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ABSTRACT
Language Challenges in English Medium Higher Education and

Translingual Assessment as an Alternative Tool

This thesis involves three studies conducted in a private university in Turkiye to
observe students’ language use in content exams which do not impose language
constraints, to understand factors influencing their language use, and to investigate
the impact of providing textual input in the first language (L1) on students’ written
production in their second language (L2). The studies combine gquantitative and
qualitative data, including the development, implementation, and scoring of
assessment tasks, and student interviews. The findings revealed that students
encountered challenges in L2 comprehension and production in lessons and exams.
The participants engaged in both monolingual and translingual practices in the
content exams given as part of the current thesis. Their language use was associated
with relative proficiency in the L2, encoding-retrieval match, and
compartmentalization of languages. Additionally, students performed better in the L2
writing task when both input texts were in the L2 compared to when one of the texts
was in the L1. Overall, the findings show that translanguaging is a common practice
both inside and outside the classroom and that offering flexibility in terms of
language use in content exams may serve at least as a temporary accommodation
which allows students to express their content knowledge more fully, particularly in
time-constrained exams. However, this should not lead to decreased provision of L2
input, as input contributes to students’ L2 proficiency and may ultimately lead to a
level where students are able to, and choose to, express their content knowledge in

the L2 without considerable language-related hindrance.



OZET
Ingilizce Ogretim Veren Yiiksekdgretim Kurumlarinda Dil Gereksinimleri ve

Alternatif Bir Degerlendirme Araci Olarak Dil Alagimi Yaklagimi

Bu tez, Tiirkiye'de 6zel bir tiniversitede 6grencilerin dil kisitlamasi olmayan alan
dersi sinavlardaki dil kullanimlarini, dil kullanimlarim etkileyen faktorleri ve ana
dilde kaynak metin sunmann dgrencilerin ikinci dilleri olan Ingilizcedeki yazilarinn
niteligi Uzerine etkilerini arastirmak igin yiiriitiilen {i¢ calismay1 igermektedir.
Calismalar, sinavlarin gelistirilmesi, uygulanmasi ve puanlanmasi ve 6grenci
goriismeleri dahil olmak {izere nicel ve nitel verileri icermektedir. Bulgular,
ogrencilerin Ingilizce anlama ve iiretmede zorluklarla karsilastiklarini ve bunun
derslerindeki sinavlarda da yasandigini ortaya ¢ikarmustir. Tez kapsaminda verilen
siavlarda hem tek bir dili kullananlar hem de iki dilin alasimini kullananlar
olmustur. Dil kullanimlarmnin, Ingilizcedeki yeterlilik, alan bilgisinin hangi dil
kullanilarak 6grenildigi ve dillerin ayristirilmasi ile iliskili oldugu gézlenmistir. EK
olarak, kaynak metinler ikinci dilde oldugunda &grenciler, metinlerden birinin ana
dillerinde oldugu duruma kiyasla daha iyi performans gostermislerdir. Bulgular, dil
alagiminin hem sinif i¢inde hem de sinif disinda yaygin bir pratik oldugunu
gostermekte ve 6zellikle zaman kisitlamasi olan alan dersi siavlarinda dil kullanimi
agisindan esneklik sunmanin, 6grencilerin alan bilgilerini tam olarak ifade etmelerine
olanak tanidigina isaret etmektedir. Ancak bu, ikinci dilde girdinin azaltilmasina yol
agmamalidir, ¢linkd ikinci dile maruz kalmak o dildeki yeterlilige katkida
bulunacaktir ve nihayetinde 6grencilerin alan bilgilerini ikinci dille ilgili dnemli bir

engel yasamadan ifade edebildikleri bir diizeye ulagsmalarina yardimci olacaktir.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background of the study

This section provides background information that sets the stage for the three studies
conducted for the current thesis. The aims of the studies are briefly introduced in the
following paragraph for readers to more easily see how the background information
feeds into the studies.

The studies, conducted in the English Preparatory Program (EPP) and
English medium instruction (EMI) programs of a private (foundation) university in
Istanbul, Tiirkiye, investigated (a) students’ language use in content exams that
allowed for the use of their whole linguistic repertoire in their responses, rather than
constraining them to use English only, and the relationship between proficiency and
their language use in those exams; (b) students’ perceived challenges in their EMI
programs and the factors that may influence their language use in the content exams
given; and (c) EPP students’ performance in exams where the two input texts are
provided in one language, i.e., English, versus in two languages, i.e., Turkish and
English (one text in each language). In other words, this thesis revolves around
bi/multilingual university students’ experiences in EMI and their engagement in
multilingual/translingual practices.

Below are two subsections: a personal background and a research
background. I pondered a lot over which one to present first, and ultimately decided
to begin with the personal one. The experiences recounted in the personal

background section may invoke similar memories in readers and help form shared



conceptualizations that render the theoretical and research-based points presented in

the research background section more relatable.

1.1.1 Personal background
“Despite the many books on bilingualism whose covers feature two heads ...,
bilinguals do only have one.” (Cook, 2016, p. 7)

The dialect of Turkish that is spoken in my village in Erzurum is different
from the so-called “standard” Istanbul dialect, which is the one used and encouraged
in schools and in written Turkish. | received my high-school and university
education away from my hometown, in Artvin and Istanbul, respectively. Although
daily life in Artvin is also filled with sounds, morphemes, words, etc. of various
dialects, | did not try to learn or use them, likely due to their vernacular status. Long
story short, over the years | have become acculturated to the Istanbul dialect. Yet, |
should also note that when | first meet people, they ask me where | am from as they
do not immediately perceive me as a native speaker of Turkish (but some say that
this may also have to do with the potential effect of English, my second language
[L2]). As | have not used the dialect spoken in my village for many years now, | can
confidently say that | have experienced dialect attrition (although given the lack of
data, | cannot prove it). Particularly in the initial years of my undergraduate studies,
whenever | visited my village, | experienced conflicts in my identity: If | tried to use
my native dialect, | was unable to do so fluently and naturally, and using the Istanbul
dialect made me feel like an outsider and I was worried that people would think that |
was purposely using it to signal my education status. I learned in my university

linguistics classes that no language is linguistically superior to another, that they are



equal, but unfortunately in the socio-political realities of administrative regulations,
some languages, and dialects, are more equal than others.

During my university studies, my friends and | used our languages (Turkish
and English) in a way that was similar to how my father used his dialects in an
interview he gave to a news agency. Just as he used features from two dialects, we
used features from two languages in the same stretch of conversation. The practice of
using features (mostly lexical items) from other languages (most often, this language
is English) while speaking in Turkish is sometimes labelled “plaza language”
because it is associated with educated white-collar workers who work in plazas, i.e.,
modern workspaces in large, commercial complexes (Un, 2019). On our campus, this
linguistic practice was rather common. To refer back to the quote presented in the
beginning of this section, while engaging in this language practice, | am not using
two separate and homogeneous languages, but the one and only linguistic repertoire,
i.e., idiolect, in my one and only head.

Upon this backdrop, I present below more specific experiences that | had as a
student and teacher which have been instrumental in my decision to conduct the
studies in this thesis.

When | started my EMI undergraduate program, the first year was quite a
challenge. The first class | attended was Linguistics 101. After the class, | was
looking to introduce myself to at least a few of the students who were taking the
same class, and I had a question in my mind that | was dying to find an answer to, to
see if there was anything wrong with me: “Did you understand anything at all that
the instructor said?” I approached another student and introduced myself. And before
| had the chance to ask my question, he asked the exact same question to me. The

reason for this lack of understanding on our part had a lot to do with language, |



think, because we had the same issue particularly in classes in which the instructor
spoke fast and/or with an accent that we were not yet familiar with. This happened
even though we were English Language Teaching (ELT) students and had passed a
really challenging English proficiency test.

In my undergraduate years, we had a few courses which we took together
with students from other departments. In these courses, some students would
complain that the presence of students from the Department of Foreign Language
Education (FLED) was not fair, that is, it put them at a disadvantage, because being
more proficient users of English, FLED students did better not only in terms of
participation but also in exams. In one of these classes, after a presentation by FLED
students, the instructor praised them and said that students from this department
usually conducted great presentations.

| took a literature course offered by the Department of Western Languages
and Literatures. It was open only to students from other departments, that is, students
enrolled in Western Languages and Literatures were not allowed to take this course.
After the first exam was graded, the instructor approached me and stated that my
writing was very good, and asked how this was so. When | told her that | was a
FLED student, she just said, “Okay, I see”. While it was a challenge for my
classmates from other departments to understand the short stories we read as part of
this course or to perform well in the exams, | found the class relatively easy and got
the highest scores.

Right before an exam in an elective course which was offered to students
from various departments in the Faculty of Education, the instructor told us that we
could answer the questions in either Turkish or English. | remember using English

because it felt like the obvious choice. It came only naturally to do so. However, as



we were discussing our answers with my classmates after the exam, | realized that
many of them used Turkish. What led us to choose different languages was not a
question | asked then — it was just a preference to which I did not attach much
significance.

I have encountered one particular question many times in the EMI classes |
participated in as a student: “Tiirk¢e sorsam olur mu?” (which translates as “Can I
ask my question in Turkish?”). There were many students who thought, rightly or
wrongly, that they would not be able to express their question in English.

While I was doing my M.A., a senior student from the Philosophy department
told me that he had difficulty understanding a book he was supposed to read as part
of one of his classes and asked me for help. | remember that the sentences and
grammatical structures used by the author were rather complex. The content was
difficult for me and probably would be so for any person not sufficiently familiar
with philosophy. It took the two of us to understand the contents of the book: |
decoded the language but failed to make sense of it most of the time, and he decoded
the meaning by relying on my translation. I would say “Okay, it says this and that,
but it does not make any sense to me”, and he would say “Okay, I see now. That is
what is meant here.”

In an exam | was proctoring as a research assistant, a question stem involved
the phrase “by making reference to the paragraph”. The question presented a
paragraph from a research article, and the students were supposed to identify which
section of the research article this paragraph was taken from and justify their
decision by referring to (parts of) the paragraph. One student raised their hand and
asked me how they were supposed to give the reference (i.e., citation) of the

paragraph. Obviously, they misunderstood the phrase “making reference to”. In this



context, since the test-takers were students at the ELT program, knowledge of the
word “reference” is expected of them, because for them language knowledge is at the
same time content/subject matter knowledge. However, what this episode implies is
very important: if a student who has studied English in high school, passed a
proficiency test, and was educated to become an English teacher can have problems
understanding an exam question, the scale of the issue may be daunting in other EMI
programs.

At a workshop, I was walking around the stations where successful projects
were being introduced to participants. At one station, the teacher formed a sentence
like, “Bu ¢alismadaki focus, affedersiniz, projenin odagi kiiresel 1simnmaydi.” (“The
focus in this project was global warming.”). Then, I asked if she was an English
teacher. She said “Yes”, and explained, “Sometimes | cannot remember the Turkish
word.” Although bilinguals, such as the teacher in this episode, may sometimes feel
that they need to apologize for inserting words from another language, due to such
speech being seen in a negative light for reasons such as national language policies
or being viewed as a show-off, it is indeed only a natural language practice.

A colleague, Deniz (pseudonym), who had been working as an L2-English
teacher for over 20 years at the time the following conversation took place, wrote me
on WhatsApp asking for help with a sentence from an academic text in English.

Deniz:

Bir paragraftan climle [A sentence from a paragraph]

Bayaa akademik bir metin [A rather academic text]

(Cozemedim bir yerini [I couldn’t figure out one part]

Indeed, the only reason brain states or functional states assume the relevant

importance they do is through their putative correlation with mental states

identified on other, experiential grounds.

Highlight edilmis yerde [In the highlighted section; “they do” was

highlighted]

...assume the relevant importance they do
Kismini oturtamadim bir tiirlii [I failed to understand this part]



Talip:
Terimleri igreng ¢evirecem ama soyle [I will translate the terms terribly but
here it goes]

Deniz:

Olsun [That’s OK]

Orada they neye refer ediyor sence? [What do you think ‘they’ refers to
there?]

Talip:

Hatta sanirim gevirmeyecem (&) [Or I think I won’t translate them at all &)]
Brain statelerin Gstlendikleri ilintili &nemi Gstlenmeleri deneyimsel diizeyde
tespit edilen mental durumlar ile baglantilar1 araciligiyladir [ That brain states
assume the relevant importance they assume is through their correlation with
mental states identified on experiential grounds]

..assume the relevant importance they do — bu do ‘assume’ yerine
kullanilmis. They de ‘brain states’ yerine. [this ‘do’ is used in place of
‘assume’. And ‘they’ in place of ‘brain states’]

| asked Deniz for permission to use this part of our conversation in my thesis, and

they agreed, for which I am grateful, because | believe that this conversation can

function to set the stage for many of the arguments presented in this thesis:

Obviously, there are two named languages at play here, Turkish and English,
and Deniz has difficulty understanding part of a sentence in their L2-English
despite being a highly proficient user of it.

The sentence comes from, in Deniz’s words, “a rather academic text”, and
therefore is more complicated in terms of both linguistic and cognitive
requirements in comparison to less- or non-academic texts.

Both Deniz and | use items from two named languages within the same
utterance, which from an external point of view can be named “code-mixing”
as the two codes (i.e., English and Turkish) are mixed. However, while
recognizing that there are two named languages involved, Deniz reported to
me that using phrases like “highlight edilmis” and “refer ediyor” is different
from translating, as they only come naturally during speech production. In

such cases, Deniz does not feel like using two different languages as they use



“the mixed versions” more commonly than the Turkish equivalents
(“highlight edilmis” instead of “vurgulanmis™, and “refer ediyor” instead of
“atifta bulunuyor”). As one of the interlocutors, this is the same for me: using
words, phrases, and sentences from two named languages in the same stretch
of conversation is something | do effortlessly and frequently when interacting
with my colleagues. Our office is, in a sense, a translanguaging space, that is,
features from different named languages are used fluidly and flexibly there.
While trying to explain the meaning of the sentence and the grammatical
form that was confusing for Deniz, | first attempted to translate the sentence
into Turkish. However, | realized that there were some terms whose Turkish
equivalents | was not sure about:

e Is “beyin durumu” the proper translation for “brain state” or is there
another Turkish term for it?

e How do | translate the word “assume” in this sentence: “Ustline
almak”, “Ustlenmek”, or “yiiklenmek”, or something else?

e Should I say “varsayilan korelasyon” (putative correlation), or would
it be okay to use the more frequent, but slightly less accurate
translations, “baglant1” (connection) and “iliski” (relation) instead of
“korelasyon”?

These thoughts passed through my mind for a few seconds, and then I said, “I
think I won’t translate them at all”, but when writing the sentence I translated
some (“baglant1”, “lstlenmek™), but not all of such terms (“brain state”,
“mental” — although “mental” is commonly used by Turkish speakers with
Turkish pronunciation, it is not listed in the Turkish Language Association’s

dictionary, https://sozluk.gov.tr/). The fact that I am familiar with some of the



terms in English but do not know their Turkish equivalents is because | have
received my undergraduate and graduate education in EMI programs, and
read extensively in English, but only rarely in Turkish, about my field of
study.

Despite being a highly proficient user of English (and an English language
teacher for over 20 years), Deniz still encounters complex sentences and
grammatical forms that confuse them. This, coupled with the fact that
academic texts tend to be linguistically and cognitively more demanding,
implies that users with relatively lower levels of proficiency may have such
problems more frequently in academic contexts. | can only speculate about
whether an educated native speaker with a similar educational background
would be similarly challenged by the phrase “assume the relevant importance
they do”, but it is less likely they would. This means that even highly

proficient L2 users may need language support.

To summarize, using their languages flexibly and in combination is a common

practice for bilinguals when the interlocutors share the semiotic resources to keep the

interaction going without communication breakdowns. Additionally, language users

may fail to understand (written or spoken) text in their L2 due to language-related,

rather than content-related, issues, particularly when the language of the text includes

complex, more advanced features. Lastly, bilinguals may have access to lexical items

that refer to a concept in one, but not both, of their languages.

Before moving on to the next section, which presents the research

background, a distinction is in order. Bi/multilinguals’ (indeed, any language user’s)

language repertoire is seen as one whole in the current thesis. Each language user

selects features from their idiolect as appropriate to the communicative context to



express meaning. In that sense, the word “language” can be used as a verb, and to
language is to use selected features from all available linguistic resources. As | am
writing the current sentence, | am languaging. When | write, “l ¥ you”, I am
languaging. When | say, “Tez yazmak bayagi challenging” (““Writing a thesis is
rather challenging”), I am languaging. When writing on WhatsApp, emojis are part
of one’s semiotic repertoire. The word “challenging” is part of my linguistic
repertoire. When | use it in daily conversation, it does not feel like I am consciously
switching to a totally different code; rather, | am using one linguistic item that is as
readily, or more readily, available to me as the word “zorlayic1”, which is a potential
Turkish translation equivalent for the word “challenging”. On the other hand, when
we take an external view, clearly the word “challenging” is associated with English.
From a socio-political and practical perspective, two languages are at play in the
sentence “Tez yazmak bayagi challenging”. Therefore, in this thesis, when
“language” is used in the plural, or the words first language (L1) and L2 are used, or
when references are made to English, Turkish or Arabic, for example, it means that a
user-external, socio-political perspective is taken. In other words, the word
“language” is sometimes used as a verb and sometimes a noun. It is recognized that
while from a cognitive-linguistic perspective, language users have one integrated
linguistic repertoire, this repertoire may involve different named languages, or
dialects, or registers, but these (i.e., named languages, dialects, or registers) are
socio-politically, rather than linguistically, differentiated. To illustrate further, in my
village, the word “lazut” is used to refer to corn. In the Istanbul dialect, the
corresponding word is “musir”. Both “lazut” and “musir” are entries in the Turkish
Language Association’s online dictionary. The sentence “Lazut yer misin?” (“Would

you like to eat corn?”’) would be incomprehensible to many, or most, L1 users of
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Turkish; still, the whole sentence is in Turkish, after all, the word “lazut” is listed as
a Turkish word. Therefore, there is no ‘code-switching’ in this sentence; there is only
one code, i.e., one language. In my village, the word “lobiye” refers to beans. In the
Istanbul dialect, the corresponding word is “fasulye”. However, unlike “lazut”,
“lobiye” is not listed in the Turkish Language Association’s online dictionary. Then,
one could say that “lobiye” is not a Turkish word. It follows that the sentence
“Lobiye yer misin?” involves code-switching, because there are words from two
different codes. “Lazut yer misin?”” and “Lobiye yer misin?” are similarly
unintelligible to many users of Turkish, but they are equally intelligible to people in
my village. From a linguistic perspective, | am using my one and only language
repertoire in both sentences, but from a socio-political perspective, one sentence
involves different languages, but the other does not. As more about this distinction is
presented in the various sections of the thesis, this argument will not be further
elaborated on here; but hopefully, the distinction between the two ways of looking at

the same phenomenon have been made clear.

1.1.2 Research background

Research has shown that monolinguals and bilinguals differ in both their linguistic
knowledge and practices, and certain cognitive skills (e.g., Bialystok, 2009;
Bialystok, 2010; Grosjean, 1989). Linguistic practices can be embodied and
performed in various forms, from totally monolingual to translingual, based on
several factors such as the setting and the participants (De Angelis, 2021; Garcia &
Wei, 2014). The separation of the two languages of the bilingual person in a one-

language-only fashion is, in various contexts, an inauthentic practice given that both
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languages are active in the brain even when one language is being used (Kroll,
Dussias, Bogulski, & Kroff, 2012; Marian, Spivey, & Hirsch, 2003).

When different named languages are used in the same stretch of speech or
text, from an outsider perspective, speakers are shuttling between their two
languages, as “[t]he two named languages of the bilingual exist only in the outsider’s
view” (Otheguy, Garcia, & Reid, 2015, p. 281). This practice has been labeled as
“code-switching” or “code-mixing” depending on whether different languages are
used across or within sentences, respectively, but definitions may vary (see Kim,
2006). This perspective treats a bilingual person’s linguistic repertoire as being
composed of separate and homogeneous codes, which are switched between or
mixed (Garcia & Lin, 2016). On the other hand, more recent approaches, including
the one that composes the bulk of the present thesis, i.e., “translanguaging”, views
the linguistic repertoire of a bi/multilingual person as one integrated system (e.g.,
Bonacina-Pugh, da Costa Cabral, & Huang, 2021). As such, this linguistic behavior
is viewed as a substantiation of the “emergent nature of languaging” (Steffensen &
Kramsch, 2017, p. 28). As Otheguy, Garcia, and Reid (2015, pp. 282) emphasize
“the notion of code switching still constitutes a theoretical endorsement of the idea
that what the bilingual manipulates, however masterfully, are two separate linguistic
systems”, while the translanguaging approach does not treat the linguistic knowledge
and practices of bilinguals as being composed of two separate homogeneous codes.

This new perspective has fueled research in bilingual educational settings
(Mazak & Herbas-Donoso, 2015), L2 classrooms (Davila, 2020), Content and
Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) classrooms (Nikula & Moore, 2019), and EMI
classrooms (Sahan & Rose, 2021). Indeed, translanguaging has become a widely

researched phenomenon, and increasingly more studies adopting the translanguaging
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perspective are being carried out in diverse settings. What has so far been studied
very little, relatively, is the potential implications of translanguaging for content
assessment. A limited number of studies have investigated multilingual, or
translingual, assessment (see Cenoz & Gorter, 2021). Given that research has shown
exam performance of bilingual students to suffer when tested in their less proficient
language (Gablasova, 2014; Otto & Estrada, 2019), multilingual assessment may
prove an area worth putting more research effort into. Indeed, one promising finding
from recent research is that when bilingual students are allowed to employ their full
linguistic repertoire, their exam performance improves (Levin & Shohamy, 2008;
Schissel, Leung, Lopez-Gopar, & Davis, 2018; Van der Walt & Kidd, 2013). Still,
there is a paucity of studies investigating translingual practices in assessment.

There is another group of students whose number is ever increasing: students
speaking English as an L2 and receiving EMI in universities around the world. The
number of EMI universities and programs has increased considerably in recent
decades (Dearden, 2015). Aiming to become a part of the internationalization in
higher education, more universities are offering courses in English (Macaro, Curle,
Pun, An, & Dearden, 2018). Policies in these higher education institutions (HEIS) are
diverse in terms of language requirements (Sahan et al., 2021; Ozdemir-Yilmazer,
2022). In Turkiye, for example, universities employ in-house proficiency exams to
assess whether students are eligible to take EMI classes, yet these tests may not
always be standardized (Sahan et al., 2021). This raises questions about how
successful their students will be in content courses that are conducted in English. As
Kamasak, Sahan, and Rose’s (2021) study at an EMI university in Tiirkiye revealed,
students who meet the language requirements via the institution’s in-house

proficiency exam were more challenged in their EMI programs than those who
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submitted TOEFL or IELTS scores. This means that these students may need
language support in their EMI programs (Kirkpatrick, 2014). Additionally, given the
affordances of translanguaging in learning, teaching, and assessment, it may also
prove useful as an (at least temporary) accommodation strategy in content

assessments in EMI.

1.2 Rationale for the study

Even though several factors may impact upon student success in EMI courses, such
as motivation or time spent on studying, several studies show that students may have
more difficulties in the learning of content in the L2 and their academic outcomes
may therefore be lower, thus pointing to language as an important factor (Byun et al.,
2011; Sert, 2008). This poses challenges for EMI universities/programs, and calls the
language of instruction policy into question.

The contribution of immersion and CLIL instruction to language learning has
been corroborated by several studies (Dalton-Puffer, 2011; Lasagabaster, 2011), and
EMI is perceived to offer similar benefits (Rose, Curle, Aizawa, & Thompson,
2020). However, research has also shown that L2-English students are faced with
language-related challenges in EMI (Pulcini & Campagne, 2015), which may
compromise content learning (e.g., Arkin & Osam, 2015; Evans & Morrison, 2011;
Manan, Channa, & Haidar, 2022). This happens even when EMI institutions require
language certification from incoming students. It has been investigated whether there
exists a proficiency level after which students’ EMI performance is not compromised
due to language-related challenges. While some studies identified the CEFR B2 as

the threshold level (Carlsen, 2018; Harsch, Ushioda, & Ladroue, 2017), others found
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that even above the B2 level, challenges persist (Aizawa, Rose, Thompson, & Curle,
2020; Yiksel et al., 2021)

Research has also revealed that assessing students in their L2 raises questions
about fairness (Ball & Lindsay, 2013) given that students may struggle more with
assessments in their L2 compared to those in their L1 (Gablasova, 2014; Lo, Fung &
Qiu, 2021; Tatzl, 2011). This may indeed be a valid concern in several EMI settings,
including in Turkiye. First, students may have different levels of L2-English
proficiency (Kamasak, Sahan, & Rose, 2021). Second, open-ended questions are
common in EMI programs (Sahan & Sahan, 2022) and written production may be
demanding even for highly proficient students (Aizawa & Rose, 2019). Third, the
scale of the issue may be more substantial in certain EMI settings than others. While
some studies have shown student performances in EMI and non-EMI programs to be
comparable (e.g., Defouz & Camacho, 2016; Costa & Mariotti, 2017), others
revealed that students’ proficiency may be an instrumental factor in terms of
academic outcomes (Hernandez-Nanclares & Jimenez-Munoz, 2017; Tatzl, 2011).
L2 students’ exam performance has been shown to be compromised when assessed
in their less proficient language (Attar, Blom, & Le Pichon, 2022; Otto & Estrada,
2019). In Turkish EMI universities, students were reported to have failed due to
limited language proficiency, even though instructors tried to ask simple questions
(Macaro, Akincioglu & Dearden, 2016).

Given the separation between languages in educational settings, an approach
to alleviate L2-related challenges may be to allow students to respond in the L1.
However, research has also shown that if students are tested in a language different
from the one in which they were taught, they may face costs due to the need to

switch languages (Marian & Fausey, 2006; VVolmer, Grabner, & Saalbach, 2018),
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especially in situations where they are under time pressure (Hahn, Saalbach, &
Grabner, 2019). Additionally, having received instruction in the L2, students may not
know discipline-specific content in the L1.

Another option is integrating translanguaging in assessment. Prilutskaya’s
(2021) review of studies on pedagogical translanguaging found that it was more
frequently researched in primary/middle and tertiary education, particularly in North
America and Europe, which is attributed to the popularity of translanguaging in
bilingual or dual language classrooms in the United States and the increase in EMI
universities worldwide. Research has found that translanguaging practices occur in
EMI universities in Turkiye, as well. Both students and instructors use the L1 for
various purposes, and this helps understand and process new content and create a
deeper learning experience (Sahan & Rose, 2021). Prilutskaya’s (2021) review
reveals that translanguaging in assessment has emerged as an important research
topic. Arguments have been made that students should be given the opportunity to
translanguage in assessments to give a fuller representation of their content
knowledge (e.g., Garcia & Wei, 2014; Otheguy et al., 2015). The few research
studies that have been done on translanguaging in assessment practices in EMI
university settings have provided initial insights into its potential benefits (e.g.,
Schissel et al., 2018; van der Walt & Kidd, 2013). Researchers have suggested that
multilingual and translingual practices in assessment may be beneficial for L2-
English students who may otherwise be at a disadvantage in content assessments
(Cots, 2013; Shohamy, 2012). Additionally, studies in different EMI settings have
shown that despite not being institutionally promoted, the use of L1 in assessments is
allowed in content assessments at least by some instructors (e.g., Costa & Coleman,

2013; Karakas & Bayyurt, 2019; Li & Wu, 2018; Reilly, 2021).
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Despite these promising developments, there seems to be a paucity of
research on assessment in EMI contexts (Li & Wu, 2021). Lasagabaster (2022)
highlights the lack of research on assessment practices in EMI universities, and
suggests that there are many unresolved questions, including the use of
translanguaging, the feasibility of multilingual practices when students have different
L1s, instructors’ views on unconventional forms of assessment, and international
students’ perspectives.

One intriguing question is whether it is possible to harvest the many benefits
of EMI while at the same time not causing academic outcomes of students with
relatively low levels of L2 proficiency to suffer because of language-related
problems. In EMI universities, there is by default a bi/multilingual environment and
most, if not all, students are bi/multilingual. One specific question that is worth
posing, then, is “How would students perform linguistically in content assessments if
they were allowed to use their whole linguistic repertoire — both in terms of the input
provided to them and in terms of their language production?”” As Gevers (2018)
points out, students may not aspire to translanguage, and instead choose to respond
in one of their languages. What language might this be? It could be their L1, but it is
not the language of instruction, which means they may not be able to fully express
their content knowledge in the L1. It could be their L2, but it may present linguistic
challenges that may hinder their expression of their knowledge. The current thesis
searches for responses to these questions, and analyzes students’ language use and

performance in exams that incorporate multiple languages.
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1.3 Aims and research questions

Research has pointed to the benefits of translanguaging in various educational
settings, including English as a foreign language (EFL), CLIL, and EMI. While there
have been suggestions for multilingual assessment practices, particularly in
educational settings where emergent bilinguals, immigrants, and minority students
are taught through English, the same has recently been expanded to EMI university
settings. However, research on multilingual assessment or translanguaging in
assessment is still in its infancy. When | first decided to examine translanguaging in
CLIL and EMI assessments, | was venturing into the unknown. On the one hand, this
was exciting as it could provide valuable insights in terms of assessing L2 students in
CLIL and EMI contexts. On the other hand, | was unsure how to situate this research
in the literature. Little did I know that the following years would witness an
exponential interest in both EMI and multilingual/ translingual assessment.

This thesis has multiple aims. By allowing students to draw upon their whole
language repertoire in content assessments, it aims to reveal (a) whether
translanguaging in such assessments would be taken up or resisted by students in
CLIL and EMI courses, (b) how students with different levels of proficiency would
perform linguistically in such assessments, thus exploring the role of proficiency in
language behavior, (c) if students’ language use varies, what leads them to respond
in the way they do, thus exploring potential functions of translanguaging in
assessment, (d) what challenges students face in their EMI courses and how their
experiences are related to their language use in content assessments. It also aims to
discover (e) how the provision of input texts in the L1 in an L2 writing task, or lack
thereof, would affect students’ task performance, thus providing insights into

whether translanguaging input in language tests may afford benefits in enhancing
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students’ written production. To these ends, the current thesis addresses the
following research questions (RQ):
RQL1. Do learners engage in monolingual or translingual practices when they
are given the opportunity to use their linguistic resources without constraints?
RQ2. Does the level of proficiency affect learner behavior in terms of
monolingual and translingual practices?
RQ3. What functions does translanguaging serve in assessment?
RQ4. What difficulties do students think they face while studying in English,
their second language?
RQ5. How does learner performance compare in a writing test when the input

is given (a) only in the L2 or (b) in the L1 and L2?

1.4 Organization of the thesis

This thesis is divided into four main sections. Chapter 2 presents relevant literature,
including theoretical and practical studies. Chapter 3 presents a general introduction
on the three studies conducted for the current thesis and on the university where the
studies were conducted. The research design, participants, data collection methods,
analysis, results, and discussion of Study 1, Study 2, and Study 3 are presented in
Chapters 4, 5, and 6, respectively. The final chapter, the conclusion, provides a
summary of the thesis, its implications and limitations, and potential future research

in the field.
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CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the theoretical concepts and literature related to the current
thesis. First, translanguaging, and its relevance to and potential implications for
pedagogy and assessment are presented. Next comes a review of studies in EMI. The
issues addressed include challenges associated with EMI, the relationship between
proficiency and EMI success, assessment in EMI, and multilingualism in EMI. Since
the current thesis involves students’ written productions that include their L1,
research on the use of L1 in L2 writing is reviewed next. Lastly, three related

theories of memory access and their implications for assessment are presented.

2.2 Translanguaging
2.2.1 Definitions of translanguaging
In this section, a brief history and current understandings of translanguaging are
presented. The focus is on translanguaging as one of the approaches that challenge
the monolingual ideology, which sees monolingualism as “the default for human
communication” (Ortega, 2014, p. 32) by recognizing the fluidity of language
practices (particularly of bi/multilinguals), appreciating the agency of language
users, and positioning linguistic practices within their social context.

While bilingual education has grown in the twenty-first century, our
understanding regarding the interaction between the languages of bi/multilinguals is
only limited (Velasco & Garcia, 2014), and bilingual programs may still treat

bilinguals as “two monolinguals in one” (Grosjean, 1989; Lasagabaster, 2015a). It
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was in 1985 that Grosjean introduced this position, which he called the holistic view
of bilingualism, which was later famously summarized as, “The bilingual is not two
monolinguals in one person” in the title of his 1989 paper. Grosjean (1985) pointed
out that bilinguals were a specific type of speaker-hearer, and that just because they
differed from monolinguals in their linguistic performance does not imply that they
are not competent language users. In similar lines, Lopez, Turkan, and Guzman-Orth
(2017a) argue that multilinguals are expected to attain native-like competence in
each of their languages in a monolingual view, but native-like attainment in all
aspects of a language is an exception rather than the norm for bi/multilinguals.
Indeed, hypotheses have been put forward which claim nativelike attainment to be
impossible when L2 acquisition starts at later ages than childhood, e.g.,
Representational Deficit Hypotheses and Critical Period Hypotheses (see Birdsong,
2004; Lardiere, 2013). The native speaker-oriented approach has received criticism
in that “language learners, especially those so-called non-native English speakers,
might not merely internalize native speakerist discourses and the imposed label of
non-native English speakers, but rather ... reconstitute what counts as authentic and
valuable language competence.” (Choi, 2016, p. 73). In other words, the goal in
bilingualism or L2 learning is not necessarily native-like attainment. For this reason,
it has been suggested that communicative strategies should be prioritized over the
native-like mastery of a language, allowing all available resources from multiple
languages to be put into use in a manner appropriate to the requirements of the
communicative context (Lafford, 2007).

Upon the recognition that bi/multilinguals are different from monolinguals in
various aspects of their linguistic performance, and are competent users whose

language use blurs the structuralist lines between languages, several neologisms have
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been introduced to conceptualize the linguistic knowledge and behavior of
bi/multilinguals. These include flexible bilingualism (Creese & Blackledge, 2010),
heteroglossia (Bailey, 2007, 2012), code meshing (Canagarajah, 2011a; Michael-
Luna & Canagarajah, 2007), translingual practice (Canagarajah, 2013),
metrolingualism (Otsuji & Pennycook, 2010), postmonolingualism (Y1ldiz, 2012),
and translanguaging (Garcia, 2009). In their introductory chapter to the book
Crossing Divides: Exploring Translingual Writing Pedagogies and Programs, Horner
and Tetreault (2017) summarize the common orientations among these approaches,
which all challenge the monolingual ideology. They state that these orientations:

i.  do not view the presence of two or more languages as a deviation, but
rather accept it as the norm, in communicative situations where this is
practiced,

ii.  point to the arbitrariness of the boundaries that separate languages and
hence to the fluidity of linguistic performance,

iii.  point out that the mixing and switching between languages is a normal
component of language use,

iv.  do not view such practices, that is, mixing and switching between
languages, as failure, incompetence, or a threat, thus appreciating the
agency of language users,

v.  posit that identities of language users are also fluid, and

vi.  position linguistic practices within the social context where they
constantly emerge, rather than measuring these practices against discrete
universals (pp. 4-5).

This section focuses on translanguaging, but it should be noted, as Horner and

Tetreault (2017) also posit, that the approaches mentioned above (e.g.,
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postmonolingualism, flexible bilingualism, translingualism) hold a similar view in
how they approach language and bi/multilingual practices and users.

The coinage of the term “translanguaging” is traced back to studies in the
Welsch context (Mazak, 2017). Lewis, Jones, and Baker (2012a, 2012b) review the
origin and development of translanguaging. They state that in the Welsch context,
translanguaging was borne out of a reaction to the different levels of prestige
afforded to English and Welsch, and that the Welsch word “trawsieithu”, coined by
Williams and Whittall, was translated into English as “translanguaging” by Williams
and Baker. The transition from the initial understanding of bilingualism as
disadvantageous (being associated with mental confusion and lower levels of
intelligence) to a perspective that saw bilingualism as advantageous and cognitively
rewarding gave rise to translanguaging as a strategy to be employed at the classroom
level. Lewis et al. (2012a) further explain how translanguaging was originally
understood. They state that it was viewed as a cognitive process involving both
languages of a bilingual speaker that can have important educational functions. In
terms of its educational functions, translanguaging focused on the use of both
languages (Williams, 2003, as cited in Lewis et al., 2012a) and was seen to be more
appropriate for children with a sufficiently high level of competence in both of their
languages rather than at the initial stages of the acquisition of an L2 (Williams, 2002,
as cited in Lewis et al., 2012a).

Put briefly, translanguaging emerged as a pedagogical strategy. Baker (2001)
presents a detailed account of (pedagogical) translanguaging, in which “the input and
output are deliberately in a different language, and this is systematically varied” (p.
281). Translanguaging as a teaching strategy, as was employed by Williams, is

argued to offer four potential benefits by Baker (2001). First, since it requires
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processing in both languages, it may contribute to a deeper grasp of the content.
Second, it requires learners to use both their stronger and weaker language, thereby
allowing them to improve their academic language skills in both languages involved.
Third, particularly in the case of minority language speakers, parents can support
their children’s learning as their language is incorporated in the school system. And
fourth, as English-learners at different levels of proficiency and L1-English speakers
can work together through the planned use of both languages in the classroom,
learners can develop their L2 ability along with content knowledge. Clearly, these
potential benefits of translanguaging can be harvested to the extent that the context
allows for the strategic implementation of translanguaging as a teaching tool.
Evidently, translanguaging was conceptualized by these early researchers as a
pedagogical strategy in bilingual classrooms. While translanguaging in that sense
was popularized internationally by Baker (2001), it was the theorizing by Ofelia
Garcia (2009) in particular that expanded the understanding of translanguaging
beyond a teaching strategy to one that encompasses social, cognitive, and discursive
aspects of language. Central to translanguaging as a theory of language is the concept
of “languaging”. Wei (2016) defines languaging as “the process of using language to
gain knowledge, to make sense, to articulate one’s thought and to communicate
about using language” (p. 1224). This more general understanding of
translanguaging is also reflected in a subsequent edition of Baker’s book
Foundations of Bilingual Education and Bilingualism (2011), in which
translanguaging is defined as “the process of making meaning, shaping experiences,
gaining understanding and knowledge through the use of two languages” (p. 288).
Building upon the argument that the understanding of languages as distinct

entities can be traced to states’ desire to consolidate power through the idea of “one
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language-one state”, Garcia (2009) argues that languages belong to speakers, not to
states or politically delineated geographical spaces. Those who use two named
languages “language bilingually” (p. 118) or translanguage. In this respect,
translanguaging is a way of thinking about bilingualism that focuses on the
observable practices of bilingual individuals, rather than solely on the languages
themselves (Garcia, 2009). For Garcia (2009), translanguaging refers to “multiple
discursive practices in which bilinguals engage in order to make sense of their
bilingual worlds” (p. 45, original emphasis) — which has become a commonly-cited
definition of translanguaging.

Velasco and Garcia (2014) point out that having a complex linguistic
repertoire at their disposal, bilinguals are able to use their resources as appropriate to
the sociocultural context, in general, and to the communicative task, in particular. In
this regard, they point out that rather than being composed of two (or more) separate
languages, bi/multilinguals’ language system is “one linguistic repertoire with
features that have been socially assigned to constructions that are considered
‘languages,’ including academic ones” (Velasco & Garcia, 2014, p. 8). Similarly,
Garcia and Wei (2014) argue that translanguaging does not refer to “a synthesis of
different language practices or to a hybrid mixture” but to “one new whole” (p. 21)
that bilinguals draw upon to engage in discursive practices that fit the communicative
situation they are involved in. Other researchers may refer to hybridity in
translanguaging, but from a different perspective: as Jonsson (2017) points out, while
the term hybridity, which suggests the existence of pure languages, is problematic,
when seen as creating a “third space” it may be useful for analyzing the processes of

translanguaging.
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For a clear conceptualization of translanguaging, the concept of idiolect, i.e.,
a person’s unique and personal language repertoire, is also central. Otheguy et al.
(2015) present an interesting analogy to explain translanguaging, which they connect
to individuals’ idiolects. They argue that just as national cuisines are differentiated
based on their cultural and regional associations, rather than the specific ingredients
or flavors they contain, languages are not solely linguistic entities, but also cultural
and political ones, and the boundaries between them are determined by factors
outside of language itself. Idiolects emerge out of individuals’ interactions with other
language users. While bilinguals’ idiolects may include lexical and structural
features associated with multiple named languages, those of monolinguals include
lexical and structural features that may vary within a single language depending on
factors such as region, social class, or style. Whenever a person produces language,
they are languaging, and when their languaging includes features associated with
different varieties (e.g., so-called dialects, named languages, registers), they are
translanguaging (Otheguy et al., 2015). On these grounds, Otheguy et al. (2015) state
that “monolinguals are almost always and everywhere allowed to translanguage,
whereas bilinguals are only allowed to translanguage in a limited number of
protected settings.” (p. 295).

To summarize the arguments presented so far, in its more recent
conceptualization, translanguaging is a transformative approach that challenges the
separation of languages as homogeneous, compartmentalized codes and the viewing
of bilingual practices through a monolingual lens. It is based on the language
practices of bilingual people and is seen as a way of making sense of the bilingual

world. Language users are argued to have one integrated linguistic repertoire, which
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may be realized in practice through the selection of linguistic features associated
with different named languages, which in turn creates a third hybrid space.

In essence, translanguaging is part of the multilingual turn, which, rather than
viewing languages as separate constructs, focuses on individuals’ practices with
language, which draw on different named languages, registers, or codes that have
been accumulated by the speaker’s individual history of languaging.
Translanguaging does not view the linguistic resources of multilinguals as consisting
of two or more autonomous, discrete, separate systems, but as a unified repertoire,
which multilinguals can select from and draw upon (Garcia & Wei, 2014).
Canagarajah (2015) eloquently outlines translingualism against the monolingual
orientation:

in translingualism diversity is the norm, with speakers bringing different

semiotic resources to the same interaction. In order for communication to

succeed despite this diversity, interlocutors adopt situated negotiation
strategies. In this sense, the monolingual orientation is turned upside down,
shifting the emphasis from sharedness to diversity, grammar to practices, and

cognition to embodiment. (p. 420)

While the conceptualization presented so far revolves around language itself, the
scope of translanguaging has recently been expanded to other semiotic resources.
Hawkins (2020) and Baynham (2020) argue that translanguaging research has
expanded to include the study of non-linguistic and multi-modal resources in
addition to the linguistic resources of multilingual speakers. Hawkins, defining
translanguaging as “the ways in which interlocutors flexibly and fluidly leverage
their linguistic resources in communication” (p. 24), also adds that non-linguistic and
multi-modal resources occupy an important place in the agenda of translanguaging

research. In similar lines, Baynham (2020) points out that while formerly

translanguaging studies revolved around the linguistic resources of multilingual
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speakers, it has morphed into a broader conceptualization by also involving other
semiotic resources such as visuals and gestures.

In brief, as Goodman, Kerimkulova, and Montgomery (2021) suggest,
translanguaging can refer to (1) a teaching approach in which students and teachers
utilize all the languages or language varieties they are familiar with to facilitate
understanding and communication of subject matter, or (2) the flexible use of various
semiotic resources, which may include smooth transitions between language varieties
during communication.

It follows that if bilinguals are deprived of the opportunity to put their
language resources to full use, they may be disadvantaged, not being able to display
their true (language) abilities (Garcia & Wei, 2014). Not giving bilinguals the
opportunity to take advantage of their whole repertoire may place them at a clear
disadvantage in educational settings, as well, particularly in assessments that involve
their ability to do things with language (Otheguy et al., 2015) — an argument which

will be elaborated on in the sections to follow.

2.2.2 Translanguaging vs code-switching

Considering that there has been a line of research that investigates “code-switching”
and “code-mixing” both in and outside of school environments, some may argue that
translanguaging is just another term for this well-researched phenomenon. In an
interview with Ofelia Garcia, Francois Grosjean (2016) asks, “What are the benefits
of replacing [code-switching and borrowing] with ‘translanguaging’ when the
behavior is clearly the same?”, to which Garcia replies that there is an
epistemological difference in that “[t]ranslanguaging is more than going across

languages; it is going beyond named languages and taking the internal view of the
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speaker’s language use.” Despite this, even when the term translanguaging is used,
the interpretation may still remain within the code-switching perspective, as is
pointed out by Garcia (2019), who states that “As the concept of translanguaging has
been taken up in the scholarly literature, many have interpreted it as simply the use
of the students’ native or first language in instruction. Others, as ‘mixing’ or
‘switching’ between codes.” (p. 372). For example, Gallagher and Colohan (2017)
define it as the “strategic and judicious use of the L1 during lessons in language
learning contexts.” (p. 487).

Garcia and Lin (2017) comment on the distinction between code-switching
and translanguaging, arguing that translanguaging is a lot more useful than code-
switching as a theory for bilingual education. Whereas code-switching builds upon a
monoglossic view of language, defining bilinguals as individuals with two separate
linguistic systems, translanguaging views the language behavior of bilinguals as
being dependent on one integrated linguistic system. They argue, therefore, that
translanguaging is a more heteroglossic and dynamic approach to bilingualism.
Translanguaging goes beyond code-mixing in that it does not refer “simply to a shift
or a shuttle between two languages, but to the speakers’ construction and use of
original and complex interrelated discursive practices that cannot be easily assigned
to one or another traditional definition of a language” (Garcia & Wei, 2014, p. 22).

Similarly, according to Otheguy et al. (2015), translanguaging involves using
all of a person’s language repertoire without being restricted by the socially and
politically designated boundaries of named languages. Wei (2016, p. 7) emphasizes
that translanguaging is not a “fancy post-modern term” to replace code-switching. As
Wei (2016) asserts, the suffix “trans” in translanguaging refers to practices that go

beyond the limitations of constructed language systems and structures, allowing for
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diverse and multiple ways of creating meaning; given that “language as code is a
sociopolitical construct that has little to do with the languaging of speakers, an
activity that is personal, momentary, and that is newly constructed in every single
interaction.” (Garcia, 2019, p. 371). Jonsson (2017) also points out that
translanguaging is not just a new term to replace code-switching, and lists the
advantages to be gained from a translanguaging perspective. These include the
following:

I.  Intranslanguaging, the focus is shifted from languages or codes to

individuals’ discursive practices.

ii.  Translanguaging is built upon a more fluid understanding of language that
recognizes language practices of multilinguals as a whole rather than
viewing languages as bound entities.

iii.  Intranslanguaging, bilingual or multilingual practices are not studied
from a monolingual perspective.

iv.  Translanguaging recognizes the role of multilingual practices not only in
terms of communication but also in constructing knowledge and
understanding.

v.  Translanguaging represents an epistemological change in linguistics that
involves a reconsideration of concepts such as language and bilingualism
(pp. 42-43).

Apart from the epistemological and theoretical difference between code-switching
and translanguaging, another main difference lies in how the language behavior
expressed by these two concepts is perceived and the attitudes towards it. As
Chalhoub-Deville (2019) state, “Code switching, long discussed in SLA, views

crossing language boundaries in communication negatively. Translanguaging, on the
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other hand, upholds a favorable outlook on the [multilingual] repertoire and on
language mixing.” (p. 2).

To summarize, translanguaging is distinguished from code-switching by its
fluid and dynamic understanding of language and its recognition of the role of
multilingual practices in constructing meaning. Translanguaging involves using all of
a person’s language repertoire without being restricted by the boundaries of named
languages and focuses on individuals’ discursive practices rather than languages or

codes.

2.2.3 Translanguaging pedagogy

As was introduced under the section titled “Definitions of translanguaging”, one way
of seeing translanguaging is as a teaching strategy in which students and teachers
utilize all their language resources to facilitate understanding and communication of
content (Goodman et al., 2021).

The facilitative effects of translanguaging as a teaching strategy have been
observed in bilingual classrooms. For example, Lin (2013) investigates
plurilingualism among seventh grade students and their teachers and argues that
giving the students the opportunity to express their ideas and opinions by employing
all of their available resources, which include not only different languages but also
other semiotic resources such as drawings, helps them to exercise agency and use
their plurilingual and multimodal resources. Thanks to this freedom, the students
were found to show a strong desire to practice their knowledge by writing, sharing,
and discussing freely. Lin (2013) emphasizes the importance of considering the
plurilingual nature of classroom interactions and the linguistic abilities of both

learners and teachers in bilingual school environments, and thus moving away from a
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monolithic approach towards a plurilinguistic and translingual one. Within this new
theorization, plurilingualism is not seen as a hindrance to language or content
learning, but rather as a valuable resource to be utilized.

While translanguaging originally emerged in bilingual educational settings,
this idea has been expanded to other language teaching contexts as well.
Commenting on L2 teaching, Simpson (2020) suggests that the traditional belief that
the use of multilingual resources is a hindrance to learning, which Simpson argues to
be prevalent in educational settings and particularly in language teaching approaches
like Communicative Language Teaching, can be challenged by adopting a
translanguaging perspective. This involves recognizing speakers’ whole
communicative repertoire and allowing them to draw on all of this repertoire, rather
than limiting them to just one language in which they may not be as proficient.
Simpson (2020) argues that this can help speakers to negotiate and expand their
social identities.

In addition to recognizing and expanding identities of multilingual learners,
(pedagogical) translanguaging can help improve students’ academic outcomes. For
example, Kirkpatrick (2014) discusses the English-only policy in language
classrooms by presenting two different scenarios in which students are given an
essay writing task. In the first scenario, students are allowed to use their L1 during
the planning process, including writing a first draft in their L1. In the second
scenario, the use of the L1 is completely prohibited. According to Kirkpatrick, the
first scenario leads to better and more cognitively deep essays. Therefore, he
advocates for allowing and encouraging the use of the L1 in the L2 learning process.
This is in line with Cummins’ (2005, as cited in Gort, 2012) suggestion that

“students’ L1 is a powerful resource for learning and bilingual instructional strategies

32



can usefully complement monolingual strategies to promote more cognitively
engaged learning.” (p. 49). Within these lines, Canagarajah (2005) refers to a
reconsideration of pedagogical practices in ELT by referring to various shifts in

pedagogy, which are shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Shifts in Pedagogical Practices in ELT

FROM TO
e target language e repertoire
e textand language as homogeneous e textand language as hybrid
e joining a community e shuttling between communities
e focus on rules and conventions e focus on strategies
e correctness e negotiation
e language and discourse as static e language and discourse as changing
e language as context-bound e language as context-transforming
e mastery of grammar rules e metalinguistic awareness
e textand language as transparent and e text and language as representational
instrumental
e L1orClas problem e L1 orClasresource

Source: Canagarajah (2005, p. Xxv)

Although Canagarajah (2005) presents these as shifts in the ELT pedagogy, they in
general represent a shift in the understanding of language and multilingualism. In
that sense, his arguments are relevant to EMI, as well. Canagarajah (2005) refers to
the fluid nature of languages, cultures, and identities in postmodern society, in which
mobility of individuals has become more widespread than ever and developing
technologies such as Internet communication have not only expanded ways of
communication but created new forms of expression. The increasing fluidity of
people and the expansion of ways of communication and forms of expression are
also manifested in classrooms around the world as students with different languages
and cultures come into contact with each other in classrooms. Canagarajah’s (2005)
argument that “Following this general deterritorialization of cultures and de-

centering of identities, we now acknowledge the difficulty in defining people and
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communities in exclusive ways” (p. xxiii) also holds true for schools with an
international student body, whose language practices are also characterized by
fluidity.

In this regard, Hornberger (2005) specifically refers to EMI settings.
Hornberger (2005) states that whether in bilingual education or EMI, instructional
strategies can be employed to explicitly teach transfer across languages, instead of
sticking to monolingual ideologies. She argues that through these strategies,
“bi/multilinguals’ learning is maximized when they are allowed and enabled to draw
upon all their existing language skills (in two+ languages), rather than being
constrained and inhibited from doing so by monolingual instructional assumptions
and practices.” (p. 607).

The incorporation of bi/multilinguals” whole language repertoire into the
learning process has been shown to offer benefits in EMI contexts. Adamson and
Fujimoto-Adamson (2021) examined translanguaging in EMI in Japanese higher
education. They found that instructors considered drawing upon students’ whole
linguistic repertoire as beneficial in terms of both content and language learning.
Reading texts in the L1 and writing reports in English, and using the Japanese script
in some teaching activities were viewed to be contributory in making content
accessible to students with lower proficiency in English. As a matter of fact, even
when translanguaging is not incorporated into classroom teaching, it is still a part of
students’ lives. For example, Yiiksel et al. (2021) found that when studying for their
EMI classes, students watched YouTube videos in Turkish alongside English ones,
and took advantage of translation software. This provides another example of how

bilingual students take advantage of their languages to comprehend content.
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Researchers have also argued that contributions of translanguaging to
learning cannot be constrained within specific educational settings. Paulsrud, Roseén,
Straszer, and Wedin (2017) state that translanguaging pedagogy involves the
linguistic practices of all students and all teachers, thereby presenting it as a
pedagogical practice that is available not only in bilingual instructional contexts but
also in monolingual ones, too. Drawing attention to the interconnectedness between
learning and languaging, they argue that in translanguaging pedagogy, “all students’
whole linguistic repertoires are invited, included, recognized and accepted in the
learning act beyond a division into multilingual and monolingual students” (p. 28).
Given the inclusion of non-linguistic and multi-modal resources, as well as variations
within named languages, in the more recent definitions of translanguaging,
monolingual students too can go beyond constraints imposed by conventional
distinctions. However, in educational settings, while monolinguals are able to use
most of their idiolects, bilinguals are usually only allowed to use a portion of their
language resources. From this perspective, translanguaging is probably still relatively
more empowering for bilinguals than monolinguals in educational contexts.

Garcia and Wei (2014) point out that the adoption of translanguaging in
pedagogy would allow for the use of all semiotic resources that are available to the
participating students even in contexts where the official policy may be to implement
a one-language policy where other languages are disallowed in the classroom, and
this would in practice mean the cessation of monolingual education. Garcia and Wei
(2014) state that “having students use all their language practices would be beneficial
for learning, for deep cognitive engagement and for development and expansion of
new language practices, including standard ones used for academic purposes” (p.

71). One concern in this respect might be that translanguaging pedagogies cannot be

35



taken up by monolingual teachers. However, Garcia and Wei (2014) argue that even
monolingual teachers can engage in translanguaging pedagogy. They give the
example of schools of the International Network for Public High Schools in New
York City, where a linguistically diverse group of students are educated with the use
of translanguaging pedagogies by all teachers by means, for example, of grouping
students with the same home language together so that they can make sense of the
lesson by using any discursive practices that they see fit for meaning making. Having
students translate key terms by using online dictionaries or Google Translate is given
as another example.

However, it should also be acknowledged that while (pedagogical)
translanguaging may have many advantages to offer, this does not readily imply that
it can and should be put into practice without an evaluation of, for example, context
and student needs. One of the researchers who recognize this is Ruecker (2014), who
points to the necessity to incorporate students’ perspectives into the curricular and
practical decisions made within school systems about the implementation of
translingual practices. The argument is that if students choose to engage in
translingual practices, they should be allowed and taught to do that; yet, if they want
to learn monolingual practices, this too should be respected and approached
accordingly. Ruecker (2014) emphasizes that the presence of various and dominant
factors that urge students to write within standard English, such as educational and
language policies at schools, societal expectations, or standardized testing practices,
should also be acknowledged. This indicates that multilingual practices can be
encouraged or challenged on account of local and global forces impacting on
learners’ needs and expectations, and of theoretical and educational approaches that

best suit learners’ interests. Another researcher who shares this perspective is
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Matsuda (2014), who proposes that if the teacher is a monolingual speaker of the
standard variety of English, asking students to engage in translanguaging would not
work out well, since in such a case the audience, i.e., the teacher, does not share the
resources that are brought to the writing task by the students. Similarly, Canagarajah
(2011b) draws attention to the interactional dimensions of translanguaging, stating
that it is important how other participants of the interaction respond to
translanguaging. He adds that if researchers restrict their subjects to multilingual
speakers only, to the exclusion of monolinguals, it could produce a limited
understanding of translanguaging as there are also contexts of interaction where both
multilingual and monolingual speakers are involved and only one named language is

used.

2.2.4 Translanguaging and assessment

This section revolves around the relevance and inclusion of multiple languages and
translanguaging in both language assessment and content assessment. First,
arguments for, and research into, translanguaging in language assessment is
presented. This is followed by content assessment in K-12 settings and university
settings. In the last part of the section, relevant arguments for, and potential caveats
of, multilingual assessment presented by De Angelis (2021) in the book Multilingual

Testing and Assessment are briefly summarized.

2.2.4.1 Translanguaging in language assessment
One line of research questions the monolingual approach taken in language
assessments. Shohamy (2011) refers to two different approaches to multilingualism.

In one of these, the languages that make up the linguistic repertoire of the
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multilingual speaker are viewed as separate, closed, and homogeneous systems. In
this approach, these distinct systems are taught separately within the same setting. In
a school offering bilingual education, for example, languages are treated separately
such that learners are required to stick to one or the other language within the same
classroom. The second approach, on the other hand, “deconstructs the notion of a
language as a finite construct, viewing it as an abstract notion that is used as a means
for negotiating and creating meanings” (p. 419). Shohamy (2011) points out that
whereas this second perspective is being discussed in the language education field,
when it comes to (language) assessment, it has not really been taken up. The
assessment field, as a result, continues to operate within a definition of language as a
homogeneous, closed, and native-oriented construct. Most language tests still
practice within a framework in which language is viewed as “monolingual,
monolithic, static, standard, and ‘native like’ with very few deviations from the
official norms with defined and set boundaries”, whereas the current definitions of
language have characterized it with a dynamic, diverse, fluid, and emergent nature
(Shohamy, 2013, p. 19). With their construct definition taking a narrow view of
language, multilingualism is also approached from a monolithic perspective, in
which the simultaneous use of different languages by multilinguals is ignored in
favor of a separate analysis of languages (Shohamy, 2013). Otheguy et al. (2015), in
a similar vein, challenge the validity of tests that isolate the languages of
bi/multilinguals and assess them in one of their languages, which is more often than
not their L2. They point out that in assessments whose objective is to accurately
determine the linguistic abilities of students, “it doesn’t make sense to ask them to
perform using only some of their linguistic repertoire” (p. 300). In support of such a

position, Jessner (2017) argues that if a multilingual person is to be treated as a
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language user in their own right, just as was proposed by Grosjean (1985, 1989),
then there is a need to place more emphasis on empirical studies examining
multilingualism in relation to language testing, and possibly come up with a more
appropriate construct for testing multilingual speakers.

