knowledge. A clear example of this is in 

Economics where Claudia thinks that “I don't think in my job description I need to 

correct the English”. For Jack in Politics, this is because “our job is not to teach 

people English that's not the job at the university the job at the university is to 

teach people higher level concepts and teach them to be researchers”.   

   In their comment on their students’ linguistic needs and their classroom 

practices, my language teacher participants showed their agreement on the 

importance of developing their students’ language awareness to appropriate their 

English to their diverse disciplinary demands. Nevertheless, knowing what is really 

required and done across the university disciplines was one of the difficult 

questions for the participating language teachers to be addressed in a ‘short time’ 

language course with a huge number of students. As a result, teaching a ‘general 

recipe’ based on both of their professional experiences and their students’ IELTS 

achieved scores was of value for those language teachers (7.2.3, extract 6.50). 

What is worth mentioning here is that most of the content teacher participants 

expressed their different accounts regarding the relevance of IELTS to their 

language practices in their different disciplines. Those teachers considered IELTS 
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as a university entry test but not a disciplinary one; i.e. it is irrelevant to what they 

need their students to demonstrate to express their disciplinary membership to 

Politics, Engineering or whatever academic discipline those students are involved 

in.  

   It seems then that my participants’ conceptualisations of the English required on 

the part of teachers and students for their academic practices explain the tension 

of the use of English as the academic lingua franca to teach and learn content 

across their disciplines within the same university (see e.g. Björkman, 2010; 

Carroll-Boegh, 2006). This also shows how it is important not to consider a single 

academic English for such academically diverse communities each of which using 

English for their own local culture (Hyland, 2009), a point that was also explored 

in my observational study.  

   In terms of the relationship between my participants’ overtly stated beliefs and 

their observed classroom practices, my observational study found that their beliefs 

are shaped by and shape their own contexts. Accordingly, four types of registers 

based on their linguistic choices were identified to single out my participants and 

explain why they think what they said in their interviews. According to their 

linguistic choices in forming their classroom discourses, my participants in their 

different disciplines were identified with their registers of mathematics 

(Transportation Engineering, Accounting, Economics and Education), the registers 

of chemical formulae (Chemistry and Bioengineering), the registers of research 

accounts (Education, Management and Politics) and the registers of sites and time 

(Archaeology and History) to practice, negotiate, reify and establish their mutual 

disciplinary understanding. This in turn explains why John, for example, in 

Transportation Engineering, said that “If they [students] can understand English 

that does not automatically mean they will be able to understand the course 

material because clearly we have other perquisites for admission [that is a] 

sufficient level of mathematical understanding”,  Thomas’ ‘clarity of content and 

language’ to do Accounting, and why Pablo in Chemistry and Claudia in Economics 

considered the role of English in their disciplines ‘very limited’ but it was not like 

that for other participants in Education, Archaeology, History and Politics.  

   What is notable is that my participants’ stated beliefs in my interview study 

regarding the English required for teachers and students to be more intelligible 

were parcel and part of their professional experiences in their different academic 
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disciplines (e.g. Korthagen, 2004; Borg, 2003) and that what makes their English 

understandable is the extent to which the teacher and students are able to reflect 

who they are and what they are doing in their teaching-learning contexts. It is a 

social practice that reflects their beliefs, values and experiences of the world of 

their studies, which shows how academic communities construct and are 

constructed by their linguistic choices to express their ‘whos’ and ‘dos’ in a 

particular point of time and place (Gee, 2008; Wenger, 2007).   

8.3 The Overall Significance of the Findings 

8.3.1 Implications and Contributions of the Study 

The cornerstone of this study was that internationalisation and Englishising HE 

knowledge has grappled with each other to the extent that they have been dealt 

with as if they were synonyms. This has in turn raised concerns about the threat 

towards other languages that might bring about because of the increasingly 

recognised worldwide academic dominance of English, what varieties (registers and 

sub-registers) those involved in such academic contexts need to demonstrate to 

keep pace with the teaching-learning requirements, methodological considerations 

that teachers need to respond to the challenges associated with the use of English 

in their working sites and on what basis their students’ literacy needs to be 

assessed and evaluated. This research has undertaken such pressing issues by 

delving into field literature and language and content teachers’ beliefs and 

classroom actions in their different disciplines within a UK-based university. In view 

of this, the present section is devoted to shed light on this study’s academic 

contribution and implications for teaching and IHEIs’ policy.  