An example of the incorporation of translanguaging in a language test task
comes from Dendrinos (2013). According to Dendrinos (2013), international
proficiency tests are typically monolingual in nature due to the difficulties and
expenses of catering to the needs of multilingual test-takers in different cultural
contexts. Dendrinos (2013) discusses the Greek National Certificate of Language
Proficiency to exemplify a more socially just test, and introduces the test as follows:
It is commonly known with its Greek acronym KPG. The KPG test aligns with the
approach that the focus in language learning is not on achieving native-like fluency
in one or more languages, but rather on building a diverse linguistic repertoire that
encompasses all language skills. There is an attempt within the KPG to embrace a
multilingual paradigm rather than sticking to a monolingual one. With this point of
view, the KPG incorporates both intralinguistic and interlinguistic mediation tasks in
the writing and speaking components of the test starting from the B1 level. Although
Dendrinos (2013) provides details as to both tasks, here 1 will report only on
interlinguistic mediation, as it is immediately relevant to my discussion. Dendrinos
(2013) describes interlinguistic mediation as being composed of two languages
within the test, that is, Greek and English. In such tasks, test-takers are required to
extract information from a text presented in one language (Greek) and relay it in the
target language (English) within a communicative event. As can be understood from
this definition, this kind of linguistic mediation is a form of translanguaging. One

example task is one in which test-takers read a text taken from a Greek magazine that
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presents practical tips about how to take care of a pet, and are then expected to write
an e-mail in English to a friend who has recently adopted a pet but does not know
how to look after it. Dendrinos writes, “Glocal proficiency testing is more likely to
use translanguaging, parallel use of two or more languages, as well as linguistic and
cultural mediation tasks, whereas it seems not at all cost-effective to have bi- or
mutli-lingual performance tested in international commercial exam batteries.” (p.
51). In other words, translanguaging in tests may be chosen to be embraced based on

the context and test purpose.

2.2.4.2 Translanguaging in content assessment

The arguments presented in the previous section are concerned primarily with
language testing. Other researchers have focused on the relation between content
assessment and language. Garcia (2009), for example, states that assessment can be
implemented through a translanguaging mode, which could give a more precise
representation of students’ knowledge by eliminating language as a confounding
variable that may influence student scores in content assessment. She gives examples
of how students may be assessed in a translanguaging mode, such as asking
questions in one language and getting answers in another, or having students do their
written assignment in one language and present it orally in another.

Garcia and Wei (2014), similarly, argue that the policy of using only one
language in standardized tests tends to put bilingual speakers at a disadvantage,
particularly when they are at a low level of proficiency as their language abilities in
the test language would not be sufficient for them to accurately express their
knowledge. In content assessments, where the main concern is assessing how much

of the content students have mastered, any misrepresentation of student knowledge
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due to limited language abilities would raise validity questions regarding the
interpretations based on the test. Garcia and Wei (2014) give an example of how
bilingual students are sometimes given more liberty in terms of language: Learners
are given the exam in two languages and asked to answer the questions in one
language. However, they suggest that this practice too is “a reflection of a
monoglossic view of bilingualism as parallel monolingualisms” (p. 133). They
briefly explain how translanguaged-mode assessments could be carried out. In such
assessments, questions could be presented in many languages and students would be
given the opportunity to use their whole language repertoire in ways that would best
allow them to exhibit the full range of their knowledge and understanding on the
questions posed. They also point out, however, that these tests have not been
developed and they are currently “not accepted either by the policy makers who
commission the development of tests nor by many teachers who have been taught to
assess knowledge in accordance with artificial bounds of social norms and

language.” (p. 135).

2.2.4.2.1 Translanguaging in assessment in K-12 settings
The cost of using monolingual tests in terms of validity in the form of construct-
underrepresentation has been shown by empirical studies. In this section, studies
conducted with emerging bilinguals in K-12 settings are presented, followed by a
section on those conducted in university settings.

Levin and Shohamy (2008) examined the academic achievement of
immigrant students in Israel. They studied over 2700 students at three grades,
namely, fifth, nineth, and eleventh grades, and compared the academic performance

of those from the former USSR and those from Ethiopia with native-born students.
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They focused on Mathematics and Hebrew. They found that the amount of time
necessary for immigrants to achieve at the same rate as natives varied, but overall it
took 9-10 years for the students from the former USSR, while those from Ethiopia
were not able to reach similar academic achievement to the natives in the first
generation. What is important to note here is that this was the case when the
immigrant students were given the tests in Hebrew, which is a language that they
were in the process of acquiring. Shohamy (2013) notes that immigrants are able to
obtain substantially higher scores — specifically, up to 8 years — if they are allowed to
respond in a bilingual version of the test. For this reason, Shohamy (2013) advocates
for the employment of bi/multilingual tests so that students’ true abilities can be
assessed in more realistic, accurate, and just ways.

In another study, Shomamy (2011) describes her observations in Arab
schools in Israel. Her account shows that different languages are employed within
the same classroom for varying purposes. For example, students may read a passage
in English, write a summary of it in Hebrew, and engage in the discussion of the
topic in Arabic. In such a context, she argues, it would not be realistic to expect these
languages to be kept separate and homogeneous. What happens in such classrooms is
a practice, then, of interlingual mediation, or translanguaging. Shomamy (2011)
points to the need for tests in which “mixing languages is a legitimate act that does
not result in penalties but rather is an effective means of expressing and
communicating ideas that cannot be transmitted in one language” (p. 427). On these
grounds, Shomamy points to the need for research that examines at a deeper level
how meaning is constructed by bi/multilinguals, particularly in academic contexts.

Gandara and Randall (2019) reiterate the argument that monolingual

assessments neglect the challenges that emerging bilinguals and multilinguals in
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general face in their classrooms, and refer to the use of such assessments with these
groups as “a flawed and inappropriate practice at best” (p. 64). Gandara and Randall
(2019) carried out a study that involved translingual assessment, in which they
allowed primary school students in a multilingual context to use all their languages
in a mathematics exam. The administration of the exam was flexible in the sense that
parts of the instructions were delivered in linguistically different ways: in French, in
Lingala, and both. The results showed that the students used words from both
languages when answering the questions, using their linguistic repertoire in a flexible
manner. The authors argue that the translingual form of the assessment was
appropriate to the school context where the study was conducted. They also point out
that translanguaging in assessment goes beyond linguistic accommodations to
allowing individuals to self-regulate their linguistic resources flexibly and
dynamically in accordance with individual preferences.

Another study that implemented multilingual assessment is De Backer, Baele,
Van Avermaet, and Slembrouck’s (2019) study, in which three testing conditions
were compared: a monolingual test in Dutch, which was the language of instruction,
a bilingual version which included translations in the L1 along with Dutch, and the
bilingual version with the addition of audio support in both languages. The study was
conducted in schools in Belgium with 752 fifth-grade students, 35 of whom were
also interviewed afterwards. Most students were found to take advantage of bilingual
accommodations. Students’ preferences as to the use of accommodations were found
to be influenced by several factors, which included students’ perceptions of their
language proficiency and the content and difficulty of questions. The authors suggest
that students should be offered the opportunity to use their whole linguistic repertoire

when they feel the need to do so.
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Lopez et al. (2017a) advocate for a holistic view of multilingual competence,
within the context of immigrant students who have newly arrived in the United
States and are schooled in bilingual or English medium schools but may not have
developed sufficient language skills for the academic content of their classes. They
point, therefore, to the importance of having language standards that consider the
practices of multilingual speakers, including shuttling between languages. Lopez,
Turkan, and Guzman-Orth (2017b) argue that translanguaging has an important role
to play in initial content assessments because it may allow emergent bilinguals to
perform to their full potential in terms of skills and knowledge. They suggest that if
teachers employ translanguaging in their classrooms, this may allow for a deeper
understanding by bi/multilingual learners as well as for improvement in both oral and
written communication abilities. Such a practice would enable bi/multilingual
learners to shuttle between their languages for educational purposes and take
advantage of all the linguistic resources at their disposal. This would help to
reinforce and to exploit bi/multilinguals’ daily outside-of-school practice of
purposely selecting from their linguistic repertoire to meet their communicative
needs. Lopez et al. (2017b) propose a theory of action for the use of translanguaging
in initial content assessments (see Figure 1). Their principles include (a) allowing
bilingual students to make use of their whole linguistic repertoire rather than
resorting to only one of their languages, (b) creating a context for the deployment of
translingual practices. These are expected to give bilingual students the opportunity
to show their knowledge and skills without the restrictions imposed by having to
answer using, as Ofelia Garcia (2017) states in a YouTube video, “less than half of

their language repertoire”.
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Translanguaging Bilingual Assessment Intended
Principles Features Effects
Principle 1 Allow students to see the \ Improved opportunity for
Provide an opportunity for items or parts of the items in newly arrived bilingual
bilingual students to English or the home students to demonstrate what
demonstrate their ” language they know and can do in a
knowledge and skills in a / content area
content area by allowing e _ Allow students to write a Give bilingual students
them to draw on their entire N responses in English, the an opportunity to
linguistic repertoires \ home language or both demonstrate their
N knowledge and skills in a

Allow students to say a content area in a variety

response in English, the of ways (multiple

home language or both % languages, multiple

modalities)

Allow students to see/listen Development of an
Principle 2 , © synonyms f.or certain a?,\’.CSSI’ncm that m.ccts
Engage bilingual students in words in English, the home bilingual students' needs
interactions to create a space < languuge or both Give bilingual students
for interactive moments of \ . an opportunity to use
translanguaging % Allow students to listen to complex and fluid

someone read aloud the discursive practices

directions and the items (the Allow bilingual students

entire item or specific parts / to use translanguaging

of the item) whenever needed

Source: Lopez et al. (2017b, p. 5)

Figure 1. Theory of action for allowing the use of translanguaging in initial content
assessments

Lopez et al. (2017b) add that even though it may also be incorporated into large-
scale tests in the future, they feel that at the current state of affairs translanguaging

will probably be more useful in low-stakes classroom content assessment.

2.2.4.2.2 Translanguaging in assessment in university settings

Lopez et al.’s (2017b) suggestion to incorporate translanguaging into low-stakes
assessments has since been realized in university settings as well. A study, conducted
by Schissel et al. (2018), for example, compared learners’ performance in two
different tasks — one allowing for translanguaging while the other was completely in
the students’ L2. This study was conducted in a university setting with pre-service

English teachers, unlike the studies reviewed above, which focused on emerging
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bilinguals at lower grades, mostly in primary school. The study specifically
addressed the question of how pre-service English language teachers would perform
in a multilingual assessment relative to a monolingual one. The participants were 40
pre-service English teachers in their fifth and seventh semesters in Oaxaca, Mexico.
They were given two tasks, which asked them to give advice and recommendations
using English. In the first task, the participants read two texts in English and one in
Spanish, and were required to relay the information from these tasks in writing, i.e.,
an e-mail. In the second task, all three texts were in English, and the participants
were asked to write a letter using information from the source texts. Thus, while the
first task necessitated the use of bilingual skills, the second task was a monolingual
one, limited to English only. Schissel et al. (2018) found that the pre-service English
teachers’ performance was better in the bilingual task than in the monolingual one,
indicating that allowing students to use a larger part of their linguistic repertoire
would improve their task performance.

Chalhoub-Deville (2019) praises Schissel et al. (2018) study and proposes a
way forward in multilingual assessment. In her discussion of the integration of
multilingual constructs, other languages, and translanguaging into testing operations,
which is argued to improve the testing of both content knowledge and language use,
Chalhoub-Deville (2019) refers to two types of innovations: sustaining innovations,
which help improve existing practices but do not foresee fundamental changes, and
disruptive innovations, which have to do with changes to construct representation. In
that sense, an integrated multilingual construct is a disruptive innovation that
involves reformulating the construct to also include plurilinguistic communication
and translanguaging. Chalhoub-Deville (2019) points out that in addition to the

disruptive innovation of providing access to information in more than one language,
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a way forward may be to “embrace integrated ML [multilingualism] in all aspects of
design and development, including student responses and rating scales.” (p. 7).

The provision of support in the L1 has also been shown to increase bilingual
students’ performance in a reading comprehension test in a bilingual program. Van
der Walt and Kidd (2013) describe different models of bilingual education used in
Stellenbosch University, where lectures are given in English or Afrikaans, or through
a dual medium, in which both languages are used. In dual medium classes, materials
in both languages are used, switches between the two languages are prevalent, and
assessments are given in both languages with students having the option to respond
in either language. The authors argue that the presence of two or more languages is
widespread in higher education, and in that sense the linguistic situation in
Stellenbosch University is not unique. Their investigation into whether the provision
of a summary text in their L1 would enhance the performance of Afrikaans home
language speakers on a reading comprehension test in English showed that their
exam performance was superior when provided with a summary in their home
language, although it still lagged behind that of L1 users of English. For VVan der
Walt and Kidd (2013), one implication of the existence of multilingualism in
universities is that lecturers need to consider language proficiency of the learners not
only when teaching but also when assessing learning. However, they also add that
“[t]he incorporation of overtly bi/multilingual tests in academic environments seems
a long way off” (p. 30).

Allowing bilingual students to use their whole linguistic repertoire in essay
tasks has produced positive results, too. Luckett and Hurst-Harosh (2021) studied the
essays students wrote on their language backgrounds as part of the coursework of an

introductory B.A. course in the Humanities Faculty at the University of Cape Town.
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In this course, students were encouraged to use languages other than English in their
essays, and had the option to translanguage using different languages, dialects, or
registers. In the thirteen essays that Luckett and Hurst-Harosh (2021) analyzed, two
or more languages were used together, and they observed that having the opportunity
to draw upon different languages produced more emotional involvement, which was
argued to be conducive to learning.

Studies in different EMI settings indicate that, even if not formally promoted,
translanguaging in assessment may be a fact of some EMI classrooms. Costa and
Coleman’s (2013) survey of EMI programs in Italian higher education (HE) shows
that the language of assessments was not always English: while 56% of the
universities reported using English in exams, there were also programs where Italian
only or both Italian and English were used. However, the study does not provide
additional information about how exactly the exams were administered, e.g., what
the use of both Italian and English entails. Li and Wu (2018) conducted a survey
with forty university instructors who taught EMI classes at Chinese tertiary-level
institutions. A large majority of the teachers, 90%, reported using simple English in
assessments in order to accommodate students’ challenges with English. Other
accommodation strategies such as scaffolding or the use of the L1 were not as
commonly employed, but a third of the participating teachers reported allowing
students to use their L1 to respond in assessments when students found it too
challenging to complete the task in English. Instructor flexibility in terms of allowing
the use of the L1 was reported in a prestigious EMI university in Turkiye, as well
(Karakas & Bayyurt, 2019). In terms of student preferences, Li’s (2018) study at a
bilingual Early Child Education program in a university in China found that only

11% of the participants wanted to have the exam items in English and be required to
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answer in English, whereas a large percentage of them, 72%, preferred to be given
the option to respond in either English or Chinese.

Translanguaging has also found its way into a high-stakes language test.
Baker and Hope’s (2019) work on the development of a language test for university
professors involves the deployment of translanguaging not only in task instructions
and test-taker responses but also in the audio recordings and written input texts. The
motivation behind the development of this test has to do with the misalignment
between monolingual tests and the university context (in which the test is to be
used), where professors use their whole linguistic repertoires to complete tasks; in
other words, it is driven by “an under-representation of the construct of interest”
(Baker & Hope, 2019, p. 419). The researchers argue that this design is better
representative of language use within the university, where translanguaging is a
common practice. In the listening section, the introduction of a guest speaker and the
departmental meeting subsections are delivered in a translanguaged format, and in
the reading section, test-takers are asked to read a tranlanguaged report on
department/program evaluation. Test-takers are also invited to respond in French,
English, or a mix of the two. In an administration of the test, the participating
professors were observed to translanguage in their written responses. The results
showed that out of 14 participants, 9 translanguaged within single responses, while
12 translanguaged between responses. Baker and Hope (2019) did not find a relation
between proficiency and the use of translanguaging, as language ability did not seem
to affect the decision to translanguage or not to translanguage. The authors argue that
the participating professors may have passed the threshold level of proficiency

required for effective translanguaging, if such a level exists.
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Before moving on to De Angelis’ book-length treatment of multilingual
assessment, | would also like to refer to a university setting where the use of multiple
languages in assessment was suggested in the official documents. In 2007, Pompeu
Fabra University implemented their Plan for Action for Multilingualism, which
aimed to promote multilingualism among students and instructors in all aspects of
communication and coursework. This plan included allowing students to use any of
the three official languages, i.e., Catalan, Spanish, and English, for both oral and
written expression in exams, coursework, and participation in class. The report
explains that thanks to this multilingual approach, students who are proficient in the
language of instruction and those who only have a passive knowledge of the
language have a level playing field, as all students have the right to participate in
class and complete exams or coursework in the language that they feel most
comfortable with.

In the book, Multilingual Testing and Assessment, De Angelis (2021) states
that students who are not sufficiently competent in the language of testing may fail to
understand the test items, which in turn prevents them from answering the items.
While lack of comprehension is a potential problem, the same can be said for
production. Students may be able to produce better responses when provided with
the option to draw upon other languages than the language of testing. De Angelis
points out that if language mixing is penalized, for example when a student cannot
remember a word in the language of testing and instead uses a word from their other
language(s), this may send the message that their language resources are not valued
and may mean penalizing a student for lack of language knowledge although they
have acquired the targeted content knowledge. De Angelis (2021) argues that just

like holistic perspectives of language take into account the co-existence of languages
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within the multilingual speaker’s mind, holistic approaches to assessment call for the
integration of multiple languages into assessment and hence the appreciation of
language diversity in testing. However, she also warns that a holistic approach which
focuses exclusively on the mixed use of multiple languages is not truly holistic given
that speakers also engage in monolingual practices in certain communicative
situations.

De Angelis (2021, p. 24) distinguishes between two types of multilingual
tests: multilingual-by-translation tests and multilingual-by-design tests. As the name
suggests, the former involve the provision of translated versions of the test items in
other languages, but such tests still remain essentially monolingual. The latter,
multilingual-by-design tests, can integrate different languages into the test setting by
providing instructions in multiple languages and/or accepting answers in multiple
languages. De Angelis (2021) points out that while allowing for the expression of
knowledge in more than one language improves fairness, it is at the same time
difficult to implement and may be impractical in certain settings. Decisions that have
to be made in multilingual-by-design tests include, but are not limited to, the extent
to which language-mixing is to be allowed, and if there are international students
from various language backgrounds and the instructor is only competent in the home
language of majority students, how the rating will be conducted (De Angelis, 2021).

To conclude, several studies have shown the benefits of using multilingual
assessment in academic settings, such as in reading comprehension tests and essay
assignments. The presence of multilingualism in HEIs requires lecturers to consider
the language proficiency of learners when teaching and assessing learning. Allowing
students to use their linguistic repertoire has been found to enhance learning and test

performance. Surveys in EMI settings have also shown that translanguaging in
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assessments may be a fact of some classrooms, although the use of the L1 is not
always formally promoted. However, this is a complex process that needs to be
carefully planned. This complexity is expressed by De Angelis (2021), who notes the
difficulties and practical considerations involved in implementing multilingual-by-
design tests, while arguing for a holistic approach to assessment that values language

diversity and integrates multiple languages into the testing process.

2.3 English medium instruction

2.3.1 Definitions of EMI

A frequently-cited definition of EMI is that by Dearden (2015):
The use of the English language to teach academic subjects in countries or
jurisdictions where the first language (L1) of the majority of the population is
not English. (p. 4)

Macaro et al. (2016) define EMI as “the teaching of academic subjects through the

medium of English in non-Anglophone countries.” (p. 51). Pecorari and Malmstrom

(2018, p. 499) identify four characteristics of EMI settings based on several

definitions of EMI in the literature:

i.  English is the language used for instructional purposes.

i.  English is not itself the subject being taught.

iii.  Language development is not a primary intended outcome.

iv.  For most participants in the setting, English is an L2.
Pecorari and Malmstrém (2018) also provide an evaluation of each of these four
characteristics, given that although they may sound obvious and unquestionable,
upon closer introspection, various complications arise. With regard to the use of

English for instructional purposes, they refer to various program types where the

language of instruction may not be solely English, such as bilingual programs, or
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programs with a certain percentage of courses in English. They also draw attention to
the well-documented phenomenon of code-switching/ code-meshing/
translanguaging within EMI classrooms. Based on these, they point out that EMI
may also be described as “a setting in which English is intended to be used for some
or all of a defined set of instructional purposes, but may or may not be” (p. 500).

Jenkins (2020) disagrees with the confinement of what is meant by EMI to
settings where English is not the mother tongue, and argues that the presence of large
numbers of international students in otherwise English-L1 settings makes them EMI
settings as well. Given the large number of languages spoken, the multilingualism of
users of English as a lingua franca (ELF) and the translanguaging practices engaged,
Jenkins proposes the term “Translanguaging as Medium of Instruction” to replace
the name “EMI”, which in turn would lead to the acceptance of the use of other
languages than English as a normal practice (p. 66). In a similar vein, Shohamy
(2012) states that the use of other languages as medium of instruction refers to
“situations in which academic content, in a number of subjects (e.g., humanities,
science), is being taught via languages which are not the native languages of the
students but rather via the languages they seek to acquire.” (p. 196). These

definitions do not constrain EMI to non-Anglophone settings.

2.3.2 The spread of EMI

The use of English internationally in diverse areas from business to tourism to
broadcasting has been increasing. As Coleman (2006) points out, “once a medium
obtains a dominant market share, it becomes less and less practical to opt for another
medium, and the dominance is thus enhanced”, a process which he names “the

Microsoft effect” (p. 4). Education is not exempt from the widespread use of English,
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such that more and more educational institutions are offering courses or all programs
in English, particularly in HE (Dearden, 2015). HEIs increasingly seek to extend
their reach, both in terms of their international student body and faculty as well as
their programs and research agendas (Hesford, Singleton, & Garcia, 2009; Horner &
Tetreault, 2017). As a result, EMI has become more common in HEIs in countries
where English is an L2 (Doiz, Lasagabaster, & Sierra, 2011; Rose & McKinley,
2018; Wachter & Maiworm, 2008). For example, Pun and Curle (2021) note that in
countries where English is not the primary language, there has been an increasing
trend of using English as the language of instruction in academic subjects with the
goal of enhancing both content knowledge and proficiency in English — an argument
which hints at the dual objective of EMI programs.

Additionally, the extent of academic research into EMI all over the world
indicates the prominence of English in HEIs. The countries where the outcomes,
challenges, and linguistic and pedagogical implications of EMI have been researched
include Denmark (Jensen & Thggersen, 2011), United Arab Emirates (Moore-Jones,
2015), Germany (Erling & Hilgendorf, 2006), Korea (Im & Kim, 2015; Joe & Lee,
2013), Taiwan (Huang & Singh, 2014), Italy (Costa & Coleman, 2013), the
Netherlands (Wilkinson, 2013), and China (Hu & Lei, 2014), to name a few. This
seems to support Brumfit’s (2004) earlier argument that “for the first time in
recorded history all the known world has a shared second language of advanced
education” (p. 166).

An unprecedented spread of EMI has been taking place in Turkiye, as well.
According to the information provided by Study in Tirkiye (n.d.), a website
managed by the Council of Higher Education in Turkiye, as of January 2023, there

were 1512 full-EMI, and 408 partial-EMI (30% English) B.A. programs; 1140 full-
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EMI and 97 partial-EMI M.A. programs; and 578 full-EMI and 57 partial-EMI Ph.D.
programs in Turkish HEIs. Given that the number of EMI M.A. programs in Turkiye
was reported as 173 in 2015 (British Council & TEPAV, 2015), the extent of the
increase becomes clearer — although it should also be recognized that, as declared in
the British Council and TEPAV report, this number was based on the programs
registered on the Masters Worldwide website, whose data must be less complete than
that of the Study in Tirkiye website (which probably did not exist in 2015). The
exponential growth of EMI programs is also revealed by Y uksel, Altay, and Curle
(2022), who report the number of EMI programs in 1999 and 2019 as 345 and 1452,
respectively.

In Europe, the expansion of tertiary-level EMI programs is partly attributed to
the Bologna process (Costa, 2012; Smit & Dafouz, 2012). The Bologna process was
established with the purpose of increasing cooperation across HEIs in Europe,
enhancing their competitiveness, while at the same time encouraging cohesion
through the creation of compatible policies and structures (European Commission,
n.d.). With increasing student mobility, universities wishing to attract international
students have turned to EMI programs. Wachter and Maiworm (2008), for example,
found that the most prevalent reasons for offering EMI programs in Europe included
attracting international students, preparing domestic students for international
markets, and promoting the profile of the institution to stand out among competing
institutions.

Indeed, many universities advertise themselves as international, mainly in
Europe but also in other parts of the world (Jenkins, 2011), and generally an essential
component of this international character is EMI. Doiz et al.’s (2011) argument that

“[t]he introduction of teaching in English has added to the attractiveness of many
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European universities” (p. 347) is a case in point. The academic lingua franca status
of English is corroborated by Jenkins’ (2014) observation that non-native speakers
using English on university campuses probably outnumber native speaker students in
universities around the world. As the increasing use of English is both a consequence
of and contributor to internationalization, Pilkinton-Pihko (2011) asserts that
educational institutions feel the pressure to offer courses or whole programs in
English.

In addition to the internationalization process, Dearden (2015) argues that the
introduction of EMI in many countries is driven by policy makers’ aim to achieve
financial gains and prestige. Dearden (2015) warns, however, that the deployment of
EMI may not be informed by careful consideration and planning into its
implementation. Similarly, Macaro et al. (2016) argue that the rapid implementation
of EMI in HEIs without adequate preparation neglects the need to prove its
effectiveness as a new teaching approach for English-language education and puts
students at risk of not comprehending the material being presented to them. These
perspectives provide further support for Shohamy’s earlier argument in 2012 that the
main drivers behind the spread of EMI have more to do with ideological and
financial interests than the enhanced acquisition of academic knowledge, and that
students with lower levels of English proficiency may be disadvantaged and
discriminated against in EMI contexts.

To reiterate, while the number of EMI programs has been increasing globally,
its effectiveness as a way to enhance language and content learning is yet to be
established by further research. As Chin and Li (2021) suggest, the increasing use of
English in HEIs around the world has transformed English from being “an ‘object’ of

instruction in English classes to a ‘medium’ of instruction in subject content classes”

56



(p.1). Among the several perceived benefits that provide grounds for the decision by
an increasing number of HEIs to offer EMI programs, one that is commonly seen as
a byproduct is increasing L2-English proficiency among domestic and international
students — and this is so despite the fact that developing L2 skills is not seen as an
objective in definitions of EMI (Galloway, Numajiri, & Rees, 2020). Indeed,
common among both learners and practitioners is the “expectation that English
language proficiency will develop in tandem with subject discipline knowledge”
(Rose & Galloway, 2019, p. 195). However, not only has this expectation not been
corroborated by research, given that relevant studies have produced contradictory
findings, but also it carries the implication that these students actually need to
develop their L2-English proficiency. As a matter of fact, this latter point — limited
English proficiency — has been identified as a challenge that has repercussions for the
successful attainment and expression of content/disciplinary knowledge by L2-
English students in EMI programs (Galloway, Kriukow, & Numajiri, 2017;
Galloway & Rose, 2021; Wang, Yu, & Shao, 2018). How L2-English students
perform in EMI is, therefore, an important question, and the next section provides a
detailed presentation of studies comparing academic outcomes in EMI and non-EMI

programs.

2.3.3 Academic outcomes in EMI and non-EMI programs

Several studies have been conducted to compare the academic performance of
students in EMI programs with those in non-EMI programs. One group of studies
suggests that studying through an L2 does not necessarily compromise academic

outcomes.
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Dafouz, Camacho, and Urquia (2014) compared the academic performance of
Spanish students enrolled in History, Accounting, and Finance courses in EMI vs
non-EMI programs. Academic performance was operationalized as the grades
students received from these courses based on their coursework, participation, and
final exams. Their data showed that students’ academic performance is not
compromised when taught through their L2 in EMI programs, as students in EMI and
non-EMI programs obtained comparable grades. Similarly, Dafouz and Camacho
(2016) compared the academic performance of students enrolled in Financial
Accounting classes in EMI and non-EMI programs within the same university. The
researchers argue that the fact that both classes were taught by the same instructor,
and used the same syllabus and same assessment formats made the two groups
comparable. The students in the EMI program were required to have a minimum
proficiency of B2 as certified by an independent exam, or the university’s in-house
proficiency test. The results did not show significant differences between the
academic performances of the two groups. This study, too, implies that studying
through the L2 does not necessarily cause students’ course grades to suffer. Similar
results were obtained in other countries as well. Costa and Mariotti (2017) compared
the performance of EMI and Italian medium instruction students enrolled in
Economics classes taught by the same teacher and assessed through identical exams.
The proficiency level of the EMI groups was reported as at least C1. Achievement of
learning outcomes was operationalized as final exam scores. The study did not find
significant differences between the two groups in terms of exam scores, and the
researchers suggested that the claim that content learning is compromised by EMI is

not supported by their findings.
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Del Campo, Cancer, Pascual-Ezama, and Urquia-Grande’s (2015) study in
Spain even pointed to better grades in EMI programs. Students enrolled in an EMI
Business Administration program were compared with those enrolled in a Spanish-
medium Business Administration program in the same university. The participants
were pair-matched in terms of variables such as gender, age, the grade for university
enroliment, and type of enrollment. The study found that overall, the EMI group had
a better academic performance in terms of their course grades than the non-EMI
group.

However, the fact that the students enrolled in EMI and non-EMI programs
were not the same students in these studies raises questions about whether there
could be other factors at play. In fact, other studies which followed a similar
methodology have noted caveats that should be borne in mind when interpreting their
results. For example, Zaif, Karapmar, and Yangin Eksi (2017) compared the
academic outcomes of students enrolled in an EMI Accounting course and those in a
Turkish medium course. The academic outcomes were operationalized as midterm,
final, and overall course grades. The assessment results revealed no statistically
significant difference between the performances of EMI and Turkish medium
students. This finding may indicate that language of instruction does not cause any
hindrance in terms of the achievement of learning outcomes; however, the
researchers also point out that the students in the EMI program had obtained much
higher scores in the university entrance exam.

Other researchers have pointed to proficiency as a factor. Hernandez-
Nanclares and Jimenez-Munoz (2017), for example, conducted a two-year project in
a Spanish university and compared the performance of students in EMI and Spanish

medium programs who took the same exams. They found that academic results of the
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two groups were comparable in terms of exam results and pass-fail rates. However, a
comparison between the higher performance groups showed that Spanish medium
instruction students outperformed EMI students, which is attributed to the linguistic
requirements of the classes, which were at the C1 level. This level was argued to be
unattainable for students with low levels of English proficiency at entry into the
program even though they obtained considerable linguistic gains over the course of
their eight-month EMI program (Hernandez-Nanclares & Jimenez-Munoz, 2017).
This means that comparison of average scores on exams may be concealing
differences between sub-groups of students. Another study which emphasizes
proficiency as a factor is Lin and He (2019). Lin and He compared the academic
performance of students in a bilingual tertiary program and those in an L1 program,
and investigated the impact of English proficiency on academic performance. The
study showed that students in bilingual and L1 courses showed similar academic
performance, but it also revealed that language proficiency affected academic
performance in that higher proficiency learners obtained better academic results than
lower proficiency learners.

Airey’s (2015) study indicated that despite differences in language
performance, from a disciplinary perspective, students in EMI vs L1 medium courses
may perform similarly. The comparison of students who were taking one physics
course taught in English and another in Swedish showed that all students were less
fluent in giving English disciplinary descriptions. Some students failed to give
descriptions only in English and switched to Swedish. While this was taken by Airey
(2015) to show that disciplinary English may be problematic for students,
irrespective of language, students’ descriptions of disciplinary concepts were rated

similarly.
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Several other studies, on the other hand, showed that EMI may put students at
a disadvantage in terms of content learning relative to instruction in the L1. Evans
and Morrison’s (2011) study in the Chinese context, for example, found that the
participants faced substantial challenges particularly in the first term of their EMI
program in terms of listening to lectures, partly due to their unfamiliarity with
technical vocabulary, and they also seemed reluctant to speak in their classes. The
challenges the participants faced were found to be substantially overcome around the
time they were halfway through their university education, as they were now
accustomed to the way lectures were conducted as well as to the discipline-specific
language. However, most participants raised the idea that classes would be more
engaging in Cantonese and their understanding was initially hampered by the use of
English.

Hellekjer’s (2010) study at Norwegian and German HEIs analyzed lecture
comprehension in English vs the students’ L1. The study found that, although
Norwegian students are known for being highly competent in English, they too faced
challenges with lecture comprehension in English, which was attributed partly to
unclear pronunciation, unknown vocabulary, difficulty with understanding lecturers’
thought processes and with notetaking.

Neville-Barton and Barton (2005) studied senior secondary students and third
year undergraduate students learning mathematics in five different institutions. The
study involved giving parallel mathematic tests to students in Mandarin and English
and comparing their performance in these tests. The results indicated that in different
institutions there was a difference of around 12 to 15% between students’
performance in tests delivered in L2-English vs L1-Mandarin, with better

performance in the latter.
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In the Turkish context, Sert (2008) compared the effectiveness of three
different approaches according to student and lecturer views: (1) EMI, (2) English-
aided instruction, which involves using English materials and exams while delivering
content in Turkish, and (3) Turkish medium instruction, which also involves L2-
English language courses. The approaches were compared in terms of the extent to
which they contributed to language and content learning. The study was conducted in
the Faculties of Economics and Administrative Sciences of three universities and
involved 527 students and 87 lecturers. Questionnaire and interview results showed
that none of the three approaches was viewed as adequate in terms of achieving the
dual purpose of language and content teaching/learning. EMI was seen to be
ineffective in terms of teaching academic content due to problems such as failing to
ensure a clear understanding of content, but to be the most effective of the three
approaches in terms of the contribution to English language skills.

In their review paper that examined 83 studies in HE, Macaro et al. (2018)
state that “[t]here is a dearth of research, using objective tests rather than self-report,
on the impact of EMI on improving students’ English proficiency. There is also a
dearth of research on the impact of EMI on content learning.” (p. 64). Macaro et al.
(2018) found that in many countries there was a concern as to students’ inadequate
proficiency that could be costly in terms of their learning through English. This was
reported to be the case in countries as diverse as Turkiye, Spain, France, Korea,
Taiwan, and even Sweden (where English is believed to be spoken well by the
general population). The belief that students’ level of proficiency was not adequate
to allow them to acquire content without the confounding effects of language was
found to be shared by both lecturers and students themselves. The same review also

includes studies that investigated content learning in EMI and concludes that while
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there are studies that show a better performance by students when content is
delivered in their L1, the limited number of studies and limitations in their designs
make it difficult to arrive at a robust conclusion in terms of student learning in EMI
versus L1-medium instruction. Based on the review of earlier studies, Macaro et al.
(2018) conclude that “any cost-benefit evaluation of EMI is inconclusive at best and
impossible at worst.” (p. 64).

Still, several studies have revealed challenges experienced in EMI. The next

section presents these challenges.

2.3.4 Challenges in EMI

This section presents challenges that are encountered in EMI programs, focusing in
particular on language-related challenges. As a matter of fact, as was also introduced
in the section “Definitions of EMI”, “a widely purported benefit of EMI is that it
kills two birds with one stone; in other words, students simultaneously acquire both
English and content knowledge” (Rose et al., 2020, p. 2150). Some studies show that
EMI is believed to increase L2-English proficiency. For example, Byun et al. (2011)
points to overall satisfaction with EMI and improvement in students’ language
proficiency as positive outcomes. Similarly, Pecorari and Malmstrém (2018) suggest
that while the main purpose of EMI is not to teach English as an L2, students in EMI
settings are provided with language support in the form of additional courses, which
in turn helps students develop their L2-English. In terms of language skills,
documents from several universities were found to indicate that EMI is expected to
contribute to language development. However, Pecorari and Malmstrém (2018) also
state that the idea that EMI will improve language skills for students due to exposure

has not yet been backed up by sufficient research.
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While EMI is believed to serve the purposes of content and language
learning, many other studies have pointed to challenges in EMI. Chin and Li (2021)
state that tertiary education is considerably more demanding in comparison to earlier
levels of education in terms of both cognitive and linguistic requirements, given the
level of processing required and the need to acquire discipline-specific competencies.
Similarly, Dearden’s (2015) research for British Council in 55 countries has revealed
diverse problems in many countries: inadequate educational infrastructure, shortage
of teachers proficient in the language, no qualified criteria for students to maintain at
least minimum language proficiency for EMI, few pedagogical guides and little or no
place for EMI in initial teacher education. The report also shows that public opinion
for EMI is not particularly favorable. Similarly, Byun et al. (2011) list
students/instructors’ lack of sufficient language proficiency, shortage of
linguistically and pedagogically qualified instructors, and lack of a support system
for instructors as challenges in EMI. Several other studies too indicate instructors
and students’ inadequate L2 proficiency as an important issue in the implementation
of EMI (e.g., Costa & Coleman, 2013; Erling & Hilgendorf, 2006; Kerestecioglu &
Bayyurt, 2018; Moore-Jones, 2015).

In brief, studies in EMI settings have revealed that L2-English students face
various challenges, among which language-related challenges are documented
frequently. While lecturers’ English proficiency has also emerged as an issue, more
frequently it is insufficient English proficiency among students that seems to cause
concerns. Although students are provided with language support in various forms,
including preparatory English education and English for academic purposes

(EAP)/English for specific purposes (ESP) classes, insufficient proficiency seems to
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continue to challenge students’ content learning. The next section presents studies on

language-related challenges in EMI.

2.3.4.1 Language-related challenges in EMI

The phrase “language-related” may be understood to include the effect of the spread
of EMI on other languages. Indeed, there is a line of research investigating that issue
in particular. For example, Li’s (2012) study at a university in Hong Kong indicates
that the spread of English is viewed in a negative light by many people due to
English being seen as a threat to local languages. English has even been referred to
as a “lingua frankensteinia” or pandemic” (Phillipson, 2009a; Phillipson, 2009b).
Wilkinson (2013) also refers to domain loss in the L1 as one of the critical
consequences of EMI, but states that while it is a national concern, it is unlikely to be
a significant concern for individual institutions or students. The language-related
challenges discussed below do not involve discussions of domain loss, but rather
focus on the role that learners’ and teachers’ English proficiency plays in the
successful implementation of EMI.

L2-English students in EMI HE programs are usually required to have a
certain level of English proficiency before they can begin their programs, and that
constitutes an essential difference between them and most language minority or
immigrant students in mainstream classrooms receiving education in their L2.
However, this does not necessarily mean that they are not confronted with language-
related challenges in their academic studies. In fact, research has shown quite the
contrary. The main findings that emerge from studies on the effect of limited
language competence on EMI include the following: difficulty in understanding

lectures and content learning, difficulty communicating and expressing ideas in

65



English, and difficulty with academic literacy skills such as essay writing. Students’
limited language proficiency can also cause challenges for instructors, in terms of
varying levels of proficiency among students and the bias caused by limited language
proficiency in content assessments.

Pulcini and Campagna (2015) refer to insufficient command of English as “a
major stumbling block” (p. 72) that hinders the successful implementation of EMI
and make the following argument:

implementing English-only programmes in contexts where neither lecturers

nor students possess a near-native proficiency in English, EMI may result in

low-quality teaching and learning, where lessons are watered-down,
simplified presentations of highly complex, academic contents, and students’

memorisation of terminology and set phrases without capability of
elaborating on contents with an adequate linguistic richness and complexity.

(p. 73)

Given its importance in terms of success of EMI programs, L2 proficiency has
received a substantial amount of research interest. Challenges related to L2
proficiency in EMI programs have been shown in various contexts, such as Austria
(Tatzl, 2011), Germany (Gurtler & Kronewald, 2015), Italy (Costa & Coleman,
2013), Spain (Lasagabaster, 2015b), Sudan (Alhassan, Ali, & Ali, 2021), Sweden
(Soderlundh, 2012), and Turkiye (Kamasak, Rose, & Sahan, 2021; Yildiz, Sorug, &
Griffiths, 2017; Yksel et al.,2021), among others.

Some studies used surveys and questionnaires to investigate the perspectives
and attitudes of students and instructors. Costa and Coleman (2013) conducted a
survey in Italy and found that while the EMI experience was generally rated
positively, limited English competence among instructors and students was seen as a
significant challenge in implementing EMI. Grtler and Kronewald (2015)
conducted surveys with instructors in Germany and found that the instructors

identified students’ insufficient command of English, increasing workload, and bias
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due to language proficiency in assessments as the main difficulties with EMI. Tatzl
(2011) investigated the perspectives of lecturers and students at a university in
Austria and found that lecturers reported that teaching became more challenging due
to varying levels of English proficiency among students, while students reported
challenges with vocabulary and technical terms. Lasagabaster’s (2015b) study at the
University of the Basque Country, a bilingual university in Spain, found that
instructors were concerned about the effects of insufficient English competence
among students. Kamasgak, Sahan, and Rose (2021) conducted a questionnaire study
with around 500 students in an EMI university in Tirkiye. They found that while
students in general stated not having significant language-related challenges,
difficulty was experienced especially with productive skills. Yiksel et al. (2021)
reported similar findings in that students reported being most challenged in terms of
speaking and writing skills. Ekog¢’s (2020) questionnaire study with undergraduate
and graduate students in EMI programs at a university in Tirkiye revealed that more
than half of the students attributed problems with EMI courses to inadequate English
proficiency of lecturers and students. Kamasak, Rose and Sahan’s (2021) study at a
foundation (private) university in Turkiye revealed that even students with high
levels of proficiency perceived EMI to be challenging.

Comprehension challenges have been reported in several studies. Aizawa and
Rose (2019) found that although all students experienced difficulties irrespective of
their English proficiency, higher proficiency students had challenges with academic
literacy, such as essay writing skills, whereas lower proficiency students had more
language-related challenges such as understanding instructors and comprehending
certain grammatical structures, among others. Comprehension problems were also

observed by Chang (2010), who found that a large percentage of Taiwanese students
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in an EMI program (around 40%) reported a comprehension level of only 50-74%
and half of them stated that subject learning was not enhanced in EMI. While around
36% attributed their challenges to the inherent difficulty of the subjects, 64% of them
felt that their limited L2-English proficiency contributed to the learning challenges
they faced. Insufficient vocabulary skills have been detected as one of the
contributing factors to comprehension problems. Yildiz et al.’s (2017) study at three
EMI universities in Turkiye revealed that students had difficulty understanding
content due to unfamiliar terminology. The students also reported that the English
preparatory program was not sufficient in preparing them for their EMI courses.

There is evidence to suggest that limited proficiency in English can have
negative impacts on students’ ability to communicate ideas effectively and thus
perform well academically, as well. Séderlundh (2012) observed that some Business
Studies students at a Swedish university struggled to communicate in English, which
may have affected their ability to effectively convey their ideas. Arkin and Osam
(2015) found similar issues at a Turkish university, where limited English
proficiency was reported to lead to lower test performance due to difficulty
expressing ideas in written English. Alhassan et al. (2021) also found that Sudanese
students enrolled in EMI business M.A. programs experienced challenges related to
language, including difficulty with speaking and writing in English. These challenges
were found to have a negative impact on their academic performance.

According to Kirkpatrick (2014), a language policy that enforces the use of a
language in which individuals may have relatively low levels of proficiency may put
students at a serious disadvantage. He notes that although students at the university
level are often assumed to have sufficient English proficiency after meeting certain

requirements or receiving pre-course language support, they may still require
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ongoing language support throughout their studies. With a lack of support, various
consequences may arise. Galloway et al. (2017) summarize the effects of limited
command of English on student performance as follows:

e detrimental effects on subject learning and understanding lessons and lectures

e longer time to complete the course

e chance of dropping out

e problems communicating disciplinary content

e asking/answering fewer questions

e code-switching

e resistance to EMI. (p. 6)
It should be noted that there is also research that has arrived at different results. In
relation to the language proficiency of learners and teachers, Wéchter and Maiworm
(2008) argue that language issues in EMI may not be as serious an issue as has been
maintained by skeptics. In the surveys completed by institutional coordinators and
program directors of HEIs around Europe, it was found that only a small percentage
reported problems related to language proficiency of domestic students (4-8%) and
of international students (13-21%). It should be noted here that insufficient L2
proficiency of domestic students was found to be a more common issue in Turkiye
(21%) in comparison to the European average (4-8%). This large study, which
involved 851 institutions and 852 programs, presents a general picture of the EMI
programs around Europe; yet, since the surveys did not involve students and teachers
themselves, it does only provide a partial perspective — that of program directors and

coordinators — based on the self-report of the participants.
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2.3.4.2 EMI instructors’ views regarding their role

Although EMI instructors may be seen to occupy a position where they can address
language-related challenges of L2-English students, several studies have shown that
instructors often view language teaching as not one of their responsibilities and focus
mainly on teaching content.

In the Italian HE context, Costa (2012) found in a study involving three
universities that although instructors were actually observed to be involved in the
teaching of linguistic forms to some extent, they stated that their interests lay in
teaching content only and they did not see language teaching as an aspect of their
practices. Airey (2012), interviewing ten physics lecturers from four universities in
Sweden, found that they did not view language teaching to fall under their
responsibility, and reported not feeling comfortable correcting their students’
English. In Spain, Otto and Estrada (2019) found that EMI lecturers saw themselves
as primarily responsible for the teaching of content, and thus felt that language-
related issues were not supposed to be on their agenda. Wilkinson (2013) points out
that EMI subject lecturers at a Dutch university rarely viewed improving learners’
proficiency in English as a responsibility. Dimova (2020) found in an EMI university
in Denmark that since lecturers believed that students’ proficiency in English
developed over time, they attached more significance to academic and disciplinary
knowledge construction. In the Turkish EMI university context, Duran, Kurhila, and
Sert (2022) observed that teachers were more oriented towards the content, but not
the language features, of student talk. In a study of two Spanish EMI universities,
Doiz, Lasagabaster, and Pavon (2019) discovered that EMI lecturers generally do not
place emphasis on the formal aspects of their students’ language use, nor do they

penalize language errors in written or oral assessments unless the errors are
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considered basic. The reasons why they avoid penalizing language errors include
their belief that (a) teaching English falls outside their responsibility, (b) they are not
trained to teach English, and (c) focusing on language may discourage prospective
students who doubt their proficiency from taking their classes. Doiz and
Lasagabaster (2020) note that EMI may be less effective than CLIL in improving L2
competence, possibly because content teachers do not see themselves as language
teachers and prioritize content over language. For this reason, they suggest that in an
ideal condition, EMI teachers should have expertise in both language instruction and
content instruction, and recommend further research on the integration of language
and content in EMI. In this regard, Altinmakas and Bayyurt’s (2019) suggestion that
faculty members should not solely rely on language teachers or blame preparatory
schools for students’ writing weaknesses, but should actively help students improve

their writing is an important call.

2.3.4.3 Strategies to overcome language-related challenges in EMI
Based on the studies reviewed in the previous sections, it must be clear at this point
that EMI can present linguistic challenges for both students and instructors. Several
studies provide examples of these challenges and strategies that have been used to
mitigate them. Strategies to address linguistic challenges in EMI include
collaboration between language and non-language specialists, language support for
students and instructors, simplification of content, content redundancy (i.e., including
more repetition and paraphrases) and switching to the L1 or using materials in the
L1

Barrios, Lépez-Gutiérrez, and Lechuga (2016) investigated the challenges

that were faced by students and instructors at a B.A. program in Primary Education.
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The students noted that the instructors’ English proficiency was not high, that
instructors used Spanish in classes that were supposed to be taught in English, and
that the program, which was partially taught in English, did not contribute
significantly to their L2-English proficiency. Similarly, the participant teachers
pointed to the importance of developing their own L2-English skills, the challenge of
conducting classes with students with varying levels of L2 proficiency, and the
students’ weaknesses in terms of engaging in demanding oral and written tasks in the
L2. The researchers report an innovative project that contributed to the mitigation of
these challenges and improvement of the effectiveness of the program. This project
included more collaboration between language and non-language specialists and
language support for students and instructors. This study, therefore, points to the
benefits of ongoing language support in order to alleviate the linguistic challenges
that may be faced by both students and instructors in EMI programs.

Pulcini and Campagna (2015) report the findings from a small-scale survey in
the Italian EMI HE context. Lecturers reported that inadequate command of English
among students emerged as a cause of challenge to enhancing subject knowledge of
their students. Lecturers tried to address this challenge partly by simplifying content
and adapting their content delivery.

Arki and Osam (2015) found in a Turkish EMI university that students may
develop a limited understanding of, or may even misunderstand, content due to
insufficient proficiency. The strategies used by the instructors to facilitate students’
understanding included reducing the speed of their content delivery and using self-
repetitions (in similar words or via paraphrasing), which resulted in the allocation of
more time for the delivery of the same content in EMI classes in comparison to

Turkish-medium classes.
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Hu, Li, and Lei (2014) conducted interviews with students and instructors
from parallel EMI and Chinese medium instruction programs at a university in
China. They found limited English proficiency among both students and instructors,
who reported encountering problems such as explaining terminology and discussing
discipline-specific content. The strategies that instructors used to overcome language
challenges involved simplifying content and switching to Chinese, while strategies
used by students included requesting Chinese explanations of difficult terminology,
using textbooks and materials in Chinese, and translating content into Chinese.

General suggestions to address language-related challenges in EMI also come
from Hu (2019). Hu reviewed studies conducted in EMI contexts and derived three
main suggestions from them: (1) EMI policy should be established based on
empirical evidence rather than assumptions as to its advantages, (2) both students
and instructors should have a sufficient level of English proficiency, as otherwise
both content and language learning will be negatively affected, and (3) students
should be provided with language instruction to make sure that they have attained
adequate proficiency for EMI — although research has yet to discover what level that

might be.

2.3.5 The interaction between (academic) language proficiency and success in EMI
Institutional practices vary in terms of language requirements and language support
in EMI. Different models of L2 requirements/support in EMI are described by
Macaro (2018, 2022) as follows:
e The pre-institutional selection model, which requires language proficiency
certification to be accepted into the program. Those who fail to meet the

minimum language requirements are denied access to the program.
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e The preparatory year model, which involves offering intensive English
language courses to students before they are able to begin their EMI
programs.

e The institutional concurrent support model, which does not necessarily
require a predetermined language proficiency but involves providing support
classes in the form of English for EAP or ESP alongside the EMI curriculum.

e The multilingual model, which involves offering courses in the L1 and in
English, or courses may involve a considerable amount of English as well as
some L1.

Although variations exist between institutions, many EMI programs require
incoming students to meet a minimum level of English proficiency. Often, students
have the option to either certify their language proficiency through international tests
or to take the institution’s in-house proficiency test. Several studies investigated the
relevance of international tests to EMI settings and the predictive power of
international and in-house English proficiency tests in terms of academic success in

EMI programs.

2.3.5.1 Predictive power of proficiency tests

Li (2017) and Li (2018) found that English proficiency is a significant predictor of
academic performance as measured by final exam scores. Both statistical analyses
and student interviews showed that low academic performance was associated with
low levels of English proficiency. While the EMI program was found to contribute to
the learners’ English language skills, limited proficiency still emerged as a
significant factor influencing the effective acquisition of content knowledge.

Similarly, Martirosyan, Hwang, and Wanjohi (2015), investigating the relationship
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between perceived language proficiency and grade point average (GPA) among 54
international students enrolled in a university in the United States, found that the two
were related in that students with better language proficiency tended to have higher
GPAs. The authors, therefore, suggest that although there may be other factors that
impact academic performance, language proficiency is instrumental. Given the
relationship between language proficiency and academic outcomes, one important
question for EMI programs is how different tests may help ensure that students arrive
at EMI programs with sufficient English proficiency.

To gain insight into how useful international tests of English are as a
requirement in non-Anglophone contexts, Dimova (2020) investigated the relevance
of these tests in the University of Copenhagen, and found that given the importance
attached to English language skills for content mastery and academic success in EMI
programs, international tests of English may be used as a screening tool that can
establish equality among students from different lingua-cultural backgrounds. Given
that the TOEFL and IELTS are commonly accepted proficiency tests, several studies
have focused on the predictive power of these tests.

Cho and Bridgeman (2012) investigated the relationship between TOEFL
IBT scores and academic outcomes in the form of GPA. The results they obtained
from 2594 university students showed that TOEFL IBT scores explained a small
amount of variance (3%) of GPA, and predictive validity of the TOEFL IBT was not
strong. However, using expectancy graphs, they also showed that students with high
TOEFL IBT scores tended to be in the top 25% GPA group, and were considerably
less likely to be in the bottom 25% GPA group. This study indicates that while
language proficiency per se may not predict academic success, a high level of

proficiency seems to put students at an advantage in terms of academic outcomes.
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Similarly, Light, Xu, and Mossop (1987) analyzed the relationship between the
TOEFL scores and the GPAs of international students in a university in the United
States, and found a significant correlation between the two, albeit with a small effect
size. The fact that higher correlation scores were obtained in humanities/fine
arts/social sciences than in science/math/business implies that the role of language
proficiency may vary depending on the academic field. Additionally, Light, Xu, and
Mossop (1987) also point out that as some students with relatively lower levels of
proficiency were able to obtain higher GPAS, other factors apart from language may
be effective in academic performance, and criteria other than GPA may be important
indicators of academic success. That GPA may not provide an accurate
representation of academic outcomes is implied in Ekog’s (2020) study with students
in EMI programs at a university in Turkiye, too, as students reported that they only
memorized content and forgot it after assessments.

Yen and Kuzma (2009), intrigued by the observation that language skills
seemed to create problems with Chinese students’ learning despite the requirement
of a minimum IELTS score of 6.0 to enter the programs, analyzed the correlation
between IELTS scores and GPAs of Chinese international students at a UK
university and found a significant relationship between these two variables. IELTS
scores were found to have a significant correlation with GPA in the first and second
semesters, but for the second semester the correlation was weaker. This finding
implies that students may have developed their language skills, but also that there
may be other factors at play that impact students’ academic performance as they
spend more time in the EMI program. The predictive validity of the IELTS in terms
of academic success was also investigated by Schoepp (2018), with the participation

of 953 undergraduate EMI students at a university in the United Arab Emirates. The
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study found that IELTS scores were a significant predictor of academic success and
that the group with higher IELTS scores obtained significantly higher GPAs than the
lower proficiency group. The researchers suggest that for lower proficiency learners,
a bilingual method rather than EMI may be a more viable teaching option.

Apart from international tests of English proficiency, such as the TOEFL and
IELTS, EMI universities may also hold their own in-house tests. For example, Bo,
Fu, and Lim (2022) analyzed the proficiency scores in the in-house language test and
GPAs of 514 first-year undergraduate students in a public university in Singapore.
They found a significant correlation between GPA and proficiency scores, which
explained 6% of variance in GPAs. The effect of proficiency in academic
performance was found to be higher in social sciences than in business/science and
technology, corroborating the finding by Light et al. (1987).

It might also be argued that ESP tests may provide more useful information
for EMI programs than general L2-English proficiency tests. A study by Xie and
Curle (2022) investigated whether Business English proficiency scores predicted
academic success in EMI in a study conducted with 100 second-year Business
Management students. The results showed that there was a statistically significant
relationship between proficiency scores and end-of-year content test scores.

Many EMI programs in Tirkiye set minimum L2 requirements from different
tests, including international tests and in-house tests. While accepting scores from
different tests may be practical, it is usually not clear how score equivalence between
different tests is established. For example, Kamasak, Sahan, and Rose’s (2021) study
at an EMI university in Turkiye revealed that students who submit in-house
proficiency test results had more difficulty in their EMI programs than those with

TOEFL or IELTS scores. Similarly, Tweedie and Chu (2019) compared the
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performance of three groups of first-year engineering students, as defined by their
course completion and GPAs. The groups were categorized based on the English
proficiency exam through which they were accepted into their programs: IELTS,
TOEFL, and successful completion of an EAP program. The results revealed
significant group differences, with students accepted via TOEFL and IELTS scores
completing more courses and having higher GPAs in three of the ten courses
compared. This study points to the difficulty of ensuring equivalence between
different measures of language proficiency. While EMI programs may decide on
minimum scores based on score alignment with the CEFR, as Deygers, Van Gorp,
and Demeester (2018) argue, the alignment of two different language tests to the
same CEFR level does not necessarily mean that the tests are comparable in terms of
content or construct.

To summarize, English proficiency at entry into EMI programs seems to
predict academic outcomes, although the variance explained by them may not always
be substantial. Additionally, students accepted into an EMI program through
different proficiency tests may actually have different sets of L2 competences, and
students with higher proficiency tend to obtain better academic outcomes. There are
obviously other factors as well that determine academic success, but given the
contribution of language proficiency, it is important to understand what minimum
language requirement would ensure that failure in EMI is not attributable to

insufficient proficiency — if such a level can be delineated.

2.3.5.2 Is there a proficiency threshold level for success in EMI?

Variations exist between institutions in terms of minimum proficiency score

requirements. Sahan et al. (2021) studied EMI in 104 universities in 52 countries.
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While most institutions were found to require students to take an in-house exam or
submit a score from a recognized international English language test, score
requirements varied substantially. Language score requirements on the IELTS ranged
between 4.5 and 7.0, while those on the TOEFL iBT ranged between 56 and 100.
When the minimum score requirements were mapped onto the CEFR, B1 and B2
emerged as the most commonly required levels. Given such variations, it could be
expected that students’ EMI experience will also vary. To ensure that students
benefit from EMI, it is important to understand what level of language proficiency is
needed. While the relationship between English language proficiency and success in
EMI programs has been investigated by several studies, the issue of whether there
exists a threshold of English language proficiency after which learning is not
hindered due to language-related challenges has hitherto received little research
attention. Harsch (2018) argues that since language proficiency is a complex
construct, it is impossible to establish a threshold in terms of student language
proficiency required for success in EMI programs and very difficult to obtain
comparable results from different tests; yet, there are research studies, albeit few in
number, that address this question.

The idea that there may be a threshold level of proficiency is supported by
Trenkic and Warmington (2019), who found that the difference in language and
literacy skills between L1-Chinese and L1-English students in UK HE is reflected in
academic outcomes. The finding that language and literacy skills were not significant
predictors of academic outcomes for the native group, but that they were for the L2-
English group, was taken to imply that there is a threshold level of language
proficiency after which learners are not disadvantaged in terms of achieving

academic outcomes due to language.
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Deygers, Zeidler, Vilcu, and Carlsen (2018) examined language requirements
for university entrance in twenty-six European countries. They found that
universities were generally autonomous in establishing language requirements, but
their decisions did not seem to be based on well-informed analyses of their needs.
While Deygers et al. (2018) pointed to the lack of a uniform policy, they report that
the CEFR B2 level was the most common minimum requirement. Still, the
participating institutions were doubtful about the B2 level being sufficient for
success in EMI programs. On the other hand, B2 was determined as a sufficient level
by Harsch et al. (2017). They studied the relationship between TOEFL iBT scores
and academic success of students in a UK university, and found the minimum test
score requirement of B2 to be appropriate as a threshold level of postgraduate
studies. Similarly, the minimum proficiency required to prevent failure due to
language hindrance was suggested to be B2 by Carlsen (2018), which implies that
students at the B2 or higher levels can manage their studies without experiencing
language-related challenges. However, since the study was based on the participants’
self-reported scores and self-assessment of their academic success, the results should
be approached with caution.

Other studies showed that B2 may not ensure that students will not be
linguistically challenged in EMI. In their study of seven universities in Tlrkiye,
Yiksel et al. (2021) found that EMI engineering students at the CEFR C1 level
reported significantly less difficulty in comparison to lower proficiency levels, and in
the case of social sciences students, the impact of linguistic challenges decreased
significantly with each one-CEFR-level increase, e.g., from B2 to C1. This study
implies that even after the B2 level, challenges may persist, but to a lesser degree.

Similar results are reported by Aizawa et al. (2020) in the Japanese EMI context.
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Their study at a business management program of a Japanese university showed that
while there is an obvious correlation between L2 proficiency and challenges (i.e.,
increasing language proficiency results in less difficulty with learning), it is difficult
to identify a discernible level of proficiency after which challenges are greatly
reduced. Even learners at the B2/C1 levels reported that they experienced language-
related challenges while learning content in their EMI programs (Aizawa et al.,
2020). The authors suggest that EMI lecturers take into account the language-related
challenges experienced by L2-English students in EMI programs and make
accommodations accordingly.

In brief, while some studies identified the B2 level as a threshold after which
language proficiency does not negatively influence academic outcomes, others
pointed to challenges even above B2.

The next section focuses on content assessment in EMI, in general, and how

language of assessment may impact performance in content exams, in particular.

2.3.6 Assessment in EMI

As is presented in previous sections, the challenges experienced by students and
instructors in EMI programs have received substantial attention, particularly in
recent years, in response to the growing numbers of such programs, but also likely
because of the limited planning and deliberation that go into the design of EMI
programs, which in several cases are initiated hastily in an attempt to be a part of the
internationalization process and to receive higher numbers of international students.
Many of these studies have focused on learning and teaching in EMI programs.
Assessment in EMI programs, on the other hand, remains an area in which more

research focus is needed. As Xiao and Cheung (2021) suggest, assessment practices
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have implications for both students’ learning processes and learning outcomes, and
thus they are as significant as other components of learning and teaching.

Research has investigated the types of questions used by teachers in EMI
contexts. Hu and Li (2017) examined the relationship between language of
instruction and the syntactic and cognitive complexity of teacher questions and
student answers in two universities in China. The languages of instruction in the
courses were categorized as English medium, Chinese medium, and English-Chinese
medium. The results indicated that lower-order questions with similar syntactic
complexities were used frequently by teachers irrespective of the language of
instruction. However, there were differences in terms of student responses in that
responses in Chinese were found to have more cognitive complexity, and students
were more likely to remain silent in response to questions in English medium
interactions. A similar study was conducted by Hu and Duan (2019). They studied
the cognitive and linguistic complexity of questions and responses in twenty EMI
courses in a university in China. The study found that the cognitive and linguistic
complexity of teacher questions and student responses was low. That is, questions
tended to be lower-order questions that only required responses with lower levels of
cognitive complexity. The researchers concluded that the types of questions and
responses in EMI classrooms did not seem to serve the dual purpose of EMI to
enhance content and language learning. Also, Pun and Macaro (2019) found that
there was a relationship between the use of the L2 in the classroom and the cognitive
level of the questions asked by teachers, in that a higher amount of L2 use was
associated with a greater use of lower-order questions.

Another significant issue regarding assessment in EMI is fairness. Ball and

Lindsay’s (2013) study with lecturers at the University of the Basque Country
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showed that the lecturers were concerned about fairness in both summative and
formative assessments. A large majority of the lecturers identified writing in English
as very challenging for their students, and preparing exams as a difficulty for
themselves. The authors concluded that because of issues related to the linguistic
demands of assessments, the lecturers had doubts about the fairness of exams,
particularly when questions required long written responses. The issue of fairness
was also raised by Macaro et al. (2016) in the Turkish EMI context. They conducted
case studies with instructors from EMI HEIs in Tlrkiye. The instructors pointed out
that some students were challenged in understanding exam questions — despite the
fact that they tried to ask simple questions — and failed the exams as a result of not
having sufficient vocabulary knowledge. The instructors also reported translating key
vocabulary in exam questions into Turkish, despite doubting the appropriateness of
doing so.

Given that L2-English students may be disadvantaged in content assessment,
researchers have pointed to potential uses of multilingual and translingual practices
in assessment. Cots (2013) argues that the requirement for a single language in
teaching and assessment in policy documents conveys the perception that using
multiple languages for such purposes is unnatural. Shohamy (2012) states that
fairness and validity become questionable when English is used in tests assessing
second or third language speakers of English because their performance on such tests
has been shown to be lower in comparison to bilingual tests or tests in their stronger
language. That is why Shohamy suggests that bi/multilingual assessments be
incorporated in EMI classes so that students with limited proficiency in the language
of teaching are given the opportunity to show their true academic knowledge. Indeed,

more research is needed to examine the viability of such options. In that regard,
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Lasagabaster (2022) points to the paucity of research into assessment practices in
EMI universities, and argues that there are many questions that have yet to be
investigated, including the use of translanguaging, viability of multilingual practices
in the presence of students from various L1 backgrounds, lecturer perspectives on
nonstandard ways of assessment, and international students’ views about the use of

L1 by home students in exams.

2.3.6.1 Language of assessment and test performance
It is very difficult to disentangle language knowledge from content knowledge, given
that (written and spoken) language is the most common medium through which
knowledge is expressed. In other words, since language serves a mediating role in
the expression of content knowledge, testing bilinguals in a language in which they
may not best express what they know raises validity questions — as what the learner
has produced may not totally and accurately represent what they actually know about
the topic in question. Thus, the assessment of students’ content knowledge and
academic achievement in the L2 remains a controversial issue. This issue has been
taken up to a greater degree with minority, immigrant and refugee students enrolled
in mainstream classes, but the potential mediating role of proficiency and language
of testing remains an under-researched issue in other EMI contexts (Lo et al., 2021).
This section is devoted to studies that have investigated the relation between
language of assessment and academic outcomes.

Studies of L2 students in mainstream classes have found that students who
are not proficient in the language of the test may perform poorly. Brown (2005)
found that English language learners (ELLS) failed to perform within the range of

fully proficient speakers on a math test that required literacy skills. This was
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attributed to the linguistic demands of the test, leading Brown to suggest that, unless
it is ensured that ELLs have acquired grade-level academic English skills, tests
requiring advanced literacy skills may disadvantage ELL students and risk labeling
them as low performers. Attar et al. (2022) also looked at the effect of testing
language on student performance, with thirty-two Syrian students in the Netherlands
taking academic level appropriate tests (i.e., sixth, seventh, and eighth-grade verbal
mathematical problems) in either Arabic or the school language. The students were
found to perform better on the Arabic version of the test, pointing to a significant
effect of the testing language on student outcomes in content assessment. Based on
these results, the authors point out that bilingual students’ true cognitive and
academic abilities may be masked if they are tested using only the school language
rather than their native language.

Similar results have been obtained in K-12 CLIL settings. Otto and Estrada
(2019) conducted interviews with content teachers in high school CLIL programs.
These teachers expressed a strong interest in and concern about assessment issues,
and complained about a lack of clear guidelines. The authors noted that essay-type
questions, which require students to demonstrate their content knowledge through
language production, may be difficult for students with limited proficiency in the L2.
The teachers involved in the study shared this concern and attempted to incorporate
other types of questions that do not require L2 production to alleviate the impact of
essay-type assessments on student performance. Lo and Fung (2018) investigated the
cognitive and linguistic demands of around 5000 questions from junior and senior
secondary school Science and Biology textbooks and a high-stakes public
examination taken prior to tertiary education. They found that as the language

demands increased, the performance of CLIL students decreased, which raises
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concerns about the validity of examinations in the L2 for students with lower English
proficiency, who may be disadvantaged in demonstrating their true subject
knowledge, particularly in questions with high linguistic demands.

Studies that compared performance in assessments in L1 vs assessments in
L2 have also provided evidence that L2 students may be challenged in assessments
in the L2. Gablasova (2014) asked high school students in a CLIL setting to respond
verbally to questions about two texts in either their L1-Slovak or L2-English. The
responses of this group were compared to a control group who were given the texts
and questions in Slovak only. The results indicated that the students’ responses in the
L2 were less accurate, less fluent, less formal, and less discipline-appropriate
compared to the control group. Gablasova (2014) suggested that insufficient
proficiency in the L2 may hinder the transfer of literacy skills from the L1 to the L2,
causing difficulties for even advanced users to effectively communicate their content
knowledge. Lo et al. (2021) compared the performance of students in L1-Chinese
and L2-English versions of Biology papers in a high stakes university entrance
examination that is given based on the language of instruction of secondary school.
The results showed that an increase in linguistic demand was accompanied by a
greater decrease in exam performance in the English version than the Chinese
version, and that in both tests performance was significantly lower in questions
requiring language production than those requiring comprehension only, such as
multiple-choice questions. This was taken to imply that as the cognitive and
linguistic demands of questions increase, the effect of language becomes more
pronounced.

Language-related challenges in assessments have been observed in tertiary-

level EMI settings, too. Tatzl (2011) investigated lecturer and student perspectives
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on assessment practices in M.A. courses at a university in Austria. It was discovered
that comprehension problems were common in exams as students had difficulty
understanding questions. It was reported by lecturers that answering exam questions
was a challenge that could be attributed to limited language skills, because even if
students knew the answer, inability to express it in English emerged as a concern. In
relation to specific challenges that were faced in terms of exams, comprehension of
exam questions, time management, vocabulary and technical terminology, and

expressing answers in English emerged as the most prominent issues.

2.3.6.2 Accommodations in assessments in the L2

Given that less-than-optimal proficiency in the L2 may impact students’ exam
performance, exam accommodations may help mitigate such effects in tasks that are
intended to assess students’ content knowledge. Abedi, Hofstetter, and Lord (2004)
review experimental studies on assessment accommodations for ELLS, and discuss
several accommodation strategies in terms of effectiveness, validity, feasibility, and
differential impact, based on the findings that ELLs tend to score lower than native
English speakers in subject assessments and linguistic complexity raises validity and
reliability concerns in such assessments. The authors identify issues and challenges
with different accommodations. They state that translations may not result in
equivalent forms, and are difficult and time-consuming to develop. Additionally, if
students have received content instruction in their L2-English, they may not be
familiar with concepts and content-specific vocabulary in the L1, which raises
validity questions. Providing extra time, allowing the use of published dictionaries,
and including glossaries are some other accommaodation strategies, but they may not

always be feasible for different groups of students. For these reasons, Abedi et al.
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(2004) suggest taking student characteristics into account, instead of a one-size-fits-
all approach, in making test accommodations for students from different language
backgrounds. This suggests that contextual factors and assessment purposes should
be considered when accommaodations are to be made in tests.

Another type of accommodation that is used in EMI contexts is simplifying
language. Abedi and Lord (2001) investigated the effect of language on eighth grade
students’ math performance and what effect simplifying the language of questions
would have on students’ perceptions and performance. It was found that there was a
significant difference between the exam performances of ELLs and proficient
speakers, and that students not only tended to prefer linguistically simplified versions
of the questions but also performed better in the simplified version, with low
performing ELLs benefiting more from the modifications.

The use of students’ L1 has also been suggested as an accommodation
strategy. Van der Walt (2006) studied student preferences at Stellenbosch University,
where the language policy involves three options: Afrikaans only, English only, and
bilingual. An overwhelming majority, 88%, of students agreed that doing
assignments and tests in their preferred study language was easier for them. Also,
64% reported that they translated study materials if they were not in their preferred
study language. These findings indicate that students draw upon their L1 while
studying for their courses, and prefer to take tests in their study language. Van der
Walt (2006) identified limited proficiency as an issue that needs to be dealt with, and
suggested that bilingual students may benefit from bilingual strategies that are
informed by more research. Similar arguments were made in the United Arab
Emirates context. Belhiah and Elhami (2015) investigated the effectiveness of EMI

in the United Arab Emirates through questionnaires which involved questions about
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assessment. While most students reported no issues with understanding exam
instructions and responding to questions, when asked about their preferences as to
the use of Arabic in examinations, around half of them were favorable towards the
idea since responding in Arabic could provide advantages such as taking less time to
answer and enhancing their ability to clearly express their knowledge. In addition,
only 48% of the instructors reported that students could comprehend and answer
exam questions in English. Similarly, more than half of the instructors were of the
opinion that students would answer questions in Arabic more successfully than they
would in English. One instructor also stated that some students failed in exams due
to lack of comprehension or inability to express themselves fully.

However, the use of students’ L1 is an accommodation strategy which
requires careful consideration. While acknowledging that learners’ L1 is used in
content assessments in some CLIL courses with the justification that it allows for the
communication of a deeper understanding, Coyle, Hood, and Marsh (2010) refer to
several problems with this approach, e.g., having received content education in their
L2, learners may not be familiar with content-specific vocabulary in their L1, it may
be very difficult or impossible to implement in classrooms where students from
various L1 backgrounds are present, and it may fail for pedagogical reasons, as a
main objective in CLIL programs is to develop the language skills to function
effectively in an L2.

Lastly, it should be recognized that these accommodations only become
necessary when students seem to be disadvantaged because of lack of sufficient
proficiency. The study by Tatzl and Messnarz (2013) is a case in point. They
designed an experimental test involving physics and science problems in two

versions, one in English and one in German, and administered them randomly to L1-
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German L2-English students enrolled in an EMI program in the University of
Applied Sciences, Graz. They found no statistically significant difference between
the participants’ performances in the two versions of the test, which implied that
students’ comprehension and solutions given to the problems were not debilitated by
the language of the exam and that test accommodations were not necessary for them.
As for students’ English language proficiency, it is implied that they had a high
proficiency. Tatzl and Messnarz (2013) note that their finding can also partly be
attributed to the language support the students received in ESP classes within the

program.

2.3.7 The presence of multilingual and translingual practices in EMI

Several researchers who have investigated the presence and function of multiple
languages in EMI have used the term ““code-switching” to refer to this phenomenon.
Wei and Martin (2009) argue that if not for top-down policies associated with
monolingual ideologies that prohibit the use of the L1, code switching instances
could go unnoticed within classrooms just like they do in bilingual speech
community contexts. Code-switching has been found to be rather common and to
serve several functions in classroom settings. These include scaffolding, supporting
comprehension, creating a comfortable setting, and maintaining discipline
(Lasagabaster, 2013); explaining unknown lexical items or linguistic terms and
building rapport with students (Tien & Li, 2013); translation and explaining grammar
or vocabulary (Tian & Kunschak, 2014; Macaro, Tian, & Chu, 2020); explaining
cognitively demanding content (Kim, Kweon, & Kim, 2017); providing feedback to

student responses in the L1 (Macaro et al., 2020); contributing to students’
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confidence (Tien & Li, 2013) and thereby improving the efficiency of instruction and
enhancing student learning.

In Tian and Kunschak (2014), Kunschak refers to the different perspectives
as regard to code-switching: it is still seen as a deficiency by some, whereas for
others it can be “a demonstration of competent bilingualism” (p. 54). Kunschak
emphasizes the importance of optimal and principled use of code-switching
depending on student-related and course-related variables, such as proficiency and
course objectives (e.g., L2-English courses vs content courses). Similarly, Kim et al.
(2017) highlight the importance of L1 as an effective tool that may help improve the
efficiency of instruction in various ways (e.g., clarification, rapport, and classroom
management). In this regard, they point to the necessity of making sure that the
development of students’ content knowledge is not hampered by an insistence on the
English-only policy where L1 may offer benefits. They state that the use of the L1 in
a bilingual or multilingual setting should be considered a valid and useful teaching
strategy, but it has not been recognized as such in Korean engineering schools, where
the focus on English language development has led to a decrease in the learning of
content and overall quality of education in these schools (Kim et al., 2017).

Recently, studies have used the term “translanguaging” rather than “code-
switching” to refer to the use of features associated with different named languages
within the same classroom. A number of studies have found that English-only
language policies are resisted and translanguaging is present in EMI programs in
various contexts, including Denmark (Dimova, 2020), Sweden (Sdderlundh, 2012),
Spain (Doiz et al., 2019) Japan (Aizawa & Rose, 2019), China (Galloway et al.,
2017), Korea (Byun et al., 2011), Hong Kong (Pun & Macaro, 2019), the Ukraine

(Tarnopolsky & Goodman, 2014), and Tirkiye (Ekog, 2020; Yildiz et al., 2017,
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Yiksel et al., 2021). However, the extent to which L1 use is allowed may vary
between instructors (Galloway et al., 2017). Interestingly, in Ekog’s (2020) study in
an EMI university in Turkiye some students reported that lecturers used only Turkish
in supposedly EMI courses.

Translanguaging has been found to serve various purposes. In a study
conducted by Reilly (2021) in Malawi, it was found that translanguaging occurred in
both the social and academic domains in universities, allowing for more effective
learning and teaching as well as highlighting students’ identity. Boun and Wright’s
(2021) study in Cambodia in the Master of Education degree program found that
instructors used Khmer in addition to English for purposes such as ensuring
understanding of the content and involving all students. A large majority of the
students considered the use of Khmer to be helpful for their comprehension, which
indicates favorable attitudes towards translanguaging, particularly given that several
students expressed that they were unable to fully understand the English texts they
read. Dalziel and Guarda’s (2021) study at the University of Padova in Italy
identified various functions of translanguaging practices, including ensuring
comprehension (e.g., reading a text in English and discussing it in Italian),
verbalizing content knowledge (e.g., explaining a term in Italian to develop a deeper
understanding before reformulating it in English), and appealing for assistance (e.g.,
asking for the translation of a term), among others. Toth and Paulsrud’s (2017) study
in Sweden found that while school policies promoted the use of English only, both
students and teachers engaged in language practices that reflected their
acknowledgement of the facilitating role of Swedish. Toth and Paulsrud (2017)
suggest that by encouraging students to use all their languages in learning content,

students are afforded “the means to make use of all their linguistic resources in order
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to facilitate both interaction and learning” (p. 216-217). In other words, students’ use
of their whole linguistic repertoire can allow them to access EMI content and
facilitate participation in lessons.

Lin and He (2017) found that even when multilingual practices involve
language resources not shared by all participants, including the teacher, “their
willingness to learn from each other’s linguistic/cultural resources has fostered a
classroom atmosphere wherein both teacher and students are learning and expanding
their multiple resources for communication” (p. 243). An example of this which they
report is one episode in the lesson where a student uses the Urdu equivalent of a
word to help explain it to their peers, showing that the use of multilingual practices
can facilitate the collective construction of meaning. Lin and He (2017) state that if
the student had been prevented from using the Urdu word by strict adherence to the
monolingual ideology, the collective construction of meaning and the scaffolding
function of this practice would have been interrupted.

Wang and Curdt-Christiansen (2019) carried out an ethnographic study in a
Business and Management undergraduate program and identified several functions
and advantages of translanguaging. Their study was based on classroom
observations, semi-structured interviews, and analysis of documents. They found that
translanguaging was evident in classes, with English and Chinese playing
complementary and interchangeable roles. They categorize the translanguaging
practices observed within the study into four categories: (1) bilingual label quest (the
introduction of terminology and key concepts in one language and elicitation of the
equivalent in the other language), (2) simultaneous code-mixing (shuttling between
the two languages in conveying meaning), (3) cross-language recapping (delivering

content in one language and then repeating or elaborating on it in the other), (4) dual-
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language substantiation (using both languages to construct knowledge, e.g.,
explaining the concept in English and giving relevant examples from the Chinese
context). Wang and Curdt-Christiansen (2019) also report that although they
identified mistakes in the use of English in the assignments by students, course
instructors did not correct them as they attached more importance to the expression
of meaning instead of focusing on language errors. They draw attention to studies
which indicate that the monolingual approach in EMI programs which adhere to an
English-only policy may impede students’ learning of content and to studies which
have shown that EMI does not result in significant gains in terms of English
proficiency. On these grounds, they argue that students’ content learning and
language skills may be facilitated with due recognition of translanguaging and
bilingual programs (Wang & Curdt-Christiansen, 2019).

Siegel (2022) conducted online surveys with students from three different
countries, namely Indonesia, Spain, and the United States, to investigate their
linguistic preferences while taking notes. While around three quarters of the
participants were found to prefer to take notes in English when listening to English,
others engaged in some form of translanguaging, either by taking notes in their L1 or
by using both English and the L1. Siegel (2022) suggests that while taking notes,
students may be allowed to draw upon their L1 particularly at lower proficiency
levels, to use both languages at intermediary levels, and to transition to the L2 at
higher proficiency levels.

Muguruza, Cenoz, and Gorter (2020) investigated the languages used by the
students and the teacher in an English medium Social Education course in a
university in Spain, where three languages, i.e., Basque, Spanish, and English, were

used. Some students expressed exhaustion due to having to put in extra effort to
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understand the explanations of the teacher, who almost always stuck to the English-
only policy, but were relieved thanks to their use of the L1 to complete tasks in class.
The researchers argue that pedagogical translanguaging could mitigate the negative
effects of insufficient proficiency, but they also point to the need for further research
to confirm this.

Research has shown the presence of translanguaging practices in EMI
programs in Turkiye, too. Sahan, Rose, and Macaro (2021) investigated universities
in Turkiye in terms of the use of L1 and interactional approaches, by conducting
classroom observations and lecturer interviews in seven universities. Their findings
showed that the model of teaching in all universities could be described as bilingual.
They suggest that in settings where all or most students have the same L1, the L1
may serve to increase participation and engagement. Sahan and Rose (2021) present
a case study conducted in a Mechanical Engineering department of a state university
in Turkiye. They found that both students and instructors draw on L1-Turkish to
process content information, reaffirm cultural practices, and make sense of new
content, creating “a space for deeper content learning” (p. 31). They argue that
students and instructors translanguage to make meaning through the presentation and
discussion of scientific content in both English and Turkish, which enables
engagement with academic discourse in English while at the same time promoting
knowledge construction in Turkish. Sahan and Rose (2021) suggest that restricting
the enactment of the whole linguistic repertoire of teachers and students through an

English-only policy may “erode students’ learning potential” (p. 33).
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2.3.8 Time for the multilingual turn in EMI?
Doiz, Lasagabaster, and Sierra (2012) state that as the monolingual mindset has
reigned in schools and universities, the separation between named languages has
remained a common practice, but this needs to be replaced with the multilingual
mindset, which allows for the integration of multilingual speakers’ whole linguistic
repertoire and translanguaging practices. Justification for this comes from
Kirkpatrick (2014). Kirkpatrick argues that in EMI programs students are required to
use a language “in which they are unlikely to have as great a level of proficiency” (p.
6). Given that HE necessitates being immersed into and developing an understanding
of cognitively challenging content, students need to have developed a high level of
L2 proficiency to perform their best in their EMI programs. Kirkpatrick (2014)
argues that even when they pass the entry level proficiency tests that are required by
HEIs, this does not guarantee that their level of proficiency is sufficient to graduate
from these programs. He adds that lack of language support puts students at a
disadvantage that is further complicated by the insistence on the use of L2-English
only in EMI programs. Building on studies that have provided insights into the
advantages that the use of L1 may offer, Kirkpatrick (2014) suggests that students
should be given the opportunity to take advantage of their whole linguistic repertoire
in the process of producing their work in the L2. Kirkpatrick (2014) suggests that at
the university level too, “multilinguals, where appropriate, need to be allowed to use
their multilingual skills in the course of teaching and learning” (p. 13).

Van der Walt and Kidd (2013) argue that as EMI universities increase their
multilingual student body, an environment is created where “language proficiency
and academic success are intertwined and classroom practices are de facto

multilingual” (p. 28). Galloway et al. (2020) point out that given the multilingual
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nature of HEIs with an international student body, EMI programs need to develop
policies that do not present EMI as a necessarily monolingual initiative and that
better reflect the linguistic reality of EMI programs. They add that “it is hoped that
the flourishing research on language use in the EMI classroom will showcase the
valuable use of translanguaging” (p. 410). In a similar vein, Veitch (2021) argues
that the view of multilingualism in HE should change into one which recognizes the
multilingualism of students and appreciates the opportunities that emerge when the
whole linguistic repertoire of stakeholders is valued. Rather than English-only
approaches that compartmentalize languages, a holistic approach that takes account
of language resources of bilinguals and the fluid nature of languages is encouraged
by Veitch, who suggests that in this holistic approach “multilingual practices, such as
translanguaging, are natural, legitimised and acceptable.” (p. 9).

Sahan and Rose (2021) argue that the E in EMI should not be interpreted as
English-only, but rather that students and teachers should be allowed to draw upon
their multilingual resources, given that EMI classrooms are inherently multilingual.
By challenging the understanding that EMI should be conducted in English only to
the exclusion of multilingual resources of participating students and teachers, and
presenting translanguaging as a viable alternative pedagogy, Sahan and Rose (2021)
propose a shift in pedagogical practices from a monolingual perspective to a
multilingual one that welcomes translanguaging in the classroom. They argue that
such a shift in EMI not only allows students to learn through English and access the
large body of scientific knowledge produced in English, but also recognizes the
importance of linguistic diversity and knowledge in other languages. With these
practices, students’ access to academic content knowledge can be facilitated through

the inclusion of their linguistic resources and scientific publications available in
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other languages. Sahan and Rose (2021, p. 26) add that “[g]iven that the primary
concern of EMI education is content learning, an insistence on English-only
instruction appears ideologically (mis)guided rather than pedagogically sound.”
Similarly, Carroll and Mazak (2017) argue that “[s]tricter university language
policies legislating textbooks or a medium of instruction would hinder the possibility
for translanguaging practices and serve to enforce a form of academic
monolingualism” (p. 19).

While multilingual practices need to be legitimized, this should be done in a
principled way. Macaro (2020) argues that if the aim in an EMI context is mainly to
help students develop skills for successful communication in English, then it follows
that success would depend on large amounts of input and interaction in the L2;
however, if the focus is mainly on developing understanding in an academic subject,
then the integration of the L1 may turn out to be required. Still, in the case of
classrooms with large numbers of international students, the use of the L1 of the
majority population becomes debatable if international students do not have the

necessary language proficiency in this language (Macaro, 2020).

2.4 L1in L2 writing
Since the current thesis includes written production by the participants, this section
presents studies that have investigated the deployment of the L1 by L2 students in
the writing composition process in the L2.

Wang and Wen (2002) identify one of the differences between L1 and L2
writing as the availability of two languages for the L2 user during the composition

process. Likewise, Woodall (2002) views L2 writing versus L1 writing as “a
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different experience altogether” given that two languages, rather than only one, are
drawn upon (p. 23).

One important issue that has received, and continues to receive, much
research attention is lexical access by bilinguals. According to the language-selective
view, the language that is being used, whether for comprehension or production,
dictates lexical candidates in such a way that only the words belonging to that
language are activated. On the other hand, the nonselective view posits that
irrespective of the language being used, lexical items from both languages are
activated (Van Hell & Tanner, 2012). Research reviews on bilingual processing by
bilinguals with varying levels of proficiency in the L2 have revealed evidence
favoring the latter position, suggesting that even when only one language is called
for, both languages are constantly active in the bilingual mental lexicon, both in
word recognition (Cook, 2008) and production (Van Hell, 2020). Access to lexical
items has been found to be particularly crucial in the formulation stage of a text-
construction activity — a stage which takes up a considerably larger percentage of the
composition process in comparison to the planning and revision stages (Manchon,
Murphy, & de Larios, 2007). In the case of L2 users, depending on L2 proficiency,
lexical access and retrieval may pose a greater challenge. This is postulated by the
Revised Hierarchical Model (Kroll & Stewart, 1994), which posits that less
proficient L2 users’ lexical processing is slower than that of more proficient users
given weaker connections between lexical and semantic information, which is
mediated by the L1 in lower proficiency users.

The L1 has been found to be employed in the L2 composition stage, which is
the stage where writers need to retrieve items from their lexicon, which may be

particularly challenging for L2 users due to slower access and a relatively smaller
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repertoire of L2 words and phrases compared to the L1. Several studies investigated
the deployment of the L1 during the L2 writing process, focusing particularly on the
differential effects of L2 proficiency.

Some studies involved lower proficiency students. Stapa and Majid (2012)
explored how lower proficiency L2 students perform in terms of idea generation and
writing quality when asked to generate ideas in their L1 (Behasa Melayu) versus
their L2 (English). The students were divided into experimental and control groups,
with the former generating their ideas in the L1 and the latter in the L2 while
composing an essay. The students in the control group not only generated more ideas
but they also scored higher (i.e., wrote better-quality essays in terms of the
dimensions tested, i.e., content, organization, vocabulary, language, and mechanics).
Wolfersberger (2003) conducted a study on the L2 written composition processes of
Japanese students with low L2 proficiency learning English in an intensive program.
The students wrote essays in both their L1 and L2 while thinking aloud. They were
found to depend largely on their L1 during the L2 composing process and made
frequent use of translations. The students were unable to transfer L1 writing
strategies to the L2 when the level of proficiency required by a writing task was
beyond their current level (Wolfersberger, 2003).

Wang (2003) examined the effects of L2 proficiency on the language-
switching behavior of L2 writers. The participants were divided into High-
Proficiency (HP) and Low-Proficiency (LP) groups based on their scores on the
Canadian Language Benchmarks. The HP group was in the 7-8 bands (corresponding
to high B1 and B2 levels on the CEFR, according to a report by North and Piccardo,
2018, on the alignment of the Canadian Language Benchmarks and the CEFR) and

the LP group was in the 4-5 bands (corresponding to A2 and low B1 levels). The
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results showed that the LP group switched between languages more often. Wang
(2003) concluded that language proficiency plays a significant role in language-
switching behavior and suggested that L2 instructors encourage their students to use
L1 strategically to facilitate the L2 writing process. While the HP group tended to
engage in language-switching for the purpose of attending to discourse, the LP
participants did it for translation purposes. A comment by one of the participants in
the HP group that using his L1 to formulate ideas and retrieve words helps him to
express his ideas more precisely points to the efficiency afforded by the L1 to L2
speakers while they are composing in their L2 even at higher levels of proficiency.

Woodall (2002) conducted a study on the use and functions of L1 during L2
writing tasks among intermediate and advanced learners of English, Japanese, and
Spanish. The participants were asked to think aloud while writing a personal letter
and a persuasive essay. The results indicated that language proficiency was
instrumental in how often the participants switched between their languages. While
intermediate level students primarily switched to search for lexical items, both
proficiency groups utilized their L1 for purposes such as planning and revising.
Woodall (2002) argued that language switching may improve the quality and length
of texts written by L2 users and therefore suggested that L2 instructors teach their
students to use L1 strategically, particularly for higher-level processes such as
planning.

Wang and Wen (2002) studied the use of the L1 in L2 writing among sixteen
English major university students in China. The participant students were at different
levels in their university studies (i.e., four freshmen, four sophomores, four juniors,
and four seniors), and they were assumed to be at different levels of proficiency

depending on the level of study — although it should be noted that a proficiency test
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was not given to confirm this assumption. The students were asked to complete
narration and argumentation tasks using the think-aloud method. The results showed
that 32% and 24% of the think-aloud data was in L1-Chinese for the narration and
argumentation tasks, respectively. The researchers also found that at higher
(proficiency) levels, the percentage of L1 was lower. Additionally, they observed
that while the students with lower proficiency tended to translate sentences from the
L1 to the L2, those with higher proficiency were more likely to compose their
sentences directly in the L2, though they also relied heavily on the L1.

Van Weijen, Van den Bergh, Rijlaarsdam, and Sanders (2009) explored the
relationship between L1 use in L2 composition and L2 proficiency among twenty-
four L1-Dutch, L2-English students majoring in English. The students had met the
minimum language requirement of their university, which corresponded to the B2
level. They completed four short essays in L1-Dutch and four in L2-English within a
think-aloud protocol. The researchers found that all participants made use of their L1
to varying degrees during the L2 writing process. They proposed that highly skilled
writers made less use of their L1, and L1 use was more common in instances of
cognitive overload for this group.

Kim and Yoon’s (2014) study included Korean students at various
proficiency levels, including elementary, intermediate, and advanced, who were
enrolled in various programs (e.g., engineering, international studies, mathematics,
marketing). The participants were given a placement test as well as a writing task
based on the TOEFL to determine their proficiency. They were divided into three
groups based on their performance on these tasks. A think aloud protocol was used
during data collection, which involved a total of six essays per participant. The

results showed that the elementary group used their L1 the most, with an average of
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65% in narrative tasks and 66% in argumentative tasks. The intermediate group used
their L1 around 50% in both task types, while the figure was around 40% for the
advanced group. The study also found that the students used their L1 for various
purposes, such as idea generation, direct translation, back-translation, meta-
comments, and lexical searching. The frequency with which students from each level
used these particular strategies differed depending on proficiency. Based on these
findings, Kim and Yoon (2014) concluded that the strategic use of the L1 while
composing in the L2 can help improve L2 writing performance.

In addition to think-aloud protocols, research has also investigated
translanguaging, or code-meshing, in the composition of L2 texts. In one of the oft-
cited studies, Canagarajah (2011a) investigated the translanguaging practices of a
graduate student from Saudi Arabia who also mixed Arabic and French while writing
a predominantly English essay. In this study, Canagarajah used the term code-
meshing to refer to the use of different named languages in text, and translanguaging
to multilinguals’ communicative competence. He noted that the student’s use of
code-meshing strategies may have been influenced by Canagarajah’s positive
attitude towards such practices. Canagarajah also observed that “[b]ecause formal
writing is a high-stakes activity in schools, with serious implications for assessment,
translanguaging is heavily censored in literate contexts” (p. 402). In a separate
article, he also stated that “there is a strong opinion among some scholars that
translanguaging is not permitted in writing.” (Canagarajah, 2011b, p. 6), and that
while teachers may be more open to translanguaging in spoken interactions, it is not
typically permitted in writing, which is viewed as a formal activity for assessing

student performance.
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Behizadeh (2017) implemented a writing instruction program that allowed for
code-meshing and found that the participants (ninth grade students) seemed to have a
more affirmative attitude towards linguistic diversity and some even engaged in
code-meshing after the program. One participant, who favored English-only
instruction prior to the study, stated that different languages/dialects should be taken
advantage of in school after being introduced to lessons that incorporated linguistic
diversity. This implies that students’ learning history and previous experiences play a
role in how they approach new tasks.

Murphy and de Larios (2010) compared the language use of seven English
Language and Literature graduates in a narrative and an argumentative essay task.
The participants in the study had high levels of L2-English proficiency, and still,
with the exception of only one participant, all used their L1 in the L2 writing process
and experienced challenges in retrieving L2 lexical items to effectively express their
ideas. The study also found individual differences in terms of the use of the L1,
which indicates that there are other factors at play. The authors argue that their study
provides further evidence that bilingual writers’ use of their whole linguistic
repertoire in writing should be seen as “as a site of multicompetence rather than
deficiency” (p. 78).

There have also been warnings regarding the embracement of the L1 (code-
meshing, or translanguaging) in L2 writing without an analysis of student needs,
perspectives, and contextual characteristics. For example, Gevers (2018) analyzed
the theoretical underpinnings of code-meshing and its pedagogical application and
argued that while code-meshing may seem appealing in terms of hybridity,
translingual approaches should be subject to critical consideration before being

implemented by educators. In this respect, he also states that multilingual students
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may not have the need or the desire to engage in translingual practices in their
writing. According to Gevers (2018), given that research on code-meshing has not
involved as much evidence derived from student writing as it has done from
academics, who enjoy relative freedom and expertise in their language use, code-
meshing may not be as readily available to students. Gevers (2018), therefore, argues
that some L2 writers may not actively engage in translingual practices. Based on
these arguments, Gevers (2018) highlights the need for further research to analyze

whether or not students aspire to code-mesh.

2.5 Theories related to encoding-retrieval match

As readers will notice, this section delves into another research area. In this section,
research into memory access and retrieval will be presented with a particular focus
on how it can inform language of assessment decisions in EMI programs.

Butler (2010) refers to two theories of human memory, i.e., the encoding
specificity principle (Tulving & Thompson, 1973; Tulving, 1983) and transfer-
appropriate processing (Blaxton, 1989; Morris, Bransford, & Franks, 1977), which
both posit that the similarity between encoding and retrieval is a determining factor
in the successful recall of memories. In other words, according to these theories, the
similarity between the conditions under which information is encoded (e.g., how it is
perceived and processed) and the conditions under which it is retrieved (e.g., the cues
and processing required to access the information) is a key factor in the successful
recall of memories.

Tulving and Thompson (1973) define the encoding specificity principle as
follows: “What is stored is determined by what is perceived and how it is encoded,

and what is stored determines what retrieval cues are effective in providing access to
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what is stored.” (p. 353). That is, the encoding specificity principle suggests that the
availability of specific properties during retrieval that were also available during
encoding (thus becoming part of the memory trace) facilitates memory performance.
Ten years after this initial paper, Tulving provided a detailed account of the encoding
specificity principle in the 1983 book Elements of Episodic Memory, in which the
theory is succinctly explained as follows: “recollection of an event, or a certain
aspect of it, occurs if and only if properties of the trace of the event are sufficiently
similar to the properties of the retrieval information” (p. 223). Tulving further
explains that the nature of similarity could be in various forms, stating that
“associative relatedness, matching of features, informational overlap, or whatnot —
and it is possible that different kinds of compatibility relations have to be satisfied in
different situations.” (p. 224). While the kind of compatibility relation may vary
depending on the situation, such a relation has to be present for efficient retrieval to
occur (Tulving, 1983).

Morris et al.’s (1977) transfer appropriate processing (TAP) framework
makes a similar suggestion. They found that a match between the study conditions
(focusing participants’ attention on semantic processing) and the test (which requires
retrieval of semantic elements) results in better performance compared to a mismatch
between study and test conditions. The same was found to be the case for
nonsemantic or perceptual processing, such as rhyming information or
pronunciation. That is, the manipulations that directed learners’ attention to rhyming
produced better results in the rhyming test in comparison to manipulations that
focused attention on semantic processing. In brief, TAP suggests that the overlap
between the processing during encoding (study condition) and retrieval (testing

condition) enhances memory performance.
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Blaxton (1989) designed three experiments to analyze whether the memory
systems account (i.e., episodic vs semantic memory) or processing account (i.e.,
TAP) would better explain dissociations between memory measures. In three
experiments, different tasks were utilized which tapped into various combinations of
memory systems and processing: data-driven episodic memory tasks, data-driven
semantic memory tasks, conceptually-driven episodic memory tasks, and
conceptually-driven semantic memory tasks. This kind of an experimental design
allowed for the investigation of whether differences in memory performance could
be explained by memory systems or processing. The results showed that even when
two tasks tapped into the same memory system, there were dissociations between
memory measures depending on whether the tasks were data-driven or conceptually-
driven, i.e., depending on the type of processing. On the other hand, the overlap
between processing operations during the study phase and test phase was shown to
enhance performance, irrespective of the memory system that is tapped by the task.

To reiterate, the encoding specificity principle is concerned with the
availability of cues during encoding and retrieval. TAP has a similar proposition: It
has to do with the match between (levels of) processing during encoding and
retrieval. It suggests that memory performance during retrieval will be enhanced to
the extent that the cognitive processing engaged in during retrieval is similar to that
engaged in during encoding. According to encoding specificity, the information that
is encoded and thus becomes a part of memory may also be incidental, such as the
speaker’s mood or a specific scent (Schroeder & Marian, 2014). Such pieces of
information function as cues during retrieval. Given the facilitative function of even

incidental cues, Pu and Tse (2014, p. 161) argue,
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Bilingual memory would be better when the words are encoded and then

retrieved in the same language than when they are encoded and then retrieved

in two different languages because the encoded language could serve as a cue

in the memory test to facilitate the retrieval of the studied items.
Language dependent recall is based on this premise. Marsh, Kanaya, and Pezdek
(2015) state that language dependent recall, which suggests that “the language in use
during retrieval is likely to elicit memories that contain linguistic properties of the
same language” (p. 830) is a sub-theory within the more general theory of encoding
specificity. This means that if the language that is used during retrieval is the same as
the language in which specific information was encoded, retrieval will be facilitated.
For example, Friedlander (1990) asked twenty-eight L1-Chinese university students
in the United States to respond to two letters in English that required information on
two different topics: a Chinese festival and life at an American university. The
former was referred to as the Chinese topic and the latter the English topic. The
participants in the match condition planned their letters using the language that
matched the topic, while those in the mismatch condition used English in their
planning for the Chinese topic, and Chinese for the English topic. The results showed
that on average the students showed superior performance, that is, scored higher, in
the Chinese task than the English task, which is attributed to greater topic familiarity.
More importantly, it was found that the students’ performance was better if the
language of planning and the language of the content knowledge were matched.

The language dependent recall effect has been observed in many studies. The
following sections present a review of these studies, focusing separately on episodic,
or autobiographical memory, and semantic memory. Since the language dependent

recall effect was initially observed in studies on autobiographical memory, these

studies are reviewed first below.
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2.5.1 Language dependent recall in autobiographical memory

Initial support for language dependent recall came from studies on autobiographical
memory access by bilinguals. Several studies have investigated the relationship
between language and autobiographical memory retrieval in bilingual individuals.

Marian and Neisser (2000) conducted a study on Russian-English bilinguals
who had lived in the United States for about 7 years, starting at an average age of 14.
They found that when the language of the interview matched the language of the
memory being retrieved, the bilinguals had better access to their memories. For
example, if the interview was conducted in Russian, the participants had better
access to memories of events where Russian was used. Similarly, using English in
the interview led to better access to English memories. However, when it came to
memories where both Russian and English were used, the language of the interview
did not seem to have an effect on recall as recall of these memories was almost
equally distributed in the Russian vs English interviews. This study showed that
recall of autobiographical memories is facilitated when the linguistic environment of
retrieval is similar to that of encoding.

Schrauf and Rubin (2000) conducted interviews with and provided cue words
to older Spanish-English bilinguals. These individuals grew up speaking Spanish and
immigrated to the United States at an average age of 28, where they had been living
for over three decades. The interviews were conducted either in Spanish or English
with cue words in each language. The researchers found that memories encoded in
the Spanish context were more likely to be retrieved in Spanish, even when the cue
word was presented in English. Memories encoded in English, i.e., those experienced
later in life and thus more likely to be experienced in an English context, were more

likely to be retrieved in English, but their number was fewer, which is attributed to
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the bilingual cognitive context in memories experienced later in life, when the
participants were residing in the US. This study too supports the encoding specificity
principle.

Carroll and Luna’s (2011) study with English-Spanish bilingual students at a
university investigated whether the match between content areas and language would
facilitate lexical access in comparison to the mismatch condition. The content areas
were work (i.e., the English language content area since the participants
predominantly used English for work-related tasks) and friends (i.e., the Spanish
language content area since Spanish was generally used for social purposes). It was
found that word recognition was faster in the match condition (e.g., when words
related to family and friends were shown in Spanish) than in the mismatch condition
(e.g., when words related to family and friends were shown in English). This study
showed that words associated with a content area are more accessible to bilinguals in
the language used for that content area than the bilingual’s other language.

Other studies found similar results but also pointed to the effect of
proficiency. For example, Marsh et al. (2015) investigated language dependent recall
by analyzing whether childhood and recent memories would be better recalled by
bilinguals in the language of encoding. They asked English-Spanish bilinguals to
write about a childhood memory and a recent memory in a free recall task, and
randomly assigned the participants to complete the task in either Spanish or English.
The participants were also asked to report the language that was in use during the
recalled memory. The results showed that the language in which the task was
performed influenced the memories retrieved, with those completing the task in
Spanish being more likely to remember childhood memories encoded in Spanish,

while those completing the task in English had comparable recall of Spanish and
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mixed childhood memories. On the other hand, recent events recalled were mostly
English or mixed memories in both conditions. The authors suggest that this may be
due to the more frequent occurrence of recent events in English or mixed language
conditions rather than purely in Spanish, as well as increased language proficiency.
They propose that memories that are encoded when bilinguals have reached high
proficiency in both languages can be accessible in both languages irrespective of the
language of encoding.

Matsumoto and Stanny (2006) conducted a study with Japanese-English
bilinguals in which they were cued with Japanese and English words and asked to
report personal memories they recalled first and the earliest autobiographical
memory they could recall. The interviews were conducted in Japanese, but they had
the option to report memories in either language. They found that participants were
able to recall more memories when cued with Japanese words, and these memories
were often from an earlier time in their lives. That is, Japanese words elicited more
memories of events during which Japanese was used. Similarly, when given English
prompts, they were more likely to access their English memories compared to when
given Japanese prompts. Additionally, proficiency was found to influence memory
retrieval in that, in comparison to students with lower proficiency in English, more
proficient students were more likely to retrieve more memories encoded in English in
response to English cue words.

The studies reviewed so far are concerned with the retrieval and processing of
episodic or autobiographical memory. As is clear in Bartolotti and Marian’s (2012)
statements “in contrast to language-independent access to semantic memory,
episodic memories retain language-dependent information that affects retrieval.” (p.

15) and “[c]ompared to semantic memory access, episodic memories appear to
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integrate language more closely and preserve the language of encoding in the
memory trace.” (p. 17), semantic memory is thought to be less amenable to, or more
independent from, language of encoding during retrieval. This raises the question of
the extent to which findings from research on episodic memory can be translated into
educational settings, given that even though episodic memory may also be relevant
to certain topics covered in educational institutions, semantic memory occupies a
considerably larger space in education, and even more so in HE. Indeed, there is
another line of research which has provided evidence that recall of semantic memory

too may be language dependent.

2.5.2 Language dependent recall in semantic memory

Support for language dependent recall effects in semantic memory has mainly come
from studies in arithmetic, which are reviewed first below, but some other studies
have shown the same effect in general world knowledge and conceptual knowledge,
as well.

Studies reviewed below which focus on access to and retrieval of arithmetic
knowledge indicate that students in bilingual education programs may face
challenges if they are required to retrieve arithmetic information in the language that
was not the language of arithmetic acquisition for them. They also suggest that
learners may display poorer performance if they are assessed in their less proficient
language.

A study conducted by Saalbach, Eckstein, Andri, Hobi, and Grabner (2013)
investigated whether secondary school students in bilingual education programs
faced cognitive challenges when switching between languages during math

instruction and retrieval. The participants, who were native German speakers

112



learning French, were divided into two groups based on their proficiency in French:
balanced bilinguals (those proficient in both languages) and unbalanced bilinguals
(those less proficient in the L2). The study consisted of a training phase with 14
subtraction and 14 multiplication problems presented in either German or French,
followed by a test phase with an additional 14 subtraction and 14 multiplication
problems. The results indicated that both balanced and unbalanced bilinguals
experienced language-switching costs in terms of both response time and accuracy
when solving problems in a language that was not the language of training. However,
switching from the dominant language to the non-dominant language produced a
larger switching effect, which the researchers explain by pointing out that
unbalanced bilinguals do not just rely on their non-dominant language when learning
information in that language, but also use their dominant language in the process.
Saalbach et al. (2013) argue that their findings have implications for bilingual
education programs and suggest that transferring knowledge between languages may
present cognitive costs.

Van Rinsveld, Brunner, Landerl, Schilts, and Ugen (2015) recruited German-
French bilingual participants from different levels of proficiency, including a group
of young adults, to investigate the relationship between arithmetic and language. The
study found that accuracy levels and response times for simple addition facts were
similar in both languages, particularly for the more proficient participants, indicating
that at higher proficiencies, retrieval of arithmetic facts either becomes language-
independent or highly automatized in both languages. On the other hand, complex
problems were solved faster and more accurately in German than in French, despite
mathematics being taught in French throughout secondary school. Van Rinsveld et

al. (2015) argue that this may be because the solution of complex problems may still
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be dependent on German, the first language of instruction and the language of
arithmetic acquisition for the participants.

In Volmer et al. (2018), German-French bilingual university students who
had a minimum L2-French proficiency of B2 were trained to acquire declarative
arithmetic knowledge through auditory presentations in German or French. A test on
the fourth day included both studied and unstudied simple multiplication problems,
as well as text problems in both German and French. The findings revealed that
language switching costs occurred in simple studied problems and text problems,
when the participants had to switch from German (their native language) to French
(their less proficient language) but not vice versa. The authors attribute this
unidirectional switching cost to translation processes and additional cognitive
processing and to potential reliance on the L1 when encoding information received in
the L2.

In Hahn et al.’s (2019) study, L1-German L2-English university students
were provided training in German or English on multiplication, subtraction, and
artificial problems. The participants were then tested in the trained language and the
untrained language. The results showed a significant effect of language switching on
response time across all tasks, but no effect on accuracy. This effect was observed
irrespective of the direction of language switching. The researchers suggest that these
findings have implications for bilingual education in CLIL settings in that if the
language of instruction differs from language of testing, students may experience
language switching costs, particularly in assessments in which students are given a
limited amount of time. Given that their study investigates factual knowledge only,
Hahn et al. (2019) suggest that to develop a better understanding of the effect of

having to apply knowledge in a language other than the language of encoding and its
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implications for classrooms, language switching costs should also be investigated in
tasks that require conceptual and procedural knowledge.

Indeed, language dependent recall effects have been observed in tasks that
require conceptual knowledge, too. For example, Marian and Fausey (2006) made an
important contribution to memory research by studying whether language dependent
recall is also relevant in access to semantic knowledge by teaching and testing
academic information, which makes the study findings relevant for teaching and
assessment in EMI contexts as well. Spanish-English bilingual speakers, who were
grouped into two proficiency levels based on the difference in their English
proficiency, listened to stories in Spanish or English and answered questions related
to them. It was revealed that in the case of an overlap between the language of
encoding and retrieval (the match condition), i.e., when the text and the questions
were in the same language, accuracy increased, and response times and errors
decreased. However, the language dependent recall was influenced by language
proficiency given that unbalanced bilinguals, those who had lower proficiency in
English, did not show similar patterns. Marian and Fausey (2006) present two
potential explanations to account for this difference: (1) at lower proficiency levels,
language may not be a salient cue due to factors such as increased cognitive load and
memory demands, and (2) learners may make use of their more proficient language
when encoding information presented in their less proficient language, which may
confound the results as what is regarded as a mismatch condition by the researchers
may actually be a match condition, or vice versa. Another observation from this
study which, despite not being a focus for the researchers, is relevant to this thesis in
that although they were instructed to stick to one language in their responses, there

were instances of code-switching, all three of which occurred in the mismatch
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condition, when the participants had read the text in Spanish and answered the
questions in English, their less proficient language.

The effect of language dependent recall on semantic memory was also found
by Marian and Kaushanskaya (2007). Mandarin-English bilinguals were given tasks
that required them to retrieve general word knowledge. The questions were created
to require participants to retrieve information that was learned either in Mandarin or
English, and they were addressed to the participants in either Mandarin or English. In
one of the tasks, for example, one question could be answered by recalling a Chinese
love story or an English love story, with the answers “Romeo and Juliet” or “Liang
Shanbo and Zhu Yingtai”, respectively. It was found that information learned in a
specific language was more easily remembered when that language was used during
recall. Language dependent memory effects in terms of accuracy were found in both
languages, but the effect was stronger for information encoded in Mandarin. Marian
and Kaushanskaya (2007) attribute this to the presence of internal translations from
English (the less proficient language) to Mandarin during encoding in English, and
less rehearsal and reactivation of information in English due to being acquired later
in life.

These studies indicate that language dependent recall effects are also
observed in retrieval of conceptual semantic knowledge, but the effect is less
pronounced when bilinguals have a lower level of proficiency in one of their two
languages. One argument in this regard is that when information is presented in the
less proficient language, it may be translated to and encoded in the more proficient
language.

In a similar study, Calvillo and Mills (2020) found that processing

information in the less proficient language may result in more memory errors.
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Calvillo and Mills (2020) had bilingual English-Spanish speakers watch a video of a
crime and read a narrative text in English or Spanish about the event with some
misleading information. The participants were then given a true-false test in English
or Spanish. It was found that, although the (mis)match between the language of the
narrative and the test had little effect on memory, language proficiency was
instrumental in that the participants were less accurate in their less proficient
language, with fewer hit rates and more false alarm rates. That is, when tested in
Spanish, the less proficient language, they were more prone to memory errors and
false memories.

However, there are also studies that have not found encoding specificity
effects (Vander Beken, De Bruyne, & Brysbaert, 2020). However, before presenting
the Vander Beken et al. (2020) study, two other studies by VVander Beken are
presented to provide some background. VVander Beken, Woumans, and Brysbaert
(2018) gave English-Dutch first year psychology students texts in English and Dutch
and a true-false judgment test about the texts in the language they had studied the
text in. The participants studied the texts for seven minutes and were tested
immediately after in the post-test, and they were also given a delayed test in the
second session, which was held after a day, a week, or a month in different groups of
students. The results showed that there was no significant difference in the students’
recognition memory when tested in either language on both the initial and delayed
tests, suggesting that it is not a disadvantage for students to study texts and be tested
in L2-English.

In another study conducted by Vander Beken and Brysbaert (2018), Dutch-
English bilingual psychology students were asked to read a short text in either their

L1- Dutch or L2-English. After reading the text, the participants were asked to write
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down as much as they could remember (free recall test) and to answer true/false
questions about the text (recognition test) with a distractor task in between studying
and testing. The researchers wanted to see if there was any difference in performance
depending on the language in which the text was read and the type of test used. The
results showed that there was no difference in performance on the true/false test,
regardless of whether the students read the material in their L1 or L2. However,
those who read the text in the L2 did significantly worse on the free recall test
compared to those who read it in the L1. Vander Beken and Brysbaert (2018)
suggests that since L2 students may struggle with verbal skills on exams that require
free recall, though may perform equally well as L1 students on recognition-based
exams, the difference in performance raises questions about the type of exams that
should be given to L2 students.

Vander Beken, De Bruyne, and Brysbaert (2020) conducted two experiments
and a meta-analysis to reveal factors underlying L2 recall cost observed in previous
studies, including Vander Beken and Brysbaert (2018). In Experiment 1, which
involved L1-Dutch L2-English psychology students, three different conditions were
evaluated: learning and being tested in the L1 (L1-L1), learning in the L2 and being
tested in the L1 (L2-L1), and learning and being tested in the L2 (L2-L2). Both an
essay-style free recall test and a true/false judgment test were administered. The
results showed that although there was no difference in the true/false judgment test,
recall (essay performance) was worse in the L2-L2 condition compared to the L1-L1
condition. Additionally, the L2-L1 produced closer performance to the L2-L2
condition than the L1-L1 condition, indicating that the poor recall in the L2 is not
primarily due to production difficulties, but rather due to learning the material in the

L2. The researchers found no support for the encoding-retrieval specificity principle
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(language dependent recall), which would suggest better performance in the L2-L.2
condition compared to the L2-L1 condition. In Experiment 2, Vander Beken et al.
(2020) looked at how well students could recall information from a section in a
textbook. For this experiment, they reduced text difficulty by using more verbose
language and more familiar topics and used three short answer questions in place of
the essay task to make the task less challenging. They split the experiment into two
parts, with one group studying texts in English and Dutch and being tested in Dutch
for both texts (i.e., L1-L1 and L2— L1), and the other group receiving both texts in
English but being tested in Dutch or English (i.e., L2-L1 and L2— L2). The
researchers did not find a significant L2 cost, but there was a trend in the direction of
better performance when the text was studied and tested in the L1. They obtained the
following results: L1-L1>L2-L1>L2-L2. They argue that the findings from the two
experiments do not support the encoding specificity principle; rather, they point to
challenges due to the L2 both at encoding and production.

Vander Beken et al. (2020) state that several factors may impact the observed
L2 cost, including the learner’s L2 proficiency relative to text difficulty, the type of
test used to measure knowledge, the cost of L2 production, and the amount of effort
put into studying. They present the following arguments: If the learner does not have
a strong understanding of the L2 words in the text, it will be more challenging for
them to understand and process the information. As the learner becomes more
experienced in the L2, their performance will improve and become more similar to
their performance in their L1. If the type of test used to assess knowledge requires
recalling a large amount of information or making connections between many facts,
the L2 cost will be more pronounced. Regarding L2 production cost, it is likely that

performance in the L2 will be worse when learners are required to respond in the L2
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rather than in their L1. Finally, the amount of effort put into studying can also impact
L2 performance. Bilingual learners typically require more time to read and study
materials in their L2 compared to their L1. Therefore, time pressure may have a
greater negative impact on L2 performance compared to L1 performance (Vander
Beken et al., 2020, p. 904-905).

To summarize, several studies found support for the encoding specificity
principle and language dependent recall, in that bilinguals’ access to memory is
facilitated when the language of encoding and the language of retrieval match.
Language switching costs have been observed both among balanced and unbalanced
bilinguals, but in the case of unbalanced bilinguals, this effect was more pronounced
in switches from the dominant language in encoding to the non-dominant language in
retrieval. It has been argued that less language switching cost from the less dominant
to the more dominant language may be because the encoding of information received
in the less dominant language may be mediated via the more dominant language.
Research by Vander Beken and colleagues have shown a trend in the following
manner: L1-L1>L2-1L1>L2-1L 2. The conclusion that can be drawn from this
research is that at higher proficiency levels, learners may benefit from being tested in
the language in which they received instruction, but if a learner is trained in the less
proficient language, having the opportunity to retrieve information in their more
proficient language may help them perform better, rather than having to retrieve
information in the less proficient language, as both encoding and production in the
L2 may be challenging for them. For educational settings, this may mean that
allowing learners freedom in terms of test language can enhance test performance.