8.3.1.1 Academic Contributions 

The study contributes to a sophisticated understanding of the language and 

content teachers’ beliefs about academic English varieties and how this 

dynamically work to shape and be shaped by their teaching practices. In light 

of the findings, the study confirms that academic English is conceptualised and 

practiced differently across the studied university’s disciplines. This is clearly 

represented in how my participants were found using different linguistic units 

and strategies to negotiate and reify their own disciplinary understanding. A 

case like this explains how making sense in academic disciplines is not and 
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should not only be confined to words and structure but also who says what to 

whom, how and where. English in this sense is not a single entity that should 

be mastered and used as it is without affecting and be affected by its speakers’ 

beliefs, attitudes, knowledge and experiences of the world they are 

participating in. It is of no nation but of those who use to express their own 

academic culture.   

   In view that, content and language teachers in EMI sites need to find an area 

where they can collaborate to know what is expected on the part of their 

students in their academic studies, what makes English clear, understandable 

and on what basis it is assessed (see Wilkinson, 2013). Before proceeding, what 

I need to emphasise here is that I do not intend here by any means to generalise 

my study’s findings but to say that academy is academy and this is how HE 

knowledge is developed and expanded. Language, English, is the foundation 

upon which the development of academic knowledge is built. If it is not that of 

the IELTS, as most of my content teacher participants believed, so which 

English, of what level and how it should be measured that content teachers 

expect their students to master. Such questions need language teachers not to 

turn a blind eye to and be too closely attached to a particular English variety as 

a cultural model of one nation or more (see Mauranen et al., 2010; Hyland, 

2009 among others). They need to know better how scholarly discourses 

diverge and converge across academic disciplines within the same EMI setting 

to express speakers’ disciplinary membership and expertise. Importantly, what 

language teachers need to support their students to critically define, compare, 

contrast, argue, explain, and establish their own disciplinary meaning with the 

use of various forms of evidence like, pictures, maps, mathematical or chemical 

formulae and reference to their own field literature. In this way, English in 

academic disciplines becomes not a matter of building bilingual lexicon in 

terms of mastering concepts and theories but how to be demonstrated in their 

own scholarly texts; i.e. it is not only language that comes at the stake in 

disciplinary studies (Dalton-Puffer, 2013; Nesi & Gardner, 2012).  

What is more to say here is that language teachers need not put much weight 

on a particular English accent or writing standards but to help their students 

to be aware of the fact that English is an international language of which there 

is no specific model. It is used, in its spoken and written modes, diversely in 

academic domains and that a specific standard to generalise is ungraspable. 
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That is, the best model for an international communication with the use of ELF 

is how best that model helps speakers of English to be understandable to those 

with whom they share a particular aim in a specific local context like EMI. This 

of course does not meant that English in academia is free of norms and 

conventions to the extent of being ‘messy’ (see Jenkins, 2014), but rather each 

academic discipline has its own cultural norms and rules to achieve mutual 

understandability for its social members. Each academic discipline is a 

community by itself which requires individuals to master the rules to play the 

game. For this end, language teachers need to have access to academic 

disciplines to know what academic English(es) mean(s) and how it is/ they are 

similar or different across these disciplines in terms of the nature and 

objectives of the taught-learnt programmes. However, this is still part of a very 

long story. I mean developing HE knowledge with the use of ELFA does not only 

stand on language teachers’ efforts as they are part of the educational process 

and its progress. As stakeholders, content teachers need to be called for such 

a duty.  