A similar argument comes from a CLIL setting. Canz, Piesche, Dallinger, and

Jonkmann (2021) investigated the effect of test language (German or English) with
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361 sixth graders and 703 eighth graders in bilingual CLIL settings. The study also
investigated the moderating effect of item type, by including multiple-choice
questions (which tap into recognition) and cloze-test items (production). The
researchers found that using the common language (in this case, German) as the test
language resulted in better performance for the students, even if the items had been
taught in the L2-English. They also argue, however, that there may be some negative
effects of using the L1 exclusively as the test language, such as reduced accessibility
of certain concepts in the L1 as instruction is received in the L2. Therefore, given
that test-language itself may introduce score variance not attributable to the
construct, they suggest that it may be best to use a combination of both languages in
item presentation in order to more accurately assess the students’ content knowledge
and subject-related competences. Additionally, the advantage for German as the test
language was found to be higher for the cloze test than the multiple-choice items,
and to decrease as proficiency increased. Canz et al. (2021) point out that as one
gains more experience in learning an L2 and becomes more proficient in it, the
increased independence in the L2 affects recognition skills earlier than production
skills. This implies that particularly in tests that require production in the L2, lower

L2 proficiency students may be disadvantaged if asked to respond in the L2.
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CHAPTER 3

THE RESEARCH STUDIES: A GENERAL INTRODUCTION

3.1 The research questions
Three research studies have been conducted to explore the behavior of learners
enrolled in the EPP and EMI programs at a private (foundation) HEI in Turkiye in
terms of the use of a single named language vs multiple named languages in
assessment tasks. Conventionally, learners in English-medium HE programs in
Turkiye are required in assessment tasks to use English only, which is an L2 for most
of the learners. Similarly, the exclusive use of English is encouraged in EPPs. The
current studies, on the other hand, give learners the opportunity to employ multiple
named languages. This is done in two ways in separate studies: the freedom to use
their whole linguistic repertoire in their responses and the provision of input texts in
different named languages.
Specifically, the following research questions are investigated:
RQL1. Do learners engage in monolingual or translingual practices when they
are given the opportunity to use their linguistic resources without constraints?
RQ2. Does the level of proficiency affect learner behavior in terms of
monolingual and translingual practices?
RQ3. What functions does translanguaging serve in assessment?
RQ4. What difficulties do students think they face while studying in English,
their second language?
RQ5. How does learner performance compare in a writing test when the input

is given (a) only in the L2 or (b) in the L1 and L2?
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To answer these research questions, three studies have been conducted. | will refer to
them as Study 1, Study 2, and Study 3. All three studies were conducted at a private
university in Tirkiye, to which | will refer to with the pseudonym the Globe Private
University (GPU). Before | present detailed accounts of the methodology, results,
and discussion of each study separately, | would like to briefly summarize them and
present the university setting so that the rest of the thesis will be easier for readers to
follow.

In Study 1, students in the EPP of the GPU were given a question that tests
their content knowledge in their CLIL courses, and were instructed to answer the
question without any language restrictions. Since the participating students were
enrolled in classes targeting different levels of English proficiency, Study 1 aimed to
answer RQ1 and RQ2 in CLIL courses.

Study 2 consisted of three phases. In Phase 1, students enrolled in various
EMI programs in the GPU were asked questions testing their content knowledge in
their EMI courses. They were allowed to use language in any way that saw fit to best
answer the question in terms of content. This phase of Study 2 produced data that
was used to answer RQ1 in an EMI setting. In Phase 2, all the students involved in
Phase 1 were asked to take a writing test that aimed to evaluate their English
proficiency. This phase of Study 2 produced answers for RQ2 in an EMI setting. In
Phase 3, students were invited to an interview, which involved questions about their
language use in Phase 1 and about the challenges they faced in their EMI programs.
This phase of Study 2 produced findings relevant to RQ3 and RQ4.

In Study 3, students enrolled in the EPP were given two reading texts and

were asked to summarize and synthesize them. In one condition, both texts were in
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English, and in the other condition, one text was in English and the other in Turkish.

Data from Study 3 was used to answer RQ5.

3.2 The setting

All three studies were carried out at the GPU, where there are English-medium
programs as well as Turkish-medium programs; so, the university offers instruction
both in English and Turkish. As of 2022, the GPU had nine faculties, two vocational
schools, and an EPP. Within the nine faculties, there were over thirty EMI programs.
On its website, the GPU states that they believe that internationalization increases the
quality of education and research, and advertises its programs to prospective
international students. The GPU had over 1000 international students in January
2022, which has likely increased since then.

Study 1 and 3 were conducted at the EPP, and Study 2 was conducted at
several EMI programs within the GPU. Richards and Pun (2021) point out that
different labels have been used to refer to settings where English is used to teach
content to L2 users of English, which include “content-based learning, content and
language integrated learning (CLIL), immersion education, theme-based language
teaching, and bilingual education, and ... English-medium instruction (EMI).” (p. 1),
and present a typology of EMI. The different classifications in Richards and Pun
(2021) include the following:

e Interms of access to EMI courses, the four models include the categories
presented in Macaro (2018, 2022): the selection model, the preparatory
model, the concurrent support model, and the multilingual model.

e Interms of the time of introduction of EMI, there are three categories: early

EMI, middle EMI, and late EMI.
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e The types of EMI curriculum models include single medium, dual
medium/partial, parallel, transitional, collaborative, interdisciplinary,
sheltered, adjunct, and bridging.

e The different kinds of assessments used are categorized as content
assessments, content and language assessments, and language assessments.

e Interms of the relationship between English subject courses and EMI
courses, there are five categories: independent, supportive, EAP, thematic
approach, and ESP.

The EPP and EMI programs involved in the current thesis can be described as
follows based on Richards and Pun’s (2021) classifications: In the GPU, students
need to certify their language proficiency to be exempted from the EPP, or are
required to take intensive English classes. In that sense, in terms of access to EMI,
the preparatory year model is used. However, once students have started their
programs, they are still provided with language support in the form of EAP and ESP
classes. This means that the concurrent support model is also implemented, although
the numbers of support classes are not many. Given that for most incoming students
EMI occurs only in higher education, the setting can be categorized as a late EMI
setting. The type of curriculum used can be categorized as single medium given that
almost all content subjects are taught through the medium of English, except a
Turkish History and a Turkish Language course, which are compulsory courses in all
programs due to Council of Higher Education regulations. When it comes to
assessment, a distinction should be made between the EPP and EMI programs. In the
EPP, various assessment types are used. Most of them are language assessments, but
there are also tests that assess both content and language in CLIL classes, and these

can be categorized as content and language assessment given their dual focus. As for
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EMI programs, content assessments are used. Lastly, the English subject courses that
students take while in their EMI programs are EAP or ESP courses depending on the
curriculum of each EMI program.

In the EPP and EMI programs, the language of instruction is specified as
English in policy documents, which implies that instructors are expected to use
English within the classroom. Course materials and exams are also in English.
However, it should be noted that students and instructors have revealed that in
practice language practices may vary in that while some instructors choose to stick to
English at all times, others also use and allow students to use Turkish, albeit only
sporadically. Those who switch to Turkish do so only in certain conditions, such as
when there are no international students and the instructor judges that learners seem
to have difficulty understanding a topic in their L2-English or when a learner’s

message is not clearly understood by the interlocutor(s) even after several attempts.

3.3 Ethical issues

There are several aspects of research that should be attended to in educational
research in order to protect participants. Responsibilities towards participants include
respect for all individuals, avoiding harm to anyone who may be directly or
indirectly involved in the research, obtaining informed and voluntary consent, being
open and transparent towards participants, informing them of and guaranteeing their
right to withdraw at any point in the study, and protecting the privacy and
confidentiality of participants (British Educational Research Association, 2018). To
these ends, several actions were taken within all three studies. Approval was
obtained from the Bogazi¢i University’s committee for M.A. and Ph.D. research

(Appendix A) and permission was obtained from the GPU. All participants in the
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study (and all potential participants who ultimately decided not to take part in the
study) were informed about the details, including the data collection methods, their
rights, and potential research outputs. All participants agreed to sign the relevant
consent form (see Appendix B for the consent forms), and were informed that
participation was voluntary and that they could withdraw at any time. To protect the
identity and privacy of the participants and the institution involved, identifying

information has been avoided and pseudonyms have been used in place of names.
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CHAPTER 4

STUDY 1

4.1 Introduction
Study 1 was conducted within the EPP, which prepares students for EMI programs at
the GPU. The EPP offers L2-English lessons for academic purposes. Additionally, it
also has classes specifically tailored to the language requirements of various EMI
programs, such as Medicine, International Relations, and Electrical Engineering.
This latter group of lessons are categorized as CLIL. This study was used to produce
data that could help answer the following questions in CLIL courses:
RQL1. Do learners engage in monolingual or translingual practices when they
are given the opportunity to use their linguistic resources without constraints?
RQ2. Does the level of proficiency affect learner behavior in terms of

monolingual and translingual practices?

4.2 The setting

The EPP, where Study 1 was conducted, prepares learners for their EMI programs in
the GPU. At the time of the study, learners enrolled in the EPP were mostly Turkish
citizens, but there were also international students, particularly from Arabic-speaking
countries.

In the EPP, students receive L2-English lessons. The classes that are
conducted on Monday, Tuesday, Wednesday, and Thursday can be categorized under
EAP, given that the purpose is to equip students with L2 skills that will enable them
to participate and perform sufficiently in an academic context. The books that are

used within the program, published by a prestigious international publisher, include
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academic content, and aim to improve academic reading, writing, listening, and
speaking, as is indicated in the books’ forewords.

Apart from these skill-based courses, the EPP also offers classes with a
particular focus on the specific language requirements of the EMI programs at the
university. These classes, which are held on Friday, serve as introductory (language)
courses to students’ respective departments. The Friday classes are designed
specifically for each EMI program. For example, students who are enrolled in the
Department of Medicine are taught through materials that are intended to familiarize
them with basic concepts and topics in medicine. They learn about the body parts,
digestive/ urinary/ respiratory/ skeletal/ reproductive systems, and several disorders,
etc. International Relations students learn about major theoretical approaches to
international relations, different forms of government, global problems that require
international cooperation, and presidential systems in different countries, among
others. Electrical Engineering students learn about the branches of electrical
engineering, the history of the field of electrical engineering, electric circuits,
quantum theory, and so on. The materials for these classes are prepared by assigned
instructors at the EPP, who study the curricula of the relevant departments and
contact instructors from the relevant departments to decide what to include in the
units to be covered. There are also grammar and vocabulary exercises at the end of
each unit. As stated above, the courses offered at the EPP can be categorized as
EAP, except the Friday classes, which fall under the umbrella of CLIL. The detailed
justification for why | chose to categorize them as such is presented in Appendix C.

As for language practices, the instructors in the EPP are expected to use
English in the classroom, but there is no strict policy about language use. In fact,

when there are no international students in class, instructors also employ Turkish in
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their classes to varying degrees. Similarly, students, particularly those at lower
levels, are reported to talk to each other in Turkish especially during pair or group
work activities, explain their ideas or ask questions in Turkish, and occasionally ask
the instructor to make explanations in Turkish if they feel that they have not
understood the content. Instructors’ practices seem to vary in response to such

learner requests.

4.3 Participants
The data came from 226 students, all of whom were L1 speakers of Turkish. The
participating students were from seventeen different departments. As was stated
before, in the EPP, Friday classes are designed specifically for each EMI program.
However, in some cases, students from different programs were given the same
course because there were only a few students from each program, and it was not
practical for the EPP to offer a separate class for programs with a rather limited
number of students. In such cases, programs were categorized according to their
faculty so that the content of the courses could be tailored better to the needs of those
students as well. There were two such courses: The students from Pharmacy, and
Molecular Biology and Genetics departments were given the same course; and
Midwifery, Nursing, and Physiotherapy and Rehabilitation students were categorized
under Health Sciences. The data was obtained from the following classes:

e Pharmacy, and Molecular Biology and Genetics

e Health Sciences

e Medicine

e Computer Engineering

e Electrical Engineering
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e Civil Engineering

e Industrial Engineering

e Management and Information Systems

e Psychology

e Business Management

e International Relations

e Architecture

e Radio, Television and Cinema

e New Media
In each class, there were students with different levels of proficiency, i.e., Pre-
Intermediate, Intermediate, Upper-intermediate, and Advanced, as was defined by
the EPP itself. Table 2 presents the number of participating students based on their

department and level of English at the time of the study.

Table 2. Number of Study 1 Participants Based on Department and Level

Faculty/Department Pre-int  Int Upper-int  Adv  Total
Pharmacy & Molecular Biology and Genetics 0 3 10 5 18
Health Sciences 13 18 1 0 32
Medicine 2 11 7 20
Computer Engineering 6 8 3 1 18
Electrical Engineering 4 7 0 0 11
Civil Engineering 10 7 0 0 17
Industrial Engineering 2 7 0 0 9
Management & Information Systems 8 10 0 0 18
Psychology 5 14 0 1 20
Business Management 10 8 0 0 18
International Relations 2 4 2 0 8
Architecture 3 6 3 1 13
Radio, Television and Cinema 6 1 0 0 7
New Media 8 6 3 0 17
TOTAL 77 101 33 15 226

Note: Pre-int = Pre-intermediate, Int = Intermediate, Upper-int = Upper-intermediate, Adv =
Advanced.
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Students take a placement test at the beginning of the school year and are registered
into different levels based on the results of this test. After each quarter within the
school year, they are given three tests (one of which is based on content learned in
Friday CLIL classes) and based on their performance on these tests, they either pass

on to a higher level or repeat the same level.

4.4 Tools and procedures

The aim in the assessment procedure in Study 1 was to see what students’ linguistic
behavior would be like in their answers to a question targeting the Friday CLIL
courses when given the opportunity to draw from their whole linguistic repertoire,
and whether there is a relationship between proficiency and students’ use of their L1-
Turkish or L2-English.

As was indicated, the Friday classes are intended to equip students with
discipline-specific language skills while at the same time introducing some of the
fundamental contents, concepts, and theories related to their disciplines. The course
materials for these classes were prepared by selected instructors from the EPP. In
Friday classes, one unit was generally covered in each class for a total of 6 units in
each quarter of the school year, which means a total of 12 units each term; but this
was not always consistently applied in each class, with some classes teaching less
than 12 units depending on how long each unit took to cover.

When it comes to assessment, the exams consisted of several parts; but
overall, they all had two main sections: content and language. The content part was
worth 60 points, and the language part (which included vocabulary and grammar
sections) was worth 40 points in total. It is safe to argue, then, that a fundamental

aim in these exams was to evaluate the extent to which the learners acquired the
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content. In terms of the language of the exams, students were not supposed to use
their L1; otherwise, they would lose points.

However, given the focus of the present study, the exam given as part of the
study was intended to allow the students to make use of their whole linguistic
repertoire without restricting them to any specific named language. By doing this, it
was also aimed to give the students the opportunity to represent their content
knowledge by bypassing potential language-related challenges in expressing what
they knew. The format of the exam was decided upon in collaboration with two
course instructors, who were also involved in material development for Friday CLIL
classes. We created a test that (a) could be easily used in the courses of different
departments, (b) would give all students the chance to show what they have learned
in their CLIL classes, and (c) would be representative of the content covered (See
Appendix D for a sample test for the Architecture Department. The tests for all the
other departments were of a similar format).

The instructions were given in three ways: in English, in Turkish, and in a
translingual format (See Appendix D). The decision to include translanguaging in
test instructions has received criticism, mainly for two reasons:

i.  The language policy in the EPP and EMI programs requires instructors and
students to use English, and using other languages than the language of
instruction is a clear violation of this policy,

ii.  Giving instructions in which different languages are used together may direct
students to engage in a similar practice, e.g., they may think that this is what
is expected of them in the study, or they may find it interesting and try to do

the same.

133



While acknowledging that they are valid criticisms given the existing policies in the

EPP and EMI programs, I would also like to note the following arguments:

Several studies have shown that the English-only policy in L2 classrooms and
EMI programs is “violated” by both students and instructors, most
prominently in spoken production, e.g., when students interact with each
other in group work or when they ask or respond to questions. This linguistic
behavior has been linked to various perceived and actual benefits in terms of
student participation, comprehension, and learning. This implies that if the
English-only policy were to be followed without questioning, this could have
consequences for students’ academic development. This language practice of
using different named languages together has received relatively less
attention in writing, probably because teachers and students refrain from
doing the same in written production, particularly in written exams, for
reasons that should be uncovered through empirical research, but that may
have to do with (a) the nature of written production, which is essentially
different from spoken production, in that writing allows for more planning,
(b) the fact that written documents present undebatable evidence that the
institution’s English-only policy is violated, which may put instructors at risk
depending on the institution’s rules and regulations, and (c) written language
is more norm/rule-bound in general in comparison to spoken language. The
relative lack of such written data along with the difficulty of obtaining access
to exam papers for reasons of confidentiality could have also played a role in
the paucity of research on translanguaging in writing and in assessments (see,

for example, Canagarajah, 2011a, and Behizadeh, 2017, for exceptions).
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il.  The monolingual attitude against the use of multiple languages within the

same text has deep roots in established norms and dominant perspectives.
That being said, it should also be highlighted that criticisms against such
language use may be based on contextual parameters, e.g., the presence of
users of other languages within the student body. If international students
who do not share the dominant home language in an EMI context are not
given similar input in their own languages in an exam, that would create
unfairness against them. Therefore, it would be a mistake on the part of those
favoring multilingual practices to entirely disregard such criticisms.
However, | also think that from another perspective, giving instructions in
this way rather than imposing a monolingual approach in a context where
multilingualism is the norm may also be a useful option for students, but it
requires careful planning based on contextual needs and parameters, and the
availability of resources to allocate for the accommodation of such
multilingual practices in assessments. As a matter of fact, the inclusion of
different named languages in test tasks has recently been practiced in a high-
stakes language exam for university instructors (Baker & Hope, 2019). This
indicates that in the future, translingual practices may be more welcome, but
only time will tell.

To administer the exam, the researcher printed out copies of the test as well as

participant information and consent forms. The exams were administered with the

support of the course instructors. The study was introduced to the course instructors,

and the process of administering the exam was explained to them. The students were

required to do the exam individually, without getting help from the teacher, their

classmates, course materials, or any other tools or resources. The researcher visited

135



the classrooms to inform the students about the study and procedures, informing
them that the study was done on a voluntary basis, the results were not to affect their
course grade, the answers would not be shared with any third parties, and they were
free to leave the study at any time. They were also given time to read and sign the
participant information and consent forms. After they signed the consent forms, they

were given 30 minutes to complete the exam.

4.5 Data analysis
Lee (2022) argues that the approach to translanguaging by some scholars is through
epistemological paradigms that are better aligned with code-switching. Lee (2022)
makes the following observation:
[o]ur research participants may be using language in ways that are not in
alignment with our mappings. We may be interested, for instance, in
understanding when and why our participants ‘switch’ between ‘codes,’ but
our participants themselves might not be conceiving of their languaging in
this manner, as operating along predictable coordinates of ‘codes,’ to begin
with. (p. 4).
The fact that a word count methodology is used in the current research and that the
participants’ language repertories are categorized into L1 and L2 may seem to
indicate that the epistemological approach taken here still remains within the
confines of code-switching research. However, given that written products are
analyzed, an outsider’s perspective is taken in Study 1. The research paradigm
employed obviously does not allow for uncovering cognitive processing during the
participants’ text generation. After all, the investigation is based on completed texts,
i.e., products, rather than the process. Assigning words in these products to different
languages may mean seeing languages as homogeneous, compartmentalized codes.

However, this is not really the perspective taken here. The counting of words

associated with different languages in a conventional manner is intended to show that
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bilinguals’ language practices, and products, go beyond such categorizations. To
show that bilingual practices transcend and evade boundaries between languages, it
IS necessary to show where these boundaries were in the first place. As Cummins
(2017, p. 112) state,
It is entirely possible to reconcile the construct of translanguaging, which
highlights the integrated conceptual/linguistic system through which
plurilingual individuals process and use language, with the social reality of
different languages, understood as historical, cultural, and ideological
constructs that have material consequences and determine social action (e.g.,
language planning, bilingual programs, etc.).
Whether a word is categorized as a Turkish or an English word was determined (1)
by the researcher, who is fluent in Turkish and English, and (2) by consulting the
proofing language feature of Microsoft Word. However, there were also situations
when this was not sufficient to determine whether a word should be considered a
Turkish or an English word. The following decisions were made during the study:

e Person and location names, and acronyms were excluded from the analysis.

e If there were contentious words, they were checked on the Turkish Language
Association’s online dictionary (https://sozluk.gov.tr/) and in the Cambridge
Dictionary (https://dictionary.cambridge.org/). For example, although the
word “selfie” is originally an English language word, its use by speakers of
Turkish has been so widespread that it has also entered the Turkish Language
Association’s dictionary without any changes to its spelling. Words that are
spelled the same and have the same meaning in both languages and are
included in both Turkish and English dictionaries, such as “selfie”, “atom”, or
“test”, were not included in the word count analysis.

e Additionally, there were also words which were not included on

sozluk.gov.tr, but were still used in Turkish, especially terminological words

from health sciences. Some of these words are spelled the same in both
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languages (e.g., abdominal, radius). The researcher searched such words
online on websites by locating T1p Terimleri Sozliigii (Medical Dictionary),
Biyoloji Terimleri Sozligii (Biology Dictionary), as well as by doing Google
searches such as “abdominal agr1” (abdominal pain) and “radius kemigi”
(radius bone). Since student interviews were not a part of Study 1, students
could not be asked which language they thought such words belonged to; that
is why, words that were found to be used in both Turkish and English with
the same spelling were excluded from the word count analysis.

e There are also words which are spelled similarly, but not exactly in the same
way, in English and Turkish — words such as acid (asit), medical (medikal),
sonography (sonografi), symptom (semptom), bureaucracy (burokrasi). For
such words, the decision to count them as Turkish or English was made based
on how they were spelled by the participant. If the English spelling was used,
the word was counted as an English word, and if the Turkish spelling was
used, it was counted as a Turkish word.

The attempts to appropriately categorize the words as Turkish or English were, for
me, a testimony to the difficulty of drawing borders between languages and of the
enterprise of assigning words to specific named languages. However, given the
psychological and practical reality of named languages, it was also a necessary step
to see how experience with another language influences the use of the two named
languages by students in CLIL and, as we will see in Study 2, in EMI settings. Also,
it should be added that since Turkish is an agglutinative language and English is not,
the number of words used to express the same idea in the two languages will likely

be different.
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Through the coding of the words as L1 and L2, the total number of L1 and L2
words was calculated. However, at this point, the unit names (which are also given in
the exam papers) were coded separately, because irrespective of language choice,
that is, even when a participant responded in Turkish, unit names were included in
student answers in English (Students used the unit names to indicate which unit they
were writing about in their responses).

To answer RQ1 (Do learners engage in monolingual or translingual practices
when they are given the opportunity to use their linguistic resources without
constraints?), and RQ2 (Does the level of proficiency affect learner behavior in terms
of monolingual and translingual practices?) in the EPP (CLIL courses, as described
previously and in Appendix C), the following procedures were used:

First, the average and total numbers as well as percentages of L1 vs L2 words
were calculated according to the proficiency level. These descriptive results were
intended to provide a general understanding of language use by students from
different proficiency levels. This first analysis showed that L1 use was evident at
each proficiency level.

Next, to examine students’ language use in more detail, the number and
percentage of students who used the L1 only, L2 only, or both languages were
calculated. This analysis was used to see if there were students who used both
languages within the same response, and if there were differences between the levels
in terms of students’ language use. Translanguaging in student responses was found
at all four proficiency levels.

The fact that there were students who used both languages was of limited
informative value. A student may have written a response with all but one word in

Turkish, and another student may have written almost half of the response in Turkish
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and half in English. In these cases, both students translanguaged, but to varying
extents. To understand the extent of translanguaging in a response, the percentage of
L2 words used by each student was calculated. For example, if a student used 10 L2
words and 90 L1 words in a response composed of a total of 100 words, the
percentage of L2 use was 10%. If a student used 70 L2 words and 30 L1 words, the
percentage of L2 use was 70%. Following this, four groups were created according
to the percentage of L2 words used: (1) 1-25%, (2) 26-50%, (3) 51-75%, and (4) 76-
99%. In this way, it became possible to see if students who used both languages
wrote their responses predominantly in the L1, or the L2, or used the two languages
for approximately equal amounts.

To see whether the different proficiency groups were statistically different in
terms of the amount of L2 use in their responses, inferential statistical analyses were
conducted using SPSS 20.0. For these analyses, the Upper-intermediate and
Advanced groups were combined as the Upper/Advanced group, because otherwise
the number of students in the Advanced group would be too low for the information
obtained about this group to be statistically meaningful.

The group sizes were not equal (i.e., Pre-intermediate = 77, Intermediate =
101, Upper/Advanced = 48); so, the data was checked to see if homogeneity of
variance assumption was met. Since it was not, the non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis H
test was run to see if the percentage of L2 use was moderated by proficiency.

Since the Kruskal-Wallis H test indicated a significant difference, the Mann-
Whitney U test with the Bonferroni adjustment was used to make comparisons across

the proficiency groups.
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4.6 Results
To see whether the extent to which the participants used the L1 or the L2 in their
answers varied between different proficiency levels, the average number of L1 vs L2
words used by the participants in their written responses was analyzed (see Table 3).
As was previously mentioned, the number of participants in each level was as
follows: Pre-intermediate = 77, Intermediate = 101, Upper-intermediate = 33, and
Advanced = 15. The unit names, which were provided in English, were used in
English by the participants regardless of their language preference in their responses;
therefore, they are presented separately and were not included in statistical analyses.
As Table 3 shows, the L1 was used at all the proficiency levels. The average
number of L2 words increased along with proficiency. On the other hand, the
average number of L1 words tended to decrease as proficiency increased. A high
number of L1 words was used by the average student at the upper-intermediate level,
but the upper-intermediate group also wrote the longest responses. A closer look at
individual student performances at the upper-intermediate level showed that there
were three participants who wrote more than 200 words (i.e., 225, 228, 251) entirely

in their L1, which contributed to the high number of average L1 words in this group.

Table 3. Average Number of Words Per Student According to Proficiency Level in
Study 1

Level L2 Words L1 Words Unit Names Total
Pre-intermediate 23 68 7 98
Intermediate 44 54 6 103
Upper-intermediate 80 75 6 161
Advanced 105 36 7 148

In the next step, the ratio of L1 vs L2 words to the total number of words was
calculated. The results of these calculations are presented in Table 4. This data shows

that the use of L2 and proficiency are positively correlated. While only 24% of the
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words used by the students at the pre-intermediate level were in the L2, this figure
was over 70% in the advanced group. This also means that increase in proficiency
was associated with decrease in the use of the L1, from 69% in the Pre-intermediate

level to 24% in the Advanced level.

Table 4. Total Number and Percentage of Words Based on Proficiency Level in
Study 1

Level L2 Words (%) L1 Words (%) Unit Names (%) Total
Pre-intermediate 1789 (23.6) 5262 (69.3) 538 (7.1) 7589
Intermediate 4431 (42) 5456 (51.8) 655 (6.2) 10542
Upper-intermediate 2649 (49.9) 2478 (46.7) 183 (3.4) 5310
Advanced 1579 (71.1) 542 (24.4) 100 (4.5) 2221

Since it was observed that both the L1 and the L2 were used by the participants in
their responses, the next descriptive analysis focused on the numbers and percentages
of students who used only the L1, those who used only the L2, and those who used
both languages in each proficiency level (Table 5). The percentage of students who
used the L2 only was found to be higher as one progressed from lower to higher
levels of proficiency, while the use of the L1 showed a tendency to be lower. The
word count analysis (Table 4) showed that a total of 542 L1 words were used by the
advanced students, but as seen in Table 5, none of these students used the L1 only in

their responses. They either used the L2 only or a mix of the L1 and the L2.

Table 5. Number and Percentage of Students Who Used Turkish Only, English
Only, or Both in Study 1

Level L2 only (%) L1 only (%) Both (%) Total
Pre-intermediate 11 (14.3) 21 (27.3) 45 (58.4) 77
Intermediate 31 (30.7) 12 (11.9) 58 (57.4) 101
Upper-intermediate 13 (39.4) 6 (18.2) 14 (42.4) 33
Advanced 7 (46.7) 0(0) 8 (53.3) 15
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Another interesting finding was that although there seemed to be a decrease in the
use of both languages within the same response along with an increase in
proficiency, the difference was less pronounced in comparison to the decrease in the
use of the L1. However, in this analysis, two students with different amounts of L1
and L2 use within the same response were treated similarly; that is, a student who
wrote totally in the L1 except for a few words in the L2, and another who used
similar amounts of L1 and L2 were both included in the same group (i.e., the Both
languages group).

In order to better understand each proficiency group’s translanguaging
behavior, four categories were created based on the amount of L2 use in a response:
1-25%, 26-50%, 51-75%, and 76-99%. For example, if a student used only 3 words
in the L2 and 97 words in the L1, their L2 use would be 3%, and they would be
included in the 1-25% category. In other words, a lower percentage meant a lower
amount of L2 use and a higher amount of L1 use. This information can be found in
Table 6. The table also provides the percentages of the students in each category in
parentheses. Sample responses that illustrate students’ translanguaging are provided

in Appendix E.

Table 6. Number and Percentage of Students Who Translanguaged According to the
Percentage of L2 Use in Study 1

Level 1-25% 26-50% 51-75% 76-99% Total
Pre-intermediate 31 (68.9) 4 (8.9) 6 (13.3) 4(8.9) 45
Intermediate 26 (44.8) 17 (29.3) 6 (10.3) 9 (15.5) 58
Upper-intermediate 6 (42.9) 5(35.7) 1(7.1) 2(14.3) 14
Advanced 2 (25) 3(37.5) 2 (25) 1(12.5) 8

As can be seen in Table 6, the students who used both languages in their responses

were more likely to compose their responses mainly in the L1 at all levels; in other
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words, the majority of the students in each level used more than 50% of L1 in their
responses. The data also indicates that the probability of the students who wrote
mainly in the L1 to include L2 words in their responses was higher than the
probability of the students who wrote mainly in the L2 to include L1 words.

The analyses were followed by inferential statistics. Since the descriptive
statistics showed that the students’ language behavior in their responses varied as a
function of proficiency, the next step involved determining whether the differences
between the proficiency groups were significant. The analyses were conducted based
on the percentage of L2 use. As was previously mentioned, if a student wrote totally
in the L1 for example, their score was 0; if a student wrote totally in the L2, their
score was 100; or if a student used equal amounts of L1 and L2, their score was 50,
and so on.

Because the numbers of students in the Upper-intermediate and Advanced
levels were low, the two groups were combined for the statistical analyses, as
otherwise the sample size of the Advanced group in particular would not be
sufficient to produce meaningful statistical results. The resultant three proficiency
levels (Pre-intermediate, Intermediate, and Upper/Advanced) were compared to see
if there was a difference between them in terms of their language use in their
answers.

Since the homogeneity of variance assumption was violated due likely to the
unequal group sizes, the non-parametric independent samples Kruskal-Wallis test
was performed. The test showed that there was a statistically significant difference in
the L2 use percentages between the different proficiency groups, x?(2) = 28.810, p =
0.000, with a mean rank L2 use score of 85.10 for the Pre-intermediate group, 124.17

for the Intermediate group, and 136.61 for the Upper/Advanced group. For the
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Kruskal-Wallis test, epsilon squared (£?) is recommended as an appropriate measure
of effect size; the €% value was .106, which corresponds to a medium effect size
(King, Rosopa, & Minium, 2018).

Given the presence of a significant difference, the Mann-Whitney U test was
conducted as a post-hoc analysis to make pairwise comparisons. The Bonferroni
adjustment was applied to control for Type | error across the tests. The results
indicated significant differences between the Pre-intermediate group and the
Intermediate group, U = 5.276, p = .000, and between the Pre-intermediate group and
the Upper/Advanced group, U = 2.647, p = .000. However, the difference between
the Intermediate and the Upper/Advanced groups was not significant, U = 2.734, p =

.199.

4.7 Discussion

There is a “dearth of literature specifically related to the multilingual turn in CLIL”
and to translingual practices in various educational contexts (Karabassova & San
Isidro, 2020, p. 5). The current study investigated what linguistic practices students
taking CLIL courses would engage in when offered the freedom to use their whole
linguistic repertoire, and whether these practices were related to L2-English
proficiency. The results obtained from the assessment task within CLIL courses of
the EPP showed that students engaged in both monolingual and translingual practices
when given the opportunity to answer questions without any language-related
constraints imposed upon them. The level of proficiency in L2-English was found to
be related to students’ language behavior in that the use of the L2 in student
responses tended to increase as proficiency increased. Additionally, irrespective of

proficiency, students were found to translanguage in the form of using both of their
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languages within the same response. These students were more likely to write
dominantly in the L1 and include L2 words in their response than vice versa.

In terms of the difference between the different proficiency groups, while the
Pre-intermediate group used significantly more L1 than the Intermediate and the
Upper/Advanced groups, the difference between the two latter groups was not
significant. Given the unequal group sizes, a non-parametric test was employed. The
number of the students in the Upper/Advanced group was 48, which might have
affected the robustness of the finding, but still a medium effect size was obtained.
The differences in sample sizes and the small number of Upper/Advanced students
might have contributed to the lack of a significant difference between the
Intermediate (N=101) and Upper-Advanced groups.

It should be emphasized that the EPP, the setting of Study 1, aims to develop
students’ L2-English skills to prepare them for their EMI programs. Most of the
classes offered by the EPP can be categorized as EAP classes, in which skill-based
courses are offered via academic content and tasks, because the focus is on teaching
L2 skills. However, the classes offered on Friday are specifically designed to help
students acquire fundamental information relevant to specific departments, in
addition to L2 skills, and therefore assessment tasks also include a content section
apart from the language (that is, grammar and vocabulary) section. It was suggested
by instructors of Friday CLIL classes (see Appendix C) that because the main goal of
these classes is to prepare students for their respective EMI programs, the acquisition
and assessment of disciplinary knowledge is a priority. However, because language
knowledge and content knowledge are closely connected and there is a dual focus on
the development of L2 skills and acquisition of field-specific information in these

classes, allowing students to use other languages in the exams given as part of these
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classes would be hard to justify in terms of context validity, not serving the purpose
of the EPP. Still, results from Study 1 can be informative for contexts where
assessment tasks concerned with testing students’ content knowledge are given in the
L2 to students with limited proficiency in the L2.

The findings from Study 1 show that L2-English students may make use of
the L1 or both of their languages when responding to questions that assess their
content knowledge in CLIL courses. The finding that the use of the L2 is higher at
higher proficiency levels indicates that as students acquire content and language
knowledge in the L2, their likelihood to use the L2 increases. After all, the
instructions did not place any constraints in terms of language use and asked students
to provide the best answer to show what they had learned in their CLIL classes. In
other words, high proficiency students could just as well have answered in the L1,
just like lower proficiency students tended to do. This shows that as students become
more proficient in the L2, they might be more comfortable expressing their content
knowledge in the language of instruction. It might also be that their encoding and
retrieval processes have become more effective so that they are not challenged in
understanding content in the L2, nor in expressing their knowledge in the L2.

One concern in allowing students to use their whole linguistic repertoire may
be that this might cause students to depend too much on their L1, and not use the L2
sufficiently, which would create hindrances in their L2 learning process. However,
the current study has revealed that with increasing proficiency, the students tended to
make less use of their L1 in their responses. Although, to my knowledge, the
relationship between proficiency and use of the L2 in assessments has not been
researched in CLIL contexts, likely because students are required to use the L2 only

in assessments, research into willingness to communicate (WTC) has shown the
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effect of proficiency in students’ likelihood to use their L2 in communication. For
example, in their 2011 study with first-year engineering students, Alemi, Daftarifard,
and Pashmforoosh found that students with higher L2 proficiency tended to be more
communicative in the classroom, while those with lower language proficiency were
more hesitant to communicate. Since this study, the relationship between WTC and
proficiency has been investigated by several researchers in different contexts.
Rostami, Kashanian, and Gholami (2016), Tan and Phairot (2018), Sato (2020), and
Barrios and Acosta-Manzano (2021) found a similar relationship between language
proficiency and WTC among Iranian, Thai, Japanese, and Spanish L2-English
learners, respectively, showing that the WTC of learners was negatively affected by a
lack of proficiency, and at more advanced levels, learners had higher WTC.
Likewise, Darasawang and Reinders (2021) found a statistically significant
relationship between WTC and English proficiency among first-year undergraduate
students in Thailand. Lastly, a meta-analysis of twenty-two research studies on WTC
by Elahi Shirvan, Khajavy, Maclntyre, and Taherian (2019) revealed that perceived
communicative competence was significantly correlated with WTC. Although the
participants’ willingness to use the L2 was not assessed within the current study, the
fact that higher proficiency students used more L2 may have to do with their
willingness to show their content knowledge in the L2, rather than the L1.

San Isidro and Lasagabaster (2019) state that there is a paucity of research on
code-switching in CLIL contexts, and they find this surprising given “the fact that
CLIL is inextricably connected to multilingual language learning” (p. 337). Indeed,
this linguistic phenomenon is a fact of multilingual classrooms, and despite policies
which aim to regulate classroom language use and to promote an English-only

policy, “like nature, the L1 creeps back in, however many times you throw it out
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with a pitch-fork.” (Cook, 2001, p. 405). The fact that a monolingual (one language
only) approach is strictly followed in assessment tasks is also expressed by Wei
(2018):
For me, the Translanguaging pedagogy also helps to re-examine an age-old
question of the role of L1 in second, foreign, and additional language
teaching and learning. Despite the theoretical appraisal in recent years of the
importance of L1 in learning additional languages, the target language-only
or one-language-at-a-time monolingual ideologies still dominate much of
practice and policy, not least in assessing learning outcomes. (p. 16)
While translanguaging may have much to offer in language teaching and assessment,
it could be argued that it is particularly relevant when the purpose is to assess content
knowledge in CLIL or EMI settings. It should be highlighted once again that
language and content are intertwined as expression of content is mediated by
language (and other semiotic resources). One might also argue that the purpose in
CLIL is to enable students to express their content knowledge in the target language
— yet this argument too is motivated by a monolingual model, which has been shown
to be “violated” in CLIL (and EMI) classrooms (e.g., Cavalli, 2020; Duran et al.,
2022; Lin, & He, 2017). The same was true for the Friday CLIL classes in the EPP,
as the reports of course instructors showed (which are presented in Appendix C).
Instructors reported that they sometimes used Turkish, especially when students were
challenged with understanding part of the content or certain concepts. As one
instructor stated “it is a good thing for them to learn the Turkish versions of some
terminologies. Ve tabi mesleki ingilizcenin challenging oldugu da unutulmamali
[And of course it should not be forgotten that vocational English is challenging]”.
Additionally, the fact that the CLIL exams in the EPP were divided into two
sections (content and language) implies that a distinction is made between content

knowledge and language knowledge. Instructor comments showed that particular

attention was paid to teaching terminology in the L2 (e.g., “The main aim is to
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familiarize students with the terminology related to their departments”, “To teach the
concepts that the students will see when they start their departments”™, “To prepare
the students for the technical terms of their departments.”), and content learning
objectives were prioritized over language learning objectives in assessments because,
as one instructor stated, “The students’ level of English is already assessed in their
academic English exams.” One finding from the current study is that although the
participants’ use of their L1 tended to decrease at higher proficiency levels,
translanguaging in the form of the use of features from both languages in the same
response was observed in responses at approximately the same rate in all proficiency
levels. Student responses included many instances where terminology was used in
English, while explanations were provided in Turkish. Some examples are provided
below in Table 7 (For more, please see Appendix E).

Obviously, translanguaging allows at least some students to express their
knowledge more fully. Insisting on a one-language-only approach may limit
students’ ability to express their content knowledge, particularly under timed exam
conditions. Students may sometimes be unable to retrieve an L2 word or words
(which emerged as a finding in student interviews in Study 2, and this is discussed in
more detail under Study 2.) As a matter of fact, the inclusion of the phrase “aga¢
govdesi” (“tree trunk™) in an otherwise English text by a student from the Radio,
Television and Cinema course can be given as an example of this:

Green symbolizing nature, wealth and rebirth because it’s the colour of nature

and grass that’s why we can comfortably use it for showing life and grow.

Brown is colour of solidarity because it’s colour of agac govdesi but is is also

colour of dirt so that’s why we can also use it for showing the unethical
things, bad situations.
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Table 7. Sample Student Responses That Include Translanguaging in Study 1

Department Sample Answer (Original Excerpt) English Translation of the Excerpt

Computer Siniflandirmalart 6grendik. We learned about classifications.

Engineering Tokenization: Kelimeleri teker teker * Tokenization: Counting words one by
sayma one

Parsing: Cumle dgeleri * Parsing: Sentence elements

Lemmatization: Cliimlenin formlari * Lemmatization: Forms of the

Part of speech tagging: adj., noun, etc. ~ Sentence . )

Language detection: identify language ~* Part of speech tagging: adj., noun, etc.
 Language detection: identify
language

Medicine Crohn’s Disease Semptomlari: ishal, Crohn's Disease Symptoms: Diarrhea,
rektal kanama, kilo kaybi, ates rectal bleeding, weight loss, fever

Hemorrhoid: Ishal, kabiz, az lifli Hemorrhoids: Diarrhea, constipation,

yemek yemek eating low fiber food

Diverticulitis: Ates, abdominal pain Diverticulitis: fever, abdominal pain

IBS: Diarrhea, loose watery bloating IBS: Diarrhea, loose watery bloating

Psychology Degisik akilda tutma yontemleri Different information retention

Music mnemonic: Sarkiyla akilda
tutma. Orn = ABC song

Name mnemonic: Bir kelimenin her
harfine bir sey kodlama

Expression or word: Kelimeyi
hikayelestirme. Orn = periyodik tablo
Model mnemonic: tablo olusturma —
pie chart

Connection: Birbiriyle baglantili
kelimelerle akilda kodlama

methods

Music mnemonic: Keeping in mind
with a song. Example = ABC song
Name mnemonic: Coding something
for each letter of a word

Expression or word: Creating a story
for the word. Example = periodic table
Model mnemonic: creating a chart —
pie chart

Connection: Coding in mind with
related words

International
Relations

Power kendi i¢inde “Formal” ve
“Personal” olmak {izere ikiye ayrilir.
Daha sonra “Formal” kendi i¢inde
“Coercive P., Legitimate P., Reward
P.” olarak; “Personal” de kendi i¢inde
“Expert ve Referent” olarak ikiye
ayrilir.

Power is divided into two as “Formal”
and “Personal”. Next, “Formal” itself is
divided into “Coercive P., Legitimate
P., Reward P.”; “Personal” into two as
“Expert and Referent”.

Duran et al. (2022) found in an EMI university in Turkiye that the L1-Turkish was

enacted as a last resort, as students only turned to it when they were unable to find

the desired word in English. They argue that language practices within classrooms

“display how the participants construct the language policy of EMI in and through

interaction, enacting a multilingual pedagogy that treats all available languages as

resources.” (p. 16). The student whose response is provided above also seems to have

included the phrase “aga¢ gévdesi” due to failure to retrieve “tree trunk”, which

might have been either completely unavailable or temporarily inaccessible to them.
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The student could have tried, and potentially found, a way to work around this
problem, by rephrasing the sentence or finding another brown item that signals
solidarity, but this would obviously slow them down, which, again, may constitute a
problem in timed exams.

Garcia (2019) asserts that despite the increased visibility of multilingualism,
language education remains monolingual in terms of design and implementation
irrespective of program type (e.g., bilingual, CLIL, or foreign language instruction),
but also highlights “the translanguaging discourse that simply exists in classrooms,
giving evidence of its presence despite type of program, language policy, subject
instruction, or age and type of learners and teachers.” (p. 371). Translanguaging has
been found to be present in student responses in the current study as well. Various
researchers have suggested implementing the integration of translanguaging in CLIL
classrooms, including at the university level, as it has been found to offer various
benefits, including being more conducive to learning (e.g., Gallagher & Colohan,
2017; Kao, 2022; Lin, 2019; Zhou & Mann, 2021). Additionally, there are also
concerns about national languages losing their value as languages of science given
the dominance of English. For example, Cavalli (2020) states, “the use of two
languages in the construction of concepts is becoming an emergency in modern
societies, where the risk that knowledge will be built only in the single language of
globalisation is more than real” (p. 68), which is also implied in the statement “it is a
good thing for them to learn the Turkish versions of some terminologies” by one of
the CLIL instructors in the EPP. Although this statement may also mean that students
will need to know Turkish terminology as they may be employed in Tirkiye after
graduation, it still points to the necessity of building field-specific knowledge in at

least two languages, rather than one. As Nikula and Moore (2019) emphasize, it
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would be beneficial for teachers to have a general knowledge of translanguaging as a
characteristic of natural bilingual communication, which they and their students can
use based on “situational demands” (p. 9). Similarly, the argument made within
Study 1 is not that translanguaging should be included in all assessments in all CLIL
environments at all levels of proficiency, but particularly when the assessment
purpose is to determine whether students have developed content knowledge,
students may be allowed to take advantage of their whole language repertoire to

show their true content knowledge.
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CHAPTER 5

STUDY 2

5.1 Introduction
This study was conducted to produce data that could help answer the following
questions in an EMI setting:
RQL1. Do learners engage in monolingual or translingual practices when they
are given the opportunity to use their linguistic resources without constraints?
RQ2. Does the level of proficiency affect learner behavior in terms of
monolingual and translingual practices?
RQ3. What functions does translanguaging serve in assessment?
RQ4. What difficulties do students think they face while studying in English,
their second language?
Study 2 consisted of three phases. In Phase 1, students enrolled in various EMI
programs were asked questions testing their content knowledge in their EMI courses,
and were allowed to answer them without any language constraints. This phase
produced data that was used to answer RQ1 in an EMI setting. In the second phase,
the students involved in Phase 1 were invited to take a writing test that aimed to
evaluate their English proficiency. This phase of Study 2 produced answers for RQ2
in an EMI setting. In the last phase, the participants were invited to an interview
which involved questions about their language use in Phase 1 and about the
challenges they faced in their EMI programs. This phase produced findings relevant

to RQ3 and RQ4. These steps are presented in Table 8.
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Table 8. Phases of Study 2

Phase 1 I. EMI course instructors are contacted
I1. Course instructors prepare exam questions
I11. Participants are given the exam (N = 157)
IV. Participant responses go through a word count analysis
Phase 2 I. Participants are invited to take a written proficiency exam
Il. Participants are given the proficiency exam (N = 114)
I11. The essays are graded by two raters
Phase 3 I. Participants are invited to an interview
Il. Interviews are conducted (N = 18)
I11. Interviews are transcribed and analyzed

5.2 The setting

Study 2 was conducted in EMI programs of the GPU, which aim to equip students
with the knowledgebase, skills, and attitudes that are required in relevant job areas,
as well as preparing them for further studies at a more advanced level within related
fields.

The study was conducted at different courses in various programs. Below, |
will briefly introduce each program. The information presented below comes from
the official documents of the programs which are available to the public but is
rewritten by the researcher in a way that is intended to provide the necessary
information to establish the setting while at the same time protecting the anonymity
of the institution.

e New Media and Communication: It is a four-year undergraduate program.
The program website states that the medium of instruction is English, but
other than that there are no references to language requirements or any
objectives as to students’ L2 development. The program mainly aims to
educate students to become media practitioners and scholars. It is stated that
students are prepared to work at both local and global media platforms. In a

conversation with one of the instructors, | asked what is meant by the word
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“global” and how the department prepares students to work at global
platforms. They said that “global” refers to media platforms that have an
international audience and that have branches in many countries, and
preparing students to work at global platforms means helping them
understand the needs and media-related preferences of people from various
backgrounds in terms of nation, language, social class, etc. When | asked
whether they thought English provided any advantages in that regard, they
stated that:

o the platforms that use English are able to reach more people,

o media platforms of countries where a language other than English is
the official language establish channels and platforms that broadcast
in English to reach an international audience,

o graduates who are competent in English have more job opportunities
and can earn more,

o but since global media companies started establishing branches in
different countries and they broadcast and publish in the official
language(s) of that country, graduates may work in global companies
but use their local language.

Radio, Television and Cinema: It is a four-year undergraduate program. The
program aims to educate students to become media professionals who are
able to produce content for different kinds of media, have developed an
understanding of different kinds of media and can cater to the needs of each,
can analyze the target audience, and are accountable towards the general
public. According to the program’s website, graduates can choose to have a

career in areas such as media centers, news centers, production companies,
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and universities. The program’s language of instruction is English, but its
website does not provide any information as to what benefits students may
gain from studying through English.

International Relations: It is a four-year undergraduate program. The
language of instruction is identified as English. Documents that are intended
for prospective students state that the department offers them the opportunity
to attain a high L2-English proficiency that will enable them to use the
language in academic and professional contexts. It should be highlighted here
that this is said to be done through L2-English classes that are offered by the
EPP. The International Relations program mainly aims to equip students with
the knowledge and skills that are necessary to analyze and make sense of
international developments, and thus to help them become experts in the area
of international relations. The career opportunities that the department
provides are said to include working at governmental institutions (the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs in particular), the media, financial institutions,
and universities.

Economics: It is a four-year undergraduate program. The program’s website
states that it is an English-medium department. However, other than that,
there is no information as to why the department has opted for English as the
medium of instruction. The program seems to put emphasis on the
knowledge-base and skills that the program aims to equip students with,
given that phrases such as “theoretical knowledge”, “comprehensive
knowledge” and “problem solving” are repeatedly used in their documents.
The career opportunities mentioned on the website include accounting,

marketing, banking, and foreign trade.
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e Psychology: It is a four-year undergraduate program. The program’s main
objective is identified as helping students develop the necessary knowledge
and skills that will enable them to use evidence-based theoretical and
practical approaches in their work and further studies. The department
website states that graduates can find employment in various areas, including
educational institutions, guidance and psychological counseling centers,
research companies, as well as governmental institutions. The language of
instruction is English, yet the program does not refer to developing L2-

English skills as one of its objectives.

5.3 Participants
As is explained above, Study 2 involved three phases, which include the
administration of content exams, a language test, and semi-structured interviews,

respectively. The participants of each phase are introduced below.

5.3.1 The content exam participants
The participants were students from various EMI programs at the GPU. This means
that, as all students need to prove that they have sufficient proficiency in English to
begin their EMI programs, they were either exempted from the EPP, or successfully
passed the in-house proficiency test or the TOEFL after receiving English classes
offered by the EPP.

At this point, I should provide some details as to the English language
requirements to give an idea of the L2-English proficiency of the participating

students. When they first register into their EMI programs, students can either take
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the university’s in-house English proficiency exam or submit a TOEFL IBT score to
be exempted from the EPP. The TOEFL IBT result is valid only for two years, which
means that students need to have obtained the required score within the last two
years before their registration. In addition, students who received their primary,
secondary, and high school education in an English medium school in a country
where English is the official language can apply for exemption from the language
exam requirement.

Educational Testing Service (ETS) is the organization that prepares and
administers the TOEFL. On its website, ETS is described as “the world’s largest
private educational testing and measurement organization” (ETS, n.d.). In a study
carried out as part of ETS research, Papageorgiou, Tannenbaum, Bridgeman, and
Cho (2015) analyzed the correspondence between TOEFL scores and the Common
European Framework of Reference (CEFR) levels. It was found that the minimum
score that corresponds to the B2 level is 72, and the minimum score that corresponds
to the C1 level is 95. That the EPP requires students to get a minimum score of 75
from the TOEFL to begin their departments means that the students in the EMI
programs are expected to have achieved a CEFR level of B2 or above.

Similarly, according to the information provided in the university’s
documents, students need to have reached at least the B1 level to be admitted to the
university’s in-house proficiency test. Students need to take a placement test before
the proficiency exam, and those students who are eligible to take the proficiency
exam need to get a minimum score of 60 out of 100. We can assume that 60
corresponds to 75 on the TOEFL. Although I have not been able to locate publicly
available information as to how the correspondence between the two tests was

established, based on the available information, we can conclude that the minimum
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proficiency level required to begin the EMI programs at the GPU is set at the CEFR

B2 level.

At the time of the study, the participants were getting EMI in their

undergraduate studies. Table 9 shows the number of participants from each

department.

Table 9. The Number of the Content Exam Participants Based on the L1 and the
Course Enrolled in Study 2

Faculty Program Course L1 L1 Total
Arabic  Turkish
Faculty of New Media and Media and Society 18 24 42
Communication Communication
Digital Storytelling 7 12 19
Radio, Television,  Research 5 9 14
and Cinema Development
Faculty of International International Political 0 9 9
Economics, Relations Economy
Administrative and
Social Sciences
History of 0 13 13
International
Relations
Introduction to 4 7 11
Political Science
Economics Introduction to 9 9 18
Business
Organizational 6 9 15
Behavior
Faculty of Psychology Psychology of 0 14 14
Humanities and Learning
Social Sciences
Total 49 106 155

There was also one L1-Albanian student in the International Political Economy

course and one L1-French student in the Media and Society course, and both students

were temporarily there as part of an exchange program. This means, including these

two students, there were a total of 157 participants.
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5.3.2 The written proficiency test participants

The students who participated in the content exams were invited to a written
proficiency test similar to the writing section of the EPP’s in-house proficiency
exam. A total of 114 students volunteered to take the written proficiency test.
Seventy-seven were L1 Turkish, and 37 were L1 Arabic speakers. The number of

students who took the test from each EMI course is presented in Table 10.

Table 10. The Number of the Proficiency Exam Participants Based on the L1 and
the Course Enrolled in Study 2

Faculty Program Course L1 L1 Total
Arabic  Turkish
Faculty of New Media and Media and Society 15 23 38
Communication Communication
Digital Storytelling 6 12 18
Radio, Television,  Research 3 4 7
and Cinema Development
Faculty of International International 0 4 4
Economics, Relations Political Economy

Administrative and
Social Sciences

History of 0 4 4
International
Relations
Introduction to 1 4 5
Political Science
Economics Introduction to 7 9 16
Business
Organizational 5 9 14
Behavior
Faculty of Psychology Psychology of 0 8 8
Humanities and Learning
Social Sciences
Total 37 77 114

5.3.3 The interview participants
The students who were involved in Phase 1 of Study 2 were sent e-mails and invited
to a semi-structured interview. The researcher purposely first e-mailed those who

used both languages in their responses in the content exam as a fundamental aim of
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the interviews was to uncover the functions of translanguaging. Next, those who used

either L1 only or L2 only were also invited, in order to reach more participants and

to obtain information about the reasons behind the language choices of these

students, as well. They were informed about the aims, duration, and location of the

interview in the e-mail.

Eighteen students agreed to participate in the interview. Table 11 presents the

L1 of the participants, the EMI course in which they took the content exam, the

language they used in the content exam, and their written proficiency scores.

Table 11. Information about the Interview Participants in Study 2

Participant L1 Course Language in the  Proficiency
Content Exam Score
IP1 Turkish History of International Relations Both 13.25
P2 Turkish History of International Relations Both 175
IP3 Turkish History of International Relations L2 14
IP4 Turkish Psychology of Learning Both 13
IP5 Turkish Psychology of Learning Both 10.5
IP6 Turkish Psychology of Learning Both 7.75
IP7 Turkish Psychology of Learning Both NA
IP8 Arabic Research Development Both 14.75
IP9 Arabic Research Development Both 115
IP10 Turkish International Political Economy L2 13.25
IP11 Turkish International Political Economy L2 18.25
IP12 Turkish International Political Economy Both 8.25
IP13 Arabic Introduction to Business Both 9.75
IP14 Turkish Introduction to Business L1 55
IP15 Turkish Media and Society L1 7.75
IP16 Turkish Media and Society L1 5
IP17 Turkish Organizational Behavior Both 7.25
IP18 Turkish Organizational Behavior L1 9.75

Note: IP= Interview Participant, NA= Not available as the student did not participate in the written
proficiency exam.

5.4 Tools and procedures

To review, Study 2 aimed to uncover (a) what students’ linguistic behavior would be

like when given the opportunity to draw from their whole linguistic repertoire in an
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exam assessing content knowledge, (b) whether there is a relationship between
proficiency and students’ tendency to use one or the other language or both, (c) what
functions students use translanguaging for in the content exam, and (d) what
challenges they face in their EMI classes. For (a), the participants were given
questions prepared by their EMI course instructors; for (b), they were given a written
proficiency test; for (c) and (d), they were invited to a semi-structured interview. The

content and proficiency exams, and the interviews are described below.

5.4.1 The content exams

Given that | am not a specialist in the targeted content areas, | needed to collaborate
with EMI instructors and asked them to prepare questions to be used in the study. |
sent e-mails to instructors teaching in EMI programs, asking whether they would be
interested in preparing one or two written response questions that tested their
students’ knowledge in one of the EMI courses they were teaching. The questions
were supposed to be similar to those they ask in the mid-term or final exams they
give as part of their course assessments. They were also informed about the aims and
procedures of the study. A total of nine instructors from five programs prepared
questions. Their questions are presented in Table 12. The table also provides
information as to the faculties, programs, term in which the relevant course is
offered, and the amount of time given to answer the question (which was determined

by the course instructors).
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Table 12. Questions Asked in the Content Exams in Study 2

Faculty Program Course Term Time  Question
Faculty of New Mediaand  Media and 1 20 Why do people fear the
Communication Communication  Society media and its
influence?
Digital 1 30 Answer the following
Storytelling questions:
a. What is digital
storytelling? How is it
different from
traditional storytelling?
b. List and explain
three of the steps in
digital storytelling?
c. Choose a topic that
is important to you.
Imagine that you are
preparing a digital
story on this topic.
Explain if your digital
story would be a
fictional or non-
fictional one.
Radio, Research 5 20 What is the purpose of
Television,and  Development writing a literature
Cinema review? Why is it
important to start your
research with it?
Faculty of International International 5 20 Explain Immanuel
Economics, Relations Political Wallerstein’s theory of
Administrative Economy political economy and
and Social imperialism.
Sciences History of 1 20 Explain the social
International structure of urban
Relations Medieval Europe.
Introductionto 1 20 Explain the three
Political different approaches
Science used for justifying war.
Economics Introductionto 1 15 Explain the difference
Business between a manager and
a leader. Please do
refer to the concepts of
power, influence,
authority, hierarchy.
Organizational 1 15 Are motivation and
Behavior work satisfaction the
same concept?
Describe the ways how
employees can be
motivated.
Faculty of Psychology Psychology of 3 20 What are the categories
Humanities and Learning of long-term memory?

Social Sciences

How are their functions
different? And how are
they related to
autobiographical
memory?
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The EMI course instructors informed their students about the study and determined a
suitable time in cooperation with them. 1 visited their classrooms at the hour which
the instructor told me was appropriate, and informed the students about the study.
They were delivered the participant information and consent forms. I informed them
that the study was conducted for scientific purposes, their participation was on a
voluntary basis, and they had the right to leave the study at any point. The volunteer
students answered the questions their instructors had prepared. In line with the
design of the study, they were allowed to use any language they felt comfortable
with as long as they gave their best answer in terms of content (For sample

responses, see Appendix F).

5.4.2 The written proficiency test

An important question addressed in this study is whether language use by students
who have obtained certification of an adequate level of English proficiency to
progress to their EMI programs varies in the content exam as a function of L2
proficiency. To analyze whether learners’ proficiency in the L2 was correlated with
their linguistic behavior in their answers to the content exam questions, the students
who participated in the content exams were invited to take an essay writing task that
was intended to assess their written proficiency.

Given that all the participants had passed an English proficiency test which
required an essay type response (the university’s in-house proficiency test or the
TOEFL), they were assumed to be familiar with this question type. In most English
Preparatory Programs in Turkiye, students are taught different essay types (e.g.,
cause-effect, argumentative, problem solution), and that was the case with the EPP in

the current study as well. The essay topic was required to be one which would not
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(dis)favor any participant. In order to ensure that the task type was familiar to the
participants and had contextual validity, an essay task similar to the one that is
included in the EPP’s proficiency exam was created in consultation with two
instructors at the EPP. Also, to make sure that any subgroup of participants would
not be advantaged or disadvantaged because of the essay topic, a topic that did not
require field-specific knowledge and was sufficiently general was selected. The
essay prompt was as follows:

Some people believe that the latest technology is creating a larger divide

between the rich and the poor, and increasing inequality. To what extent do

you agree or disagree with this opinion?

You may use the ideas below and/or your own ideas.

AGREE:

Limited access to technology in rural areas

Technology takes over jobs

Less dependence on human workers

Monopolistic markets (e.g., Google, Amazon, Facebook)

DISAGREE:

New jobs for all people

Education becomes more accessible to everyone

Access to social services and government support

Development in the agriculture and food sectors in rural areas
The prompt also included ideas that students could use while writing their essays.
International proficiency tests, such as TOEFL or IELTS, do not provide such
additional information. The reason they were included in the prompt is because most
participants were assumed to be familiar with this format, as this is how essay
questions were asked in the EPP.

| visited their classrooms to give the test in pen-and-paper format. After the
completion of the test, two raters from the EPP graded the essays. Both raters were

ELT B.A. graduates and held an M.A.. in ELT. To evaluate student performances, an

analytic rubric was employed (For the whole rubric, see Appendix G). The rubric
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was adapted from the rubric that was used by the EPP to grade essays in their in-
house proficiency exam. Because of this, the raters already had extensive experience
using the rubric. After the raters graded the essays, the average of the two ratings
was calculated to assign a final score to each essay.
The rubric, which rates student performance on a 25-point scale, is divided
into two main categories, which are composed of other subskills (See Table 13):
i.  Content-Organization-Coherence (12 points)

ii.  Use of Language (13 points)

Table 13. Categories and Dimensions in the Rubric in Study 2

Main Category Dimension Points

Content-Organization-Coherence Paragraphing
Introduction of the Topic
Thesis Statement

Topic Sentences
Supporting Ideas
Conclusion
Coherence

Use of Language Grammatical Range and Accuracy
Lexical Range and Accuracy
Punctuation and Spelling

R O OoON P AN R BREE

Total

N
(6]

The dimensions included in the rubric are dimensions that are commonly used in L2
writing assessment. For example, an investigation of the TOEFL Independent
Writing rubric, which is a holistic one, shows that the following dimensions are
evaluated: addressing the topic, organization, supporting explanations and details,
unity, progression, coherence, and language use (lexical and grammatical variety and
accuracy). Similarly, the IELTS Task 2 Writing Rubric includes the following
dimensions: Task Response, Coherence and Cohesion, Lexical Resource, and

Grammatical Range and Accuracy. Task Response relates to presenting a well-
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developed position and using relevant and various supporting ideas. The rubric used

in this study takes account of similar components of writing.

5.4.3 Interviews
The participants in Phase 1 of Study 2 were then invited to take part in an interview
which had various purposes. They involved uncovering:
e language use by students and instructors in the classroom,
e the purposes for which other languages are used in EMI classrooms, if they
are used at all,
e the language(s) of materials that students rely on to learn academic content in
their EMI programs,
e the language(s) that students use in their learning activities, either
individually or within a group,
e the perceived advantages and disadvantages of EMI,
e the reasons for language preferences in the content exam they took as part of
the study.
The students were invited to the interview through e-mails. Interviews were
scheduled with those who replied to the e-mail and agreed to participate in the
interview. The interviews were held individually. The interviews lasted for an
average of around 16 minutes. A total of 18 (15 L1-Turkish, 3 L1-Arabic) students
took part in the interviews. Prior to each interview, the participating student was
informed about the purpose of the interview, reminded that it was a voluntary study,
their personal information would be kept confidential, they were free to leave the

study whenever they wanted to without having to explain why, and the interview
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data would be used for scientific purposes. They were also instructed to ask any
questions they might have any time during the interview.

Fifteen interviews were held in Turkish, and three in English. The L1-Arabic
participants were informed that the interview could be held in Arabic with the help of
an L1-Arabic English language instructor, who at the time was working in the
university where the research was conducted. However, the participants felt
comfortable being interviewed in English. The interview questions are provided in

Appendix H.

5.5 Data analysis

To answer RQ1 (Do learners engage in monolingual or translingual practices when
they are given the opportunity to use their linguistic resources without constraints?)
in an EMI context, first, a word count analysis was done on students’ answers to the
content exams. The same procedures as in Study 1 were followed. The word counts
for responses that were entirely or partially in Arabic were done by an L1-Arabic L2-
English instructor. As English and Arabic have different orthographies, assigning
words to either language was more straightforward in comparison to Turkish.
However, one additional consideration to note is that English words (i.e., words that
were included in English, but not Arabic dictionaries) that were written in the Arabic
script were categorized as English. The total numbers as well as percentages of L1 vs
L2 words were separately calculated for each course. These descriptive results were
intended to provide a general understanding of language use by students enrolled in
different EMI courses. This first analysis showed that L1 use was evident in all
content exams. Next, the numbers of students who used the L1 only, the L2 only, and

both at different courses were calculated. In this way, the numbers of students who

169



were engaged in mono- vs trans-lingual practices were obtained. Lastly, the numbers
of students who used the L1 only, the L2 only, and both were calculated according to
the students’ L1, mainly to find out if there was an obvious difference between L1-
Arabic and L1-Turkish students in this regard.

To answer RQ2 (Does the level of proficiency affect learner behavior in
terms of monolingual and translingual practices?), the correlation between the
percentages of L2 use and writing proficiency scores (Total, Content- Organization-
Coherence, and Language Use as well as sub-categories) was calculated, using the
Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient. The correlation analysis was used to
find out whether an increase in proficiency was accompanied by an increase in the
use of the L2 by the students.

Next, the students were separated into three groups based on their language
use in the content exams:

e 46 used the L1 only (0%), and they formed Group 1

e 36 used both the L1 and the L2 to varying degrees (1% to 97%), Group 2

e 32 used the L2 only (100%), Group 3.
To see whether these three groups differed from each other in terms of their writing
proficiency scores, separate ANOVA analyses were conducted on (1) the Total
scores and the two main categories in the rubric, i.e., (2) Content- Organization-
Coherence and (3) Use of Language.

Group 2 included students whose use of the L2 ranged from 1% to 97%,
which means that there were students who tended to compose in the L2 and use only
some L1 words, and vice versa. A comparison of those who predominantly used the
L1 vs those who tended to use the L2 could also be informative. It turned out that of

the 36 students in Group 2, 29 wrote mostly in the L1 (less than 50% L2 use), only 7
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answers consisted mostly of the L2 (more than 50% L2 use). Making sub-groups
from Group 2 and comparing them would not provide robust statistical results as
there would be only 7 participants in one of the groups. Instead, all students were
divided into the following two groups:

Group 1: 0-50% in the L2

Group 2: 51-100% in the L2.

These two groups’ Content-Organization-Coherence, Use of Language, and Total
scores were compared using an Independent-Samples T-test. The ANOVA and T-test
analyses helped uncover the relationship between proficiency and the participants’
language use.

To answer RQ3 (What functions does translanguaging serve in assessment?)
and RQ4 (What difficulties do students think they face while studying in English,
their second language?), the interview data was thematically analyzed. Terry et al.
(2017) argue that while researchers have used different procedures in thematic
analysis, two general approaches can be delineated: one that is built upon coding
reliability, and another more qualitative approach that offers more flexibility in the
development of codes and themes. This first approach is problematized by Terry,
Hayfield, Clarke, and Braun (2017) in several ways, e.g., arriving at objective coding
may not be possible or even desirable, and researcher subjectivity is integral to the
analysis and does not necessarily result in worse results as the researcher is the one
creating the analysis (p. 20). However, because quality is an essential concern in
research, Terry et al. (2017) provide a six-phase analytic process for conducting
thematic analysis. These phases are described as follows:

i.  Familiarization: The researcher engages deeply with the data through

multiple readings or listenings, and with a questioning and critical approach.
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Generating codes: This is an iterative process in which labels are attached to
relevant and meaningful segments of the data.

Theme development: In this phase, the researcher looks for meaningful
patterns within codes in order to group, collapse or revise these codes to
construct bigger themes.

Reviewing themes: The researcher analyzes the themes constructed to make
sure that they are closely relevant to the data and the research question.
Defining themes: This is where the researcher takes an interpretive stance and
comes up with names that capture the essential meaning of each theme.
Producing the report: This phase is where the research question is answered,

and the analysis is situated within relevant literature.

Terry et al. (2017) advise for 15-20 interviews for PhD research if the data used for

thematic analysis is part of a bigger data set. The number of students interviewed in

the current study, 18, seems adequate for thematic analysis.

The objective of the interviews was to gain insight into how language is used

by instructors and students in general, student perspectives on EMI, and students’

linguistic choices in the content exam they took as part of the study. The interviews

were transcribed. | read the transcripts multiple times to have a deeper understanding

of the participant views, and | followed the steps proposed by Terry et al. (2017).

The analysis of the interviews was therefore interpretive, and a set of general themes

were identified that characterized the reasons why students used the L1, the L2, or

both in their responses.
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5.6 Results

In this section, the findings from Study 2 are presented. First, | will present data that
is relevant to RQ1 (i.e., students’ language use in content exams) and continue with
RQ2 (the relationship between language use and proficiency). Next, data from the
interviews will be presented, which will serve the following functions: (a) establish
students’ language use in and outside of their EMI classes, (b) present the challenges
students face in their EMI classes, and (c) reveal the reasons for students’ distinct

language uses in the content exams.

5.6.1 Language use in the content exams

To see the extent of L1 vs L2 use among the students in the content exams, the total
numbers of L1 vs L2 words used by each participant were calculated. These were
grouped according to the EMI course in which the students took the content exam.
For each course, the ratio of L1 vs L2 words to the total number of words was also

calculated (See Table 14).

Table 14. Total Number and Percentage of Words in the Content Exams in Study 2

Course L1 words (%) L2 words (%) Total
Media and Society 3935 (79.4) 1008 (20.4) 4953
Research Development 494 (31.5) 1073 (68.5) 1567
International Political Economy 299 (25.7) 866 (74.3) 1165
History of International Relations 509 (55.5) 408 (44.5) 917
Introduction to Political Science 208 (21.4) 763 (78.6) 971
Psychology of Learning 339 (36.3) 595 (63.7) 934
Introduction to Business 693 (41.1) 993 (58.9) 1686
Organizational Behavior 636 (52.5) 575 (47.5) 1211
Digital Storytelling 1250 (64.7) 682 (35.3) 1932
Total 8363 (54.5) 6963 (45.4) 15336
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In five of the courses (i.e., Research Development, International Political Economy,
Introduction to Political Science, Psychology of Learning, Introduction to Business),
59% to 77% of the total number of words in student responses were in the L2; in the
other four courses, on the other hand, L1 words accounted for 53% to 79%.

Since it was observed that both the L1 and the L2 were used by the
participants in their responses, the next descriptive analysis focused on the
comparison of the numbers and percentages of students in each course who used the

L1 only, the L2 only, or both of their languages in their responses (See Table 15).

Table 15. Number and Percentage of Students Who Used Turkish Only, English
Only, or Both in Study 2

Course Llonly (%) L2 only (%) Both Total
Media and Society 29 (67.4) 7 (16.3) 7 (16.3) 43
Research Development 0 (0) 9 (64.3) 5(35.7) 14
International Political Economy 1(10) 7 (70) 2 (20) 10
History of International Relations 2 (15.4) 6 (46.2) 5 (38.5) 13
Introduction to Political Science 1(9.1) 7 (63.6) 3(27.3) 11
Psychology of Learning 1(7.1) 7 (50) 6 (42.9) 14
Introduction to Business 8 (44.4) 5 (27.8) 5 (27.8) 18
Organizational Behavior 8 (53.3) 4 (26.7) 3(20) 15
Digital Storytelling 3(15.8) 6 (31.6) 10 (52.6) 19
Total 53 (33.8) 58 (36.9) 46 (29.3) 157

In Media and Society, Introduction to Business, and Organizational Behavior, the
largest number of students answered the questions through the L1 only. The situation
in the Media and Society course was particularly remarkable. A large majority of the
students in this course (67%) answered the question in their L1, 16% used their L2,
while another 16% used both their L1 and L2. The only course in which the use of

both languages had the highest percentage (compared to L1 only and L2 only) was
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Digital Storytelling. On the other hand, most students used only the L2 in their
responses in the remaining five courses.

Students came from four different L1 backgrounds (Turkish, Arabic,
Albanian, and French), but there was only one speaker of Albanian and French each.
The majority of the participants, 75 out of 105, spoke Turkish as their L1 and Arabic
was the L1 of 28 participants. When it comes to a comparison of students’ language
use based on their L1 (see Table 16), the Turkish and Arabic speakers showed
similar language choices: the L1 only (31% vs 36%), the L2 only (43% vs 39%), and

both languages (27% vs 25%).

Table 16. Language Used in the Content Exams Based on the Participants’ L1
in Study 2

L1 of Participants L1 L2 (English) Both Total
Arabic 12 (24) 24 (48) 14 (28) 50
Albanian 1 (100) 0 (0) 0(0) 1
French 0(0) 0 (0) 1 (100) 1
Turkish 40 (38.1) 34 (32.4) 31 (29.5) 105
Total 53 (33.8) 58 (36.9) 46 (29.3) 157

Based on these analyses, the answer to RQ1 is that the students engaged in both
monolingual and translingual practices when they were given the opportunity to use
their linguistic resources without any constraints. Some used their L1 only, some the

L2 only, and others wrote using both languages within the same response text.

5.6.2 The relationship between proficiency and students’ language use
RQ2 has to do with examining the relationship between the level of proficiency and
students’ language choices in the content exams. To answer this question,

correlation, ANOVA, and t-test analyses were deployed.
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First, the correlations between the percentages of L2 use and writing
proficiency scores (Total, Content-Organization-Coherence, and Language Use, as
well as sub-categories) were calculated, using the Pearson product-moment

correlation coefficient. Table 17 shows these correlations.

Table 17. Correlations between Written Proficiency Scores and Percentage of L2
Words Used in the Content Exams in Study 2

Dimension in the Rubric Percentage of L2 Words
Paragraphing 142
Introduction of the Topic .085
Thesis Statement -.016
Topic Sentences 257**
Supporting Ideas .350**
Conclusion -.011
Coherence .219*
Grammatical Range and Accuracy .382**
Lexical Range and Accuracy .361**
Punctuation and Spelling 144
Content-Organization-Coherence 272%*
Use of Language 374%*
Total .369**

Note. * p < .05, ** p <.01, N= 114

In the rubric, the following dimensions were rated out of 1 point: Paragraphing,
Introduction of the Topic, Thesis Statement, Conclusion, and Punctuation and
Spelling. The fact that no significant correlation was found between these
dimensions and the percentage of L2 words may have to do with the small
discriminatory power of these dimensions on their own given the small range of
possible scores: 0, 0.25, 0.5, 0.75, and 1. Particularly important for our purposes are
the correlations between the percentage of L2 words and the main scoring categories
(i.e., Content-Organization-Coherence and Use of Language) as well as the Total

scores, given that these three scores provide a more accurate representation of
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proficiency. All three of these scores were significantly correlated with the
percentage of L2 words at the .01 significance level. This indicates that more
proficient students were more likely to use the L2 in their responses.

Next, to see whether there exists a difference between the students who used
the L1 only, the L2 only, or both languages, the percentage of L2 use by each student
was calculated through the word count analysis done on students’ responses in the
content exams. Three groups were formed. Of the 114 participants who took the
written proficiency test,

e 46 students used the L1 only (0%), and they formed Group 1

o 36 students used both the L1 and the L2 to varying degrees (1% to 97%),

Group 2

e 32 students used the L2 only (100%), Group 3.
Next, to analyze whether these three groups differed from each other in terms of their
writing proficiency scores, separate ANOVA analyses were conducted on the Total
scores and the main categories in the rubric (i.e., Content-Organization-Coherence
and Use of Language). Table 18 presents the mean scores and standard deviations of

the three groups on the written proficiency test.

Table 18. Descriptive Statistics for the Written Proficiency Test Scores in Study 2

Content-Organization-Coherence  Use of Language  Total Scores

Group N M SD M SD M SD

Group 1 46 5.63 2.65 540 2.85 11.03 4.78
Group 2 36 6.68 1.85 7.57 2.88 1426  3.71
Group 3 32 7.89 2.68 9.00 3.17 16.89 550
Total 114 6.60 2.59 7.10 3.29 13.70  4.06

Note: N = Number, M = Mean, SD = Standard Deviation.
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First, a Between-Subjects ANOVA was conducted on Content-Organization-
Coherence scores. There was a significant effect of group on the scores, F(2, 111) =
8.12, p =.001, np? = 0.128. The eta-squared (n?) values of .01, .06, and .14 indicate
small, medium, and large effect size, respectively (Cohen, 1988), and the same
values hold for partial eta squared (np?) values, as well (Richardson, 2011). Based on
these criterion values, the effect size in the current analyses could be said to
approach a large effect size. Since the homogeneity of variance assumption was not
met, the non-parametric Kruskal Wallis H Test was conducted, which confirmed the
ANOVA results, H(2) = 14.18, p = .001. Post-hoc comparisons between the groups
with a Bonferroni adjustment revealed that while there was not a statistically
significant difference between Group 1 (M =5.63, SD = 2.65) and Group 2 (M =
6.68, SD = 1.85), p = .162, Group 1 scored significantly lower than Group 3 (M =
7.89, SD = 2.68), p = .000. Group 2 and Group 3 performed similarly in this
category, p = .135.

Secondly, a Between-Subjects ANOVA was run on Use of Language scores.
Homogeneity of variance assumption was met. There was a significant effect of
group on Use of Language scores, F(2, 111) = 14.67, p = 000, np? = 0.209. Post-hoc
comparisons between the groups with a Bonferroni adjustment revealed that Group 1
(M =5.40, SD = 2.85) performed significantly lower than both Group 2 (M = 7.57,
SD =2.88), p =.004, and Group 3 (M =9.00, SD = 3.17), p = .000. However, there
was not a significant difference between Group 2 and Group 3, p = .146.

Lastly, a Between-Subjects ANOVA was run on Total scores. Homogeneity
of variance assumption was met. There was a significant effect of group on Total
scores, F(2, 111) = 15.03, p = .000, np? = 0.213. Post-hoc comparisons between the

groups with a Bonferroni adjustment revealed that Group 1 (M = 11.03, SD = 4.78)
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performed significantly lower than both Group 2 (M = 14.26, SD = 3.71), p = .008,
and Group 3 (M =16.89, SD = 5.50), p =.000. However, there was not a significant
difference between the scores of Group 2 and Group 3, p = .069.

Additional useful information could be gained by investigating whether there
existed a difference within the group who used both languages in their answers,
between those who wrote mostly in the L1 and those who wrote mostly in the L2.
Recall that within this group, there were students who included only a couple of
words in the other language as well as those whose use of the two languages was of
similar amounts. In other words, students with varying amounts of L2 use, from 1%
to 97%, were all included in Group 2. There were 36 students in this group, and 29 of
them wrote mostly in the L1, and only 7 mostly in the L2. Making sub-groups from
Group 2 would not provide robust statistical results due to the small sample size.
Instead, all 114 students were divided into the following two groups:

Group 1: 0-50% in the L2

Group 2: 51-100% in the L2.

The two groups’ Content-Organization-Coherence, Use of Language, and
Total scores were compared using an Independent-Samples T-test. Levene’s test
showed that the homogeneity of variance assumption was met. The results are shown

in Table 19.

Table 19. Comparison of Proficiency Scores of Participants Who Predominantly
Used the L1 (Group 1) vs the L2 (Group 2)

Group 1 Group 2
M SD M SD df t p Cohen’s
d
CocC 6.13 241 7.49 270 112 -2.73 .007 0.53
Use of Language 6.28 310 8.67 3.10 112 -3.91 .000 0.77
Total 1241 471 16.17 540 112 -3.83 .000 0.74

Note. Group 1 N=75, Group 2 N=39, COC = Content-Organization-Coherence.
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Group 2 performed significantly better than Group 1 on all three categories. Given
that Cohen’s (1988) standard effect sizes are as follows, 0.2 = small, 0.5 = medium,
and 0.8 = large, the values for Use of Language and Total approached large effect
sizes, and that for Content-Organization-Coherence corresponded to a medium effect
size. Together with the correlation statistics, these results indicate that language
proficiency affects learners’ language behavior when they are given the chance to

use language without any constraints.

5.6.3 Language use in EMI classrooms

As the findings showed that the students used the L1 in their responses to the
questions that assessed their content knowledge (some in the form of the L1 only and
others through the use of both the L1 and the L2) and based on previous research, the
issues of language-related challenges in EMI and the functions of translanguaging
with respect to assessment were also addressed in the current study. This was done
through interviews, which served to discover answers to RQ3 (What functions does
translanguaging serve in assessment?) and RQ4 (What difficulties do students think
they face while studying in English, their second language?). For the answers to
these questions to be more meaningful, it was also important to understand the
linguistic context and how language was used by instructors and students in class and
by students in their out-of-class learning experiences, including their individual and
group studies. That is why before | move on to the answers to RQ3 and RQ4, |
present student answers to the interview questions that can help better set the scene

for readers.
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The first two interview questions (henceforth, 1Q) were as follows:

Q1. Which language or languages are used in your lessons?

1Q2. Are any languages other than the official language of instruction used in

your lessons? If so, for what purposes?

During the interviews, in response to 1Q1, some of the students made comments that
also answered 1Q2. That is why in this part, the findings from 1Q1 and 1Q2 are
presented together.

The interview participants’ (IPs) answers revealed that the language of
instruction is identified as 100% English, but Turkish finds its way into classrooms,
albeit to varying degrees, depending mainly on the approach taken by the course
instructor. It was evident from the interviews that, particularly in response to student
requests and when they suspect a lack of understanding among L1 Turkish students,
instructors may decide to use Turkish. It should be expressed that, based on the
student reports, instructors seem to make judicious use of Turkish and tend to be
stricter as to the language of instruction policy in the presence of international
students.

One important point that frequently came up in student answers is that
students sometimes have difficulty understanding the content in English or
expressing themselves in English and that is exactly when instructors either
themselves choose to or are requested by students to use or allow them to use
Turkish. This finding is particularly compelling within the scope of the present study,
because of its implication that student learning processes, in terms of both the depth
and pace of learning, may be impacted by the choice of the medium of instruction. In
terms of the depth of learning, it implies that students’ understanding of a topic in

class may be diminished if the instructor persists in delivering the content in the L2
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when students are challenged in understanding it (research has shown the L1 to assist
understanding, but lack of understanding may sometimes also be related to the
semantic and cognitive load of the content itself). In terms of the pace of learning,
the use of the L1 seems to decrease the amount of time spent on teaching a topic; and
S0, at times when students express failure to comprehend the topic in the L2, the L1
may allow faster comprehension. Below a selection of such comments is presented:

IP1: Ingilizce kullaniliyor sadece, ¢cok boyle gerekmedikce Tiirkce kullanmiyoruz.
[Only English is used, we do not use Turkish unless very necessary.]

IP1’s statement “unless very necessary” means that they believe that at some points
the use of Turkish becomes a necessity. It indicates that when this necessity is felt,
students may use their L1 Turkish. As for the question of when this necessity arises,
IP2’s comment below presents a generic answer:

IP2:  Ya %90 Ingilizce, bazen biz takilinca Tiirkce tekrar ediyorlar, o kadar. [l
mean, 90% English, sometimes when we are stuck, they repeat in Turkish,
that’s it.]

The phrase “when we are stuck” means that the use of English is sometimes

interrupted, and the instructor provides explanations in Turkish. This comment also

implies that IP2 refers to “getting stuck” in comprehending content in the L2, given
that the solution is for the instructor to repeat in Turkish what they have already
delivered in English. The use of Turkish in cases of lack of comprehension is also
referred to by other students. For example,

IP10: Derslerimizde Ingilizce ve yani genel olarak Ingilizce dili kullaniliyor. Ara
ara anlamadi§imiz noktalarda hocalarimiz Tiirk¢e bir sekilde rica ettigimiz
takdirde agiklama geregi duyuyorlar. [In our lessons, English, and | mean
generally the English language is used. From time to time at points when we
do not understand, provided that we request, our instructors feel the need to
explain in Turkish.]

IP10 states that comprehension problems are sometimes experienced by students,

and they may request explanations in Turkish, and instructors feel the need, or
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necessity, to make explanations in Turkish. Similarly, IP11’s comment below
indicates that although course content is mostly delivered in English, some
instructors provide explanations in Turkish, as well. This comment also shows that
this is not a uniform practice among instructors, as “kimi hoca” (“some instructors”)
do this while others do not.

IP11: Genelde anlamadigimiz yerde Tiirk¢e soruyoruz. Kimi hoca Tiirk¢e aciklama
yapryor ama genelde Ingilizce anlatiyor yani Tiirkge bir sey anlatmryor.
[Generally, we ask in Turkish when we do not understand. Some instructors
make Turkish explanations but generally they teach in English, | mean,
nothing is taught in Turkish.]

Other comments show that in addition to comprehension, students may “get stuck” in
production, as well. IP4 states that particularly complex topics may prompt the use of
Turkish for fostering comprehension of the topic, but lack of adequate English
proficiency may also lead students to speak in Turkish.

IP4:  Genelde Ingilizce oluyor ama yani Ingilizcemiz yetmediginde de Tiirkce
konusabiliyoruz. Yani Ingilizce kullaniliyor. Béyle cok kisa bir sekilde bazen
Tiirk¢e de kullanilabiliyor... Bazen bazi konular komplike oldugu i¢in onlar1
daha rahat anlamamiz agisindan kisa bir sekilde bagvurulabiliyor. [It is
usually English, but you know when our English is not enough, we may
speak Turkish. I mean, English is used. Sometimes Turkish may also be used
in a brief way...Because sometimes some topics are complicated (Turkish) is
resorted to in a brief way for us to understand them more comfortably.]

Another student, IP7, who also seemed to doubt the adequacy of their competence in
English, referred particularly to limited vocabulary knowledge as a factor that
prevents them from using English, albeit only rarely.

IP7:  Ingilizce kullaniyoruz hocam. Tiirk¢e ¢ok kullanmiyoruz. Ama gogunlukla
hani %95 oraninda Ingilizce konusuyoruz. Hani bir de hani Ingilizcemiz ¢ok
fazla gelismis olmadig1 i¢in, bizim bilemedigimiz kelimeler de oldugu i¢in
akademik genelde o zamanlar hani Tiirkgeye gecis yapiyoruz. [Now we use
English hocam. We do not use Turkish much. But mostly, I mean, 95 percent
of the time we use English. | mean, as our English is not very advanced, and
as there are words that we do not know, which are generally academic, at
these times we switch to Turkish.]
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All these comments point to challenges with learning and engagement in the EMI
programs. Even though these students took proficiency tests that were intended to
make sure that they have the necessary English language skills to study in EMI
programs, not everything seemed to go smoothly for them once they were in the
programs. This is not meant to suggest that English proficiency tests are aimed to
ensure that no student will have any difficulty understanding all spoken and written
content, or communicating every idea in spoken or written form. That may not even
be an achievable goal. However, the fact that these students seem to understand the
same content when delivered in Turkish implies that this is a language-related issue,
and these students need further language support once they are in their EMI
programs.

Two other issues that have emerged from students’ answers are (1) their
doubts about their English competence (“when our English is not enough”, 1P4; “as
our English is not very advanced”, IP7) and (2) topic difficulty (“some topics are
complicated”, IP4; “[the topic] was difficult”, IP16; “a situation which is too
complicated that we cannot understand”, IP14), which in combination lead to
comprehension (“when we do not understand”, IP10 and IP11) and production (‘“we
may speak Turkish”, IP4) problems, and creates the “necessity” (IP1, IP10) for
instructors to present some of the content in Turkish.

There also seems to be differences between instructors in relation to the
leniency/severity regarding adherence to the English-only policy, as was also
mentioned by IP11. The interviews imply that most instructors allow the inclusion of
Turkish from time to time, but there are also a few who take a stricter approach about

this:
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IP3:

IP11:

Hocalar, 6grencilerin anlamadiklarini hissettiklerinde ya da 6grenciler talep
ettiginde ya da soru sordugunda Tiirk¢eye gecebiliyor. Ama bence bu
tamamen hocayla ilgili bir sey ¢ilinkii mesela benim bir hocama ben Tiirkge
soru sormak istedigimi sdyledigimde diyor ki, sen ne yaparsan yap ben
Ingilizce konusurum. [Instructors may switch to Turkish when they feel that
students do not understand, or when students request or ask questions. But |
think it’s all about the instructor because for example, there is an instructor,
when | tell them that | want to ask a question in Turkish, they say, no matter
what you do, | speak English.]

X hoca gercekten Ingilizce konusmamuzi istiyor. Hatta bazi konularda biraz
rahathiga kapilip birkag iist {iste Tiirk¢e climle kuruyorsak, bizi uyariyor ve
diyor ki kag yildir Ingilizce 6greniyorsunuz, elbet birkag ciimle kurabilirsiniz,
yapmayin arkadaslar, diyor ve Ingilizceye tesvik ediyor. [Instructor X really
wants us to speak English. They even warn us if we get a little too
comfortable in some topics and form a few sentences in Turkish one after the
other, they warn us and say, you have been learning English for many years,
of course you can form a few sentences, don’t do this, friends, and encourage
us to speak English.]

As is clear, the English only policy is more strictly followed by some instructors;

however, student comments also indicate that even in these classes, students attempt

to break this rule and successfully so. It is evident from the phrase “no matter what

you do” (IP3) that students may still resort to Turkish, but the instructor’s response

in such situations will still be in English. The instructor who IP11 talks about tries to

encourage and increase the use of English among students, but this does not prevent

students from “getting a little too comfortable” from time to time and switching to

Turkish.

These comments show that Turkish is resorted to in EMI classes, although

not to a large extent and depending on individual policies of instructors. An

important issue that has been raised in previous research in this regard is the presence

of international students who may have little or no knowledge of the L1 of the

majority home students in EMI contexts (Macaro et al, 2018). There were

international students in the EMI programs involved in the current research, too. The
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interview participants also reported how the presence of international students
influenced the decision to use or not to use Turkish:

IP14: Soyle, eger sinifta yabanci bir dgrenci yoksa, Ingilizce bir sekilde hocaya
cevap verdigimiz zaman ¢ok zorlanip boyle tam diislincelerimizi tam
anlatamiyoruz o kisimda, o yiizden hafif boyle bir Tiirk¢eye gecis olabiliyor.
Ya da anlamadiginiz ¢ok karmakarigik olan bir durumda yine sinifta eger
yabanci biri yoksa, hoca c¢ok kisa bir sekilde Tiirkge bir 6zet gecebiliyor
bizler i¢in. Bu sekilde. Onun disinda biitiiniiyle Ingilizce gidiyoruz. [The
thing is if there is not a foreign student in the classroom, when we respond to
the instructor in English, we have a lot of difficulty and cannot explain our
thoughts accurately in that part, that is why there may be a slight transition to
Turkish. Or in a situation which is too complicated that we cannot
understand, again if there are no foreigners in the classroom, the instructor
may present a very short summary in Turkish for us. That is how it is. Apart
from that, we use English for everything.]

IP16: Bugiin mesele X hoca ¢ok zor bir konu anlatti, derste yabanci bir 6grenci yok
diye dersin sonunda ¢ok kii¢lik bir 6zet gegti, nasilsa yabancilar yok diye. Zor
oldugunu kendi de biliyordu hocanin. Anlasilabilsin diye kendi inisiyatifiyle
birlikte Turkceye de gecti. [Today, for example, Instructor X taught a
difficult topic, as there were no foreign students in class, presented a very
brief summary at the end of the lesson, as after all there were no foreigners.
The instructor themselves knew that it [the topic] was difficult. On their own
initiative, they switched to Turkish, too, so that it could be understood.]

As is clear from the statements of IP14 and IP16, instructors take the presence of

international students into consideration when making decisions about whether or not

to use Turkish. The English-only policy is more strictly followed when there are
international students. Although there were only three L1-Arabic students in the
interview sample, they confirm that courses are always or almost always conducted
in English. This implies that the presence of international students in the classroom
changes the classroom’s linguistic dynamics, and the use of Turkish is minimized, if
not totally avoided.

IP8:  Okay, only English. We just use English in the university. Maybe some of my
friends, we talk in Arabic together or some other friends we talk in Turkish.

With instructors, we just use English. It is very rare that | use Turkish as all
of our professors do not use Turkish.
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IP13: Turkish happens like when something technical does not work. For example,
havalandirma [air conditioning], or maybe, yes, some stuff like this. So, it is
easier for the professors to tell the students to solve this problem in Turkish.

IP8 states that the instructors use English only, and that is why students’ interactions

with the instructors also happen only through English. However, the classroom

environment is still not a monolingual space because students also talk in Arabic or
in Turkish among themselves. As a matter of fact, this is a very common scene in
classrooms where students from different lingua-cultural backgrounds receive
education: students may converse with each other in different languages, particularly
in social interactions or during pair or group work. IP13’s comment shows that
instructors may also use Turkish for things that are not immediately relevant to the
course content and thus that do not have to be understood by international students.
The answers to the first two interview questions provide important insights,
such as language-related challenges and the use of Turkish in EMI classes especially
when there are no international students. These questions were all about what
happens within the classroom. However, learning does not only happen within the
classroom; quite the contrary, out-of-class and informal learning activities are of
substantial importance. 1Q3 and 1Q4 aimed to collect information about students’

language use when learning content outside of the classroom. | will first present

findings from 1Q3, and then move on to 1Q4.

5.6.4 Language of study resources used by students

Q3. Resources in which languages do you use while studying for your lessons (or
exams)?

Let’s begin with a striking comment:

IP7:  Ben asla ingilizce higbir sey okumuyorum. [I never read anything in

English.]
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Although IP7 claimed to only use Turkish resources, when asked to clarify, they
elaborated, and said that they do not mean coursebooks but the materials that they
themselves find to study for their courses.

Ten participants stated that they use English resources only. Eight other
participants stated that they use both English and Turkish resources. This is a
particularly relevant finding for the current study because it shows that
translanguaging, in the sense of making meaning through the use of two languages,
is ingrained in the lives of many students studying in EMI programs.

IP1 states that they generally use English resources, because it is difficult to
find Turkish ones, and says that they would prefer Turkish resources if they were
available, because they are usually “better”.

IP1:  Ben Ingilizce kaynaklar1 kullantyorum ama sey Tiirkgeleri daha iyi oluyor
genelde, Turkge bulursam ona daha yonlenirim de Turkce bulmak daha zor
oldugu i¢in — kitaplar falan hep Ingilizce. Ya zorunluktan Ingilizce
kullantyorum ¢ogunlukla. Yoksa Tiirk¢e daha iyi.[l use English resources,
but their Turkish versions are generally better, if | find Turkish (resources), |
turn to it more, but because it is more difficult to find Turkish — books and
stuff are always in English. | mostly use English [resources] out of necessity.
Otherwise, Turkish is better.]

Glimpses into the reasons why Turkish resources may seem “better” are provided by

the comments of IP18: difficulty understanding English resources, increased study

load required to understand English resources, high course load which results in
difficulty catching up, and spending a lot of time trying to understand English
resources.

IP18: Cogunluk Tiirk¢e. Ama yani Tiirk¢e bulamazsam Ingilizce bakiyorum.
Cunkii anlamadigim seyi niye zaman kaybi yapayim ki? Yani zaten ¢ok
dersim oluyor hocam. Bakiyorum hem Ingilizce anlayayim hem c¢evireyim
yazayim derken ¢cok zaman kaybi oluyor. Yetistirmek icin genellikle Tiirkce
kullantyorum. [Mostly Turkish. But if I can’t find Turkish, I look for English.

Because why would | waste time on something | don’t understand? | mean, |
have a lot of lessons already, hocam. | see that when I try to both understand
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English and translate and write, it is a big waste of time. | usually use Turkish
to catch up.]

Obviously, using only Turkish resources is not an option for the participants, since
their classes are conducted (mostly) in English, and assessment tasks are entirely in
English. Even if they acquire content knowledge in Turkish, not being able to
express it in English would cause them to fail in their assessment tasks. However,
since they feel that Turkish resources help them develop a more complete
understanding of the content (depth of learning), and do so in a shorter amount of
time (pace of learning), they take advantage of Turkish resources along with English
ones, as is evident in the comments of IP12 and IP16.

IP12: Ya %90 hem Ingilizce hem Tiirk¢e oluyor. Tiirkgesi varsa ve giizel bir
kaynaksa onu alip Ingilizceye geviriyorum sonra. Oyle oluyor genelde. [l
mean, 90% it is both English and Turkish. If it’s in Turkish and it’s a good
resource, | take it and translate it into English later. That’s how it usually
happens.]

IP16: 1lk 6nce Tiirkce kaynak kullaniyorum. Sonrasinda Ingilizce kaynaklar
kullantyorum. Yani ikisini karigik kullantyorum. Hem Tiirkge hem Ingilizce
kullantyorum ders c¢aligirken. [First, | use Turkish resources. Then | use
English resources. So I use a mix of the two. | use both Turkish and English
while studying.]

IP12 and IP16 state that they first use Turkish resources, and then English resources.
It seems that the initial use of Turkish resources and re-studying the same content in
English enhances their comprehension in comparison to studying only from English
resources. Indeed, this interpretation is confirmed by IP2 and IP14.

IP2:  Agirlikli olarak tabii %100 Ingilizce ilerledigimiz igin boliimde ayn1 sekilde
kaynaklarimiz %100 Ingilizce. Biz de makale taramas1 yaparken yine
Ingilizce sekilde yapiyoruz. Ancak drnegin hocamizin derste kullandig
kitabin Tiirkgesi varsa ondan da yararlaniyoruz. Mesela kullandigimiz kaynak
Ingilizce ama onun Tiirkce gevirisi de var ve ders dncesi ya da sinavlara
calisirken biz Tiirk¢esinden de 6n bir calisma yapip sonra Ingilizcesi
tizerinden tekrarlarimizi, ¢alismalarimizi gergeklestiriyoruz arkadaglarimla.
[Since we are mostly covering content in 100% English, our resources in the
department are also 100% English. While we are scanning articles, we do it
again in English. However, for example, if the book used by our teacher in
the lesson has a Turkish translation, we also make use of it. For example, the
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source we use is in English, but there is also a Turkish translation of it, and
before the lesson or while studying for the exams, we do a preliminary study
in Turkish and then we do our reviews, our studies in English with my
friends.]

IP14:  Genelde konuyu bilmiyorsak ilk olarak Tiirkge bir altyapi olusturuyoruz daha
sonra Ingilizcemiz geligsmesi i¢in bu konuyla ilgili Ingilizce kelimeleri,
akademik kelimeleri bilmek icin de Ingilizce calistyoruz. Genelde boyle
oluyor. Yani dnce Tiirkge, sonra Ingilizce. [In general, if we do not know the
subject, we first create a foundation in Turkish, then we study in English to
improve our English, to know the English words, academic words related to
this subject. That is how it generally happens. So first Turkish, then English.]

IP14’s comment (“first create a foundation in Turkish”) clearly shows that students

choose Turkish resources to “better” obtain content knowledge. Particularly

interesting is the statement “if we do not know the subject”, because it implies that if
students are already familiar with a subject, it is more readily accessible to them
through L2-English relative to a subject which is new to them. As it is essential for
students to have the English language skills, or content knowledge in English, to
express their knowledge in written or spoken English in the in-class assessment
tasks, development of these skills is also critical. IP14 says that re-studying the same
content through English resources contributes to their field-specific L2-English
knowledge. In that sense, it could be argued that it makes sense for students to first
use Turkish- and then English-resources.

Students’ decision to resort to Turkish resources also seems to vary from one
course to another, depending on the (perceived or actual) difficulty of courses.

IP5:  Ben ¢ogunlukla ingilizce kullaniyorum. Tabii yaninda dersten derse gére
degisiyor yine. Derslerin zorluguna gore aym kitabin Tiirkcesini de
kullanabiliyoruz. [lk basta Tiirkgesini tamamen anlay1ip daha sonra tekrardan
tizerinden Ingilizce gegiyoruz ezber i¢in. Bu sekilde. [I mostly use English.
Of course, additionally, it also varies from course to course. Depending on
the difficulty of the courses, we can also use the Turkish version of the same

book. At first, we completely understand the Turkish and then we go over it
again in English for memorization. That’s how.]
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Although factors that may make an EMI course more or less difficult were not amply
available in the interview data, the newness of or unfamiliarity with a subject seems
to contribute to the perceived difficulty of a course. However, it is likely that many
of the courses in HE include content that is new to and unfamiliar for students. The
issue of what causes one EMI course to be perceived as more difficult than another
could prove an interesting line of future research.

Translanguaging does not only take place in the form of learning content
through resources in different languages. Even the students who reported studying
through only English resources engaged in translanguaging in the form of translation.
IP11 states that they need to frequently translate a lot of words, which points to the
importance of a large L2 vocabulary for success in EMI.

IP11: Biitiin notlarimi Ingilizce buluyorum, ¢iinkii ingilizce kaynak bulmak daha
kolay geliyor. Tiirk¢e kaynaklar yani eksik bilgilerle doluymus gibi. Ingilizce
okuma yapmaya basladiktan sonra bana Tiirk¢e kaynaklar eksik gelmeye
basladi. O yiizden hep Ingilizce kaynak buluyorum, ama iste ¢ok fazla ¢eviri
kullantyorum. Hani paragraf paragraf degil ama kelimeleri ¢ok sik bir siirii
kelimeyi geviriyorum Translate tzerinde. [I find all my notes in English
because it is easier to find resources in English. It is as if Turkish resources
are full of incomplete information. After I started reading in English, Turkish
resources started to seem incomplete to me. That’s why | always find
resources in English, but the thing is | use a lot of translations. You know, not
paragraph by paragraph, but | translate a lot of words very often on
Translate.]

The same was also reported by L1-Arabic students. They reported using Google
Translate when an L2 text is too challenging for them.

IP9:  Because most lectures are just slides, | mean, | don’t really have to do
research on the Internet, so English resources. I also take my notes in English,
but sometimes definitely | use [Google] Translate.

IP13: This semester it is almost just English because my English has improved.
Like it is better than other semesters, other years. Yes, sometimes | read a
text and it is hard to understand. | take it, | put it in Google Translation, |
translate it because it takes, it’s like I will read this text in English in 10
minutes, | read it in Arabic in 5 minutes maybe. So just mapping in Arabic,
and if it is important, | read one more time in English because I know like the
translation is not accurate. So | do this, yes. But why I don’t from the
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beginning search in Arabic. This is because actually resources in English is
better.

IP13 stated that they were now able to manage by studying only English resources,
because their L2 proficiency had improved, which means that in previous semesters,
they did more than using “just English” resources. Clearly, studying through Arabic
is seen as the faster option, so it is viewed as the superior option in terms of pace of
learning. Additionally, the phrase “mapping in Arabic” reminds of IP14’s comment
(“create a foundation in Turkish”), although the former implies a more skimming-
type exercise that provides general understanding, while the latter refers to
developing a deeper or more comprehensive understanding.

The responses to 1Q3 showed that the deployment of the L1 by studying
resources in the L1 or by translating content from the L2 to the L1 or from the L1 to
the L2 was common. However, students’ out-of-class learning activities involve
more than engaging in course-related textbooks, including but not limited to,
reviewing their notes, completing written or spoken homework assignments, or
repeating what they have learned through inner speech. Additionally, out-of-class
learning activities are not always carried out on an individual basis; quite the
contrary, collaboration with others in pairs or in groups is also a common practice,
and language is an integral aspect in such activities. That is why one of the interview

questions, 1Q4, addressed this issue, and this is presented in the next section.

5.6.5 Language use by students in their individual and group studies

Q4. Which language or languages do you use in your individual and group learning
activities outside of the classroom? Why?

The responses to this question varied from a predominant reliance on L2-English, to

deployment of two or three languages (English, Turkish, Arabic) for different

192



purposes, to using the L1 in general. Student responses also provided some insights

into why they may depend on one or the other language in individual and group

learning activities.

One reason for the preference to conduct learning activities in English is that
it is the obvious choice, given that content is already predominantly presented in
English in classes and in course materials.

IP11: Ingilizce ¢alistyoruz. Konu zaten ingilizce iizerine oldugu icin, birbirimize
Ingilizce anlatiyoruz. Ama sdyle konu basliklarin mesela Tirk¢e sdyliyoruz.
Cevaplar1 Ingilizce olarak cevapliyoruz. Genelde o sekilde oluyor. Yani
ekstra bir sey yapmiyoruz. Yani normal Ingilizce smavina ¢alistyormus gibi
oluyor biraz. [We study English. Since the subject is on English, we explain it
to each other in English. But, the thing is, for example, we say the titles in
Turkish. The answers, we answer in English. It usually happens that way. So
we don’t do anything extra. So it’s a bit like studying for the normal English
exam.]

IP11 states in group work they explain content to each other in English, but Turkish

seems to find its way into conversations in English, albeit to a limited extent. This

provides an opportunity for them to practice their L2 along with acquiring content
knowledge. The language learning aspect is implied in the phrase “a bit like studying
for the normal English exam”. This might have been intended to express the
similarities between the (behavioral and cognitive) processes that they are involved
in when learning a subject in English vs learning English, but even when understood
as such, this points to its value in terms of requiring a focus on and attention to
linguistic aspects. The use of English as the obvious choice and the contribution of
conducting content learning activities via English to the development of L2 skills
were also expressed by 1P14, who specifically mentioned vocabulary knowledge.

IP14: Genelde ingilizce oluyor hocam ¢iinkii yani kelime hazinemizin gelismesi
lazim. Béliim zaten Ingilizce oldugu igin yani Ingilizce iizerinden gitmeye
calistyoruz genel olarak. [It is usually in English, hocam, because our

vocabulary knowledge needs to develop. Since the department is already in
English, generally we try to use English.]
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IP14 sees English as the natural option because they are “already” taught through
English. The inclusion of the word “generally” indicates that there are times when
other languages are also brought in, which, based on the rest of the interview, is most
likely Turkish. Studying and discussing content in English is seen as a means to
learning vocabulary, which research also refers to as a byproduct of EMI, but here it
is also important that students express making a conscious choice to “try” to use
English. This shows that acquisition of vocabulary in EMI happens not just
incidentally but also intentionally as students see this as a “need”.

While English is preferred as it aligns with the language of content delivery
and serves to meet the “need” to develop L2 knowledge, those who use L1-Turkish
mainly refer to the shared knowledge of Turkish and better learning of complex
content via Turkish.

IP5:  Yanio konuyu eger derste anlamigsam ve kafamda herhangi bir soru isareti
kalmadiysa Ingilizce olarak ¢alisiyorum Tiirkge’ye gerek duymuyorum. Ama
anlamadigimiz ¢ok 6nemli bazi noktalar oldugunda onlarda Tiirkce
kaynaklardan bir ¢alisma yapip ondan sonra Ingilizce iizerinden iste ezber
olsun tekrar olsun o sekilde devam ediyorum. Grup ¢alismalarinda zaten Tiirk
arkadaslarimiz da yine oluyor o ylizden birbirimize anlatirken Tiirkce
anlatryoruz genelde Ingilizceden daha ¢ok. Daha karsilikli olarak anlayalim
ve sey olsun diye igerigi saf bir sekilde anlasilabilsin diye. O yiizden genelde
arkadagslarla ¢alisirken Tiirkge bir sekilde ilerliyoruz. [I mean, if | understood
the subject in class and there is no question mark in my mind, | study in
English, I do not need Turkish. But when there are some very important
points that we do not understand, | study from Turkish sources and then
continue in English, in the form of, memorization or repetition in English.
We already have Turkish friends in group work, so when we explain
something to each other, we usually speak Turkish more than English. So that
we can mutually understand, and so that the content can be understood in a
pure way, so to speak. That’s why we usually progress in Turkish when
studying with friends.]

IP5’s comments indicate that some topics may be too complex for them to

understand in their less proficient L2-English, in which case Turkish is the resource

they depend on for a “purer” comprehension of such content. This shows that even

when students seem to grasp content readily in some classes, courses may also
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include topics or language that is not readily accessible by some students. One

argument could be that some content is more cognitively challenging, but the fact

that IP5 and their peers seem to understand the same content when they study and
discuss it in Turkish clearly points to the mediating effect of language and
proficiency. Additionally, as is conveyed by the phrase “so that we can mutually
understand”, the facilitative effect of Turkish seems to be not only in terms of
achieving a better grasp of content but of communicative efficacy. However, as
students cannot only depend on Turkish resources or use Turkish only in EMI, they
purposely take advantage of the affordances of both languages, as is also revealed in
the comments by IP2:

IP2:  Yakendim hem Ingilizcesini hem Tiirk¢esini yaziyorum. Ikisine birden
bakiyorum ¢iinkii zaten yani bence her insan dyle, herkes kendi anadilinde
diisiiniiyor yani ne olursa olsun. Tiirk¢ce ¢alistyorum yani. Ikisini birden
okumaya calistyorum... Grup ¢aligsmalar1 ful Tiirkge oluyor genelde. Beraber
sonradan ceviriyoruz Tiirkge ¢alistiktan sonra. Kaynaklari da not alirken yani
ders notu ¢ikarirken onu da Tiirkgeye ¢evirip hem Tiirk¢e hem Ingilizce
olarak yaziyoruz. [l personally write (take notes) both in English and Turkish.
I look at both at once, because I think everyone is like that, everyone thinks
in their mother tongue, like, no matter what. So | study in Turkish. I try to
read both [English and Turkish] at the same time... Groups work is usually in
full Turkish. We translate it together later, after we study in Turkish. While
taking notes on the sources, that is, while making lecture notes, we translate
them into Turkish and write them in both Turkish and English.]

The belief that the L1 is more accessible and conducive to better learning seems to

be held by IP2, as well. Also, translanguaging is present in individual and group

learning activities in the form of translating, and reading in one language and taking
notes and discussing in both languages. When studying within a group, they talk and
discuss in Turkish, but then translate their notes into English. If they study from an

English resource, this time, they translate from English into Turkish. Throughout this

learning process, they engage in communicative, meaning making practices that
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depend on the active deployment of their whole linguistic repertoire, which, from a

functional perspective, includes two named languages.

However, during such learning activities, too, one of the main practical
constraints of translanguaging pedagogy emerges when there are students from
different lingua-cultural backgrounds who may or may not share the L1 of the
majority students in an EMI context. The participants who referred to these kinds of
situations reported a more pronounced dependence on English.

IP17: Genelde Tiirkce kullantyoruz. Eger yabanci 6grenci oldugu zaman yabanci
arkadaslarimizla Ingilizce yapiyoruz konusmalari dersler hakkinda sinav
cikislar1 falan, sinav hakkinda kqnusmak icin ama onun disinda genelde
Tiirkge kullantyoruz... Genelde Ingilizee okuyup Tirkge bir sekilde
tartistyoruz. Terimleri yine Ingilizce sekilde aktarryoruz. Ama konuyu vesaire
Tiirkge bir sekilde tartigtyoruz. [We generally use Turkish. If there are
foreign students, we converse in English with our foreign friends about the
lessons, after the exams, to talk about the exam, but other than that, we
generally use Turkish... We generally read in English and discuss in Turkish.
We convey the terms in English. But we discuss the subject and so on in
Turkish.]

In addition to corroborating the finding that students translanguage in group studies,

IP17’s response also shows that the presence vs absence of international students,

who may have no or limited knowledge of Turkish, influences the linguistic

ambiance. In their presence, English is used as the common lingua franca. IP17
specifies the context where, or purposes for which, they interact with international
students: to talk about classes, or after the exams, to talk about exams. Whether or
not IP17 had ever been involved in group study with international students is not
clear from their statements. However, the comments by L1-Arabic students show
that studies within an international group tend to be conducted in English, but
depending on whether they know Turkish, Turkish may also be used.

IP8: If all of us are Arabic, Arabs, we use Arabic. If some of us are like

international students, we use English. And if the majority are Turkish,
probably we are gonna use English, sorry, Turkish.
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IP9:  Books and slides are English, I mean, I study myself in English, but I think
about it, like, in Arabic. | sometimes make notes in Arabic... In groups, it
depends. | mean, if we study in group, usually like it’s international, so we
talk like in English, but sometimes Arabic too if there are just Arabs.

These statements attest to the multilingual nature of the EMI programs in the GPU as

well as to students’ translanguaging practices. They provide insights into the

language or practices by means of which students try to learn, or encode, information
in this EMI university. Since this is an EMI context, and the university has an

English-only policy, retrieval of information in English is an essential part, and

purpose, of the whole enterprise. Since students take their exams in English, they

should be able to express their knowledge in English. Although I will present more
detailed accounts of the issue of language of assessment in later sections, the
following comment by IP12 is worth being mentioned here, as it provides a glimpse
into the relationship between this student’s learning activities and their information
retrieval processes in the exam.

IP12:  Yani Turk¢e kaynaktan da okusam Ingilizce kaynaktan da okusam bu sene
artik Ingilizce not aliyorum. Ama diisiiniirken yani zihnime yiiklemeye
¢alisirken Tirk¢e diisiiniiyorum. Ciinkii sinavda unutursam bile Tiirkge
hatirlayip Ingilizce yazabileyim diye. Sonra tekrar Ingilizce yazmaya
calistyorum. [l mean, this year, | now take notes in English whether | read
from a Turkish source or an English source. But when I think, that is, when |
try to load it into my mind, I think in Turkish. Because even if | forget it in
the exam, | can remember in Turkish and write in English. Then I try to write
in English again.]

IP12 states that they read both Turkish and English resources, but prefer to take notes

in English this year. The phrase “this year” implies that in previous years they used

to take notes in Turkish, too. However, as prominent is the comment “when I try to
load it into my mind, I think in Turkish”, which implies that they feel more inclined
to try to encode content information in their L1. This may seem to go against

common sense, since in the EMI context, the purpose is for students to be able to

access and produce field-specific information in the L2. Additionally, exams and
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other assessment tasks are carried out in English. Learning information in the L1

when it is to be expressed in the L2 seems to be misaligned; but, IP12 also states that

“even if I forget it in the exam, I can remember in Turkish and write in English”, and

this suggests that they depend on their L1 for deeper processing and understanding of

the content, and retrieve the relevant information in the L1 to then translate it into the

L2. This is how the learning process enfolds for IP12: read the text in the L1 or the

L2, review it in your mind in the L1, and next take notes in the L2. This means that

translating information from the L1 to the L2 is a key component of the learning, or

encoding, process; and thus, using the same strategy of translation in the exam when
trying to retrieve the relevant information does not seem misaligned.

However, over-reliance on the L1 may result in a diversion from the EMI’s
purpose to teach content in English. In addition, since L1-Turkish EMI students in
this EFL context mostly use Turkish outside of the classroom, excessive use of the
L1 in content learning activities may lead to a lack of or truncated development of
their L2 proficiency, and in turn, result in an inability to express their knowledge in
English. This point is raised by IP3:

IP3:  Tiirkce anlattiktan sonra kisa bir 6zet gegtikten'sonra Ingilizce bir sekilde
yaptyoruz ama son zamanlarda sunu fark ettik Ingilizce, iste Tiirkceyi araya
karistirdigimizda nasil sdyleyeyim size Ingilizce kismi azaliyor bizde. O
yiizden onu fark ettigimiz i¢in Tiirk¢e On calismay1 biraz daha azalttik artik
cok kiiciik noktalarda Tiirk¢eye bakip agirlig1 daha fazla Ingilizceye vermeye
calisiyoruz. [After explaining in Turkish, after making a short summary, we
do it in English, but recently we realized that English, how can | say it, when
we mix Turkish, the English part is decreasing for us. That’s why because we
realized that, we reduced a little bit our initial/preparatory study in Turkish,
now we resort to Turkish at very little points and try to give more weight to
English.]

IP3 states that upon the realization that they were using Turkish too much, they

decided to spend less time on studying in Turkish, and more time on English.
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Based on the student responses to 1Q4, it can be concluded that students use
both their L1 and L2 in their individual and group learning activities. The responses
also offer some insights into why students choose to use one or the other language.
However, it is also important to understand what advantages and disadvantages
students associate with EMI, because it can enrich our understanding of why they
may choose to use the L1 or the L2 while studying for their EMI courses. 1Q5 delved
into student perspectives as to the advantages of EMI, and 1Q6 into the challenges or

disadvantages. | will first present what advantages are associated with EMI.

5.6.6 Student perceptions regarding the advantages of EMI

1Q5. Are there any advantages of having English as the language of instruction? If

S0, please explain them.

The main advantages of EMI according to the participant views include the

following: developing L2 knowledge and skills, offering increased (job)

opportunities abroad, and enhanced access to scientific knowledge as English has
come to serve as a lingua franca of scientific publications. Acquisition of field-
specific content knowledge was not brought up as an advantage of EMI by the
participants.

Although the contribution of EMI to students’ L2 proficiency is Yyet to be
confirmed by future research, it was referred to as an advantage of EMI by most
participants in the current study. I present a few of these comments below.

IP3:  Benim Ingilizcem bityiik oranda gelisti egitim dili Ingilizce oldugu icin. Bir
de boliimiimiiz zaten Ingilizce. Hani bunu kesinlikle bilmemiz lazim. Bize
yurtdisi olanaklar1 da saglayacagini diisiiniiyorum. [My English has improved
substantially as the language of instruction is English. And our department is

already in English. We definitely need to know this (English). I think it will
provide us with opportunities abroad.]
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IP8:  English is now a global language, like everybody needs it everywhere and |
think we need it. And I think this is something like we can both improve and,
like, reinforce our English because we are studying English. So I think
English education is important. We can develop our language.

While IP3 refers to both language learning and opportunities abroad, the L1-Arabic
participant IP8’s comment suggests that English has become a lingua franca
(“everybody needs it everywhere”) and therefore learning English is a necessity, and
EMI enables them to do so. Similarly, IP10 refers to the same benefit, but with a
different wording, saying that they are starting to “think in English”. They also refer
to more scientific publications being in English.

IP10: 1ngilizce diisiinmeye basliyorum bu sayede. Bilimsel birgok materyal
Ingilizce. Bu yiizden lehime bir durum olusuyor. Ayni zamanda, yine tim
kaynaklar Ingilizce oldugundan, onlar1 anlamam i¢in Ingilizce onbilgisi
gerekiyor ve bu da hocalarimca veriliyor. Bunlara ilaveten, tiim giincel
yaymlar Ingilizce. Giinceli yakalamak i¢in Ingilizce sart. [Thanks to it, I'm
beginning to think in English. Many scientific materials are in English. That’s
why a situation arises in my favor. At the same time, since all the resources
are in English, I need prior knowledge of English to understand them and this
is given by my teachers. In addition, all current publications are in English.
English is a must to keep up to date.]