With the finding that English is diversely used across the studied disciplines 

and that there is no way to investigate world phenomena without the lenses of 

a language, content teachers also need not devalue the significance of being 

academically competent in their own English(es). It is true that English is a tool 

for a target in their context, but choosing the right tool is still important for 

that target. The better tool they have, the better target they achieve. That is, 

how good their teaching practice in EMI sites depends on how academically 

good they are at English. This stems from the fact that content and language 

in education are inseparable parts; i.e. they are two interactive elements within 

the same system (see Figure 65). What this suggests is that they have not to 

consider one element at the expense of the other as neither having a good level 

of content knowledge achieves the best academic ends nor that of a language 

by itself can do; i.e. they dynamically work to reach a point of mutual 

understanding in their own local contexts. To have their own content and 

language competences really work well, they further need to consider their own 

pedagogical knowledge. Pedagogical competence is the bridge to link teachers’ 

content and language competences in terms of considering what to teach, in 

which way and how to be tackled from different angles with the use of different 

linguistic means and strategies (Shulman, 2000; 1987). In this case, teachers 
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take their students’ individual differences and glocal needs into account. As a 

result, the quality of the EMI programmes becomes higher in terms of content 

and relevance, which in turn helps to transform the introduction of EMI 

programmes from a form for attracting and recruiting more and more 

academics and students into one to provide for better knowledge for a better 

world (see Dafouz and Smit, 2014).  

With regard to IHEIs’ policy, there is no doubt that a study like this helps to 

have a reformation attempt on different levels. This study again does not in 

any way imply that everything is good or bad or everything goes in terms of 

the use of ELFA, but does confirm that universities need to reassess their 

recruitment strategies in terms of internationalisation and Englishising HE 

knowledge. How their IELTS, TOEFL or however called as a university entry test 

should be reconsidered to include academic varieties (academic registers) is at 

the heart of any attempt for educational reformation. Students should not be 

only tested and evaluated on the basis of how far or close their Englishes are 

to an abstract and unattainable variety of a specific group of people or 

nationality (for a similar view, see Jenkins, 2014). This is simply because English 

in academy is of all, for all and how good or poor students’ English is should 

be left to those with whom those students construct their own academic 

environment and culture (see for example Mauranen, 2012).  

As an international postgraduate student working on English varieties, I 

quite well understand that how General English is different or similar to its 

academic varieties is a chicken-egg problem. This is to say that it is hard to 

imagine an academic English which is completely separate from the English we 

use in our daily communication at least on the structural side, but this in itself 

has to be a point for knowing more about such an issue to build really a 

creditable and reliable university entry test in terms of its relevance to the 

Englishes practiced across disciplines. Part of this is undertaking annual 

conferences and professional training workshops for both content and 

language teachers to reflect on their teaching experiences and practices, which 

in turn helps each party to know how close or far they are from each other in 

terms of their English varieties, challenges, if any, they encounter due to ELFA 

and how possible for them to deal with their EMI problems.  
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To be multidimensional, such workshops can even include students, 

international and home, English speaking, students as I said earlier academic 

English is of none, from different disciplines to have their sayings about their 

learning experiences in EMI programmes. Again, I know that most of the 

universities are doing that and I myself was invited and participated in some, 

but the more and wider is the better. The best way I think to contextualise this 

is to refer back to my own experience in for example, “Conceptualising 

Language in EMI: studies from international universities in Europe and Asia” in 

Annual Adventures in Research” (4th June 2015)” at the university of 

Southampton which was organised by both Dr. Will Baker and Dr. Julia Hüttner. 

It was important for a student like me to be involved in such an academic event 

and know more about how English is approached and experienced differently 

by different scholars in different contexts, but this could have been more 

fruitful if academics and students from different disciplines from the same 

university and others participated and shared results and recommendations of 

this to higher levels at the IHEIs. To close up this section, I finally say that 

having an educational reformation in terms of internationalising and 

Englishising HE starts where it should end; i.e. it is for and from teachers and 

students who are involved in such a process.         

8.3.2  Limitations and Further Research  

It is important to point out the fact that the present study faced inevitable 

limitations that can establish a step for further research. To explain, even 

though the findings suggested a significant evidence of approaching the 

complexity of EMI at a UK-based university level through its teachers, the 

researcher is aware of the fact that more insights into the nature of EMI sites 

could be gained through other wider scope studies. That is, despite the fact 

the present research proposed to access the context of the study via language 

and content teachers’ cognitions and practices in their different academic sites, 

this is still a one-sided view of the situation. Regrettably, the study was unable 

to integrate the perceptions of policy makers and students with whom those 

teachers were involved to form their academic communities. This could have 

provided a more comprehensive view of the impact of the social context on its 

individuals’ mind-sets and social actions. Although such a limitation does not 

devalue the relevance of the findings, it itself highlights the need and 
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establishes a step for future studies. Given this, a further research to consider 

institutional policies and students’ cognition and practices regarding the use 

of English in their university sites and how this facilitates or complicates their 

academic scenarios are of real value to provide multisided views of the EMI 

situations. Such studies could be comparative in nature via considering 

different academic disciplines within the same or different university contexts 

of a country or a number of countries.  