IP10 emphasizes the importance of knowing English in order to access (recent)

research publications. IP4’s comments also express a similar point, arguing that since

there are not sufficient publications in Turkish in their field, development of L2 skills
allows access to resources that would otherwise be unavailable to them unless
translated into Turkish.,

IP4:  Ogzellikle bizim boliim baglaminda konusacak olursam Tiirkiye’de psikoloji
ile alakali her ne kadar son zamanlarda popiiler bir hale gelse de maalesef
yeterli aragtirmalar i¢in kaynaklar bulunmuyor. O yiizden boliimii daha iy1
anlayabilmek i¢in mecburen yabanci kaynaklardan yararlanmak zorunda
kaliyoruz. [Especially in the context of our department, although psychology
has become popular recently in Tirkiye, unfortunately, there are not enough
resources for research. Therefore, we are compelled to benefit from foreign
sources in order to better understand the field.]

The attitudes of many of the participants towards EMI seem favorable. Even those

who seem to prefer Turkish-medium instruction over EMI recognize the advantages
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offered by EMI. For example, despite claiming that there are no advantages of EMI
except providing the opportunity to engage in speaking practice, IP18 goes on to list
various advantages of EMI.

IP18: Pratik yapiyorsun, konusma pratigi. Yani bence onun disinda bir avantaji
yok. Yani Tiirkee her tiirlii daha iyi. Mezun olduktan sonraki is durumu i¢in
Ingilizce muhtemelen daha iyidir diye tahmin ediyorum. Ekstra dildir
sonugcta. Bir de kaynak acisindan her tiirlii daha iyidir ya, ¢iinkii Ingilizce
kaynak sayisi ¢ok ¢ok daha fazla. [You do practice, speaking practice. | mean
| don’t think it has any advantage other than that. So Turkish is better in
every way. For the job situation after graduation, | guess English is probably
better. It’s an extra language after all. Also, it is certainly better in terms of
resources, because the number of resources in English is much, much more.]

Another student who claims that they would better understand the course if delivered
in Turkish and argues that there are not many benefits of EMI is IP6, who also
recognizes that it is not an inherent problem with EMI but has to do with the ability
of a student to embrace and take advantage of opportunities offered by EMI.

IP6:  Bence ¢ok avantaji olan bir durum degil yani olmazsa olmaz asir1 yardimci
oluyor her alanda miikemmel 5 adim 6ndesin falan filan kafasinda degilim.
Onemli olan bence dersi hangi dilde en iyi sekilde anladigim. Bu yiizden
zaman zaman Tiirk¢e olmasini bile tercih edebilirim. Ama bir seye aligtiktan
sonra ona o sekilde siirdiiriiyorum. O yiizden su an Ingilizce sekilde
stirdlirliyorum. Yani kullanan ve gelistiren insanlar i¢in eminim avantajlidir.
Ama ben nedense onu beceremedigim i¢in benim i¢in ¢ok da bir avantajh
durum s6z konusu degil. [l don’t think it’s a situation that has a lot of
advantages, | am not in the mindset that it’s indispensable, extremely helpful,
perfect in every way, you are 5 steps ahead, and so on and so forth. The
important thing, I think, is in which language | understand the lesson best.
That’s why | may even prefer it to be in Turkish from time to time. But once |
get used to something, | keep it that way. That's why I’m continuing in
English at the moment. | mean, | am sure it is advantageous for people who
use and develop it. But since for some reason I can’t do it, it’s not a very
advantageous situation for me.]

As is clear, IP6 thinks that their comprehension of content is constrained, or
compromised, in EMI, and for this reason they prefer to have Turkish classes “from
time to time”. This phrase “from time to time” implies that IP6 is not willing to
totally give up on EMI. In fact, they have become accustomed to it; but still, because

they, for some reason, have not used and developed their English, they cannot collect
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the potential benefits of EMI; therefore, it is not advantageous for them. But IP6 also

says that it is surely advantageous for those who have used and developed their

English. There was another student (IP16) who said they could not find any benefits

of EMI:

IP16: Tiirkge de okusam olurmus bu bdliimii ama diplomada hani ‘Ingilizce’
yazmasi bir avantaj. Onun diginda derste hani tamamen Tiirk¢e gibi
anlamadigimiz ig¢in. Mesela ben siyaset bilimi ve kamu yonetiminden cap
yapiyorum hocam, ayni konular1 Tirkge anliyorum yani Tirk¢e dersi oldugu
icin daha faydali. Yani Ingilizcenin ¢ok bir ne gibi faydasi olabilir ki hocam,
yok yani. [I could as well study this department in English medium, but it is
an advantage that it will write ‘English’ in my diploma. Apart from that,
since we do not understand the course like we would in Turkish. For
example, I’m doing double major in political science and public
administration, hocam, | understand the same subjects in Turkish, I mean,
because courses are in Turkish, it is more beneficial. | mean, what kind of an
advantage could English offer, hocam, there is none.]

IP16 sees an instrumental, pragmatic value in graduating from an EMI program, as

this information will be included in their diploma. In other words, despite stating that

“there is no advantage” of studying in English, IP16 identifies at least one advantage,

which is also related to increased job opportunities given that having a diploma that

says they graduated from an EMI program may put them at an advantageous position
in the job market. In fact, when saying “there is none”, IP16 seems to focus on
content learning. This statement comes right after IP16 states that they take the same
courses in Turkish medium and EMI programs because of doing a double-major and
they understand courses in Turkish while failing to understand them to the same
extent in English. This same argument will come up more profoundly in the next
section under 1Q6.

A comparison of Turkish medium and EMI programs was made by IP1, as
well, but from a different perspective. IP1 emphasizes the value of learning English

thanks to EMI, and argues that this puts them in a better position in comparison to

someone who studies in a Turkish medium program.
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IP1:  Su an biz kétii buluyoruz Ingilizcemizi ama hig Ingilizce egitimi almayan
birine gore yani Tiirk¢e boliim okuyan birine gére daha iyi oldugumuza
inanityorum ve su anda bir yurt disina ¢iksak bir lilkede daha rahat
yasayabiliriz diye diislinliyorum. Yani bir tik daha 6zgiivenli hissettiriyor
bana. [At the moment, we find our English bad, but I believe that we are
better than someone who has never studied English, that is, than someone
who studies in a Turkish-medium department, and | think that if we go
abroad right now, we can live more comfortably in a country abroad. So it
makes me feel a little more confident.]

While thinking that their English is not good enough, IP1 also feels “confident” that

they will be able to live abroad without having much problem, unlike someone who

does not need to learn English for being in a Turkish medium program. And this
viewpoint is representative of what has emerged as the most-mentioned benefit of

EMI: developing L2-English skills.

However, it is evident from previous research studies and a few of the
quotations that have been presented so far that EMI is not without problems or

difficulties. The following part is devoted to student perspectives regarding the

challenges that they face in EMI programs.

5.6.7 Student perceptions regarding the disadvantages of EMI

1Q6. Are there any difficulties or disadvantages of having English as the language of

instruction? If so, please explain them.

Contributing to the development of L2-English proficiency emerged as one of the

main benefits of EMI; yet, on the other hand, lack of adequate L2 proficiency, both

in terms of comprehension and production, was the most frequently reported

challenge, and it was claimed to compromise the acquisition of content knowledge.
IP8 states that learning and remembering is easier for them in L1-Arabic than

in L2-English. They make an important observation about EMI: language is not the
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end, but the means, and when the means is not readily conducive to the end, it

becomes a “problem”.

IP8: I believe if | was studying in Arabic, it would be easier. The problem is now
English is like how can I say it, the world language... So, a language is not
the main topic of what we are studying. It is just a tool. So if the tool is hard,
it is hard to, yeah. For example, if someone talk to me about something in
Arabic, it will stuck in my mind better than if someone say it in English.

IP8’s statement “it is just a tool” is reminiscent of the socio-cognitive theory,

according to which language is a cognitive tool that is employed in the learning

process. IP8 implies that if a person has not mastered how to use the tool, that is, if
the tool itself is “hard”, then what is intended to be achieved will become harder, due
to the tool not serving its purpose optimally. If the tool, that is the L2, was mastered,
then what is conveyed in the L2 would also “stick” in IP8’s mind, but that does not

seem to be the case. Being put in a situation where they are supposed to achieve a

goal with a tool which they have not yet mastered sufficiently is a problem with EMI

for IP8.

What happens when the tool itself is still difficult to use? One consequence
seems to be inadequate mastery of content. This idea is raised by IP3, for example:
IP3:  Konuya ¢ok fazla hakim degiliz aslinda hani boliimiin konularma... Tarih

ozellikle cok fazla yogun. Bunu Ingilizce olarak calistyor olmak ekstradan

zaman harcamamiza sebep oluyor. [In fact, we do not have much knowledge
on the subject, you know, the subjects of the department... History is
particularly intense. Studying this in English causes us to spend extra time.]

IP3 says that history is an intense subject, by which they mean that it requires them

to study a lot, and they do not feel they have mastery over the contents covered in

their department. The intensity of the course, accompanied with having to master it

in English, causes them to spend more time on the subject. The labor-intensive

nature of EMI is also expressed by IP11, whose comments show that the increased
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study load in EMI has to do with not only comprehension tasks, but also production
tasks.

IP11: Emek istiyor tam anlamiyla emek istiyor. Bir de biz bizden beklenti
akademik seviyede oldugu i¢in ben elime kagit alayim kalem alayim ya da
wordu agayim, hadi baglayayim yazmaya diyemiyorum. Ben simdi birazcik
sey olacagim egoya girecek ama ben boliim birincisiyken bile ben bolim
birincisiyim ve ben kendim de ben yok ya yazamam akademik bir sekilde
oturup iki climle bile ¢ikartamam diyorsam siniftan kimsenin bunu
diisiinebildigini zannetmiyorum. Boyle bir kaniya vartyorum. Cok egoist bir
yaklasim olacak ama. Ben kimsenin akademik yazabilecegini
diigtinmiiyorum. Dogrudur yanlistir bir sey diyemem ama bu baglamda
Turkce yazsam iki giinde bitirecegim bir sey Ingilizce yazsam bes giinde
bitiriyorum. [It takes effort, it really takes effort. Also, since the expectation
from us is at an academic level, I can’t just say let me pick up a paper and a
pen or open (Microsoft) word, start to write. I’'m going to sound a little
egoistic, but even as the top student in the department, | am the top student in
the department, and if | say that | can’t write even two sentences in an
academic way, | don’t think anyone in the class can think about doing it. |
come to such a conclusion. It will be a very egoistic approach though. | don’t
think anyone can write academically. | can’t say it’s right or wrong, but in
this context, for something that | would finish in two days if | wrote in
Turkish, 1 spend five days when | write in English.]

IP11, as the student with the highest GPA in their department, emphasizes the labor-
intensity of EMI, saying “it really takes effort”. However, unlike IP3, whose
statement relates to comprehension, IP11 gives tasks that require academic writing as
an example. They do not think anyone in their class, including themselves, would be
able to compose academic writing without being challenged. They add that this is not
just about academic writing, but about academic writing in English: it takes a lot
more time to complete an academic writing task in English than it would in Turkish.
Based on student responses, having to invest more time in EMI compared to Turkish-
medium instruction emerged as a disadvantage of EMI. EMI’s being time-costly and
labor-intensive may create affective consequences as well, as is seen in IP7’s
comments below:

IP7:  Ben her seyi kafamda Tiirkce olarak diisiindiigiim i¢in siirekli ¢ceviri yapmam

gerekiyor kafamda, derste falan. Bu ¢ok yavaslatiyor beni sahsen... Dersi
dinlerken ¢ok sikint1 olmuyor, hocadan tekrar geri doniis alabiliyoruz da,
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kaynak okurken biraz zorlantyorum ya bazen. Tabii, birinci sinifta daha
kotiiydi, su an daha rahat genelde ama hala hi¢ korkmuyorum demiyorum
yani, hala korkuyorum Ingilizce paragraflardan. [Since I think of everything
in Turkish in my head, | constantly have to translate in my head, in class and
so on. This slows me down a lot personally... While listening to the lecture,
there is no problem, we can get feedback from the teacher again, but
sometimes | have a little difficulty while reading a resource. Sure, it was
worse in first year, now it’s more comfortable in general, but I'm not saying
I’m not worried at all now, I’m still worried about English paragraphs.]

IP7 clearly states that they depend on their L1, both when listening to lectures or
reading a resource, and they translate “everything” into Turkish. This implies that
IP7 depends on Turkish for encoding semantic information related to their courses.
And this takes time, and slows their processing. IP7 says this is less of an issue
during lectures because they can request help from their instructors, but when they
study on their own, while reading academic content, they feel concerned, although
the feeling is not as pronounced as it was in the first year of their EMI program. The
decrease in negative feelings about not being able to cope with English texts
provides further evidence that students feel that their L2-English skills develop in
EMI programs. Still, the continuing dependence on the L1 may mean that students
have not developed adequate L2 competence that allows them to comprehend L2
content without having to first translate it into the L1 in their mind. Study load,
negative feelings, and inadequate competence in English are all succinctly expressed
by 1P12, too.

IP12: Bolume kabul edilirken, yani ben hazirliktan boliime gegerken iste siavi
kolay bir sekilde verdim. ki kere girdim. Ilkinde kalmisim, ikincisinde
gectim. Yani o yiizden boliime gecerken herhalde konusacagim diye gectim,
yani herhalde dedim ben bu adamlari anlarim. O yiizden bdyle bir giizeldi.
Ama simdi sey diislinliyorum, ya bu Ingilizce boliimlerde sanirim birazcik
daha segici olmalilar ya, herkes okumamali Ingilizce. Yani ¢iinkii bazen
gercekten anlamayip, normalde bir Tiirk¢e boliimii okusam su anki emegimin
yarisiyla ¢ok daha yiiksek bir yerde olurdum ama ingilizceyken zamanimdan
cok fazla verip ¢ok az verim aliyorum. Hosuma gitmiyor, ¢ok asir1 iy1
hissetmiyorum. [When | was accepted to the department, that is, when |

passed from the preparatory school to the department, | easily passed the
exam. | took it twice. In the first one, | failed, in the second one, | passed.
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That’s why | thought I could probably speak when I started the department,
so | said I guess | can understand these guys. That's why it was so nice. But
now I’m thinking, I think they should be a little more selective in these
English departments, not everyone should study in English. I mean, because
sometimes | don’t really understand, and normally if | studied in a Turkish
department, | would be in a much higher place with half of my current effort,
but when it is in English, I give too much of my time and get very little
efficiency. | don’t like it, I don’t feel too good.]
Although EMI universities in Turkiye require students to submit certification of
language proficiency or to take in-house proficiency exams (following the English
preparatory year), meeting minimum language requirements does not mean that
students are ready to thrive in EMI programs without further language support. IP12
expresses this. They state that their expectation was to comprehend lectures after
successfully passing the language proficiency exam, but this turned out not to be the
case; on the contrary, they found themselves spending a lot of effort without
proportionate gains in return. Their comments indicate that they do not appreciate
this; rather, they believe that entry-level language proficiency benchmarks should be
set higher.

Comprehension challenges manifest themselves in different ways: while
listening to lectures, or reading books, but also in assessment tasks. Below | present
some comments about exam-related challenges, starting with the comments of IP15:
IP15: Bo6liim derslerini anlamakta zorlaniyorum. Sinavlarda sorular1 anlamiyorum.

Derslere katilmak istemiyorum Ingilizce olunca. Tiirkge olsa,

boliimiimiizdeki dersleri daha iyi anlayabiliriz ve derse devamlilik

artirilabilir. [I’m having a hard time understanding the lectures. | don’t
understand questions in exams. | don’t want to attend classes when they are
in English. If they are in Turkish, we can better understand the courses in our
department and attendance can be increased.]
Apart from experiencing challenges with comprehending courses and unwillingness
to join EMI courses, IP15 also states that they (sometimes) do not understand exam

questions. This raises important questions about the validity of exams, because if the

purpose of these exams is to assess content knowledge, a students’ failure to
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understand a question due to (parts of) the language of the question being

inaccessible to them would introduce construct-irrelevant variance into the

assessment. Interpretations based on the results of such an exam would not be
accountable, because supposedly a low grade means that the student has not grasped
the content, but it is not taken to mean that the student lacks sufficient language
competence — actually, they are assumed to have the necessary language skills to
take that EMI course, and to understand the language of the exam questions because
they have met the L2 proficiency requirements.

The issue is not limited to comprehension problems in exams, but also
includes problems with production.

IP5:  Mesela smavlarda, biz sonugta Ingilizce yaziyoruz ama bazen bazi seyler
aklimiza gelmeyebiliyor o an. O an aklimiza Tirkcesi geliyor. Ama bir anda
Ingilizcesi aklima gelmeyebiliyor. [For example, in exams, we write in
English after all, but sometimes some things may not come to our minds at
that moment. At that moment, the Turkish equivalent comes to mind. But |
can’t think of the English equivalent immediately.]

That IP5’s statement that they remember (content or concepts) in Turkish but not in

English means that they have in mind the relevant information to answer the exam

question, but they are unable to retrieve the words associated with the L2 to express

that information. One might argue that this problem can be solved in various ways,
such as trying to find synonyms or to express the idea in other words, and in this
way, the student’s failure to retrieve the exact words may not be reflected severely in
exam scores. However, the interview responses provide evidence that this is not
necessarily such an easy task, as can be seen in the comments below.

IP4:  1lk y1l bdyle bir afallamistik daha dogrusu. Ciinkii sadece bir y1l hazirlik
egitimi gormiistiik ve psikoloji egitimi gérmemistik. Psikolojiye Giris
dersinin ilk sinavinda hepimiz baya yiiksek notlar almadik yani, ki gok
calismamiza ragmen. Yani orada dersten ¢iktigimizda, smavdan ¢iktigimizda,
birbirimize séyledigimiz ilk sey hepsini biliyordum ama yani ifade edemedim

asla. Tiirk¢e olarak yazsaydik biz bundan 100 alirdik dedik. Yani
bakildiginda zaman zaman bu gergeklesiyor ama tabi bu zaman gegtikce
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deneyim kazandik ve kendimizi daha iyi ifade edebiliyoruz artik. [In fact, we
were so stunned the first year. Because we had only one year of preparatory
education and we had not studied psychology. Not all of us got very high
grades in the first exam of the Introduction to Psychology course, despite our
hard work. So when we got out of class, when we got out of the exam, the
first thing we said to each other was | knew it all but | was not able to express
it at all. We said that if we had written in Turkish, we would have gotten 100
from it. | mean, this happens from time to time, but of course, as time passed,
we have gained experience and now we can express ourselves better.]

These comments by IP4 indicate that EMI students may suffer in terms of exam
scores due to failure to retrieve L2 words to express ideas, although they have the
information to correctly answer the question. The statement “we had only one year of
preparatory education, and we had not studied psychology” suggests that the
problems experienced in exams might have to do with inadequate field-specific,
rather than general L2 proficiency. One solution that students have tried in order to
work around this problem is expressed by IP10:

IP10: Dedigim gibi konugsma kisminda biraz sikintili olabilir. Kendimizi yeterince
ifade edemiyoruz. Bir de sinavlarda oluyordu. Bu yiizden puan kayitlar1 da
cok yasandi maalesef. Boyle kelimeyi aslinda Tiirkce biliyorsun, hatta
kelimenin o ara Ispanyolca dersi aliyorduk Ispanyolcasi bile aklima
geliyordu. Ama Ingilizcesi bir tiirlii gelmedi. Bu tarz durumlar ¢ok fazla
yasaniyor. O ylizden hatta bazi arkadaslarimizdan hoca kabul eder diye,
Ingilizcesini bilmiyorum diye Tiirkgesini vesaire de yazabiliyorlar. Tabii
kabul olmuyor ama ¢ok yasaniyor o tarz durumlar maalesef. [Just like | said,
it can be a little troublesome in terms of speaking. We cannot express
ourselves adequately. It also happened in the exams. Because of this,
unfortunately, there were a lot of points lost. Like, you actually know the
word in Turkish, at that time when we were taking Spanish lessons, even the
Spanish of the word came to my mind. But its English equivalent never did.
Situations like this happen a lot. That’s why, some of our friends can even
write in Turkish, etc., because they do not know the English, in case the
teacher accepts it. Of course, it is not accepted, but unfortunately, such
situations happen a lot.]

IP10 believes that they have indeed failed to show their true knowledge of content in
(some) exams, due to not being able to retrieve words associated with English to
express their knowledge. They remember one occasion when they were able to

remember the Turkish and Spanish words to express their idea, but not the English
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words. The statement “Situations like this happen a lot” indicates that failure to
retrieve words in the L2 is a common issue. However, research is needed to reveal
the extent of it. IP10 says that when they experience this in the exam, some students
write in Turkish hoping that the instructor will accept it, but “of course, it is not
accepted” — which might be because given that the university has an English-only
policy, accepting answers that include words in another language would mean
violating the policy on a formal document.
Overall, based on the reports of the students, the following challenges were
identified:
o Language-related challenges
o L2 lexical access and retrieval
o L2 comprehension
= Listening to lectures
= Reading English resources
= Understanding exam questions
o L2 production
= Speaking in the classroom
= Academic writing
= Remembering field-specific words in exams
e Content-Related Challenges
o Topic difficulty and unfamiliarity
o Field-specific terminology
Given the limited number of interview participants, the identified challenges may
not be comprehensive. For the same reason, they may not be felt by many, or most,

students in the EMI university in the study or elsewhere. However, the themes and
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codes included (except maybe the exam-related ones) have also been detected in the
literature across various settings as challenges experienced by EMI students.

In the content exams given within the current study, students were offered the
freedom to use language however they saw fit to best answer the questions that were
intended to assess their content knowledge in their EMI classes. Some were found to
write only in the L1, some only in the L2, and some used both in their responses. The
last part of the interview involved asking students to explain their language use in the
content exam. The following section presents findings obtained from 1Q7 and 1Q8.
5.6.8 Factors affecting students’ language use in the content exams
Q7. Why did you prefer to use (the language preferred by the student in the exam
previously held within the scope of the study will be stated here) in the exam you
took within the scope of this study?
1Q8. (If the students used different languages together in their answers in the exam
previously held within the study) I have noticed that you switched between different
languages in certain parts in your answer. | will show you these parts in your answer.
Please indicate why you switched languages in these parts.

The responses in relation to these questions will be presented under the following
sections:
e Reasons for using (mainly) the L1
o Language competence
= Feeling more comfortable with the L1
= Efficiency of production in the L1
= Feeling doubts about their ability to express themselves in the

L2
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e Reasons for using (mainly) the L2
o Encoding-retrieval match
o Compartmentalization of Languages
¢ Reasons for using both languages in the same response
o Encoding-retrieval match
o Lack of (access to) L1 equivalents

o Inefficient lexical retrieval in the L2

5.6.8.1 Reasons for using (mainly) the L1

In the following sections, the themes that emerged from the interviews regarding the
preference to use the L1 are presented along with relevant comments of the
participants. The reasons that students provided for their use of the L1 in their
responses to the questions that assessed their content knowledge in their EMI classes
revolved around language competence. The participants were found to refer to
superior or poorer facility in their L1 vs L2 as a reason for their language choices.
Those who used their L1 did so because they felt (1) more comfortable expressing
themselves in their L1, (2) more efficient (faster) in L1 production, and (3) doubts

about their ability to express themselves in the L2.

5.6.8.1.1 Feeling more comfortable with the L1

The use of the L1 was mainly motivated by students’ perception that they would
better express their knowledge in the L1, because in comparison to the L2, it is
“more comfortable” and “easier”. These perceptions imply that these students do not
think they could as easily respond to the questions in English.

IP16: Bir de daha rahat genelde Turkge yazmak benim icin. [Also, it is more
comfortable for me to write in Turkish in general.]
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IP12: Genele vurulabilecek yerleri Tiirk¢e yazmayi tercih ettim. Daha rahat ifade
edebilecegim i¢in. [I preferred to write the parts that were more general in
Turkish. Because | can express them more comfortably.]

IP15: 1lk 6nce Tiirkge yazmay tercih ettim, ¢iinkii daha iyi bir sekilde
aciklayabilecegimi diisiindiim. Kendimi daha iyi ifade edebilecegimi
diistindiigiim i¢in Tiirkge yazmayi tercih ettim. [First, | chose to write in
Turkish because | thought I could explain it better. I chose to write in Turkish
because | thought I could express myself better.]

IP15°s comment, in particular, suggests that the comfort associated with the L1 also

comes with better expression of ideas, that is, allows the production of responses

with better quality in terms of content, because they can “explain it better”. The
higher competence in the L1 produces feelings of ease and better expression, yet

there was another way in which the students’ decision to use the L1 was determined

by language competence, which is efficient production in the L1.

5.6.8.1.2 Efficiency of production in the L1

Students are expected in many exams to perform under timed conditions, and the
same was the case in the current study as well. This means that students have to write
impromptu answers to content questions, and they have to do it fast enough, which
places additional burden on L2 students who not only have to remember and
formulate the correct answer (which itself requires time) but also express it in a
language in which their processing may be less than optimal (which also requires
time). It appears that students who chose to use the L1 did so because they could
write faster in the L1. One question during the analyses of interview data was
whether “efficiency of production in the L1” was a sufficiently distinct category
from “feeling more comfortable in the L1”, and it seems to be so. That is because the
feeling that one can better express themselves in one language than the other does

not necessarily occur under timed conditions, although efficient production probably

213



contributes to that feeling. Additionally, the comfort of the L1 was also associated

with “better” responses, while efficiency was associated with “faster” responses.

IP18: Ciinkii siire kisitliydi. Ve Tiirkge daha hizli bir sekilde yapabilirim diye
diistindiigiim igin direkt Tiirkge sekilde agikladim. [Because time was limited.
And because | thought I could do it faster in Turkish, | explained it directly in
Turkish.]

IP16: Ya zaten kisithi siiremiz var, zaten hani hizli olmam gerekiyor, bir de ¢eviri
ile falan ugragmak istemedim. Direkt kafamdan yazayim dedim. Daha hizl
olacagini. [We have limited time anyway, | need to be fast anyway, and |
didn’t want to deal with translation or anything. | thought 1’d write it straight
out of my head. It would be faster.]

Both IP18 and IP16 say that their choice of the L1 was associated with pace. IP16

elaborates on this by stating that they did not want to “deal with translation”, but

decided to “write straight out of [their] head”, which indicates that they think their
processing in the L1 vs L2 is different, because L2 production would be mediated by
the L1. Having to access information, retrieve items associated with the L1, and
translate them into the L2 would be a slower process for IP16, and to save time, they
chose to write “directly” in the 1. Similarly, IP7’s statement that they have to

“constantly translate in [their] head” and that “this slows [them] down” points to

students’ beliefs about the difference between processing in the L1 vs L2.

The effect of language competence on students’ use of their L1 in their

responses to content questions was also associated with their doubts about their L2

skills.

5.6.8.1.3 Feeling doubts about their ability to express themselves in the L2
Students’ feelings of having an inadequate level of English, which produces issues
with L2 production, are more elaborately presented under previous interview

questions, particularly 1Q6 (That is why it will be presented only briefly here). The
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same feeling was found to be instrumental in the decision to use the L1 in the content

exam, as well.

IP14: Az Once size tam sdyledigim sebeplerden aslinda... Biz pandemi siirecinde 3
donem online egitim aldik. O donemde de gercekten artik elimizin altinda
internet oldugu i¢in iste Google Translate olsun Yandex olsun oralardan hizl
hizli kullanim yapryorduk ve birazcik Ingilizcemiz dylece koreldi geriledi. O
sebeple bu donemde dedigim gibi sanki hani 1 smifa donmiis gibi hissettim
kendimi. O yiizden daha ¢ok ve daha hizli olmam gerektigi i¢in burada
Tiirkge kullandim ama tabi sinavlarda bu miimkiin olmuyor. [For exactly the
reasons [ just told you... We received online training for 3 terms during the
pandemic process. At that time, indeed, since we now have the internet at our
disposal, we were quickly using Google Translate or Yandex, and our
English just atrophied and regressed. That’s why, as | said, during this period,
| felt like 1 was back in the first year (of university). That’s why I used
Turkish here because | needed to (write) more and be faster, but of course,
this is not possible in exams.]

Not only does IP14 think they could write more and faster in the L1, but they also

refer to the feeling that their English proficiency “regressed” during the pandemic,

which means that they did not feel they could write as well in the L2.

While one may argue that “Feeling doubts about English proficiency” and
“Feeling more comfortable with the L1” are the same, they are in fact sufficiently
distinct categories in that even when a bilingual person has high levels of proficiency
in both languages, they may feel more comfortable in one without doubting their

skills in the other.

5.6.8.2 Reasons for responding (mainly) in the L2

In the following sections, the themes that emerged from the interviews regarding the
preference to use the L2 in the content exams are presented along with relevant
comments of the participants. The L2 preference was found to be guided by

encoding-retrieval match and compartmentalization of languages.
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5.6.8.2.1 Encoding-retrieval match

Let’s remember the three theories introduced in the Literature Review: encoding
specificity principle, language-dependent recall, and transfer appropriate processing
(TAP). The encoding specificity principle states that the availability of specific
properties during retrieval that were also available during encoding act as cues and
facilitate memory performance (Tulving & Thompson, 1973). Language dependent
recall, seen as a sub-theory under encoding specificity, identifies language as one
such cue in that “retrieval linguistic context facilitates retrieval of memories that
were encoded with similar linguistic properties” (Marsh et al., 2015, p. 836). And
lastly, as another theoretical construct relevant to encoding specificity (Reed, 2012),
TAP suggests that the match between cognitive processing during encoding and
retrieval enhances memory performance (Morris et al., 1977). All three theories
suggest that the encoding-retrieval match will facilitate memory performance.
Encoding specificity focuses on the presence of the same cues (language being one
such cue), and TAP focuses on the mental processes. One implication of language
dependent recall is that “retrieval and application of knowledge may be most
effective if it is done in the language of learning” (Volmer et al., 2018, p. 75; Hahn et
al., 2019). And TAP implies that “we recall something most easily when we are in
the same situation in which we learned it” (VanPatten, 2004, p. 74). Given that TAP
is an “extension of the encoding specificity ideas to broader mental operations”
(Roediger, Tekin, & Uner, 2017, p. 8), the more general theme, “transfer
appropriacy” was initially used during the coding process. However, the term that
has a more transparent meaning, “encoding-retrieval match” was selected — and it
refers to the match between learning conditions/processes and students’ language

behavior in the content exams.
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Below are comments from students that imply encoding-retrieval match as a
factor in their use of the L2 in their responses.

IP3:  Séyle zaten ingilizce bir dersten ¢ikmustik. .. kendimi tamamen Ingilizce
odakl1 olarak devam etmek istedim. Zaten Turkce ¢ok fazla gormuyoruz
boélimde ve Ingilizce bana daha yakin geldi. O yiizden Ingilizce cevaplamak
istedim. [It’s like we had already left an English class... I wanted to keep
myself completely focused on English. We don’t see much Turkish in the
department anyway, and English felt closer to me. That’s why | wanted to
answer in English.]

IP3 relates their feeling of “closeness” to English in the content exam to the limited

use of Turkish (and extensive use of English) in their program. Additionally, IP3

refers to the linguistic context, or ambiance, at the time of the content exam, saying

that they had just left an English-medium class, and that they wanted to continue to

operate in that language. This statement is reminiscent of IP8’s answer in relation to
another question, which was as follows:

IP8: I was in the taxi, | was talking to them in Turkish. And when | went to X
Hoca, used to speak English with him, but I find myself talking in Turkish.
And after this | went to the class, | started to talk the professor also in
Turkish. So, it is sometimes like when my mind switching to a language, it
goes this language.

IP8, who would normally speak in English with the instructor, finds herself using

Turkish with him, obviously without realizing it during the conversation. At this

point, I would like to introduce an anecdote | myself experienced. While at a

conference, the speaker asked us, the participants, to play a game, which involved

quickly saying aloud the number of fingers the partner raised. The speaker gave the
instructions in Turkish first, and repeated them in English as there were a few
participants who did not speak Turkish. When we started the game, | found myself
saying “three” instead of “li¢” although my partner only spoke Turkish. I was still

operating in English, because the most recent instructions were given in English by

the speaker. This implies that language ambiance may also affect language retrieval.
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Apart from the linguistic context and the general use of English, students’
individual learning activities also seem to play a role in the use of the L2 in their
content exam responses, as is stated by IP11:

IP11: Ben dersi ne sekilde 6grendiysem aslinda yazarken o sekilde yaziyorum.
Diisiiniirken belki o sekilde diistinmiiyorumdur, Tiirk¢e diisiiniiyorum ya da
konusurken asla Ingilizceyi tercih etmiyorum ama yazarken hep Ingilizce
yaziyorum. Oyle ¢alistigim i¢in de bu var muhtemelen. [When | write, |
actually write the way | learned the lesson. Maybe | don’t think that way
when | think, I think in Turkish or I never prefer English when | speak, but |
always write in English. That probably happens because | study like that.]

IP11 clearly states that they used English because that is how they learned the

content, or how they studied it. IP11 adds that they do not prefer to use English while

speaking or thinking, but it is not clear whether they mean their speaking or thinking
in class, or out-of-class activities. However, they make it clear that when studying for
their courses, they take notes in English, which means they practice the same skills
that are required by the content exam, and that is “probably” why they wrote their
response in the L2. IP 12 holds similar views:

IP12: Yani dersi ingilizce dinledigim igin ve smav éncesinde de Ingilizce calistigim
i¢in Ingilizce daha fazla ciimle vardi kafamda Tiirkceye oranla. [I mean, | had
more English sentences in my mind than Turkish because I listen to the
lesson in English and | study in English before exams.]

IP12 refers to listening to the lessons in English as one factor, which implies the

effect of language of encoding, and to studying in English as another factor, which

implies the effect of the cognitive processes that are engaged during encoding. The
statement that there were “more English sentences” in their mind “relative to

Turkish” indicates that IP12 does not feel the need to translate them from the L1 to

the L2. While IP16 “write it straight out of [their] head” in Turkish, IP12 seems to do

this in English for some sentences.
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5.6.8.2.2 Compartmentalization of languages

Compartmentalization of languages refers to the students’ perspective that the two

languages should be kept separate and homogeneous, without features associated

with one language crossing over into the other language.

There were students who, despite believing that they could produce a better
response if they included Turkish, avoided using Turkish in their response in English
because they thought that would not be appropriate — although they were instructed
before the content exam that they were free to draw upon their whole linguistic
repertoire. The idea that features associated with different named languages should
not be used within the same (academic) text seems to be so ingrained in those
students’ minds that they risk not conveying their true knowledge for the sake of
composing their answer purely in the L2. For example, IP10 states that they felt
“compelled” to write in one language only:

IP10: Konuyu Ingilizce 6grendigimiz igin Ingilizce yapmak istedim ama Tiirkce
mesela aklimdaydi dogrular1 ama Ingilizce devam etti§im i¢in konuyu tam
olarak yazmadim. [Since we learned the subject in English, | wanted to do it
in English, but for example, in Turkish the correct answers were right in my
mind, but because I continued in English, I could not write about the subject
completely.]

R: Bu soyledigini biraz agar misin? [Can you elaborate on that a little?]

IP10: Hocam konuda daha fazla sey yazabilirdim, bildigim konuyu Ingilizce
basladigim i¢in eksik yazdim. Yani yanlis yazdim... Tirkge yazsaydim
hocam onu yazabilirdim. Ama Ingilizce basladim, sonra Ingilizce devam
etmek zorunda hissettim. [Hocam, | could have written more about the
subject, [but] since I started in English, I wrote it incompletely. | mean, I
wrote it wrong... If I had written in Turkish, hocam, I could have written it.
But | started in English, then | felt compelled to continue in English.]

IP10 states that their response to the exam question only conveyed part of their

knowledge because they failed to express all of their ideas in the L2, but despite this,

they chose to continue in English because they felt compelled to do so, having

already written part of the answer in English. When talking about the disadvantages

of EMI, IP10 stated that some students include Turkish words in their answers in
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exams, hoping that the instructor will accept it, but “Of course, it is not accepted”.

The fact that this linguistic practice is not accepted in their exams might have made

IP10 feel compelled to respond totally in the L2. A similar sentiment was expressed

by IP11:

IP11: Tarkeesini diistiniip ¢eviremedigim birkag ciimle vard: aslinda yazamadigim
ama yani akademik bir sey oldugu i¢in yaris1 Ingilizce yaris1 Tiirk¢e devam
etmek istemedim. O yiizden Ingilizce bildigim kadariyla yazdim. [There were
a few sentences that I could think of in Turkish and could not translate, but I
did not want to continue half in English and half in Turkish because it is an
academic thing. That’s why | wrote as much as | know in English.]

IP11, too, states they could have given a better response in terms of content if they

included some Turkish, but they did not want to do this because it is “an academic

thing”. IP11 seems to hold the belief that their academic text, in this case, their exam
response, should not include translanguaging. This comes at a cost because they
believe they could have provided a more complete response if they wrote some

sentences in Turkish. Not choosing to do this, IP11 wrote as much as they could in

English.

5.6.8.3 Reasons for using both languages in the same response

In the following sections, the reasons for translanguaging in the same response that
emerged from the interviews are presented along with relevant comments of the
participants. The translanguaging behavior was associated with encoding-retrieval

match, lack of (access to) L1 equivalents and inefficient lexical retrieval in the L2.

5.6.8.3.1 Encoding-retrieval match
As explained under “Reasons for responding (mainly) in the L2, encoding-retrieval
match refers to students’ language use in the exam being determined by the language

of learning and associated cognitive processes during encoding. The effect of the
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linguistic context of learning activities on students’ translanguaging behavior in the

content exam was expressed by I1P8, for example:

IP8:  Because one answer is because my mind was thinking like this, like
switching by reflex. I didn’t choose. My mind thinking this way and because
you gave me this option... | have like option to write in my own language, but
still I don’t feel like I want to write with this language because I didn’t study
this topic in this language.

IP8 states that because they had the option to use both languages in their responses,

their mind did the “switching by reflex”. As a matter of fact, they seem to feel

positively about writing in Arabic, but they cannot write completely in Arabic
because they “didn’t study this topic” in their L1-Arabic. A similar and more specific
reason is provided by IP5:

IP5:  Biraz da aligkanlik oldugum i¢in sanirim. Bu dersleri ¢ok fazla 6zellikle de
bu konuyu memory konusunu ¢ok fazla tekrar ettigimiz i¢in direkt otomatik
olarak bu sekilde ¢ikiyor. Yoksa dediginiz gibi kisa hafiza vs bunlar aslinda
Tiirkcesi ¢ok daha basit de olabilir ama dedigim gibi direkt aligkanliktan
yazdim biiytik ihtimalle. [l guess it’s just because I’m used to it. Since we
repeat these lessons so much, especially this subject, the memory subject, it
comes out like this automatically. Otherwise, as you said, short memory etc.
These may actually be much simpler in Turkish, but as | said, | wrote it out of
habit, most likely.]

IP5 obviously has both the Turkish word “hafiza” and the English equivalent

“memory” at their disposal. They think that their use of the terminology in English

while writing in Turkish is because they have repeatedly studied this topic in the L2,

and it has become a habit, or an automatic process, to use the terms in the L2. This
comment is also reminiscent of frequency effects in language processing.

IP12, on the other hand, makes a distinction between more general vs specific
information in their response:

IP12: Ciinkii ingilizce ¢alistim. Mesela simdi and after all this virgiil the wealth the
resources are distributed based on their political decisions. Mesela ben bu
ciimleyi direkt Ingilizce ¢alistim... Genel yerlere baktiginizda mesela bu
sistemde {i¢lii hiyerarsi sistemi vardir, ya da son olarak bolge giicii olabilecek

semi-periferi devletler var. Bunlar ¢ok genel bilgiler oldugu i¢in Tiirkge
yazdim. Ozellikle Ingilizce olmasini istedigim yerler agir yerler olurken gok
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genele vurulabilecek yerleri Tiirkge yazmayi tercih ettim. Daha rahat ifade
edebilecegim i¢in. [Because I studied in English. For example, now, “and
after all this” comma “the wealth the resources are distributed based on their
political decisions”. For example, I studied this sentence directly in English...
When you look at the general parts, for example, there is a triple hierarchy
system in this system, or finally, there are semi-peripheral states that can be
regional powers. Since these are very general information, | wrote them in
Turkish. While the parts | wanted to be in English were heavy parts, |
preferred to write in Turkish the parts that could be expressed in general. So
that | can express it more easily.]

To put IP12’s statements in context, which may otherwise not be clear enough for
readers, | present below part of IP12’s response in the content exam:

Actually Wallerstein defines world-system theory in 2 types. World empires
and world economy. World empire sisteminde empire olan devlet kendisine
bir tributary secer ve bu tributary devleti somiirmeye baglar. And after all
this, the wealth, the resources are distributed based on their political
decisions... Ve periphery iilkeler gelismemis iilkelerdir ve ge¢imlerini
hammadde satis1 ve tarimla saglarlar. Ve son olarak bolge giicii olabilecek
semi-periphery devletler var. Bu devletler ortalama ekonomik glice sahiptirler
ve denge politikasi izlerler. [Actually Wallerstein defines world-system
theory in 2 types. World empires and world economy. In the world empire
system, the empire state chooses a tributary for itself and begins to exploit
that tributary state. And after all this, the wealth, the resources are distributed
based on their political decisions... And periphery countries are
underdeveloped countries, and they make their living from the sale of raw
materials and agriculture. And finally, there are semi-periphery states that can
be regional powers. These states have average economic power and follow a
policy of equilibrium.]

What emerges from IP12’s statements is that the “heavy” parts, which probably refer
to field-specific terminology as well as names of theories and constructs, are
expressed in the L2 (e.g., ‘world-system theory, tributary, periphery, semi-
periphery), while “the parts that could be expressed in general” and therefore did not
require field-specific words are expressed in Turkish. Additionally, IP12 refers to
sentences which they studied “directly in English”. Evidently, according to I1P2,
studying these sentences in English makes them more accessible to them in English.
The words “world”, “system”, “theory”, “types”, “economy”, “political”,

“decision” could be easily translated into Turkish. It should not be difficult for IP12
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to use them in Turkish. The words “economy” and “political” are used as “ekonomi”
and “politik” in Turkish. That is, IP12 must have access to Turkish equivalents of
these words just like IP5 has access to the Turkish word “hafiza”. Indeed, IP12 also
uses the word “ekonomik” in their response. However, this may not always be the
case. Students may also have difficulty accessing the L1 equivalents of some words,
which is presented in the next section, and this marks the distinction between the

themes ““encoding-retrieval match” and “lack of (access to) L1 equivalents”.

5.6.8.3.2 Lack of (access to) L1 equivalents

L2-English students in EMI programs may be, and usually are, exposed to content

that they have not studied in their L1, and therefore field-specific terms are learned

in the L2, but not in the L1 unless, of course, they also study the same content in the

L1. As a result, some lexical items may be inaccessible to them in the L1, and they

may not even be aware if L1 equivalents exist. Such was the case for IP8:

IP8:  If I know the topic in English, it is hard to talk about this topic in Arabic...
Because I don’t know the academic terms in Arabic. And because they are
not used very much, I didn’t even hear them.

In addition to implying language dependent recall (encoding-retrieval match), IP8’s

comments also make it clear that they do not know, and have never heard, certain

academic terms in their L1. That is why even when writing in the L1, if they need to
use such academic terms which are not lexically accessible to them in the L1, they
resort to the L2. While writing this paragraph, | was also listening to a YouTube
video. In the video, Ali Babacan, former minister of foreign affairs, interviews ilber

Ortayl1, a prominent Turkish historian. Just as | wrote “they use them in the L2”, |

heard Ali Babacan say, “Bu soft power dediklerinin ben Tirkgeye iyi bir terctimesini

hala géremedim, bulamadim. [l still haven’t seen, or found, a good translation into
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Turkish of what they call soft power.]” (Babacan, 2022). This is a common
experience for those who have studied a particular field through EMI. A similar point
was made by IP5:

IP5:  Bunu yine sinav sonrasi ya da sinav Oncesi tartismalarimizda yaptigimiz gibi
biitiin terimler Ingilizce oluyor konuyu yine Tiirkce agiklasak da. O yiizden
terimlerin Tiirkgesini tam olarak bdyle hatirlayamiyorum O yiizden hani
Ingilizce kullanmak daha basit geliyor terimler baglaminda. O yiizden
terimler disinda Tiirkge ama terimler direkt ingilizce sekilde gidiyor. [As we
do this in our post-exam or pre-exam discussions, all terms are in English,
even if we explain the subject in Turkish. That’s why I can’t exactly
remember the Turkish of the terms. That’s why it’s easier to use English in
the context of terms. That’s why, apart from the terms, Turkish, but the terms
go directly in English.]

IP5 states that even when they make explanations in the L1 while studying for their
exams, they use academic terminology in the L2. As a result, when answering the
content exam question, they responded mainly in the L1 and used L2 academic
terminology. This is also in support of encoding-retrieval match, because their
language behavior in the exam matches how they studied for their exams: they used
all the terms in English when explaining the subject in Turkish during their learning
activities, and they did the same in the content exam.

IP1 describes the cognitive process they went through, providing further
evidence that students’ inclusion of lexical items from their L2 while composing in
the L1 may be due to (temporary) lack of access to the L1 equivalent:

IP1:  Bolimii direkt Ingilizce ile yaptiginiz zaman terimleri hi¢ Tiirkce yapmadan
direkt Ingilizce bir sekilde soylityoruz...Soyle, mesela o ¢izdigim semanin
Ingilizce yazdigim seyler direkt aklima o sekilde geldigi igin Ingilizcesini
yazmay1 tercih ettim. Ve bunlar1 agiklarken de direkt iyi bir sekilde
aciklamay1 Tiirk¢e sekilde yapabilecegimi diisiindiim. Bu yiizden Tiirkcesini
yazdim ve bazi yerlerde direkt aklima Ingilizcesi geldigi i¢in Tiirkgesini
mesela o an peasantlar yazmigim, onun Tiirk¢esini degil de Ingilizcesini
yazmisim ¢iinkii o an aklima direk onun Ingilizcesi geldi, hani Tiirkgesini bir
an hatirlayamayacagimi diisiindiigiim i¢in bu sekilde peasant seklinde
yazmaya1 tercih ettim. [When you directly make the department English, we
say the terms directly in English, without using any Turkish language... For

example, in the diagram | drew, | chose to write the English version because
the things | wrote in English came to my mind directly in English. And while
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explaining these, | thought that I could explain directly in Turkish in a good
way. That’s why | wrote the Turkish version of it, and since it directly came
to my mind in English in some parts, for example | wrote peasants, not the
Turkish version of it, but the English version, because at that moment, |
immediately thought of its English, since | thought that | could not remember
the Turkish for a moment, | preferred to write it as peasant.]

The responses presented in this section explain why students may take advantage of

their L2 while writing in the L1. The following section, on the other hand, deals with

the use of the L1 while writing in the L2.

5.6.8.3.3 Inefficient lexical retrieval in the L2

The section that deals with the disadvantages of EMI includes student comments on

the challenges of comprehension and production in the L2. There were statements

that specifically referred to not being able to express ideas in the L2. These include,
for example, IP10’s comment “You actually know the word in Turkish... but its

English equivalent never did [come to their mind]” and IP11’s comment “There were

a few sentences that I could think of in Turkish and could not translate”. The

following comment by IP7 also provides evidence that students may sometimes need

to use Turkish while writing in English in their exams:

IP7:  Smav kagidimizin yiizde yiiz Ingilizce olmasi gerektigi i¢in sinava girmeden
once bende hafif bir stres yaratiyor bu. Ciinkii ¢ok iyi bildigim bir ciimle tek
bir kelimeyi hatirlamadigim i¢in ifade edemiyorum. Onu yazmadan
bitiriyorum bu beni bazen {iziiyor. Sinavdan once de geriyor. [Since our exam
paper has to be 100 percent English, this creates a little stress for me before |
take the exam. That’s because I can’t express a sentence | know very well
because | don't remember a single word. | finish [the exam] without writing
it, it makes me sad sometimes. It also makes me nervous before the exam.]

In addition to showing that lexical retrieval of certain concepts in the L2 may be

difficult for students in EMI, IP7’s comment also shows that if not given the

opportunity to use their whole linguistic repertoire, students may suffer not only in

terms of their exam scores, but also affectively. This suggests that allowing
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translanguaging in content assessments, in contexts where students’ limited L2
competence may put them at a disadvantage, may prove beneficial in terms of both
academic achievement and emotional state, including motivation. Future research
into this relationship is necessary to help form a clear understanding of the caveats
and opportunities translanguaging in assessment may bring into students’ EMI

experiences.

5.7 Discussion

Unlike Study 1, which was conducted within an EPP, Study 2 involved students from
various EMI programs at a private (foundation) university. The main aim in the EPP
is to teach English as an L2 to incoming students who, upon completing the EPP,
will begin their EMI programs. EMI programs, on the other hand, prepare students
for their future careers in specific fields. Therefore, the aim is to equip students with
knowledge, skills, and attitudes that are required for them to fulfill their future jobs
in relevant areas.

The university’s publicly available documents indicate internationalization as
one of its objectives, and their internationalization policy includes increasing the
number of international students and lecturers, cooperating with international HE and
research institutions, and increasing their place in international university rankings.
Usually, EMI is seen as a way to achieve these goals (Doiz et al., 2011; Hesford et
al., 2009; Horner & Tetreault, 2017; Wachter & Maiworm, 2008) and the use of
English may be assumed by EMI universities as necessary and sufficient for
achieving internationalization (e.g., Karakas & Bayyurt, 2019). | have not been able
to locate research into or reports regarding where the graduates of the GPU are

employed, but the information available on the university’s LinkedIn page shows
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that most of their alumni work in Turkiye (yet, of course, this needs to be verified
through a more reliable method). If that is really the case (most graduates being
employed in Turkiye), it also implies that, very likely, many graduates need to
interact with (monolingual or L2) Turkish speaking people in their jobs, and this has
certain implications. Macaro (2020) argues that an EMI medicine program would
need to serve purposes such as ensuring not only that the medical content has been
grasped and understood, but also that the students are equipped with L1 terminology
and the ability to explain content in the L1 to non-specialists such as patients.
Macaro (2020) also states that (the extent of) the need to learn L1 terminology may
depend on the field, and points out that in the case of an economics lecturer, for
example, the need for teaching students L1 terminology would be less of an issue
given that graduates of Economics programs are less likely to have a practitioner
role. The students in the current study were enrolled in various EMI programs, and it
is not within the scope of this study to find out whether, or to what extent, graduates
of each program would need to use their L1 in their jobs, but it is probable that a
good many of them will. Therefore, future research into the evaluation of EMI
programs in Turkish HE as well as students’ learning experiences and the languages
used for learning/teaching and assessment can provide insights into ways of further
developing appropriate pedagogical and assessment practices. Indeed, as suggested
by Inal, Bayyurt, and Kerestecioglu (2021), EMI policies in Turkish HE should be
supported by academic justification.

As part of Study 2, RQ1 investigated how students’ language use would be in
their responses to questions assessing their content knowledge in EMI courses when
given the opportunity to use any named languages or to translanguage. The results

showed that while some used the L1 only, others wrote in the L2 only, and still
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others used both within the same response. Course-based rates of L1 words to the
total number of words in the responses ranged from 33% to 79%. In terms of the
language behavior of students, when all nine courses were combined, a balanced
distribution was observed in that 34% of the students responded in the L1 only, 37%
in the L2 only, and 29% used both languages to varying extents.

RQ2 investigated whether there was a relationship between proficiency and
students’ language use in their responses. A correlation analysis of the language use
(the rate of L2 words) of 114 students who took the written proficiency exam showed
that students’ tendency to use the L2 was positively correlated with proficiency. A
comparison between the L1-only, L2-only, and both-languages groups showed that
while the L1-only group had a significantly lower proficiency than the two other
groups, the comparison of the L2-only and both-languages groups did not yield a
significant difference. When students were grouped again according to whether they
wrote dominantly in the L1 vs L2, the two groups were found to differ significantly
in terms of proficiency. Based on these findings, it was observed that more proficient
students tended to write in the L2, and translanguaging was observed in students’
responses in both lower and higher proficiency levels.

RQ3 was on the functions of translanguaging in assessment, and RQ4 on the
difficulties students think they experience in their EMI studies. These two questions
were related in the sense that the students’ use of L1-only or both languages in their
responses was at least partially attributed to L2-related challenges. In addition, for
the answers to these questions to be more meaningful, they were situated in the
context of the EMI programs within the study as well as in students’ experiences.

The discussion of the findings is presented in the following sections.
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5.7.1 Student challenges in EMI

Part of the interviews was on challenges in EMI, and the findings regarding
challenges were rather informative. But, to do (at least some) justice to EMI, the
perceived benefits that emerged from the interviews (which correspond to some of
the many potential benefits that have been also observed in other research) should
also be presented. According to the participants, the main benefits of EMI are the
improvement of L2-English, which serves as a lingua franca, more job opportunities
abroad, and greater access to scientific knowledge (not only because English is
widely used in scientific publications but also because the development of their L2
skills allows them to access resources that may not be available in L1). Of these
reasons, the improvement of L2 skills was the most cited one by the participants.
However, as discussed below, this study also corroborates the argument that “[m]any
challenges in EMI implementation stem from ‘language inadequacies’ (Pun &
Thomas, 2020, p. 255).

Research comparing student outcomes in L1-medium vs EMI programs
produced different results in terms of academic outcomes. Some studies have shown
that studying through the L2 does not cause academic outcomes (in the form of
course grades, or GPAS) to suffer, as students in EMI and non-EMI programs were
found to obtain comparable grades (Costa & Mariotti, 2017; Dafouz & Camacho,
2016; Dafouz et al., 2014). However, even when similar results are obtained in terms
of GPA, there may be other factors involved. In this regard, Zaif et al. (2017) point to
the higher scores in the university entrance exam of EMI students in comparison to
non-EMI students, which implies that EMI might have resulted in relatively lower
academic outcomes for students who could otherwise (i.e., in a non-EMI program)

have achieved higher results. Additionally, a comparison of average performances
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may conceal important differences. For example, a comparison between higher
performance groups showed that Spanish-medium instruction students outperformed
EMI students (Hernandez-Nanclares & Jimenez-Munoz, 2017), and higher
proficiency learners were found to achieve better academic results than lower
proficiency learners (Lin & He, 2019). Other research, on the other hand, has found
that EMI is believed to be, and can be, costly in terms of academic outcomes in
comparison to L1-medium instruction (Evans & Morrison, 2011; Hellekjer, 2010;
Sert, 2008). Therefore, the debate on whether academic outcomes are compromised
in EMI relative to L1-medium programs is not yet settled, but it has been shown by
several studies that, while offering various benefits, EMI also comes with costs in
relation to students’ content learning due in particular to proficiency-related issues.

Although tertiary-level EMI programs generally require incoming students to
certify their English proficiency to begin their EMI programs (and are offered
English preparatory classes and/or support EAP/ESP courses in many institutions),
insufficient English proficiency still seems to remain as “a major stumbling block”
(Pulcini & Campagna, 2015) in front of content learning — and this is a common
issue across EMI programs in many countries (e.g., Costa & Coleman, 2013;
Galloway et al., 2017; Galloway & Rose, 2021; Giirtler & Kronewald, 2015;
Lasagabaster, 2015b; Séderlundh, 2012; Wang et al., 2018), including Trkiye
(Kamasak, Rose, & Sahan, 2021; Yildiz et al., 2017; Yuksel et al., 2021).

Similarly, the current study revealed that even though students may meet the
minimum language requirements, they may still not be able to fully thrive in EMI
programs without additional language support. The students in the EMI programs
would be expected to have obtained sufficient English language skills given that they

had successfully passed English proficiency tests, but they still reported experiencing
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difficulties once they were enrolled in their EMI programs. For example, students
expected to understand lectures and express themselves easily after passing the
language proficiency exam, but some ended up struggling and feeling like they were
putting in a lot of effort without proportionate improvement. They expressed
frustration with this situation and believed that the entry-level language proficiency
standards should be set higher. On the other hand, they viewed the development of
their L2-English skills as a benefit of EMI, and it was found that more proficient
students were more likely to use the L2 in the content exams within this study. This
implies that if they improve their L2-English proficiency as a by-product of their
English-medium education, the language-related challenges may be mitigated. The
need for and potential value of language support in undergraduate programs is
expressed by Kerestecioglu and Bayyurt (2018), who point out that since one year of
English preparatory classes alone is not sufficient for students arriving at HEIs with
little or no prior language proficiency, they should be provided with language
support throughout their undergraduate studies.

The challenges that were referred to by the participants in the current study
are presented in Figure 2. Despite being shown in different boxes for ease of
presentation, these factors are interrelated rather than distinct. Knowledge of
vocabulary, for example, is instrumental both in comprehension and production, and
this relationship is represented with arrows. The difficulty of content may also have
to do with the language used, as the use of field-specific terminology may cause the
content to be perceived as more difficult by students.

Lack of adequate L2 proficiency, both in terms of comprehension and
production, was identified as a common obstacle among the participants. Skepticism

about students’ L.2-English proficiency was detected in three other EMI universities
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in Tirkiye (Karakas & Jenkins, 2022). This signals that this may be a widespread

issue in the Turkish EMI context, yet this should not be understood as painting all

EMI programs with the same brush. There are obviously differences between EMI

institutions (Sahan et al., 2021).

The students in Study 2 reported that limited English proficiency hindered

their ability to fully understand and express themselves in English. It was noted that

it is easier to learn and retain information in the L1. One student’s statement that

language is "just a tool" aligns with socio-cognitive theory, which posits that

language is a cognitive tool that mediates social and mental activities (Wells, 1994),

and 1s “a driving factor for learning” (Tylén, Weed, Wallentin, Roepstorft, & Frith,

2010, p.6). In the context of EMI, if a student has not yet mastered (how to use) this

tool effectively, this may lead to challenges with mastery of content — which was

reportedly the case for some students in this study.

Language-Related Challenges

(Field-specific) Vocabulary

2

Access Retrieval

L2 Comprehension
¢ Following lectures
* Reading English resources
¢ Understanding exam questions

L2 Production
¢ Expressing ideas in the classroom
* Academic writing
* Retrieving (field-specific) lexical

items in exams

r £

=

Content-Related Challenges
¢ Topic difficulty
© Topic unfamiliarity

weefed @ Field-specific terminology

!

Increased Study Load & Time Costliness

Figure 2. Challenges experienced in EMI programs by the interview participants
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Comprehension challenges: It was found that the students at times struggle to
understand the content introduced in their EMI courses. Comprehension challenges
are not uncommon in EMI settings (e.g., Aizawa & Rose, 2019; Chang, 2010). This
can impact students’ learning process both in terms of depth and pace, as the student
interviews indicate that they believe content to be more quickly and more deeply
understood through the L1. However, given the limited number of studies on content
learning in EMI (Graham, Choi, Davoodi, Razmeh, & Dixon, 2018) and of those that
involve comparison with L1-medium instruction (Tong, Wang, Min, & Tang, 2020),
whether this perception accurately represents learning in EMI needs to be
empirically analyzed through more research. However, evidently, this was how some
participants in the current study felt. One student, who was doing a double-major
with a Turkish-medium program, stated that they took the same subjects in English
and Turkish, and they reported more easily understanding them in Turkish. In their
individual studies, reading academic content in the L2 was reported by a student to
make them feel concerned, which indicates that the affective dimension of learning
in EMI should also be investigated further. Interviews also showed that within the
classroom, instructors are aware of the difficulty felt by their students. In these
situations, instructors may choose to use Turkish to facilitate understanding. When
students ““are stuck” and they “do not understand”, the use of Turkish may be felt as
a necessity — it becomes a “need”. During their individual and group learning
activities as well, some students reported using their L1 for better learning of
complex topics in particular, as they believed that “everyone thinks in their mother
tongue” and “the content can be understood in a pure way” in the L1. That these

students reported to understand the same content when presented or studied in the L1
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implies that there is a language barrier in EMI for them, and they may require
additional language support while in their EMI programs.

Production challenges: Students reported having problems in terms of
production, as well. Some students may “have a lot of difficulty and cannot explain
[their] thoughts accurately” in English, and resort to Turkish. One student who
imagined that they would be able to speak and participate in classes once they passed
the proficiency test was disappointed to discover that it did not turn out to be as they
expected. This is a familiar scene in various EMI settings (e.g., Alhassan et al., 2021;
Sdderlundh, 2012). Students’ hesitations to express their ideas in English and
inclination to use Turkish seem to lead some instructors to attempt to encourage
students to use English, by saying, for example, “of course you can form a few
sentences [in English]” — a statement which implies that students refrain from
forming sentences, i.e., speaking, in the classroom. Regarding writing, a student,
who reported having the highest GPA in their program, made an interesting claim: “I
can’t even write two sentences in an academic way... I don’t think anyone [in the
course] can write academically.” High-proficiency students’ challenges with
academic literacy including essay writing was also reported by Aizawa and Rose
(2019).

Topic difficulty and unfamiliarity: It was found that sometimes
comprehension challenges may also be related to the difficulty of the material itself.
However, the fact that the participants referred to the deployment of Turkish when
they mentioned topic complexity attests to the difficulty of disentangling content
from language in EMI. Students referred to topic complexity as a factor which
prompts the use of Turkish by both students and instructors. Indeed, research has

shown that as content becomes more complex, L1 use as a means to convey ideas
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increases among lower L2 proficiency students (Turnbull, Cormier, & Bourque,
2011), and among teachers (Cincotta-Segi, 2011). The participants in Study 2,
similarly, reported that some topics are so “complicated” or “difficult” that they
“cannot understand”, and when dealing with them, brief explanations in Turkish are
provided to help students “understand them more comfortably”. It was reported that
the instructors themselves recognize that some topics are difficult for students, and
switch to Turkish “on their own initiative [...] so that it could be understood”. It was
also observed that students view some courses to be more difficult than others, and
they are more likely to refer to Turkish resources “depending on the difficulty of the
courses”. One student, for example, identified history as a “particularly intense”
subject, which caused them to “spend extra time” on this course. Based on the
student interviews, it appears that the difficulty of a course may be influenced by the
novelty or unfamiliarity of the content. If students already have some knowledge
about a topic, it is easier for them to understand and learn it in L2-English than if it is
a new subject for them.

Limited vocabulary knowledge: Students doubt the adequacy of their English
proficiency and, in that respect, limited vocabulary is an area that was referred to by
several students. As their “English is not very advanced”, there are words they do not
know — and these are “generally academic”. Lack of adequate vocabulary
knowledge, which may mean having to cope with unfamiliar terminology, was
identified as a contributing factor to comprehension issues in other EMI universities
in Turkiye (Yildiz et al., 2017). Having a large vocabulary, and especially field-
specific vocabulary is essential for EMI students, as otherwise they also have to
spend time to “very often translate a lot of words”. But it should also be added that

translation was also reported to save time when done on whole texts on Google
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Translate, rather than translating word by word. At this point, it should also be
emphasized that the task of an L2-English student in an EMI context in terms of
vocabulary learning is enormous. The fact of the matter is “the EMI student is faced
with a bewildering range of L2 vocabulary, a range that s/he may not possess even at
the receptive level.” (Macaro, 2020, p. 267).

Student interviews revealed that due to the challenges they face in their EMI
programs, it takes longer and more work to complete academic tasks in English than
in the L1. According to the students’ responses, the additional time and effort
required for EMI compared to L1-medium instruction is a disadvantage. Some
students also reported feeling anxious or not feeling “too good” due to the time-
intensive (Airey, Lauridsen, Résénen, Sald, & Schwach, 2017) and laborious (Hua,
2019; Lei & Hu, 2014) nature of EMI.

Of particular importance is the issue of disciplinary literacy — a concept that
is equally important in L1-medium university settings (Airey, 2020). As Del Mar
Sanchez-Pérez (2021) suggests, the dual goal of developing competence in their
respective disciplines and English as an L2 makes “the process of disciplinary
literacy development even more challenging” (p. 3). The benefit of providing
students with support in terms of disciplinary literacy is emphasized by Breeze and
Dafouz (2017), who also point to the limited provision of such support in EMI
programs. Given its importance, Airey et al. (2017, p. 572) recommend that EMI
programs should have policies that promote conversations among the faculty about
disciplinary literacy goals as well as language learning outcomes of EMI courses.
The absence of disciplinary literacy support is likely a significant contributor to the

language-related challenges experienced by EMI students.
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5.7.2 Translanguaging: A fact of life and EMI

The L1 seems like a haven for some students in the current study as it helps alleviate
some of the challenges that they experience in their EMI programs. It emerges as a
resource used by both students and instructors.

Turkish was reported to be employed by instructors when they realize (or
students state) that students are having problems understanding content. The use of
the L1 in EMI classrooms has been associated with a facilitative role in content
learning in several studies (e.g., Dalziel & Guarda, 2021; Lasagabaster, 2013; Sahan
& Rose, 2021; Reilly, 2021). Still, the use of Turkish in the EMI classes was found
to vary depending on the individual policies of instructors and the presence of
international students — an issue also raised in Macaro (2020). In general, instructors
were reported to more strictly follow an English-only policy when there are
international students present, indicating that the linguistic dynamics of the
classroom are impacted by their presence, and the use of Turkish is minimized.

Turkish is also used by students in the classroom to express themselves when
they are unable to do so in English (e.g., Dalziel & Guarda, 2021) and in their out-of-
class learning activities to read resources, to take notes, to discuss topics, to review
contents (e.g., Hu, Li, & Lei, 2014), or to establish mutual understanding in group
work. Some students reported that they use both English and Turkish resources,
which indicates that they regularly engage in translanguaging in their individual
learning activities. Although argued to be fewer and thus more difficult to obtain,
Turkish resources were viewed to be “better” by some students. However, students
cannot solely rely on Turkish resources because their classes and assessment tasks
are conducted in English. While Turkish resources may assist in their understanding

and learning of the material, it is important for these students to have strong English
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language skills and knowledge of content in English to effectively communicate their
understanding through English in classes as well as in assessment tasks. Therefore,
some of them reported using a combination of Turkish and English resources to
facilitate both a deeper understanding and a faster pace of learning — in comparison
to studying only from English resources, which may present comprehension
challenges and require time to decode and translate. Before a lesson or while
preparing for exams, students reported doing initial studying in Turkish to “create a
foundation in Turkish” and do further studying in English (sometimes within a
group). By studying content in Turkish and then reviewing it in English, they
reported improving their field-specific English language skills, in addition to
facilitating their content learning.

Translanguaging is not limited to the classroom or to using resources in
different named languages, but it also occurs through two-way translation, that is,
both from the L1 to the L2, and from the L2 to the L1. For example, when they are
studying from a textbook in English, they translate unfamiliar words into Turkish or
Arabic, and when studying from a textbook in their L1, they translate at least some
of the content into English. They also use it while taking notes or writing a course
assignment.

Translanguaging is also evident in group activities, such as reading in one
language and taking notes and discussing in both languages. During this process,
they rely on their full linguistic repertoire to make meaning. However, when there
are students with different linguistic backgrounds, the linguistic ambiance within the

group changes towards more reliance on ELF.
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5.7.3 Content assessment and translanguaging

The previous section showed that the participants actively use both the L1 and the L2
to learn and express information in their EMI programs. However, this may not be an
option in exams, and this has various implications.

In addition to struggling with understanding courses and being hesitant to
participate verbally in English-medium classes, students reported that they
sometimes do not understand exam questions (for a similar finding, see Macaro et
al., 2016). This raises concerns about the validity of exams because if their purpose
IS to assess content knowledge, a student’s inability to understand a question due to
language barriers would introduce error variance into the assessment (Shohamy,
2011), since a low score would not necessarily indicate a lack of content knowledge,
but also a lack of language proficiency.

This issue is not only limited to understanding exam questions, but also
includes problems with producing answers. Students reported that writing in English
was a challenge for them. Similarly, Arkin and Osam’s study (2015) at a Turkish
EMI university pointed to lower test performance due to difficulty expressing ideas
in written English. Given that open-ended questions are commonly used in EMI
programs (Sahan & Sahan, 2022), the importance of L2 production skills cannot be
overstated. One student’s statement “when | try to load it into my mind, I think in
Turkish” suggests that (some) students may feel more comfortable encoding content
information in their L1. This may seem counterintuitive in this EMI context. As the
university follows an English-only policy in exams, it is important for students to be
able to access and express their content knowledge in English. However, students
may rely on their L1 for deeper processing and understanding of the content, and

then translate the relevant information into L2-English. This means that the process
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of translating information from the L1 to the L2 is a crucial part of the learning
process, and students can use this same strategy during exams to retrieve relevant
information.

Some students reported recalling information and concepts in the L1, but not
in English. This means that they may have the content knowledge needed to answer
exam questions, but be unable to use the relevant words in the L2 to express those
ideas. The difficulties encountered during exams could potentially be related to a
lack of field-specific rather than general proficiency in the L2. Whatever the
underlying reason, according to student accounts, difficulty in recalling words in the
L2 is a common problem in exams. When faced with this difficulty during exams,
some students resort to writing in their L1 in the hope that the instructor will accept
it, but it was reported that this is typically not accepted due to the university’s
English-only policy. From an assessment point of view, assuming that assessing
content knowledge is the goal, this too raises validity issues. While instructors were
not interviewed within this study, research from around the world shows that EMI
content instructors believe that language teaching does not fall within their
responsibility, so it is usually not on their agenda, and they are oriented to content
instead (Airey, 2012; Costa, 2012; Dimova, 2020; Doiz et al., 2019; Duran et al.,
2022; Karakas & Bayyurt, 2019; Otto & Estrada, 2019; Wilkinson, 2013). Li and Wu
(2021) state that in EMI, teachers do not usually offer language-based
accommodations in assessments as the focus of instruction is not typically on
English. They suggest that if students are struggling linguistically in tasks that are
primarily designed to evaluate their content knowledge, teachers should consider

making assessment accommodations, such as minimizing reliance on English by
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using non-verbal forms of presentation, or allowing students to use their L1 as a
resource (Li & Wu, 2021, p. 132).

Similarly, it was found in an EMI university in Turkiye that content teachers
and students agree that students struggle with answering oral and written questions in
English and that exams given in English can hinder their academic success (Aksit &
Kahvecioglu, 2022). In another study, instructors reported not penalizing students’
nonstandard language use, but instead focused on whether content was discernible in
the responses, and an instructor acknowledged allowing the use of Turkish in exams
(Karakas & Bayyurt, 2019). If this is the case in other EMI university settings in
Turkiye, i.e., if content is what matters and Turkish may be allowed, it follows that
the implementation of this practice needs to be aligned with the construct and
standardized, particularly if there are speakers of other languages who also have to
grapple with “the difficulty of studying intellectually demanding courses through
English” (Karakas & Bayyurt, 2019, p. 112).

While allowing the use of other languages in assessments will probably seem
like an unlikely option to many stakeholders, research with five content teachers at
an EMI university in Turkiye (Sahan & Sahan, 2022) has found different
perspectives and practices among them in terms of language of assessments. The
practices include (1) allowing the use of Turkish to some extent but deducting points
for using Turkish even if the correct response is provided, (2) only permitting the use
of English and giving failing grades if students use any Turkish, and (3) being
flexible about language use and allowing Turkish in answers.

Apart from permitting Turkish in assessment tasks, teachers were also
reported to ask simpler or math-based questions and to translate or paraphrase

questions (Sahan & Sahan, 2022). As a matter of fact, | also observed translation by
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instructors in the current study. In the History of International Relations course, after
the exam papers were delivered, the instructor provided the Turkish translation of the
word “urban” as they suspected that students may confuse “urban” with “rural”. In
the Organizational Behavior course, | saw two L1-Arabic students talking to each
other, and approached them to ask if they had any questions. One of the students was
asking for the meaning of the word “satisfaction”. These two instances show that
students may have comprehension problems due to language in exams, and that
instructors may translate (parts of) exam questions to ensure that students have
understood them.

Sahan and Sahan (2022) also found that students believed that having high
English proficiency is beneficial for achieving academic success and leads to higher
exam scores. Similarly, Yiksel, Sorug, Altay, and Curle (2021) revealed that
students English proficiency increased as they progressed in their EMI programs, and
more proficient students achieved higher academic outcomes. The finding in the
current study that more proficient students were more likely to write in the L2 also
implies that they may benefit from being able to more readily express their content
knowledge in the L2 and this may allow them to get higher grades in their course
assessments.

Pun and Thomas (2020) state that there are two different viewpoints on the
use of L1 in EMI: positive and negative. Some believe that L1 use is negative
because it might interfere with the goal of teaching both language and content, and
therefore students should only be exposed to English — which the authors suggest
does not represent the reality within EMI classrooms. Others view L1 use as a
positive strategy that can enhance interaction and content engagement. Pun and

Thomas (2020) add that there is “the idealized reality” (p. 254) and “the immediate
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reality” (p. 255) for those who hold the positive perspective. The former refers to an
ideal situation where both teachers and students receive support specifically tailored
to EMI, and the latter refers to current practices in EMI, where L1 use may be
necessary to address language-related challenges until both teachers and students
reach a certain level of proficiency (Pun & Thomas, 2020).

I believe that this argument can be extended to assessment tasks as well, and
there are valid reasons for multiple languages to be used in assessment tasks at least
as a temporary accommodation in certain EMI settings. First, research has shown
that fairness in EMI content assessments is a concern among teachers, especially
with regard to long answer responses (Ball & Lindsay, 2013), which require written
production skills, which is challenging even for high proficiency students (Aizawa &
Rose, 2019). Second, content teachers have been found to ask questions with
relatively low levels of cognitive and linguistic complexity (Hu & Duan, 2019; Pun
& Macaro, 2019), and even so, students have been observed to remain silent in
response to questions (Hu & Li, 2017). Third, content teachers in Turkish EMI
universities reported that students struggled to understand exam questions and
ultimately failed due to a lack of vocabulary knowledge — even though they
attempted to keep the questions simple and sometimes provided key vocabulary in
Turkish (Macaro et al., 2016). Fourth, research has established the relationship
between proficiency and GPA in that higher proficiency students tend to obtain
higher GPAs (Bo, Fu, & Lim, 2022; Schoepp, 2018; Martirosyan et al., 2015; Xie &
Curle, 2022). Fifth, while some studies pointed to the CEFR B2 level as a threshold
proficiency after which students’ EMI success is not hindered due to language-
related challenges (Carlsen, 2018; Harsch et al., 2017), others found that linguistic

challenges persist even at the B2 or C1 level (Aizawa et al., 2020; Yksel et al.,
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2021). Lastly, taking an assessment in their weaker language has been shown to
cause L2 students’ exam performance to suffer (Attar et al., 2022; Gablasova, 2014;
Otto & Estrada, 2019; Tatzl, 2011), and even more so when linguistically and
cognitively more demanding questions are used (Lo & Fung, 2018; Lo, Fung & Qiu,
2021).

With regard to the linguistic demands of questions, | would like to present
another observation from the current study: It was interesting to realize that in certain
courses, the percentage of students who used the L1-only was relatively higher.
Given that an effect of proficiency was determined in terms of language use, it may
be that the students in some courses (or EMI programs) were, on average, more
proficient. Although statistical analyses could not be carried out due to the very low
number of participants in some courses, the average proficiency scores of the
participants in each course indicate that proficiency may have played a role in this
difference between courses. For example, in Media and Society (N = 38, M = 13.48),
Organizational Behavior (N = 14, M = 11.4), Introduction to Business (N =16, M =
11.79), in which the mean proficiency scores (indicated by M) were relatively low,
the percentages the use of L1-only in the content exams were high; on the other
hand, the percentages of L1-only students were rather low in Research Development
(N =7, M =14.32), International Political Economy (N =4, M = 14), Introduction to
Political Science (N =5, M = 16.85), and Psychology of Learning (N =8, M =
18.75). However, it also seemed like there were differences between the questions
asked in each course in terms of the extent to which their answers required field-
specific information. To examine this, | created a Google Forms document with the
questions asked in the nine EMI content courses within the study. | shared it with

instructors involved in teaching ESP. The following instruction was given:
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Please, rate the questions according to the extent to which their answers
require field-specific language.
1 = requires a small amount of field-specific language.
10 = requires a substantial amount of field-specific language

When rating, please try to compare the given questions with each other. For

example, if you think Question X requires more field-specific language than

Question Y, Question X should get a higher rating, even if both require

substantial amounts of field-specific language.
Twelve instructors responded. The correlation between the question ratings and the
average percentage of L2 use in each course was calculated, r(7) = .62, p =.075. The
correlation coefficient indicated strong association, yet it was not significant. Given
that only nine courses, and hence nine questions, were analyzed, the sample is hardly
sufficient to draw meaningful inferences from the statistical results. However, it
should be borne in mind that proficiency alone does not tell the whole story. There
are other factors at play, which may include the extent of field-specific language
required by questions. A participant’s statement “While the parts I wanted to be in
English were heavy parts, | preferred to write in Turkish the parts that could be
expressed in general” also indicates that questions that require more general, rather
than field-specific, information may be more likely to be answered in the L1.
However, more research is needed on this to be able to drive firm conclusions.

Before | conclude this section, it should also be noted that students’ failure to
recall information and terminology in English while remembering them in the L1
may have something to do with their dependence on the L1 while studying for their
classes. In that sense, relying too heavily on the L1 may result in students’ diversion
from the EMI program’s goal of teaching content in English, and also limit the
development of L2 knowledge and of the ability to express content knowledge in

English. One student in this study, for example, reported that they recognized they

were using too much Turkish in their group learning activities and then decided to
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prioritize studying in English over Turkish. In other words, more research is needed
to understand what the principled use of translanguaging may involve and how this

could be operationalized in different EMI contexts.

5.7.4 Assessment accommodations: Translanguaging as an alternative tool

Given proficiency-related problems in EMI programs, it may be that “many students
are simply being set up to fail” (Sorug¢ & Griffiths, 2018, p. 46). To help mitigate the
challenges attributable to students’ English proficiency, different strategies have
been reported to be employed. One institution-level strategy whose implementation
has gained momentum recently is collaboration between content and language
specialists to offer language support in EMI classrooms (e.g., Barrios et al., 2016).
More micro-level strategies include simplifying content and adapting content
delivery (Pulcini & Campagna, 2015) in addition to switching to the learners’ L1 (Hu
et al., 2014) for purposes such as explaining unfamiliar vocabulary (Tien & Li,
2013), explaining complex topics (Kim et al., 2017), and providing feedback
(Macaro et al., 2020).

When it comes to assessment, linguistic simplification, testing in the L1, and
the integration of the L1 have been shown to offer benefits. Particularly lower
proficiency learners benefit from linguistically simplified versions of tests (Abedi &
Lord, 2001). Canz et al. (2021) pointed out that using the common language as the
language for content-based tests may more accurately reflect students’ content
knowledge in settings where students have similar foreign language and bilingual
learning experiences. When provided with support in the L1, students in a bilingual
university program showed better reading comprehension performance (Van der

Walt & Kidd, 2013), and allowing students to utilize multiple languages in their
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writing in an EMI university course was found to lead to greater emotional
engagement (Luckett & Hurst-Harosh, 2021). In fact, as explained previously,
research has revealed that teachers in EMI university settings may not be penalizing
linguistic errors (Mancho-Barés & Aguilar-Pérez, 2020) and allowing the use of L1
in assessment tasks (Costa & Coleman, 2013; Li & Wu, 2018; Sahan & Sahan,
2022).

While translanguaging in assessments, and in particular in written
assessments, is an area where there is only limited research, a recent study (Rafi &
Morgan, 2022) conducted in an anthropology department found that out of the six
participants, who were offered the chance to translanguage in a writing task asking
them to describe their family and their feelings about them, four translanguaged, one
wrote in the L1, and two used only English. In the current study, as well, some
students were found to use the L1 only, some the L2 only, and others both the L1 and
the L2.

Additional support for allowing the use of multiple languages in (timed)
exams comes from research on memory access and recall. Three related principles of
human memory suggest that the successful recall of memories is influenced by the
similarity between the circumstances in which information is initially perceived and
processed (encoding) and the circumstances in which it is later accessed (retrieval).
These theories are the encoding specificity principle, language dependent recall, and
TAP.

Initial support for encoding specificity and language dependent recall came
from studies into episodic, or autobiographical memory, which showed that
bilinguals’ access to memories and words is facilitated by a match between the

linguistic context of encoding and that of retrieval (Marian & Neisser, 2000; Carroll
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& Luna, 2011). This means that mismatch between the language of encoding and
that of retrieval produces an L2 recall cost. This cost has been shown in access to
semantic memory, as well. Research has shown that when students are required to
solve arithmetic problems in the language of training, they show better performance
(Hahn et al., 2019; Van Rinsveld et al., 2015), and experience language-switching
costs particularly when the switch is from the dominant language in the training
phase to the non-dominant language in the test phase (\Volmer et al., 2018). That
switch costs were lower in switches from the non-dominant to the dominant language
is attributed partly to unbalanced bilinguals’ processing of information via the
dominant language when learning information in the non-dominant language
(Saalbach et al., 2013). Similar results have been obtained in studies on conceptual
knowledge. When tested in the language in which information was encoded (match
condition), the performance of balanced bilinguals was better, in comparison to the
mismatch condition; but in the case of unbalanced bilinguals, the effect was weaker
for information encoded in the non-dominant language, which is attributed to
presence of internal translations to the dominant language and less rehearsal of
information in the non-dominant language (Marian & Fausey, 2006; Marian &
Kaushanskaya, 2007). For assessment in EMI settings, these findings imply that
when tested in the L2, students who are proficient in English will benefit from
answering in English (rather than in the L1); but less proficient students, who may be
depending on the L1 when processing information delivered in their EMI classes,
may take advantage of responding in the L1. It was also found within the current
study that there may be students who use course materials in the L1 and have group
discussions in the L1. Based on the studies reported here, studying in the L1 and

taking exams in the L2 may produce costs in terms of exam performance for them.
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Vander Beken et al. (2018) and VVander Beken and Brysbaert (2018) found
that irrespective of whether the participants (Dutch-English psychology students)
studied the given texts in the L1 or the L2, their performance on the recognition test
(composed of True-False questions) did not differ, but recall cost was found in the
free-recall test (Vander Beken & Brysbaert, 2018). To test this implication, Vander
Beken et al. (2020) compared three conditions: learning and being tested in the L1
(L1-L1), learning in the L2 and being tested in the L1 (L2-L1), and learning and
being tested in the L2 (L2-L2), and this produced the following result: L1-L1>1L2—
L1>L2-L2. Encoding specificity effect was not observed in this study, as according
to the predictions of encoding specificity, L2-L2 would be expected to produce better
performance than L2-L1.

Combining the findings of the reviewed studies on encoding specificity
(language dependent recall) and L2 recall cost, the following predictions could be
made: In the case of balanced bilinguals who are highly proficient in both languages,
the match between encoding and retrieval (i.e., L1-L1 and L2-L2) will produce better
performance than mismatch (i.e., L1-L2 and L2-L1). In the case of unbalanced
bilinguals, (a) an advantage for the L1 will be observed in retrieval, (b) language
switching from the dominant language (in encoding) to the non-dominant language
(in retrieval) will be more costly, and (c) performance will be worst when both
encoding and retrieval are done in the non-dominant L2 (producing the following
order: L1-L1 > L2-L1 > L1-L2 > L2-L2). However, it should also be noted at this
point that although an advantage is indicated for L1 (which is also the dominant
language for the participants in the current study), giving assessments in the L1 may
not be an appropriate strategy. As emphasized by Shiron, Liu, and de Bruin (2021),

“L2 proficiency and use are not global and topic-independent” (p. 9) given that
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“because bilinguals use and experience certain words more frequently in their L2
(e.g., words related to studying at an English-speaking University), their lexical
processing of these words might be facilitated.” (p. 10). This means that students
who have received education in their L2 and learned content-specific vocabulary in
that language may not be familiar with corresponding terms in the L1 (Coyle et al.,
2010; Gallagher & Colohan, 2017). That would put them at a disadvantage in an L1-
only exam. Additionally, Vander Beken et al. (2020) pointed out that apart from
proficiency, several factors may affect L2 cost, including text difficulty, the type of
test, the cost of L2 production, and the amount of effort put into studying.

Given “the immediate reality” of EMI programs, (e.g., students are faced
with language-related challenges; we do not yet know what level of L2 proficiency
can serve as the threshold level for such challenges to be minimized; given that
proficiency levels of students differ in EMI programs, it is not yet clear assessment
tasks in which language would better represent true content knowledge), an
intermediary strategy may be to allow the use of students’ whole linguistic
repertoire, until students have sufficient levels of L2 competence through language
support courses and collaboration between content and language instructors, which
may be relatively longer-term/institution-level strategies. Study 2, by investigating
the viability of allowing the use of multiple languages in a content exam, helped
uncover the reasons why students may choose to use the L1, the L2, or both in a

recall test that targeted their content knowledge in their EMI courses.

5.7.4.1 Reasons for using the L1

Students’ reasons for using the L1 had to do with their relative language proficiency

in the L1 vs L2. Superior facility with the L1 was connected to their feeling more
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comfortable expressing themselves in the L1, having doubts about their ability to
express themselves in the L2, and perceiving their L1 production as more efficient
(i.e., happening faster).

Students believed that they would be able to express their knowledge more
effectively in the L1, as it is more “comfortable” and “easier” for them compared to
the L2. The familiarity and easy accessibility of the L1 was also reported to enable
them to produce higher quality responses in terms of content, as they were able to
“explain it better.” The stronger competence in the L1 was seen to lead to a sense of
ease and better expression. Additionally, students’ self-perceived lack of English
proficiency and its impact on their ability to produce in the L2 also prompted their
use of the L1 in the content exams.

In exams, students are often required to complete tasks quickly. This was also
the case in the current study, where students had to write impromptu responses to
content questions under timed conditions. This can be especially challenging for L2
students because they not only have to remember relevant information, but also
express it in a language in which they may not be as proficient. In the current study,
some students reported that they used the L1 because they thought they were able to
write faster in it. One student mentioned not wanting to “deal with translation” and
instead wanting to “write straight out of [their] head”, implying that they believed
their L1 processing was faster than their L2 processing. Another student mentioned
having to “constantly translate in [their] head”, which slowed them down. These
statements suggest that these students believed that there was a difference in the
speed of processing, and production, in their L1 vs L2.

These feelings and perceptions are in line with previous research findings.

For example, it has been observed that students experienced less anxiety and were
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able to access and retrieve words in the L1 more easily (Mohsen, 2021). Similarly,
Chenoweth and Hayes (2001) compared writing in the L1 vs L2 and found that
undergraduate students wrote fewer words per minute in the L2 (a finding also
reported by Breeze & Dafouz, 2017). Regarding the relationship between experience
in the L2 and writing fluency, they found a positive correlation; in fact, even just two
semesters of study was found to lead to a noticeable improvement in writing fluency.
They suggest that given that inexperienced writers frequently pause to revise text,
students should be trained to use strategies like “write it down and revise later”
(which may also involve writing some words in the L1), which can improve fluency
in the L2 writing by minimizing interruptions for revision (Chenoweth & Hayes,
2001). Other research has also shown that as proficiency improves, so does learners’
written L2 production and fluency (Barkaoui, 2019; Kim, Nam, & Lee, 2016; Xu &
Xia, 2021). The amount of time it takes for high and low proficiency students to
compose L2 texts varies, with low proficiency students spending more time as they
frequently pause to, for example, consider their ideas and translate concepts into
language (Tiryakioglu, Peters, & Verschaffel, 2019). Increasing proficiency has also
been shown to be associated with the quality of the text produced (Ganem-Gutiérrez
& Gilmore, 2018). As Tiryakioglu et al. (2019) suggest, “[a]n increase in language
proficiency results in better expression of meaning.” (p. 229) given that “lack of

linguistic knowledge seems to constrain the students’ expression of meaning” (p.

230).

5.7.4.2 Reasons for using the L2

The use of the L2 in the content exams was found to be associated with encoding-

retrieval match and compartmentalization of languages.
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A major factor which students argued influenced their use of English as the
primary language in their content exam responses is the fact that almost all lectures
and course materials are already presented in English. Some students reported that
their use of English-only in the content exam was associated with the limited use of
Turkish and extensive use of English in their program. The students cited listening to
lessons in English, studying in English (e.g., reading English resources and taking
notes in English) as factors that influenced their L2 use in the content exam. This
suggests that the language of encoding and the cognitive processes engaged in during
encoding may have played a role in their use of English only while composing their
responses. English emerged as the more readily available and appropriate language
choice for these students. More proficient students were more likely to write in the
L2, and it is likely that more proficient students depend more on L2 resources while
studying (although the interviews provide some evidence in that direction, this needs
to be confirmed with a bigger data set and preferably through an ethnographic,
longitudinal study). This encoding-retrieval match was observed by Marian and
Fausey (2006), who taught Spanish-English bilinguals on various academic subjects
in both Spanish and English and found that their recall was more accurate and
quicker when the language used to retrieve the information matched the language in
which it was originally taught. More proficient students in the current study might
have used the L2 to enjoy a similar benefit in their test performance.

The linguistic ambiance at the time of the exam was also relevant, as reported
by a student who had just left an English-medium class and continued to operate in
that language. Marian (1999) found that when the language in which the event was
experienced and the language of the ambiance at the time of retrieval were the same,

more memories were accessed, pointing to the effect of the “congruity between ...
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language ambiance at encoding and at retrieval” (p. 357). Gabriel, Lilla, Zander, and
Hannover (2014) showed that students who spoke a different language at home than
the school language were more likely to include school-related descriptions of
themselves when completing “I am...” sentences in the L2, i.e., the school language,
in comparison to those who used the same language in both school and home. As
they were in a different language ambiance than at home, they were more likely to
recall school-related self-contents when completing the task in the L2. Gabriel et al.
(2014), too, points to the effect of language ambiance on retrieval.

The other reason for the use of the L2-only was the idea of
compartmentalization of languages, which refers to the belief that two languages
should be kept separate and distinct, without any features of one language crossing
over into the other. Some students avoided using both languages in the same
response, even though they were allowed to do so, because they thought it would not
be appropriate. The avoidance was at the expense of not fully conveying their
knowledge on the exam in the case of two students. They might have been able to
provide a more comprehensive response if they had included some Turkish, but they
avoided doing so because they felt that academic texts should not include different
languages. This is reminiscent of linguistic purism, which can take many forms,
including, at a more radical end, even an unwelcoming stance against loanwords
(Hansen, Wypych, Banko, & Bilewicz, 2018). The idea of homogeneous languages
has been influential in the design of language education programs, such that even in
different kinds of bilingual education, the languages are kept separate (Baker, 2010).
Given that this idea is so ingrained into institutional settings, evidently it was not so
easy for these participants to exercise “deviation from the fictional monolingual

norm” (Liipke, 2016, p. 35), but they operated within “the ‘monolingual,
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compartmentalising habitus’ of Western theories of bilingualism” (Van der Walt,

2013, p. 5).

5.7.4.3 Reasons for using both languages in the same response
Reasons for using both languages in the same response included encoding-retrieval
match, lack of (access to) L1 equivalents and inefficient lexical retrieval in the L2.
Some students reported that they naturally switched between languages when
composing their response — it was “like switching by reflex”. They had a positive
attitude towards writing in their L1, but they were unable to write completely in the
L1 because they had not studied the topic in that language. They needed to use some
terminology in the L2 because they had repeatedly studied the topic in the L2, and it
became automatic for them to use those L2 words. This relates to the finding in
previous research that frequency can affect the accessibility of words in the bilingual
lexicon. As Bartolotti and Marian (2012) note, “[t]he relative frequency of words
within an individual bilingual lexicon determines their accessibility and may be
sensitive to the strength with which those items are encoded in memory.” (p. 22).
Participants also reported that while making explanations in the L1 in their
studies for their exams, they used academic terminology in the L2. Similarly, when
taking the content exam, some students primarily used their L1 but also incorporated
L2 academic terminology. In addition, students reported that they were able to
express general ideas in their L1, but had to use the L2 for more specific information,
such as terminology and names of theories and constructs. This demonstrates
encoding-retrieval match, as their language behavior during the exam mirrored how
they studied for the exam, i.e., using L2 terms while explaining the subject in their

L1. They also mentioned that they had studied certain sentences directly in English,
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which made those sentences more accessible to them in that language. As Grosjean
(2013) suggests, “the next time you try to remember something, and you can’t Seem
to do it in one of your languages, try changing language.” These students took
advantage of both their languages to express their content knowledge.

Some students who wrote mainly in the L1 were found to use a few L2
words. L2-English students in EMI programs are often exposed to content that they
have not studied in their L1. This means that they may learn field-specific terms in
their L2, but not in the L1. This can make some lexical items inaccessible to them in
the L1, and they may not even realize that there are L1 equivalents for these terms.
When students need to use academic terms that are not accessible to them in their L1,
they may resort to using them in their L2 when writing in their L1. Some other
students, on the other hand, wrote mainly in the L2 but used some words in the L1.
Students’ English language skills may not be advanced, so there may be certain
words that they are unfamiliar with in their L2. They may know the word in the L1,
but struggle to recall the English equivalent. As a result, they may need to use L1
words while writing in English during exams. For example, Airey’s (2010) study
with physics undergraduates at two Swedish universities revealed that code-
switching to Swedish was common when describing physics concepts in English, and
code-switching to English also occurred when giving descriptions in Swedish, albeit
to a lesser extent and only if the concept was learned through English. Additionally,
as Macaro et al. (2020) illustrate with the word “the Bar”, some terms may not have
direct equivalents in the L1.

Research on L2 writing has also revealed that students at various proficiency
levels make use of the L1 while composing texts in the L2. The use of the L1 has

been shown to decrease as proficiency increases (Kim & Yoon, 2014; Van Weijen et
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al., 2009; Wang & Wen, 2002). While lower proficiency students were more likely
to translate from the L1 to the L2 and were challenged by lexical retrieval
(Wolfersberger, 2003), higher proficiency students used the L1 for planning and
revision purposes (Woodall, 2002). Yet, even higher proficiency students (English
Language and Literature graduates) were found to have challenges in retrieving
lexical items (Murphy & de Larios, 2010).

To conclude, if L2 students are not allowed to use their full range of language
skills, they may do poorly on exams and feel negative emotions. Allowing students
to use multiple languages, or “translanguaging”, in assessments may be beneficial for
both their academic success and their emotional state. This is particularly important
for students who may struggle in their L2-English.

There are also a number of caveats to be borne in mind when using L1 tests
or allowing the use of multiple languages in assessment tasks: it may be impractical,
challenging or impossible to implement in classrooms where there are international
students with various language backgrounds (Coyle et al., 2010; De Angelis, 2021),
and it may be difficult to decide how much language mixing will be allowed and
how performances will be rated (De Angelis, 2021). The bottom-line, again, is to
consider contextual needs and characteristics when making decisions about and
designing assessment tasks that cater to the test purpose, to ensure that it does not
create bias against certain sub-groups of students and that it contributes to, and not

hampers, test validity.
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CHAPTER 6

STUDY 3

6.1 Introduction

Study 1 and Study 2 involved offering students in CLIL courses and those in EMI
courses, respectively, the opportunity to draw upon their whole linguistic repertoire
when answering questions that were intended to assess their content knowledge. That
is, they were offered the chance to translanguage in their written responses, i.e., in
production. Study 3, on the other hand, involved providing input in different
languages vs in the same language, and comparing student performance on an L2
writing task that required students in the EPP to understand and convey information
from the input texts.

This study was motivated by Schissel et al. (2018), in which pre-service
English teachers were asked to write an e-mail providing advice about type Il
diabetes (Task 1), and a letter to provide recommendations about a litter cleanup
program (Task 2), after reading three source materials related to the topics. In Task
1, one text was in Spanish, while the other two were in English; and in Task 2, all
three texts were in English. A similar study design was used in the current study to
answer the following research question.

RQ5- How does learner performance compare in a writing test when the input

is given (a) only in the L2 or (b) in the L1 and L2?

The following sections present the design of the study, including the setting,
participants, and data collection tools and procedures, as well as data analysis and the

results.
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6.2 The setting

This study took place within the same university, the GPU, in the same EPP as in
Study 1. Study 1 targeted classes that were conducted on Friday, which had a dual
focus on content and language. Study 3 does not involve a specific focus on the
program-specific content that is delivered in Friday CLIL classes.

The GPU and EPP settings were described in detail under Study 1. To avoid
repetition, the same information will not be presented here. To explain briefly,
students are taught English as an L2, and the aim is to prepare them for their EMI
programs. There are classes for different proficiency levels. The classes that are
conducted Monday to Thursday can be categorized as EAP classes, in which a skills-
based curriculum is followed. Additionally, there are also grammar classes, which
aim to improve students’ accuracy in English. The courses are delivered by Turkish
and international instructors who have at least a B.A. degree in ELT or a related
field, or a CELTA (Certificate in Teaching English to Speakers of Other Languages)
or DELTA (Diploma in Teaching English to Speakers of Other Languages). The
coursebooks are internationally published prestigious books that are aligned with the
CEFR, and that have been developed in cooperation with tertiary-level English
teachers from around the world by getting feedback from them in an iterative

manner.

6.3 Participants

A total of 66 students participated in the study. The participants were students in the

EPP at the GPU. At the time of data collection, there were four groups of proficiency
level courses. Al and A2 levels were merged into the same course. There were three

other courses for B1, B2, and above-B2 students. Students were placed into levels
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based on a Placement test, but given that validation and reliability studies had not
been conducted on the test, the placement of students into the levels may have some
inherent error variance. The course objectives were based on the CEFR, and the
books used in each level were aligned with the course objectives. Only the students
in B2 classes were invited to take part in the study. Above-B2 students were not
included, because their number was rather limited. This decision to include B2
students, but not those below B2, was made mainly for two reasons:

i.  Inthis study, academic texts were used as input. According to the CEFR

(2018) global scale:

e Atthe A2 level, users “[c]an understand sentences and frequently
used expressions related to areas of most immediate relevance (e.g.,
very basic personal and family information, shopping, local
geography, employment).”

e Atthe Bl level, users “[c]an understand the main points of clear
standard input on familiar matters regularly encountered in work,
school, leisure, etc.”

e Atthe B2 level, users “[c]an understand the main ideas of complex
text on both concrete and abstract topics, including technical
discussions in his/her field of specialisation.” (p. 24)

In terms of overall reading comprehension,

e Atthe A2 level, users “[c]an understand short, simple texts on

familiar matters of a concrete type which consist of high frequency

everyday or job-related language.”
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e Atthe Bl level, users “[c]an read straightforward factual texts on
subjects related to his/her field and interest with a satisfactory level of
comprehension.”

e At the B2 level, users “[c]an read with a large degree of
independence, adapting style and speed of reading to different texts
and purposes, and using appropriate reference sources selectively. Has
a broad active reading vocabulary, but may experience some difficulty
with low frequency idioms.” (p. 69)

As is clear from these descriptors, given that the texts to be read in the study
revolved around academic topics, students at the A1 and A2 levels would
find it very difficult, if not impossible, to manage the task at hand. That is
why they were not targeted in this study.

The purpose of the study was to investigate how learners at relatively higher,
rather than lower, proficiency levels would perform in a monolingual vs
bilingual task. Many HEIs in Tirkiye that offer EMI require a minimum level
of B2 English proficiency. Minimum TOEFL scores required to be exempt
from English preparatory classes usually range between 72 and 79. It is
important to understand how bilingual learners at this level may perform in
L2 writing when they are allowed to use texts only in their L2 vs texts in both
their L1 and L2. An unpublished study that we conducted with colleagues as
part of one of the classes we took during my PhD studies and Study 2 of this
thesis indicate that students enrolled in EMI programs use not only English
resources but also Turkish ones since they believe that doing so contributes to
their understanding of course content. As | was able to obtain access to

participants in the EPP, | conducted the current study there. | aim to conduct
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a similar study in EMI programs as well. Due to time constraints, | have not
been able to conduct it in time to include it in this thesis. Although the EPP is
a different setting than EMI programs, since the participants in this study are
students who are close to passing their in-house proficiency exam (they were
in B2 classes), this study should provide valuable information as to the
deployment of bilingual input texts in assessment. For the study, the

participants were randomly assigned to two groups, with 33 students in each.

6.4 Tools and procedures
To answer RQ5, two writing tasks were created: one on diabetes and one on
depression. The tasks were created in consultation with two instructors teaching the
participating B2 classes. The EPP administers its in-house proficiency test. In this
test, there are two writing tasks. In the first task, students are given a topic and some
ideas, and are asked to write an essay on the given topic. The essay topic may require
one of the following essay types:

e Cause & Effect Essay

e Advantage & Disadvantage Essay

e Compare & Contrast Essay

e Argumentative Essay

e Problem Solution Essay
In the second task, students are provided with a graph and a text, and they are asked
to understand the graph and the text and then relay that information in their own
words. This task was reported to be introduced into the test to increase authenticity
and validity. Indeed, impromptu essay task per se has been argued to be inauthentic

when testing academic writing (Weigle, 2004; Plakans, 2008).
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At the time of the study, the students in the participating classes had just
covered the problem solution essay. They had also practiced reading and writing
about solutions as part of their preparation for the second task in the in-house
proficiency test.

To align the tasks with the course objectives, two topics that could function
as problem solution topics were selected: diabetes and depression. The reading texts
(see Appendix 1) were adopted from authentic sources, i.e., theconversation.com.
Written permission was obtained from the website editors as well as text writers to
re-print and translate the texts for the purposes of the current study.

Two different topics were selected because the students would be tested two
times, with an interval of 7 days. Having two topics helped make sure that
performances during the second time would not be affected by having already read
and summarized the same text previously.

The tasks required students to read two texts on the given topic and then write
two or three paragraphs responding to the task instructions. The task instructions
were as follows:

Task 1:

Imagine that you are writing a paper on diabetes. Using the given texts, write

two or three paragraphs in which you provide information about the

following:
e the increasing rates of diabetes,
e the connection between COVID and diabetes,

e solutions for diabetes.

Do not copy and paste from the source texts; instead, you need to paraphrase
relevant information. You should write around 200 words.
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Task 2:

Imagine that you are writing a paper on depression. Using the given texts,
write two or three paragraphs in which you provide information about the
following:

e the increasing rates of depression,
¢ the connection between COVID and depression,
e solutions for depression.

Do not copy and paste from the source texts; instead, you need to paraphrase
relevant information. You should write around 200 words.

The texts used were at comparable levels of difficulty (see Table 20). Flesch-Kincaid

scores indicated that they were at the college level. The Flesch reading-ease scores

that are between 30-50 are interpreted as college-level texts. The texts were also

analyzed through Pearson’s Global Scale of English (GSE) Text Analyzer. Below is

the correspondence between the GSE scale and the CEFR:

10-22: <Al
22-30: Al
30-36: A2
36-43: A2+
43-51: Bl
51-59: B1+
59-67: B2
67-76: B2+
76-85: C1
85-90: C2

The GSE analysis showed that all texts were at the B2+ level, which is also the level

that is targeted in the EPP’s in-house proficiency test.

Table 20. Comparison of the Difficulty of the Texts Used in Study 3

Text Flesch- Flesch Reading Pearson Global CEFR
Kincaid Grade Reading Ease Level* Scale of English Level**
Level* Score* Level**

Diabetes 1 13.6 39.2 College 67-71 B2+

Diabetes 2 11.7 49.6 College 66 - 70 B2+

Depression1  10.7 46.7 College 67-71 B2+

Depression 2 13.3 40 College 66 - 70 B2+

Note: * https://goodcalculators.com/flesch-kincaid-calculator/
** https://www.english.com/gse/teacher-toolkit/user/lo (https://www.pearson.com/english/about-
us/global-scale-of-english.html)
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The second texts (Diabetes 2 and Depression 2) were translated into Turkish by the
researcher (Appendix I). In the first week, both groups took the Diabetes Task. In
Group 1, both reading texts were in English (E-E), but in Group 2, one text was in
English and the other in Turkish (E-T). In the following week, both groups took the
Depression Task. This time, Group 1 read one text in English and one in Turkish (E-
T), while both texts were in English (E-E) for Group 2.

The performances were rated by two raters using a rubric (See Appendix J)
that included the following categories: Content, Organization and Coherence,
Grammar Use, and VVocabulary Use. The rubric was adapted from the rubric that was
used in the EPP to rate the second task in their in-house proficiency test. The raters,
who were instructors in the EPP at the time of the study, had experience in using the
rubric. After the rating was completed, the average of the scores given by the two
raters was assigned as the final score for each performance. Next, the performances
were compared to see if there was any potential effect of input language on students’

task performance.

6.5 Data analysis
As was explained above, the current study was motivated by Schissel et al. (2018)
and used a similar design. In the current study, two groups within the same
proficiency level were employed to counterbalance the two conditions (E-E vs E-T)
at the two times the tests were given.

Once the student performances were rated and the final scores obtained, the
first statistical analysis involved comparing task performances within each group.
Given the measures taken to make the tasks as similar as possible, task topic

(Depression vs Diabetes) was not treated as a variable. As the tasks were scored
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based on four categories (Content, Organization, Grammar Use, and VVocabulary
Use), which together yielded a Total score, separate paired samples t-tests were
conducted on the scores of Group 1 on all five categories (including the Total score)
to analyze whether their performances on the E-E vs E-T conditions differed. Effect
size (Cohen’s d) values were also calculated for each category. The same analyses
were then conducted on the scores of Group 2.

The next analysis involved comparing the two conditions (E-E vs E-T) by
merging the two groups. As both groups were composed of students at the same
proficiency level classes as was determined by the EPP, the students were assumed
to have similar levels of proficiency. Separate paired samples t-tests were conducted
on Content, Organization, Grammar Use, VVocabulary Use, and Total scores of all
participants to analyze whether they performed differently on the E-E vs E-T

conditions.

6.6 Results
Huck (2012) suggests that the distribution of scores whose skewness and kurtosis
values are within the -1.0 to +1.0 range are considered to be “approximately normal”
(p. 27). Given this criterion, normality assumption was not violated either for total
scores or sub-scores. Since multiple comparisons were made on the participants’
performance, a Bonferroni adjustment was applied to the p-value, which resulted in a
significance level of .01 (.05/5 =.01).

First, the two conditions were compared within Group 1. The results for this

group are presented in Table 21.

266



Table 21. Comparison of the Performances of the Students in Group 1 in the
English-English vs English-Turkish Task Conditions

E-E E-T

M SD M SD t-value p-value Cohen’s d
Content 163 .78 1.37 .69 2.23 .033 0.39
Organization 1.50 7 1.27 71 1.81 .079 0.32
Grammar Use 1.40 57 1.13 47 3.76 .001 0.66
Vocabulary Use 1.63 .66 1.37 57 2.57 .015 0.45
Total 6.18 256 516 2.15 2.95 .006 0.51

Note: N = 33, E-E = English-English, E-T = English-Turkish

The results show that the students’ scores on all categories are higher in the E-E task
than the E-T task, but the difference reaches significance only in the Grammar Use
and Total categories. Cohen’s d values of 0.66 and 0.51 for these categories suggest
that the difference between the two task performances is moderate to large in size. In
all the other categories, the difference is not statistically significant, and the effect
size is small or moderate.

The next analysis involved comparing the two conditions within Group 2.
The results for this group, which are presented in Table 22, show that the students’
scores on all categories are higher in the E-E task than the E-T task, but the

difference does not reach significance in any category.

Table 22. Comparison of the Performances of the Students in Group 2 in the
English-English vs English-Turkish Task Conditions

E-T E-E

M SD M SD t-value p-value Cohen’s d
Content 151 .60 1.77 .62 -2.41 .022 -0.42
Organization 1.72 .61 1.81 .69 -.79 431 -0.14
Grammar Use 1.28 .45 1.40 .55 -1.48 147 -0.26
Vocabulary Use 1.53 .54 1.69 .58 -1.82 .078 -0.32
Total 6.06 1.88 6.69 214  -2.28 .029 -0.40

Note: N = 33, E-E = English-English, E-T = English-Turkish
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The difference in the results obtained from Group 1 and Group 2 implies that despite
being enrolled in the same proficiency level classes, there may be differences
between the groups. As a proficiency test was not employed in this study, this
assumption could not be verified. Another possibility is that there was a different
effect of task topic on the performance of each group. Despite the efforts to choose
two texts that were comparable in terms of content representation and difficulty, the
texts (Diabetes vs Depression) may have also affected the results.

In the last analysis, the two groups were merged and repeated-measure T-
tests were run to compare the two conditions (E-E vs E-T) on the scores of all 66
participants. Since multiple comparisons were made on the participants’
performance, a Bonferroni adjustment was applied to the p-value, which resulted in a

significance level of .01 (.05/ 5=.01) The results are provided in Table 23.

Table 23. Comparison of the Performances of All Students in Group 2 in the
English-English vs English-Turkish Task Conditions

EE ET

M SD M SD t-value p-value Cohen’s d
Content 1.70 .70 1.44 .65 3.30 .002 0.41
Organization 1.65 74 1.50 .70 1.88 .064 0.23
Grammar Use 1.40 .56 1.21 46 3.58 .001 0.44
Vocabulary Use 1.66 .62 1.45 .55 3.14 .003 0.30
Total 6.43 235 561 206 3.74 .000 0.46

Note: N = 66, E-E = English-English, E-T = English-Turkish

These findings suggest that there is a significant difference in student performances
between the E-E and E-T conditions in all categories except for Organization.
Specifically, the mean scores in the E-E condition were significantly higher than the

mean scores in the E-T condition for Content, Grammar Use, Vocabulary Use, and
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Total scores. The size of the difference, as indicated by Cohen’s d, was moderate to

large for Content, Grammar Use, and Total scores, and small for Vocabulary Use.

6.7 Discussion

Study 3 set out to investigate how the provision of input text in their L1 would
influence writing performances of students in an EPP. The results showed that
students performed better when given two input texts in English than when given one
text in English and one in Turkish.

This difference may have resulted from the English texts functioning as
models which students took advantage of while writing their responses. Language
mining, which Han (2021) defines as “extracting language constructions from input
for meaning expression” (p. 506) is a relevant concept. Discussed as a pedagogical
strategy that can be used in L2 teaching to older learners (Han, 2021), language
mining might also serve as a strategy for learners in reading-to-write tasks. Indeed,
Han’s (2021) mention of studies in which model texts are used as a form of feedback
as examples of language mining confirms this latter interpretation. Indeed, research
has shown that students benefit from input reading texts in their written productions,
by incorporating relevant information and language features such as vocabulary from
the source text (Soltani & Kheirzadeh, 2017; Cho & Kim, 2021).

Although students seem to borrow from the input texts, the extent of
borrowing may vary depending on factors such as proficiency and task type. Weigle
and Parker (2012) found only a limited amount of borrowing from the source texts,
but they state that this may have to do with the task they used, which required
students to come up with their own ideas. However, others such as Cumming et al.

(2005) showed more borrowing, which included frequent use of verbatim phrases
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among lower proficiency learners. Abrams (2019) too found that while lower
proficiency learners frequently resort to borrowing verbatim texts, those with higher
proficiency use source texts for borrowing ideas.

Studies comparing integrated writing tasks and independent (i.e., no-source
text provided) writing tasks found that students perform better in the former. Abrams
(2019) found that texts produced through integrated writing tasks had significantly
better scores in terms of grammatical accuracy, lexical range and accuracy as well as
written fluency, showing that L2 learners produce texts with higher linguistic quality
when provided with input in comparison to when they have to generate their own
ideas and language output. Plakans and Gebril (2012) also point out that input texts
may help examinees perform better in terms of language use, as they can use the
texts as a reference tool for proper vocabulary, spelling, and organization. In
Cumming et al. (2005), as well, the examinees’ vocabulary range was wider in the
integrated task than the independent task, which is attributed partly to borrowing
words from the source texts.

Model texts have also been used as a form of feedback in several studies.
These studies show that students benefit from source texts mainly in terms of lexical
accuracy and range, but also of content and grammar. Kang (2020), for example,
studied the usefulness of model texts as a form of feedback and found that the use of
model texts was effective in helping learners focus on various aspects of writing.
Participants were found to benefit from model texts in terms of identifying gaps in
their vocabulary knowledge and grammatical problems in their argumentative essays,
as well as strengthening their arguments by integrating relevant facts from the model
texts. Likewise, Abe (2008) found that the participants tended to focus most on

lexical features, followed by content and grammar. Similar results were reported by
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Saeidi and Sahebkheir (2011), who found that learners’ noticing of lexicon in model
texts was the most frequent, followed by content, form, and discourse, respectively.

A similar finding to those of the current study was reported by Zhang (2017).
Zhang’s study involved comparing one group that read and wrote in English (EE)
and another group that read in Chinese and wrote in English (CE). It was found that
the EE group performed better in terms of language accuracy compared to the CE
group as the EE group made fewer errors. It was also revealed that the more content
that was borrowed from the original reading text, the fewer mistakes were made.
Zhang (2017) states that the CE group struggled with language accuracy possibly due
to a lack of target language input and may have made more errors due to transfer
from the L1. However, there were no significant differences between the two groups
in terms of content and organization scores. The lack of difference in the
organization scores is attributed to the relative ease of organization and both input
texts serving as models for organization, regardless of the input language. Zhang
(2017) suggests, “Unlike language use, knowledge of organization is easy for
learners to grasp and apply in their writing.” (p. 236). In terms of content, lack of
difference between the two conditions is attributed to the input texts presenting the
same content. In a similar vein, Altinmakas and Bayyurt (2019) found that
undergraduate students in an EMI program recognize that “L1 and L2 texts require
similar organizational structures” (p. 93).

These studies suggest that source texts are particularly useful for students as a
lexical reference tool, but they also use them for borrowing and monitoring grammar
and content. In the current study, it may be that the source text in Turkish was less
useful in this regard. The Turkish text provides the same content and organization as

the English text, but students cannot use it as a reference tool for vocabulary and
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grammar. This may explain why they achieved better grammar and vocabulary
scores in the E-E task than the E-T task. As is argued by Zhang (2017) and
Altinmakas and Bayyurt (2019), both texts may have served as similarly good
models for organization for the participants. It may also be that since the students
had already covered paragraph and essay organization in their classes (and if
organization is easier as Zhang, 2017, suggests), they may have not needed the
model texts for achieving successful organization in their responses. Still, one
question remains (and it is where the results of the current research conflict with
those of Zhang, 2017): why did the students obtain higher Content scores in the E-E-
task?

In the E-E task, ideas that students borrow from the source text come with the
linguistic features that can be used to express those ideas; in the E-T task, however,
ideas from the Turkish text have to be reformed and translated into English, and
students may not have the lexical (or grammatical) resources to express those ideas
in English. Indeed, research has shown that translating from the L1 to the L2 is
challenging. Francis and Gallard (2005) showed that trilinguals’ translation from a
more dominant to a less dominant language was less efficient and involved more
errors. Similar results were reported by Francis, Tokowicz, and Kroll (2014), who
found that bilinguals with high levels of proficiency in both languages performed
similarly irrespective of the direction of translation; but those who were more
proficient in their L1 displayed translation asymmetry in that L1-to-L2 translation
was less efficient and precise than L2-to-L1 translation. The E-T task required
students to collect ideas from the source text in Turkish (L1) and express them in

English (L2). In other words, it required translation from the participants’ L1 to the

272



L2, which might have been difficult for them and influenced their performance in the
test.

One might argue that the E-E task also presents a similar challenge in that
students have to paraphrase the source text. However, paraphrasing may be relatively
less challenging. It has been found that translation typically takes more time, and
thus results in slower text creation, than paraphrasing since it requires more mental
effort due to the added cognitive load caused by the need to control and process
information in two languages simultaneously (Whyatt, Stachowiak, & Kajzer-
Wietrzny, 2016). Other research has corroborated this finding, showing that
translation, which involves cross-language transfer, is associated with different
cognitive operations and more cognitive effort compared to paraphrasing (Kajzer-
Wietrzny, Whyatt, & Stachowiak, 2016; Ma, Han, & Li, 2022).

Results from Study 1 and Study 2 showed that students may take advantage
of the opportunity to use their L1 (alone or in combination with the L2) when
responding to questions assessing their content knowledge. Study 3, conducted with
students in an EPP, indicates that students’ writing performance is better when
provided with input texts in the L2 only in comparison to the provision of texts in
each of their languages. The L2 texts did not seem to cause comprehension problems
(likely because their linguistic complexity was appropriate to the participants’ level
of proficiency), but they also seemed to contribute to students’ task performance.