   Another point that needs to be made clear is that this study is built on the 

participants’ views and actions and none of which can by any means be 

understood as representative of any of their own academic communities as a 

whole. It approached a number of language and content teachers of different 

academic profiles in different academic disciplines within the same university 

context and that their expressed beliefs and observed actions are not and 

should not be taken as an inclusive envelope for labelling the academic 

contexts in which the research was conducted. They represent no one but 

themselves. This again does not diminish the true value of this study’s findings, 

but rather provides a broader avenue for further research. Different teachers 

at the same and different academic disciplines of the university can be 

approached to see the extent to which their views and actions match and 

mismatch those of the present study. 

8.4 Personal Reflection 

This study is really the true beginning of a change in my own personal and 

professional life. Compared to my MA, I can say that it is the first most gorgeous 

and grounded academic endeavour I ever undertaken. Despite the level of 

depression, anger, frustration and anxiety I unavoidably experienced for different 

reasons most of which my supervisor thankfully shared and helped me to overcome 

throughout my research period, but I can now taste things differently. To start and 

end with the brightest side of that change, this study is different in nature from my 

own MA in virtue of working on it in the UK where I am really becoming aware of 

how speakers of English diversely use their Englishes, a point that encouraged me 

to shift my MA's EFL focus into ELF's in my IPhD.  

   As a consequence of my enrolment on the IPhD programme at the University of 

Southampton, I can now claim that my field knowledge and research skills are 
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considerably developed and this will certainly be translated into my future career 

and research attempts on teacher cognition and practices in relation to E-LFA/MI in 

different contexts. This is partly due to the programme’s modules I did throughout 

my study and partly due to my own university’s and sponsor’s support for me to 

participate in conferences and workshops at different points of time (see Appendix 

N).  

8.5 Concluding Remarks 

With the end of this thesis, I would like to highlight some of the key achievements 

of this work below:  

1. Due to the increasingly recognised role(es) of English in different sectors of 

life of which HE is no exception, the present study argues the significance 

of approaching university teachers (content and language) in their different 

academic disciplines within the same UK-based international university to 

better understand how English as the global ELFA is really practiced to 

transform their content knowledge and express their academic membership.  

 

2. For this to happen, the first two chapters are mainly devoted to discussing 

the concept of globalisation and how this has ended with internationalising 

HE knowledge with the use of English. This has further extended to be linked 

into teacher cognition.  

 

3. Both qualitative content analysis (QCA) and discourse analysis (DA) have 

been found methods of choice to approach and analyse the collected data 

(interviews and classroom observations) with the use of NVivo 10 software 

package. For its relevance, Dafouz and Smit’s (2014) “ROADMAPPING” 

framework has been considered in both setting up the interview questions 

and my focus of the data analysis.  

 

4. The study has mainly found that  

 

• The study’s content and language teacher participants’ expressed 

no real concerns about a particular English variety or accent in 

their own diverse university disciplines. For them, all what 
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teachers and students as two parties sharing the same academic 

site need to demonstrate is mutual ‘intelligibility’, 

‘understandability’ and ‘clarity’. Regardless of their accents and 

writing styles, they are expected and required to compose their 

scholarly discourse with the use of a kind of evidence to establish 

their disciplinary understanding (meaning).  

• With such a shared-set of beliefs, participants were found mainly 

focusing on students’ ability to use their English to critically 

approach, define, contrast and compare their field concepts. 

 

• As the relationship between content and language is hard to 

separate, registers of mathematics, chemical formulae, 

methodological recounts and dates and times have been all 

identified as main components of the participants’ classroom 

discourse, a point that explains why they think that more issues 

other than language come at stake in discussing disciplinary 

meaning.  

 

• As any attempt to completely identify and describe the nature of 

a language of a global reach like English is hard to do, I think the 

present study is no more than scratching the surface and more 

studies on academic Englishes in different contexts and EMI in 

particular are required.   
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 : Interview Guide Questions 

• Self-introduction 
1. Personal Dimension 

A. Nationality? 
B. Language(s)? 
C. Education background: Do you remember any positive or negative experience(s) 

related to your learning of the English language in terms of the approaches, methods 
used or language analysis? 

 
2. Professional Dimension 

 
1. Can you define the English you use? 

1. a. Do you accept any other accents? What are they? 

1. b. Which Kind of mistakes do you tolerate or not? 

2. What does internationalisation at university level mean to you? 
2. a. What is the role of English in this process? 

3. What do you expect in terms of English usage from your students? 
4. What does your university expect in terms of English usage from the lecturers? 
5. Do you think that the teacher/lecturer should be competent in a particular English 

variety to be more intelligible for or accepted by the students? 
6. What are your career goals and teaching goals as a teacher/ lecturer in an international 

university? 
7. How important is English language proficiency for lecturers in international universities 

like university of Southampton? 
7. a. Do you think this will change in the future? If so, how? 

8. What roles do other languages and cultures play in your teaching environment?  
9. How do you view this multilingual and multicultural nature of university teaching? 
10. How do you position yourself in this?  

 
3. Teaching Dimension 

1. How do you describe your experience of teaching a ‘typical’ class of international 
students? 

2. What (if any) do you do differently when teaching a group of international students 
than when teaching home students? 

2. a. Can you describe the main needs of international students in terms of  
         English language in your context? 

                             2. b. How do you know about these needs? 

 
3. To what extent is your students’ knowledge of English sufficient to progress in their 

degree? 
4. What are your students’ main challenges with regard to their studies? 

                        4. a. What is the role of English in these challenges? 
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5. Do you change your teaching practice to cater for international students? 
 

 5. a. If so, how? 

 5. b. If not, why not? 
 

6. Do you find yourself under pressure to address international students’ particular 
demands? 
6. a. If yes, how do you deal with this? 

7. When giving feedback to students on their written work, what do you focus on   
mostly?  
 

8. What do you like about teaching international students? 
 

 
9. Any advice to new staff members? 

 
10. Any other comments or questions you like to say? 

 
• THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION. HIGHLY APPRECIATED!!! 
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 : Inter-rater reliability test 

  

Inter-rater reliability 
test 1.xlsx
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 : Interview Codebook                 

code Book.pdf  

With the use of Dafouz and Smit’s (2014) ‘ROADMAPPING’ framework and interview 

guide, the researcher tried his best to take all participants’ views on 

internationalising and Englishising HE across their different academic disciplines. 

With the use of NVivo 10 software package, their conceptualisations about 

‘internationalisation at HE’ was assigned as main category within the coding 

scheme to include ‘staff-student across border mobility’, ‘curriculum-related 

issues’ and ‘institutional policies and strategies’. Categorising participants’ views 

in a way like this came to fall within ‘globalisation and internationalisation’ 

dimension of the ‘ROADMAPPING’ framework. With its dynamic relationships to 

other dimensions, this helped me to put my participants’ views on Englishising HE 

knowledge and English varieties (standard/non-standard) within their own diverse 

academic disciplines in another different but related code. As a result, English as 

the global academic lingua franca appeared as main code to cover participants’ 

beliefs about their own Englishes in comparison to others’, ‘Northern VS Southern 

Englishes’, ‘International Englishes’, ‘English in academic and non-academic 

communication’. Their views on the future of English, difficulties in 

communication, the level of English teachers and students required to 

demonstrate, how it was important in their views for those involved in international 

academic sites to be competent in a specific English accent and whether English 

native speakers are really privileged in international academic contexts or not were 

also taken on board in my coding process to be dragged within ‘roles of English’ 

as a mother code. Participants’ stated beliefs about their teaching practices, what 

challenges, if they face any, the use of English as EMI might entail and how it was 

possible for them to pedagogically respond to any EMI-related issues were all 

included within one code to fall under ‘practices and processes’ dimension of the 

‘ROADMAPPING’ framework. This was further expanded to include their views on 

their assessment practices and the relevance of IELTS and TOEFL as entry test in 

most of the international universities.   
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 : Observation Codebook  

In designing observation codebook, I started with a code showing how many 

classroom observations and in which faculties of the university I did that for this 

study. I then moved to provide the reader with a brief idea about each of the 

academic disciplines I had access to. This was an important step to introduce my 

participants with some information on their professional expertise. Within such a 

hierarchical organisation, my participants’ observed classroom actions were 

classified into sub-categories. The number of categories and sub-categories of my 

observational data varies across the studied academic disciplines within the 

codebook as a result of how many classroom observations I did and the nature of 

my participants’ actions and their taught topics. What is worth mentioning here is 

that I made use of both my written field notes and the study participants’ teaching 

materials in building up my observation codebook. As a result, this participated in 

giving a clear picture of their EMI scenario in terms of linking their beliefs about 

‘globalisation and internationalisation at HE’, ‘Roles of English’, ‘institutional 

policies and strategies with this process’ and how this impacts on their 

‘professional practices’ and this is where ‘ROADMAPPING’ framework came to be 

the right choice for understanding EMI-related complexities.  
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 : Participant Information Sheet 

 

Participant Information Sheet (Face to Face) 

Study Title: To Be A Native-Speaker of English or Not – That’s Not the 

Question: Conceptualisations of English(es) in 

a UK-Based International University Context 

 

 Sami Basheer Al-Hasnawi                                          Ethics number: 10658 

 IPhD Student 

 Department of Modern Languages 

 Faculty of Humanities 

 University of Southampton 

 Southampton SO17 1BJ 

 Sbah1g12@soton.ac.uk 

 07410240015 

Please read this information carefully before deciding to take part in this research. If you 
are happy to participate you will be asked to sign a consent form. 

What is the research about? 

This is a PhD project that mainly endeavours to investigate language and content teacher 
cognition in different academic units about the English language and its other uses, 
including English as a lingua franca, ELF, in international universities. One of the possible 
avenues to achieve that is to interview 20 language teachers and lecturers and to have at 
least two classroom observations in the social sciences, natural sciences, humanities and 
engineering contexts. Participants will be asked about their views on, and beliefs about 
standard and non-standard uses of English in their contexts and how these are enacted in 
their teaching and learning practices and the assessment process of their international 
students’ performance.  

Why have I been chosen? 

You have been chosen to participate in this study as university academic staff members 
are seen the best people to describe their social experiences toward the use of the English 
language in their learning and teaching contexts.   

What will happen to me if I take part? 

If you decide to participate, you need to be interviewed and observed, audio-recorded 
interviews and video recorded classroom observation. This will be flexibly and 
cooperatively decided by the participants and the researcher throughout the next two 
semesters in 2014-2015 and the first semester in 2015-2016.   

Are there any benefits in my taking part? 

322 

 

mailto:Sbah1g12@soton.ac.uk


Appendix E 

There is no clear and direct benefit for the individual but it is hoped that the gained 
information play an important role in increasing our understanding of the nature of the 
English language in international universities as a socially lived experience.  

Are there any risks involved? 

There are no clearly apparent risks for taking part in this study.  

Will my participation be confidential? 

All information obtained throughout the research process will remain confidential. Your 
name will be removed from the data collected so that no one can identify the participant. 
The information will be coded and stored on the university password protected computer. 
Participants who do not like to appear on the videoed classroom observation will be 
edited out.  

What happens if I change my mind? 

You are completely free to decide whether to continue or withdraw whenever you like to 
do.  

What happens if something goes wrong? 

For any inconvenient event or complaint, you can contact the Chair of the Faculty Ethics 
Committee Prof Chris Jana way via phone on (023 80593424) or email (c.janaway@soton.ac.uk). 
Prof Chris is completely independent of this study and happy to deal with any problems or 
concerns might happen throughout your participation and provide you with a formal 
complaint form.  

Where can I get more information? 

You can freely contact me via the above stated phone number or email address.  
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 : Participants’ Consent Form 
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 : Transcription Guide 

 

P: stands for the participant’s turn. 

R: stands for the researcher’s turn. 

((   ))      contains the transcriber’s comment or description. 

 heh         indicates a laughter within the speech. 

 Hhh        laughing 

 (.)           is a micropause. 

   :             lengthening of the preceding sound.  

  ?            is for question intonation. 

  !             Emphatic tone.  

  Xxx        means unintelligible speech. 

  =            (a) turn continues below, at the next identical symbol. 

                 (b) if inserted at the end of the end of one speaker’s turn and at the    

                 beginning of the next speaker’s adjacent turn, indicates that there is       

                 no gap at all between the two turns
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 : Stage 4 English Language  
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 : Teaching Slides from  ERASMUS 

Context 
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 : Teaching Material from a 

Premasters Class 
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 : Teaching Slides from 

Archaeology 
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 : Transportation Engineering 
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 : Classroom Observation Grid  
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 : Academic participations 

throughout my IPhD 

A: Workshops 

• “Multilingualism and Diversity Education” (25-29/7/2016) at University of 

Hildesheim, Bühler Campus, Germany.  

• "Conceptualizing language in EMI: studies from international universities in 

Europe and Asia" in Annual Adventures in Research" (4/6/2015) at 

University of Southampton, UK. 

•  “Using NVIVO to manage and analyse qualitative and mixed data” (27-

28/11/2014) at the Researcher Development & Graduate Centre of the 

University of Southampton, UK. 

• “ELF and multilingual practices in professional contexts” (7-8/11/2013) at 

the University of Southampton.  

• The Sixth Conference of Learning International Networks Consortium 

(LINC): Digital Inclusion: Transforming Education through Technology in 

MIT’s Office of Digital (23–25/5/2016) in Cambridge, Massachusetts, USA.  

 

B: Conferences 

 

• “What English for What Academic Unit: Content and Language Teachers’ 

Beliefs and Practices in a UK-Based International University Context” Paper 

Presentation at LIF2016- Language in Focus from Theory to Practice: New 

Directions in ELT and Applied Linguistics (10-12/3/2016) in Istanbul, 

Turkey. 

•  “ELF in Relation to Teacher Cognition in International Universities”, paper 

presented at The 7th International Conference of English as a Lingua Franca 

(ELF7) (4-6/9/2014) at DEREE- The American College of Greece, Athens.  

 

• “Language Change and Its Impact on Language Teacher Professional 

Identity”, conference proceeding at British Association for Applied 

Linguistics 2014 Conference, 47th Annual Meeting: Learning, Working and 

Communicating in a Global Context (September, 2014) at the Centre for 

Applied Linguistics in the University of Warwick.  
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• “Teacher-Autonomy and Learner-Autonomy as a Mutual Relationship with 

Reference to Tele-tandem Learning Context”, conference proceeding at 

Applied Linguistics and ELT: Language in Focus (LIF) Exploring the 

challenges and opportunities in Linguistics and English Language Teaching 

(27-29/3/2014) in Antalya, Turkey. 

• “Intercultural Communicative Competence Development in Tele-tandem 

Learning Context”, paper presentation at the Sixth International Conference 

of MIT’s Learning International Networks Consortium (LINC) at Cambridge, 

USA 2013. URL: <http://linc.mit.edu/linc2013/proceedings.html>. 

 

C: Training Courses 

 

• Effective CVs and Job Application (3/6/2015) at Researcher Development 

& Graduate Centre in the University of Southampton.  

• Moving On: the MPhil upgrade (18/5/2015) at Researcher Development & 

Graduate Centre in the University of Southampton. 

• Making an Academic Poster (11/5/2015) at Researcher Development & 

Graduate Centre in the University of Southampton. 

• Whose work? Accurate referencing, confident writing (13/4/2015) at 

Researcher Development & Graduate Centre in the University of 

Southampton. 

• Introduction to Personality: understanding yourself & others (1/4/2015) 

at Researcher Development & Graduate Centre in the University of 

Southampton.   

• Writing an Academic Book Review (16/3/2015) at Researcher 

Development & Graduate Centre in the University of Southampton. 

• Organising a Conference 9th March 2015 at Researcher Development & 

Graduate Centre in the University of Southampton.  

• Support resources for writing your thesis using Ms Word (28/1/2015) at 

Researcher Development & Graduate Centre in the University of 

Southampton.  

• An Advanced-Level course EndNote bibliographic software (2015) at 

Researcher Development & Graduate Centre in the University of 

Southampton. 
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• A basic course on EndNote Bibliographic Software (11/12/2014) at 

Researcher Development & Graduate Centre in the University of 

Southampton.
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 : Transcribed Interviews (CD-ROM) 
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 : Sample of my own field notes 
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