“The fundamental role of input” is presented as one of the “irrefutable
observations about second language acquisition” (Lichtman & VanPatten, 2021).
VanPatten and Williams (2015) refer to observations regarding L2 learning, one of
which is that without exposure to input, L2 learners will not be able to acquire the

language. They present this as one of the observations that SLA theories need to
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account for. Indeed, several hypotheses and theories have pointed to the importance
of input, including but not limited to the Comprehensible Input Hypothesis (Krashen,
1982), the Input/Interaction Hypotheses (Gass, 1997), the Integrated Theory of
Instructed L2 Learning (Ellis, 1990), and usage-based theories (Ellis & Wulff, 2015).
Put briefly, “input is absolutely necessary for L2 development” (Loewen, 2021, p.
312). Lichtman and VanPatten (2021) emphasize that all input can be beneficial if
the learner attends to meaning. The input does not necessarily have to be simplified,
as is usually the case in EFL materials, but elaborated input can also be just as
comprehensible “with various forms of redundancy in the elaboration process
compensating for the higher linguistic burden that elaborated materials present
(Long, 2016, p. 16). As Ellis (2005) suggests, teachers need to ensure maximization
of L2 input in the classroom and offer means of exposure outside of the classroom.
Another observation from L2 acquisition is that incidental learning is an important
part of the process (VanPatten & Williams, 2015). For example, Durrant and
Schmitt’s (2010) study with adult L2 learners showed that they were able to
remember collocations they encountered in input, even after only one or two
exposures and in the absence of input enhancement. And lastly, it has been shown
that students may experience challenges recalling lexical or grammatical items that
they are able to recognize, “as comprehension precedes production” (Ruiz,
Rebuschat, & Meurers, 2021, p. 520).

Just as EFL students need extensive input, so do students in CLIL and EMI
programs if these programs are to “kill two birds with one stone” (Rose et al., 2020,
p. 2150). While the contribution of EMI to language learning is yet to be confirmed
by further research, it is evident that such a contribution is much less likely in the

absence of substantial amounts of L2 input. When analyzed together, the results from
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the three studies within the current thesis imply that while it may be a good idea to
incorporate flexibility in terms of students’ language use in content exams at least as
a temporary accommodation (particularly in initial semesters), it is also a good idea
to persist in the provision of input in the L2, as it may contribute to their L2
proficiency and ultimately lead to a level where students are able to, and choose to,
express their content knowledge in the L2 without considerable language-related
hindrance. As Kamasak et al. (2021) suggest in their study in EMI programs in
Tiirkiye, there is a need to “provide support structures for first-year students to
facilitate the transition to EMI departmental classes.” (p. 207) — a suggestion that
points to the necessity of findings ways to improve, and not undermine, students’

experiences of EMI.
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CHAPTER 7

CONCLUSION

7.1 Summary of the thesis

This thesis was motivated partly by my personal observations as an L2-English
student in an EMI university and then as an English language teacher who prepared
students for their EMI programs in addition to delivering EAP and ESP courses in
EMI programs. In a study we conducted in two state universities in Tlrkiye as part of
an M.A. course | took (Guille, Ozata, & Bayyurt, 2015), we found that although there
were several differences between the two universities we examined, including
students’ self-reported L2 proficiencies, students and teachers in both universities
pointed to L2-related challenges (albeit to varying degrees). When | encountered the
translanguaging perspective, which was at the time discussed more in relation to
emerging bilinguals in North America than EMI in non-anglophone settings, |
thought it could be relevant to tertiary-level EMI programs in Turkiye as well, given
that L2 students in EMI universities face L2-related challenges, just like emerging
bilinguals in mainstream U.S. classrooms do. While there was not much discussion
around the relevance of translanguaging to assessment at that time, it has become a
promising (and challenging) research topic recently.

Another area of research that has extended its reach in recent years is
research on EMI. This is only natural considering the substantial increase in the
number of EMI programs across the world, and Turkiye is no exception. However,
when driven by pursuit of financial gains and (international) prestige, the rapid
implementation of EMI programs may come without adequate preparation (Dearden,

2015), which raises questions about their effectiveness in terms of language and
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content learning (Macaro et al., 2016). In addition, as students progress into their
EMI programs after only one year of English preparatory classes, “[t]he languages
that they bring with them and which may have helped them gain access to HE
disappear.” (van der Walt, 2013, p. 7). As is expressed in Kerestecioglu and Bayyurt
(2018), “it seems almost impossible for an adult to acquire foreign language skills at
the B2 level within 7—8 months or a year, starting from scratch.” (p. 16); however,
that is what is expected of students in EMI programs in Turkiye.

Upon this background, this thesis was an investigation into students’
language use in CLIL and EMI content assessment tasks that exercised no constraints
language-wise; the relationship between proficiency and language use, and potential
functions of translanguaging in these assessment tasks; and the impact of providing
input texts in the students’ L1 on their written production in an L2 writing task. It
also explored challenges faced by students in EMI courses and documented aspects
of students’ experiences, as these were also informative in terms of their language
use in the content exams they took as part of the current research.

Study 1, which was conducted in CLIL courses, revealed that when given the
freedom to answer questions without language constraints, students engaged in both
monolingual (using only the L1 or only the L2) and translingual practices (using
elements from more than one language). Students’ L2-English proficiency was
related to their language use, with a tendency to use the L2 more and the L1 less at
higher proficiency levels. This suggests that as students gain content and language
knowledge in their L2, they are more likely to use the L2, possibly because they are
willing to demonstrate their content knowledge in the L2, or because their content
knowledge becomes more easily accessible in the L2. Additionally, students were

observed to engage in translanguaging at roughly the same rate across all proficiency
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levels. This suggests that allowing students to use both languages can help at least
some students to express their content knowledge more fully, and imposing a one-
language-only requirement may hinder their ability to do so, particularly in exams
with time limitations.

Study 2 was more comprehensive than Study 1. In Study 2, which was
conducted in EMI courses, students reported that their limited English proficiency
hindered their ability to fully understand content and express themselves in their EMI
classes. Some students were observed to hold the belief that it is easier to learn and
retain information in the L1. Students referred to comprehension challenges in
following lectures, reading course materials, as well as in exam questions. They also
had difficulties with production, e.g., expressing their ideas in English and struggling
with academic literacy, such as essay writing, including in exams. The difficulty of
course content itself and limited (field-specific) vocabulary knowledge were also
identified as contributing factors to students’ challenges in their EMI courses. They
also reported that it takes more time and more effort to complete academic tasks in
English compared to their L1, leading to feelings of anxiety and frustration in some
students.

Study 2 also revealed that translanguaging is a fact of EMI in the programs
involved in this thesis. Turkish is used by teachers and students in the classroom
when students are having difficulty understanding content or expressing themselves
in English. However, both instructors and students try to stick to English only when
there are international students present. The study also included L1-Arabic
participants. It was revealed that the L1 (Arabic or Turkish) is used during out-of-
class learning activities, for reading resources in the L1, taking notes, reviewing

material, translating lexical items or larger texts, discussing topics, and when
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working with others. These indicate that students regularly engage in
translanguaging.

In terms of language use in content exams, the results were similar to those
obtained in Study 1. While some students used the L1 only or the L2 only, others
used both within the same response. Statistical analyses showed that students’
tendency to use the L2 was associated with proficiency.

Interviews with students were conducted to examine why they used language
the way they did in the content assessments. The following were found:

Use of the L1 only was mainly associated with relative proficiency in the L1
vs L2. The students who used the L1 reported doing so because they (a) felt more
comfortable expressing themselves in the L1 and believed they could produce higher
quality responses in terms of content; (b) thought they were able to write faster in the
L1 as it was more familiar and easier for them, and (c) felt that their limited
proficiency in the L2 hindered their ability to produce responses in the L2.

Use of the L2 only was associated with two factors. The first one is encoding-
retrieval match. Some students reported that their primary use of English in these
exams was due to the fact that their lectures and course materials were presented in
English. They cited their extensive use of English in their program, including
listening to lessons and studying resources in English, as contributing to their L2 use
in the content exam. It appears that the language in which information is initially
encoded and the cognitive processes involved might have played a role in use of the
L2, particularly among those with higher proficiency. The second factor was
compartmentalization of languages, the belief that different named languages should

not be mixed. Two of the participants seemed to believe that (academic) texts should
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not include multiple languages, leading them to exclude Turkish from their responses
even though it might have enhanced the content of their responses.

Use of both languages in the same response was associated with three factors.
The first one is encoding-retrieval match, in that students’ language use during the
exam reflects the way they use language while studying for their courses. For
example, they reported that while studying, they used the L1 for general ideas but
switched to the L2 for more specific, field-related concepts; the same was observed
in their exam responses. The second factor is the lack of (access to) the L1
equivalents of certain academic terms which students may have only learned in the
L2. Third, some students may struggle to recall certain L2 words during exams and
resort to using words from their L1 instead, which could be due to limited
proficiency in the L2 or unfamiliarity with certain words in their L2.

Study 3 compared students’ writing performance in English under two
conditions: one involving input texts in English only, and the other involving input
texts in the participants’ two languages. The participants performed better in the
former condition. This was attributed to the English input texts serving as model
texts from which students can mine linguistic features, and to the difficulty of
translation relative to paraphrasing. This result points to the potential benefit of the
provision of L2 input to students, which is essential for the development of L2

proficiency.

7.2 Implications for practice
This section presents implications that the study findings suggest particularly for

CLIL and EMI settings.
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7.2.1 Recognition of students’ language repertoire in content assessments

As is pointed out by Ushioda (2017), even when students and teachers do not have
many shared language resources, it is important to encourage the use and integration
of different semiotic resources, including mixing languages, for communication and
understanding, rather than discourage it. I would like to report an anecdote, which
does not come from the studies in this thesis but is relevant. One time, | prepared a
short worksheet to review vocabulary in the last ten minutes of one of my classes and
I included an exercise which required students to match translation equivalents. As
there was an L1-Arabic student in my class as well, | got help from Google Translate
to prepare the same exercise with Arabic-English word pairs. After the lesson, he
expressed his gratitude, as he felt recognized and valued. It proved to be a simple yet
powerful act. Similar adaptations may prove useful in assessments, too. This thesis
shows that students both in CLIL and EMI programs take advantage of their whole
linguistic repertoire while responding to questions that assess their content
knowledge.

Schissel, De Korne, and Lopez-Gopar (2018) point to the “(in)congruency of
language use in assessments with translanguaging in instruction”. Wei (2016) writes
that “human beings have a natural Translanguaging Instinct, an innate capacity to
draw on as many different cognitive and semiotic resources as are available to them
to interpret meaning intentions and to design actions accordingly” (p. 7). Integrating
translanguaging in assessment as an accommaodation strategy may be a step towards
reducing this incongruency — at least in certain contexts where “the immediate
reality” of EMI classrooms, i.e., L2-related challenges and the presence of L1 in the

classroom, is being experienced (Pun & Thomas, 2020, p. 255).
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However, contextual factors need to be considered in decisions about
assessment accommodations, just as in most any decision in educational settings.
While translanguaging may have many advantages to offer, this does not readily
imply that it can and should be put into practice in any setting. One of the researchers
who acknowledge this is Ruecker (2014), who points to the necessity to incorporate
students’ perspectives into the curricular and practical decisions made within school
systems about the implementation of translingual practices. Provided that students
choose to engage in translingual practices, they should be allowed and taught to do
that; yet, if they want to learn and exercise monolingual practices, this too should be
respected and approached accordingly (Ruecker, 2014). The presence of various and
dominant factors that urge students to write within so-called standard English, such
as educational and language policies at schools, societal expectations, or
standardized testing practices, should also be acknowledged. These then can be
practiced or challenged on account of local and global factors in play in an
educational setting. For example, Matsuda (2014) proposes in these lines that if the
teacher is a monolingual speaker of the standard variety of English, then it follows
that asking students to engage in codemeshing would not work out well, since in
such a case the audience, i.e., the teacher, does not share the resources that are
brought to the writing task by the students. As has been emphasized several times in
this thesis, there is need for more research in different settings to arrive at more
robust conclusions. However, the reality of EMI settings with relatively lower L2
proficiency students requires steps so that these students are not “simply being set up

to fail” (Soru¢ & Griffiths, 2018, p. 46).
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7.2.2 Provision of language support in EMI programs
Several studies have shown that students in EMI programs experience L2-related
challenges, in terms of both comprehension and production — a finding corroborated
by the current thesis. Coupled with the cognitive and informative load of tertiary-
level education, insufficient L2 proficiency may cause student learning to be harder
than it should be. This thesis showed that the students’ likelihood to use the L2 in the
content assessments was higher at higher proficiency levels. This means that students
are more able and/or more willing to express their content knowledge in the L2 when
they have developed the L2 skills that do not limit their expression of their
knowledge. This also shows that those students go for the L2 in expressing their
content knowledge even when they are given the option to use the L1. This may have
to do with encoding-retrieval match — another research area which could prove rather
informative for CLIL and EMI settings and which has yet only been little studied. On
the other hand, lower proficiency students tended to respond in the L1, and to refer to
course-related materials in their L1 while studying for their courses. With ongoing
L2 support, these students can develop efficiency in the L2, and depend more on the
L2 both when studying (encoding) and when expressing their knowledge in content
exams (retrieval). As a matter of fact, in ideal conditions, students would arrive at
EMI institutions having already obtained a higher level of L2-English proficiency,
but this does not seem to be the case. As long as EMI universities continue to have to
cater to students who may have little or no English proficiency at the time of entry
into the university, provision of English language courses in EPPs as well as support
courses in EMI programs will remain as a much-needed component of EMI.

In addition, given that many graduates of EMI programs in Turkiye work in

the Turkish context, they may need to be competent in using Turkish for professional
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and academic purposes. This means that these students may benefit from learning
field-specific Turkish in these programs. While offering field-specific language
support to facilitate disciplinary literacy in the L1 may be quite a challenge in
contexts where students from various linguistic background are offered EMI, an
analysis into the language needs of graduates would be helpful in determining what
kind of support would best serve their needs. After all, with respect to the Turkish
context, some of the international students whose L1 is not Turkish may work in
Turkiye in Turkish-speaking environments and thus they too may find support in

terms of disciplinary literacy in Turkish helpful for their future careers.

7.2.3 Collaboration between content and language specialists
In the EPP where part of the data for the current thesis came from, students are
provided with classes that are specifically designed for each EMI program, i.e., the
CLIL courses that are held on Friday, in addition to EAP courses that are delivered
on the other weekdays. The EPP’s provision of CLIL courses can be argued to be
one of its strengths. However, despite the care taken to equip students with language
knowledge and skills they will need in their respective EMI programs, students still
reported being challenged language-wise, particularly in the first year. Remember
that regardless of the efforts of EPPs, students who arrive at these programs with no
knowledge of English may still be unable to reach the B2 level, which is widely
accepted as the minimum proficiency requirement in EMI universities, because one
year of English preparatory classes alone may not be sufficient for these students
(Kerestecioglu & Bayyurt, 2018).

Some of the instructors who prepared materials for the CLIL courses reported

consulting with EMI content instructors, but this was not done by all material

284



developers. Active collaboration between language and content instructors is
important in determining the language needs of students in EMI programs and
content instructors’ expectations, and in the development of course materials.
However, there should also be further collaboration between the two after students
leave the EPP and begin their EMI programs. As research has shown, content
teachers’ practices may vary considerably. Some grade students’ products (e.g.,
assignments, exam responses) based on content and ignore language mistakes if the
content is discernible, others grade language, too. Some allow students to use their
L1 in exam papers, some strictly follow an English-only policy and penalize L1 use.
Some provide translations of (parts of) exam questions, some do not. Some try to ask
what they perceive to be simpler questions, others may not. Although these are issues
that need to be addressed by EMI programs, assigning this task to content instructors
only would not be a good policy decision. Instead, they should receive support from
language specialists in terms of both setting disciplinary literacy goals and
establishing classroom practices that can help achieve these goals. On paper, EMI is
English-only, in reality it is not; rather, it is multilingual and translingual. Without
relevant guidelines, content teachers’ practices to accommodate for students’ limited
proficiency may not be well-informed, and this is one area where collaboration

between language and content teachers may prove fruitful.

7.3 Limitations of the study and future directions

The current study was conducted in the EPP and EMI programs of a private
(foundation) university in Turkiye. That is, it represents a case. Although similar
results have been reported in other EMI settings in Tirkiye and elsewhere in terms of

students’ challenges and the multilingual nature of EMI programs, to my knowledge,
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no other study has researched EMI students’ language behavior in content exams that
do not impose any linguistic constraints in Turkiye and only a few have done so in
other countries. Given the differences between EMI programs not only across the
world but also across Turkish HEIs, the generalizability of the implications that arise
from the current thesis needs verification.

This thesis has revealed that students may respond in the L1, the L2, or both
in content exams where there are no linguistic constraints. However, whether
language freedom affords superior performance in terms of content needs to be
investigated through studies that compare students’ performances in different
conditions: one allowing freedom in terms of language and the other requiring them
to respond in the L2 only. Although several studies have pointed to language-related
challenges in terms of comprehension and production, a comparison of these two
conditions can help more accurately reveal whether the one-language-only condition
incurs costs in terms of the expression of content knowledge.

It should also be stated that the students did not receive marks for their
performance in the exams they took as part of the current thesis. If their performance
had affected their course grade, they might have performed differently. The lack of
such an incentive might have made the participants attach relatively less importance
to the quality of their responses. On the other hand, if their performance had affected
their course grade, it could have somewhat distorted the purpose of the study,
because in this case the participants might have inclined more to responding in
English only as this is what is expected of them in their programs. This poses a
conundrum, and the findings should be interpreted accordingly.

This study indicates that after a certain level of proficiency students tend not

to use the L1 — exactly what level of proficiency this is remains to be further
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investigated. Although research has been conducted to reveal if there is a threshold
level of proficiency after which EMI students’ learning and expression of content
knowledge is not constrained by language-related challenges, results have been
varied. Additionally, as research has shown that proficiency tests that are aligned
with the same CEFR level may not be assessing the same construct, the question of
the (construct) validity of in-house proficiency tests conducted by EPPs in different
EMI universities in Turkiye is of substantial significance. A related important
question that needs to be addressed is what pedagogical and assessment practices are
most useful for EMI students studying in EPPs or receiving language support
courses, to ensure that (a) they arrive at EMI programs with a sufficient command of
English and (b) they are receiving appropriate and quality instruction that truly
supports their discipline-specific language needs.

One of the main issues regarding multilingual assessment, or translanguaging
in assessment, is practicality, particularly in settings where there are students from
diverse lingua-cultural backgrounds. While it seems more readily applicable in
bilingual teaching contexts where the student body shares a common L1, the
integration of technology into instruction and assessment may come with affordances
that help better serve the needs and align better with the capabilities of students from
various backgrounds. The resources available within each institution as well as other
related variables such as the student composition and students’ language proficiency
and linguistic needs are key considerations in whether to introduce linguistic
accommodations into content assessments. Studies into where graduates work and
the linguistic requirements of their workplaces need to be encouraged, supported
and/or conducted by EMI institutions to better prepare their students for their future

careers in terms of their language needs. Language policies of universities should be
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based on the needs not only of students but also of the job market, as well as a
thorough analysis of potential costs and benefits in terms of learning, teaching, and
engagement.

Future research into EMI (in Turkiye), (pedagogical) translanguaging, and
multilingual assessment is sure to offer valuable insights, not least because our
knowledge in each is only limited, let alone the intersection of these three areas. In
other words, more research is needed to understand the potential role and

contribution of translanguaging in assessment in tertiary-level EMI content classes.

288



APPENDIX A

ETHICAL APPROVAL FOR THE STUDY

T.C.
BOGAZICi UNIVERSITESI
SOSYAL VE BESERI BILIMLER YUKSEK LiSANS VE DOKTORA TEZLERI ETiK INCELEME
KOMISYONU
TOPLANTI TUTANAGI
Toplanti Sayist @ 11
Toplant: Tarihi 1 31.12.2020
Toplant: Saati : 13:00
Toplant: Yeri : Zoom Sanal Toplantt L )
Bulunanlar : Prof. Ebru Kaya, Prof. Dr. Fatma Nevra Seggi e, Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Yasemin Sohtorik Ilkmen
Bulunmayanlar  : Prof. Dr. Ozlem Hesapg1 Karaca
Talip Giille

Yabanct Diller Egitimi
Sayin Aragtirmaci,

"Language Challenges in English Medium Higher Education and Translingual Assessment as An Alternative
Tool" baslikh projeniz ile ilgili olarak yaptiginiz SBB-EAK 2020/60 sayili bagvuru komisyonumuz tarafindan
31 Aralik 2020 tarihli toplantida incelenmis ve uygun bulunmustur.

Bu Karar tim {iyelerin toplantiya gevrimigi olarak katilim: ve oybirligi ile alinmigtir. COVID-19
onlemleri kapsaminda kurul tiyelerinden 1slak imza alinamadig: igin bu onam mektubu iiye ve raportor
olarak Yasemin Sohtorik Ilkmen tarafindan biitiin iiyeler adina e-imzalanmastur.

Saygilanimizla, bilgilerinizi rica ederiz.

Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Yasemin
SOHTORIK ILKMEN
UYE

e-imzalidir
Dr. Ogr. UyesiYasemin Sohtorik
ilkmen
Ogretim Uyesi
Raportor

SOBETIK 11 31.12.2020

289



APPENDIX B

CONSENT FORMS

PARTICIPANT INFORMATION AND CONSENT FORM

(FOR CONTENT EXAMS)

The Institution Supporting the Study: Bogazici University

The name of the study: Language Challenges in English Medium Higher Education
and Translingual Assessment as An Alternative Tool

Project Manager: Prof. Yasemin Bayyurt

E-mail address:

Phone:

Researcher's name: Talip Gulle

E-mail address:

Phone:

Dear student,

Bogazi¢i University Foreign Language Education Department academic staff
member Prof. Yasemin Bayyurt and her doctoral student Talip Giille are conducting
a scientific research project titled “Language Challenges in English Medium Higher
Education and Translingual Assessment as An Alternative Tool”. This study has two
main objectives. One of these is to reveal the experiences of students studying in
higher education institutions/departments where the medium of instruction is
English, and the potential challenges that may result from studying in their second
language; the other is to examine how multilingual students will perform in an exam
that allows for the use of multiple languages in the same text (i.e., translanguaging).
Your institution has given consent for students to participate in this study. We invite
you participate in our project to help us in this research. We would like to inform you
about the research before you decide whether or not to participate in the study. If you
want to participate in the study after reading this information, please sign this form
and send it to the researcher.

If you agree to participate in this study, we will ask you to take an exam with open-
ended questions that tests your knowledge in a course you are taking in your
department at the university. The time given to you to complete the exam will be 30
minutes. Exam questions will be in English. However, you do not have to give your
answers in English; you can use any language you know, and if you want, you can
mix all the languages you know. In other words, you can use the languages in a way
that allows you to express your knowledge best and most comfortably. The important
thing in this exam is to allow you to express what you know without any language
restrictions. Your performance in this exam will in no way affect your grade in the
course. Your participation in the study is completely on a voluntary basis. We will
not give you any rewards or make any payments.
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This research study is conducted for a scientific purpose and confidentiality of
participant information is essential. The collected data will be stored on the
researcher’s computer in an encrypted document or in a locked cabinet during our
project, and will be deleted when the research is completed. The findings obtained
can be used in other scientific studies and scientific presentations by keeping the
participant information confidential.

Participation in this research study is completely voluntary. If you participate, you
also have the right to withdraw your consent at any stage of the study without giving
any reason. If you withdraw your consent from the study, any data you are involved
in will be destroyed immediately and will not be used in the study under any
circumstances. Our research is not expected to pose any risk to you.

If you want to get additional information about the research project, please contact
Bogazici University Foreign Language Education Faculty Member Yasemin Bayyurt
or the researcher Talip Giille. You can consult Bogazici University Social and
Humanities Graduate and Doctorate Theses Ethical Review Commission
(SOBETIK) (she-ethics@boun.edu.tr) regarding your rights regarding the research.

If you agree to participate in this research project, please sign this form electronically
and send it to the researcher.

I, (name of participant) ..........ccocceeevenencienisecene , I have read the text above and
fully understood the scope and purpose of the study | was asked to participate in, and
my voluntary responsibilities. | had the opportunity to ask questions about the study.
| realize that | can quit this study at any time and without giving any reason, and if |
quit | would not encounter any negativity.

Under these circumstances, | agree to participate in the research study in question of
my own free will, without any pressure or coercion.

| want to / do not want to receive a sample of the form (in this case the researcher
keeps this copy).

Participant’s Name-Surname: ........ccccocvvevveeieeiiesnieeevieeenns

SIGNATUE: L. e
Address (Telephone Number, Fax Number, if available)
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PARTICIPANT INFORMATION AND CONSENT FORM

(FOR LANGUAGE TESTS)

The Institution Supporting the Study: Bogazi¢i University

The name of the study: Language Challenges in English Medium Higher Education
and Translingual Assessment as An Alternative Tool

Project Manager: Prof. Yasemin Bayyurt

E-mail address:

Phone:

Researcher’s name: Talip Gille

E-mail address:

Phone:

Dear student,

Bogazici University Foreign Language Education Department academic staff
member Prof. Yasemin Bayyurt and her doctoral student Talip Gille are conducting
a scientific research project titled “Language Challenges in English Medium Higher
Education and Translingual Assessment as An Alternative Tool”. This study has two
main objectives. One of these is to reveal the experiences of students studying in
higher education institutions/departments where the medium of instruction is
English, and the potential challenges that may result from studying in their second
language; the other is to examine how multilingual students will perform in an exam
that allows for the use of multiple languages in the same text (i.e., translanguaging).
Your institution has given consent for students to participate in this study. We invite
you participate in our project to help us in this research. We would like to inform you
about the research before you decide whether or not to participate in the study. If you
want to participate in the study after reading this information, please sign this form
electronically and send it to the researcher.

If you agree to participate in this study, we will ask you to take an exam that tests
your knowledge in a course you are taking in your department at the university. The
time given to you to complete the exam will be 30 minutes. Exam questions will be
in English. This research study is conducted for a scientific purpose and
confidentiality of participant information is essential. The collected data will be
stored on the researcher’s computer in an encrypted document or in a locked cabinet
during our project, and will be deleted when the research is completed. The findings
obtained can be used in other scientific studies and scientific presentations by
keeping the participant information confidential.

Participation in this research study is completely voluntary. If you participate, you
also have the right to withdraw your consent at any stage of the study without giving
any reason. If you withdraw your consent from the study, any data you are involved
in will be destroyed immediately and will not be used in the study under any
circumstances. Our research is not expected to pose any risk to you.
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If you want to get additional information about the research project, please contact
Bogazi¢i University Foreign Language Education Faculty Member Yasemin Bayyurt
or the researcher Talip Giille. You can consult Bogazici University Social and
Humanities Graduate and Doctorate Theses Ethical Review Commission
(SOBETIK) (sbe-ethics@boun.edu.tr) regarding your rights regarding the research.

If you agree to participate in this research project, please sign this form electronically
and send it to the researcher.

I, (name of participant) ...........cccceevevrerenic e , | have read the text above and
fully understood the scope and purpose of the study I was asked to participate in, and
my voluntary responsibilities. | had the opportunity to ask questions about the study.
| realize that | can quit this study at any time and without giving any reason, and if |
quit I would not encounter any negativity.

Under these circumstances, | agree to participate in the research study in question of
my own free will, without any pressure or coercion.

| want to / do not want to receive a sample of the form (in this case the researcher
keeps this copy).

Participant’s Name-SUrname: ..........cccocveveereesieesnernsseeneens

SIGNALUIE: .o e e
Address (Telephone Number, Fax Number, if available)
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PARTICIPANT INFORMATION AND CONSENT FORM

(FOR THE INTERVIEW)

The Institution Supporting the Study: Bogazi¢i University

The name of the study: Language Challenges in English Medium Higher Education
and Translingual Assessment as An Alternative Tool

Project Manager: Prof. Yasemin Bayyurt

E-mail address:

Phone:

Researcher’s name: Talip Gille

E-mail address:

Phone:

Dear student,

Bogazici University Foreign Language Education Department academic staff
member Prof. Yasemin Bayyurt and her doctoral student Talip Gille are conducting
a scientific research project titled “Language Challenges in English Medium Higher
Education and Translingual Assessment as An Alternative Tool”. This study has two
main objectives. One of these is to reveal the experiences of students studying in
higher education institutions/departments where the medium of instruction is
English, and the potential challenges that may result from studying in their second
language; the other is to examine how multilingual students will perform in an exam
that allows for the use of multiple languages in the same text (i.e., translanguaging).
Your institution has given consent for students to participate in this study. We invite
you participate in our project to help us in this research. We would like to inform you
about the research before you decide whether or not to participate in the study. If you
want to participate in the study after reading this information, please sign this form
and send it to the researcher.

If you agree to participate in this research study, you will participate in an interview
that will take approximately 30 minutes. In this interview, you will be asked around
10 questions about the use of English as the language of instruction, your preferences
as to the language of instruction, and your language preferences in the exam you
have previously taken within the scope of the same research study. The interview
will be voice-recorded. Your participation in the study is completely on a voluntary
basis. We will not give you any rewards or make any payments. Participating in the
interview will not affect your course grade in any way.

This research study is conducted for a scientific purpose and confidentiality of
participant information is essential. The collected data will be stored on the
researcher’s computer in an encrypted document or in a locked cabinet during our
project, and will be deleted when the research is completed. The findings obtained
can be used in other scientific studies and scientific presentations by keeping the
participant information confidential.
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Participation in this research study is completely voluntary. If you participate, you
also have the right to withdraw your consent at any stage of the study without giving
any reason. If you withdraw your consent from the study, any data you are involved
in will be destroyed immediately and will not be used in the study under any
circumstances. Our research is not expected to pose any risk to you.

If you want to get additional information about the research project, please contact
Bogazici University Foreign Language Education Faculty Member Yasemin Bayyurt
or the researcher Talip Gulle. You can consult Bogazigi University Social and
Humanities Graduate and Doctorate Theses Ethical Review Commission
(SOBETIK) (sbe-ethics@boun.edu.tr) regarding your rights regarding the research.

If you agree to participate in this research project, please sign this form electronically
and send it to the researcher.

I, (name of participant) ..........cccceevevivereiieniecre e , | have read the text above and
fully understood the scope and purpose of the study I was asked to participate in, and
my voluntary responsibilities. | had the opportunity to ask questions about the study.
| realize that | can quit this study at any time and without giving any reason, and if |
quit I will not encounter any negativity.

Under these circumstances, | agree to participate in the research study in question of
my own free will, without any pressure or coercion.

| want to / do not want to receive a sample of the form (in this case the researcher
keeps this copy).

Participant’s Name-SUrname: .........cccoceveereesieennernssnenenns

SIGNALUIE: .o e ete e
Address (Telephone Number, Fax Number, if available)
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APPENDIX C

JUSTIFICATION FOR THE USE OF THE TERM “CLIL”

Definition of CLIL:

Marsch (2002) defines CLIL as “any dual-focused educational context in which an
additional language, thus not usually the first language of the learners involved, is
used as a medium in the teaching and learning of non-language content” (p. 15),
which characterizes CLIL as an umbrella term for educational contexts that have a
dual focus on language and content. A similar definition is offered by Coyle et al.
(2010), who state that it is “a dual-focused educational approach in which an
additional language is used for the learning and teaching of both content and
language”, and add that in this approach content and language are “interwoven, even
if the emphasis is greater on one or the other at a given time.” (p.1). Graddol (2006)
focuses specifically on English as an L2, and define CLIL as “an approach to
bilingual education in which both curriculum content— such as science or
geography—and English are taught together.” (p. 86). Along the same lines, Lin
(2015) states that ideally CLIL should target both content topics and related
language, such as introduction of the imperative structure in relation to writing the

procedures involved in an experiment in a science class.

CLIL, EMI, ESP, or EAP?

These are obviously broad definitions that encompass various manifestations of
CLIL. Commenting on the conceptualization of CLIL as an umbrella term, Cenoz,
Genesee, and Gorter (2013) called for the refinement of the definition of CLIL,

pointing out that, being such a broad category, CLIL is understood and defined in
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different ways by CLIL researchers, e.g., while some present it as distinct from
immersion and other forms of CBI, for others CLIL and CBI are synonymous and
thus are used interchangeably. In response, Dalton-Puffer, Llinares, Lorenzo, and
Nikula (2014) focus on the historicity and emergence of CLIL within the European
tradition, which distinguishes it from immersion. However, they agree that given the
various contextual factors and thus different practices, not only is it a challenge to
understand each context but also making generalizations is not a straightforward
endeavor. And while acknowledging variations in implementation, they argue for
“the need for an overarching concept” (p. 217), which they suggest could be
“additive bilingual programs” as is used in existing taxonomies, or CLIL as well. To
delineate what CLIL encompasses, they present three defining characteristics of
CLIL: (1) target languages are mostly lingua francas, and English is the dominant
target language in CLIL programs, (2) CLIL does not replace foreign language
teaching, but rather accompanies it, and (3) CLIL lessons are taught by teachers
trained in the respective content area and what is assessed is content, not language.
Labeling the practices in a particular setting becomes even more complicated
when we consider other categorizations. For example, Airey (2016) suggests that
there is a continuum of approaches in CLIL. Courses with language learning
objectives only are categorized as English for Academic Purposes (EAP); those
whose learning objectives that have to do with content only are categorized as EMI;
and in between are courses with both language and content learning outcomes, which
are categorized as CLIL. Airey points out that in EAP courses “academic language
may be viewed as a generic set of skills that can be acquired more or less
independently of the content area where they will be used” (p. 73). Airey suggests

that in CLIL courses there may be three different scenarios: both content and
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language can be taught (1) by language teachers or (2) by content teachers, or (3)
there can be collaboration with language and content teachers. In the case of higher
education, however, he argues that the first option is unfeasible because only
disciplinary experts, rather than language teachers, can teach content at the tertiary
level.

There is another line of research on ESP. Paltridge and Starfield (2013)
define ESP as “the teaching and learning of English as a second or foreign language
where the goal of the learners is to use English in a particular domain” (pp. 2), and
state that orienting the content of the course to the learner’s need is one of
fundamental aspects of ESP. ESP and EAP are closely related: As Hyland and Shaw
(2016) state, “EAP has emerged from the fringes of the English for specific purposes
(ESP) movement” (p. 1), where the content is geared towards teaching academic
language.

The novelty with CLIL lies in the fact that, as opposed to earlier language
teaching approaches, the teaching and learning of content come to the foreground.
Tarnopolsky (2013) draws a distinction between “traditional ESP teaching” and
“integrated ESP learning”, in that while in the former learning of content is not a
learning objective in itself but content matter provides the source material for
language learning, in the latter both learning of language and that of disciplinary
content are aimed for. In that sense, CLIL can be considered as integrated ESP
learning, but this does not do justice to CLIL given the fact that, as opposed to
English for specific purposes, in CLIL the emphasis on content may be more
substantial than on English, that is, language. As a matter of fact, more recently,
Francomacaro (2019) suggested that the distinction between CLIL and ESP is not

clear-cut and that “the main purpose of ESP remains the learning of the English
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language appropriate for certain situations, while CLIL aims at improving subject
learning too”, viewing this as “maybe the only relevant difference” (p. 57).

Greere and Réasanen (2008) suggest a classification that includes a broad
range of course types from those that lack an integration of language and content to
full integration. These include the following:

e Non-CLIL (which involves limited exposure to English, less than 25%, and is
not concerned with language learning)

e Language for Specific Purposes/Discipline-Based Language Teaching (in
which language teachers choose materials to teach discipline specific content
with no collaboration between language and content teachers)

e Pre-CLIL with LAP focus (in which language and content teachers often but
not always collaborate to develop students’ language learning outcomes in
accordance with content learning needs to prepare students for future content
courses)

e Pre-CLIL with content focus (in which the learning objective is content
mastery with incidental language learning; and teaching is provided by
subject specialists)

e Adjunct-CLIL (in which language instruction is provided to support content
learning through collaborative planning of language and content teachers)

e CLIL (which involves team-teaching with a focus on both content and
language)

All this implies that, although there have been attempts to define CLIL and lay out its
distinctive characteristics, in practice, similar practices seem to be labeled differently
by different researchers, (e.g., immersion, CBI, and CLIL), and likewise, what two

different researchers call CLIL, for example, may not refer to the same practices.
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Graddol (2006) makes an observation, which, to this date, remains a precise
description: “There is no orthodoxy as to how, exactly, CLIL should be implemented
and diverse practices have evolved.” (p. 86).

To recap, CLIL has a dual focus of improving content and language learning,
but how much emphasis each gets may vary from one setting to another. ESP
courses, on the other hand, aim to equip learners with language skills that are
relevant to a particular domain. Although the content is derived from the target
domain, and hence learners will also be exposed to and learn about domain-specific
content, the main focus is on developing learners’ language skills. EAP can be
considered as a type of ESP with a focus on the use of language in academic
contexts. And lastly, EMI is largely to do with the teaching of content.

For the current thesis, to have a thorough understanding of the approach used
in the Friday classes of the EPP, | asked a series of questions to (1) the material
writers, who decide on the content and language to be covered in EAP classes, and
(2) the course instructors in the EPP who teach those EAP classes. | sent them two
separate questionnaires with the following seven questions in each (4 of the
questions are the same in both questionnaires). Note that the Friday courses are
referred to with another name in the EPP, but the name has been changed here to
“EPP Friday Courses”. In the original questionnaire the name used in the EPP was
preferred. This change here is in order to protect the confidentiality of the EPP.
Material writers:

1. What are the aims/objectives of EPP Friday Courses?
2. How do you decide what content to include in EPP Friday Course materials? Do
you collaborate with instructors from relevant departments and if so in what ways do

you collaborate with them?
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3. Do EPP Friday Courses aim to teach content/disciplinary knowledge? If so,
how/why is the learning of content/disciplinary knowledge important?

4. 0On ascale of 1 to 10, how would you rate the importance of learning of
content/disciplinary knowledge in EPP Friday Courses?

5. How do you decide on language learning objectives while developing EPP Friday
Course materials?

6. Do you begin material design based on language learning objectives or content
learning objectives or both? Do you pay more attention to one or the other in
material design and development?

7. 0On a scale of 1 to 10, how would you rate the importance of learning of academic

language in EPP Friday Courses?

Course instructors:

1. What are the aims/objectives of EPP Friday Courses?

2. Do EPP Friday Courses aim to teach content/disciplinary knowledge? If so,
how/why is the learning of content/disciplinary knowledge important?

3. On ascale of 1 to 10, how would you rate the importance of learning of
content/disciplinary knowledge in EPP Friday Courses?

4. Do you use other languages than English in your EPP Friday Courses? If so, for
what purposes or in which situations?

5. Do your students use other languages than English in EPP Friday Courses? If so,
for what purposes or in which situations?

6. Is assessment in EPP Friday Courses based on language learning objectives or
content learning objectives or both? Do you pay more attention to one or the other in

assessment/test design and development?

301



7. 0n ascale of 1 to 10, how would you rate the importance of learning of academic
language in EPP Friday Courses?

Six materials writers and 12 course instructors answered the questionnaire. | present
substantial points from their answers that shed light on the characteristics of the
Friday classes.

What are the aims/objectives of EPP Friday Courses?

In the answers, there was particular focus on using content that is related to students’
field of study in order to familiarize them with basic disciplinary knowledge and
concepts, while at the same time, contributing to their English language skills. Below
are excerpts from teacher and material writer questionnaires in relation to this
question:

e The main aim is to familiarize students with the terminology related to their
departments and enrich their vocabulary knowledge. We also use their
departmental content to improve their English skills, such as reading.

e The aim of these classes is mainly to use the content of the materials to teach
English. Yet, there are many other objectives. They are also designed to help
students study the language through a familiar content, thus creating a more
meaningful language learning environment. These courses also allow
students to get familiar with their departments.

e To teach the concepts that the students will see when they start their
departments in English.

e To have students learn and use English in a content-based manner which will
provide them the necessary tools for their future progress in the field.

e To get the students familiar with their field of study in English.

e To prepare the students for the technical terms of their departments.

How do you decide what content to include in EPP Friday Course materials? Do you
collaborate with instructors from relevant programs and if so, in what ways do you
collaborate with them?

There was only limited collaboration with EMI programs during the preparation of

course materials. However, 2 of the 5 material writers said that they communicated

with instructors from the relevant programs. Another said that they were already
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sufficiently familiar with the content because they had their B.A. and M.A. in the
program for whose students they developed the materials. The others themselves
studied the curricula and courses of the relevant programs and wrote the materials
based on them. Although not all material writers consulted with instructors from
EMI programs, they all went through a preparation process in which they researched
for related academic resources, read/watched them, and then began writing the
materials.

e | checked their department courses and also asked one of the instructors in
their department and decided on the most important and preliminary content
the students need to learn to be able to adapt their lesson in the first year.

e | talked with an instructor at Management Department before starting to
prepare the units about “Management”. He gave me some ideas about what to
include and how to order the topics. He recommended a book like
“Introduction to Management” that | can read to get some information about
management. | read it and it was really beneficial for me to learn the topics
before preparing the units. Then, | started to write the units thanks to the
knowledge I learned from this book.

e Mostly we go over their departmental schedule and see what they cover in
their departments. For example, in pharmacy faculty they have courses like
chemistry, biochemistry, and pharmacy basics, and we have included similar
topics in our units. | haven’t collaborated with any instructors from their
departments.

e | haven’t done so, because the material that | developed was already my BA
and MA Degree.

e | designed the materials with my colleagues. We did not get much help from
relevant departments. However, we still carried out an analysis to find out
what the department classes were about.

e We can collaborate but I did not, instead | researched.

Do EPP Friday Courses aim to teach content/disciplinary knowledge? If so, how/why
is the learning of content/disciplinary knowledge important?
All participants except three stated that the EPP Friday courses aimed to teach
disciplinary knowledge, mainly because having such knowledge will be of great use
to students once they have started their EMI programs.

e | think yes. It is important to help students get used to their departments and

they can use the prerequisite knowledge which will be necessary for their
upcoming courses.
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Yes, it does. It is important because even L2 prep-school students can get the
chance to learn preliminary knowledge about their major based on the EPP
Friday course contents.

Students will be able to adapt faster and complete their work successfully in
their future studies.

They have been designed to teach content knowledge within such contexts as
to make the students learn their field much better.

Two of the participants stated that they do not really aim to teach disciplinary
knowledge while one said they do “to some extent”.

We don’t aim to teach content knowledge because we are not knowledgeable
enough to do so. We aim to teach English with the help of specific content.
To some extent, those classes does aim to teach disciplinary knowledge.
Learning disciplinary knowledge is important as it is the context through
which the language is presented.

How do you decide on language learning objectives while developing EPP Friday

Course materials?

Responses to this question showed that all material writers begin by finding the

disciplinary content to be included in the materials. They analyze relevant resources,

write texts or find open-source audio-visual content that fit their learning objectives.

Next, they study these resources more closely and carefully in order to determine the

language features that can be extracted from them. These language features are also

separately introduced and practiced at the end of each unit.

Language learning objectives are decided among the most frequent language
structures that appear through the material. We also pay close attention to the
grading of the language structures, and make sure that the language structures
are in line with the language level of the students.

I mostly decided based on the content I used in my units, basically based on
the reading and the listening texts.

We decide on the language learning objectives according to the students’
level of English. The units are prepared in a way that will be in accordance
with their academic English courses.

Do you begin material design based on language learning objectives or content

learning objectives or both? Do you pay more attention to one or the other in

material design and development?
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The participant material writers stated that although they focus on both content and
language learning objectives, content receives more attention relative to language
features during the development of materials.

e We focus on both. We want to present them content, but at the same time aim
to develop their language skills. Maybe we pay more attention to the content
in these units because they also have other lessons in which they use
academic or general English books to acquire other sKills.

e We paid more attention to content learning objectives. Language Learning
objectives received less attention.

e | mostly paid attention to the content objectives although I tried to keep in
mind the language objectives.

e | take both factors into consideration while preparing the units. Both language
and content objectives should be appropriate for students.

The instructor questionnaire also included questions related to potential
translanguaging practices through the inclusion of students’ other language(s) in
classes. The instructors were asked whether they themselves and their students take
advantage of other languages.
Do you use other languages than English in your EPP Friday Courses? If so, for what
purposes or in which situations?
Out of 12 instructors who responded to the questionnaire, half stated that they do not
use other languages, while the other half said that they do. Those who stated that
they use other languages stated that they use Turkish, particularly when the content is
too challenging for students or when they need to explain the meaning of a word that
is too difficult for students to grasp in English and that is fundamental to the learning
of the content. One of the instructors stated that they also use Latin as the content of

the lessons include Latin words.

e | use Turkish for a clear instruction, and I think that if all the students know
Turkish, it is a good thing for them to learn the Turkish versions of some
terminologies. Ve tabi mesleki ingilizcenin challenging oldugu da
unutulmamali [And of course it should not be forgotten that vocational
English is challenging.]
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e Sometimes | use Turkish when they have difficulty understanding the text or
video. Sometimes these vocabulary items are quite difficult to explain in
English, and it becomes easier when they understand what they mean in
Turkish. In a sense, if we are talking about a difficult concept or complicated
vocabulary items, I use Turkish. But, this also depends on the students’
proficiency level.

e Sometimes I use Turkish to make the concepts more understandable for my
students. I also used Latin sometimes as it was in the content of my units.

e | sometimes use Turkish when the students don’t know the meaning of a
word which is necessary for them to grasp the topic or when they can’t
understand what | mean in English and ask for clarification.

e Rarely. I always worked with students with decent language proficiency. As
the materials were designed according to the level of the students, there was
little to no use of using other languages in Unique classes.

Do your students use other languages than English in EPP Friday Courses? If so, for
what purposes or in which situations?

Similar to the previous question, half of the participant instructors stated that
students do not use other languages in their EPP Friday classes, while the other half
said that they do. With regards to the reasons why students take advantage of
Turkish, they stated that they use it mainly to express themselves when they believe
that they cannot adequately do so in English, or to translate words. One teacher’s
comment that that the use of students’ L1 makes it easier for them to comprehend the

content reflects the belief that the L1 is more effective for learning than the L2 for L2

USers.

e Tiirkceyi ¢ok kullaniyorlar, bazen anlami kolaylastirmak ve bazen de kolaya
kagmak igin. [They use Turkish a lot, sometimes to make the meaning easier
and sometimes to take the easy way out.]

e Students also use Turkish when they cannot explain themselves in English.

e Sometimes when students try to summarize a text or get the meaning of the
text through quickly, they might resort to using languages other than English.
Also, they use it from time to time to translate the words that they have just
learned.

e Yes, but just to make the topic easier for everybody else to understand.

e They also sometimes use Turkish when they explain a concept or answer a
question, when they have hard time explaining it in English.

e When they can’t explain what they are trying to say in English, they use
Turkish.
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Is assessment in EPP Friday Courses based on language learning objectives or
content learning objectives or both? Do you pay more attention to one or the other in
assessment/test design and development?

The majority of the instructors (8 out of 12) stated that assessing students’ content
knowledge is attached more importance in their EPP Friday classes. The main
purpose of these classes is seen as preparing students for their EMI programs; for this
reason, the learning and assessment of disciplinary knowledge is given more
importance. As one of the instructors stated, students are assessed only on their
knowledge of language in other courses and EPP Friday courses are allocated to
familiarizing students with their future EMI courses. However, since language and
content knowledge are inextricably intertwined and since the exams are to be held in
English, the importance of L2 knowledge cannot be overstated.

e It is based on both language and content learning objectives. The test design
of these classes requires more attention because there are different disciplines
to be tested for the instructor in the exam.

e It is based on both, but again I believe | pay more attention to the content and
related vocabulary items.

e 60% on content and 40% on language objectives. Content classes mainly aim
to teach content, yet there is some focus on language objectives. That is why
there is a greater focus on assessing content.

e Itis mostly based on content learning objectives because our aim is to teach
the concepts they will encounter in their department lessons.

e | consider both but content learning objectives outweigh the other because
introduction of the content is the main objective for the course. Language
leaning objectives support content learning but it is not the pure focus in our
EPP-EAP assessment.

e Content knowledge is more important in EPP-EAP exams. The students’
level of English is already assessed in their academic English exams. The
points that they get from grammar part is low when it’s compared with the
other parts. So, the focus is on content in those exams.

On a scale of 1 to 10, how would you rate the importance of learning of

content/disciplinary knowledge in EPP Friday Courses?
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The ratings varied between 7 and 10, and the average answer to this question was
8,5. This indicates that both material writers and instructors believed that students’
learning of disciplinary content was attached considerable significance in their EAP

courses.

On ascale of 1 to 10, how would you rate the importance of learning of academic
language in EPP Friday Courses?

The ratings for this question varied between 4 and 10, and the average answer was
7,7. When compared with the previous question, it becomes clear that in EAP classes
the instructors place more importance on students’ learning of disciplinary
knowledge.

Based on the responses to the questionnaire, it turned out that CLIL would be
an appropriate categorization for EPP Friday courses. Evidently, although both
language and content are targeted, content occupies relatively more space in these
courses. Given the dual focus, these courses are considered to fall under the category

of CLIL within this thesis.
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APPENDIX D

SAMPLE EXAM USED IN STUDY 1

Below is a sample test used in the Architecture Department (Since the students had
covered 10 of the units, only these were included in the test for the Architecture

Department.)

THE FRIDAY CLIL TEST

NAME SURNAME:

LEVEL:

Below is a list of the units covered in your classes this term. Select at least 3 of
the units. Explain what you learned in these units in as much detail as possible.
Your answer should provide a summary of the content of the unit and include
the important terminology and definitions.

You can use English or Turkish or both in your answers. Your answers will be
evaluated based on the content, not on language. Use the language in any way
you are comfortable with.

—

Asagida bu donem derslerinizde islenen iinitelerin bir listesi verilmistir.
Unitelerden en az 3 tanesini seginiz ve bu iinitelerde 6grendiklerinizi miimkiin
oldugunca detayl bir sekilde agiklayiniz. Cevabiniz {inite igeriginin bir dzetini
sunmali ve 6nemli terimleri ve tanimlari icermelidir.

Cevaplarinizda Ingilizce veya Tiirkce veya her ikisini de kullanabilirsiniz.
Cevaplarmiz kullandiginiz dile gore degil, icerige gore degerlendirilecektir.
Dili, en rahat hissettiginiz sekilde kullaniniz.

—

Asagida bu donem derslerinizde cover edilen iinitelerin bir listesi verilmistir.
Select at least 3 of the units. Bu tinitelerde 6grendiklerinizi agiklayiniz — in as
much detail as possible. Cevabiniz iinite contentinin bir summarysini sunmali

ve 6nemli terminoloji ve tanimlari igermelidir.
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You can use English or Turkish or both in your answers. Cevaplarimiz
kullandigimiz dile gore degil, contente gore degerlendirilecektir. Dili, en rahat

hissettiginiz sekilde kullaniniz.

LIST OF THE UNITS:
Terms and Concepts
An Architect’s Tool Bag

Colors in Architecture

Interior Design

Landscape

Urban and Regional Planning
Structure Types

Architectural Projects
Architectural Design Standards

Architecture and Culture

310




APPENDIX E

SAMPLE RESPONSE EXCERPTS FROM STUDY 1

Pharmacy & Molecular Biology and Genetics

There was an example in the unit. Someone calls hospital and she says that
she is sister of the patient and she asks for hastanin durumu. Hasta gizliligi
geregi bu bilginin kimseye verilmemesi gerekir.

In this unit, I’ve learned that different species live in the same habitat. Also
this habitat provides community, population, balance for different group of
living things which have limited with a zone. Ecology studies for; canli
varliklarin cansiz varliklarla etkilesimi, canli varliklar1 etkileyen c¢esitli
faktorler.

Bitkilerin bolumleri:
o root: to absorbe water from soil
o stem: to carry minerals ve bitkinin dik durmasini saglar
o bud: icinde tohumlar bulundurur

Coal and diamond are different substances. Both of the are contain C
(carbon) and they need pressure but elmas daha ¢ok ve daha uzun siire basing
gerektirir.

Confidentiality (Giivenilirlik): Hastanin kisisel bilgileri istisnai durumlar
disinda verilmemelidir.

Health Sciences

Hospital equipment: This unit about hospital eguipment. For example;
wheelchair, stretcher, gloves, defililator, syringe, kol degnekleri, dezenfektan,
forceps, nester, kiirtaj bigagi, zzmba, kan durdurucu.

Bu iinitede ila¢ kullanmadan nasil iyilesebilecegimiz yontemleri 6grendik.
Ornegin,

Hydrotherapy: Bu uygulamada su kullaniliyordu

Aromatherapy: Bitkilerin kokularini kullanarak

Over the counter drug: Bu doktora gitmeden kullanilan ilaglardir. Ornegin
basimiz agridig1 zaman andigimiz agri kesicileri.
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Medicine

e Crohn’s Disease Semptomlari: Ishal, rektal kanama, kilo kaybu, ates
Hemorrhoid: Ishal, kabiz, az lifli yemek yemek
Diverticulitis: Ates, abdominal pain
IBS: Diarrhea, loose watery bloating
Celiac Disease: severe sensitivity to gluten,
Semptomlar1 (children): abdominal pain, diarrhea, vomiting
Semptom (adult): anemia, fatigue, depression, seizure

e Gastrointestinal disorders: GERD, Celiac disease, Hemorrhoids, Ulcerative
colitis, IBS, Crohn’s disease
Respiratory system disorders: Chronic bronchitis, Sinusitis, Asthma,
Emphysema
Urinary system disorders: Kidney stones, bedwetting, chronic renal failure,
irritable bowel
GERD semptomlari: gégiis kafesinde yanma hissi, kotii nefes, dis erozyonu
Celiac disease semptomlar1: karin agrisi, ishal, kusma
Crohn’s disease semptomlari: ishal, kilo kayb1, rektal kanama, ates

e Eyes, noses, forehead, mouth, leg, arm, finger, ears, hair, feet, teeth, ¢cene,
yanak vb. viicut parcalarimiz

e [ learned system’s diseases. Hastaligin kalitsal ya da ¢evresel etkenlerden
olusup olusmadigini 6grendik. Diseases names, for example, kidney stones,
chronic renal failure, bladder control problems, celiac disease, hemorrhoids.

Computer Engineering

e Ayrica robotlarin nasil gériip duydugunu, yani hangi pargalariyla bunlari
yaptigini bulduk. Mesela, light sensor = eyes, chemical sensor = nose gibi.

e Machine learning bilgisayarin algilayicisi ya da veritabanlar1 gibi veri
tiirlerine dayali, 6grenimi olanakli kilan algoritmalarin tasarim ve gelistirme
sureclerini konu edinen bir bilim dalidir. Deep learning ve tipta 6nemli rol
oynamaktadir.

e After industrial revolutions, insanlar sehirlere akin etmeye basladi.
Technology was developed. Therefor, people can easily communicate other
people. Ve burjuva sinifi ortaya ¢ikti.

e Bu Unitede ise malware, trojans, social engineering ve phishing gibi kotu

amagcla dijital ortamlarda kullanilan yazilim ve manipiile yetenekleri
hakkinda bilgi edindim.

¢ Smiflandirmalar 6grendik.
Tokenization: Kelimeleri teker teker sayma
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Parsing: Clmle 6geleri
Lemmatization: Ciimlenin formlar1
Part of speech tagging: adj., noun, etc.
e Language detection: identify language
Electrical Engineering
e Tesla ve Edison arasindaki anlasmazlig1 konustuk. Tesla alternating current’1
savunuyordu, Edison ise direct current’1 savunuyordu.
Civil Engineering
e Adobe is made from wet soil and Adobe is sivamak v3 (yine unuttum) by

people.

Industrial Engineering

e Robotlar space exploration, manufacturing, assembly, surgery, transportation,
warehousing gibi alanlarda kullanilirlar.

e Inbound new materials ile ilgileniyor, outbound finished materials ile
ilgileniyor.

Psychology

e Degisik akilda tutma yontemleri
Music mnemonic: Sarkiyla akilda tutma. Orn = ABC song
Name mnemonic: Bir kelimenin her harfine bir sey kodlama
Expression or word: Kelimeyi hikayelestirme. Orn = periyodik tablo
Model mnemonic: tablo olusturma — pie chart
Connection: Birbiriyle baglantili kelimelerle akilda kodlama

Business Management

e Secondly, as democratic style is a system between rules and democracy,
everyone can share ideas even argue them. Nobody can karigsmak to their
ideas.

e Ornegin, hand-off yonetim seklinde bir kurumdaki tiim ¢alisanlara herhangi
bir karar alirken fikirleri sorulur.

International Relations
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e Coercive power: “If you don’t work hard, you get fired.”
Zorlayic bir gii¢ ¢esididir. Bir seyi yapmazsan sonuglarinin kotii olacagini
sOyler ve yapmaya zorlar.

Legitimate power: “I’m a president. You have to follow my rules” kisinin
bulundugu mevkiden dolay1 saygi duyulmasi ve kurallarina uyulmasi gerekir.

Power kendi i¢cinde “Formal” ve “Personal” olmak {izere ikiye ayrilir. Daha sonra
“Formal” kendi i¢inde “Coercive P., Legitimate P., Reward P.” olarak;
“Personal” de kendi i¢inde “Expert ve Referent” olarak ikiye ayrilir.

Architecture

Bu iinitede seneye kullanacagimiz materials gordiik. Hangi amagla nerede
kullanacagimizi ve isimlerini 6grendik. Mesela, t-square, markers, compass, etc.

Eskiden kullanilan malzemeler ve yenilesen, modernlesen building materials
gordiik. Hatirladiklarim straw, concrete, steel.

Radio, Television and Cinema

Green symbolizing nature, wealth and rebirth because it’s the colour of nature
and grass that’s why we can comfortably use it for showing life and grow. Brown
is colour of solidarity because it’s colour of aga¢ gdvdesi but is is also colour of
dirt so that’s why we can also use it for showing the unethical things, bad
situations.

New Media

Cybercrimes, footprint (digital), identity theft gibi altbasliklar1 gordiik ve
cybercrime ile karsilagsmamak i¢in neler yapmaliyiz bunlar1 6grendik.

Bu konuya birkag 6rnekle baslayacak olursak, ilk olarak cyberbullying’den
konusabiliriz.

If we write our personal informations to the websites we use, dangerous people
can easily erigebilir and they may tehdit edebilirler.
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APPENDIX F

SAMPLE RESPONSES FROM STUDY 2

Introduction to Political Science

Sample Response 1:

Realpolitik: Bir siyasi hareket olarak savasin hakli ¢ikarilmaya ihtiyaci yoktur.

Just War Theory: When it conforms the moral principles war can be justify. War can
be used as last resort but if waiting until the end causes more deaths, it can be used in
the right time. Not declaring war when it is necessary may give enough time to the
other country to get stronger, and it may be the cause of more deaths.

We can also search for the ways to limit the devastating effects of war

Pacifism: war is the evil and we can’t and shouldn’t use it ever.

Sample Response 2:

There are realpolitik, just war theory, and pacifism. Realpolitik, war as a political act,
needs no moral justification. They think liberal things caused to the war.

Just war theory, war can be justified, matters of war and peace are beyond morality,
in that they are and should be determined.

Pacifism, war as an unnecessary evil, can never be justified. A war that in its purpose
and conduct meets certain ethical standards, and so is morally justified. The purpose
of war must be to reestablish peace and justice.

History of International Relations

Sample Response 1.

Ortagag Avrupasinda, kirsal alandaki sosyal yap1 3 ayr1 siniftan olusur. Yapinin en
iist kisminda aristokrat sinifi yer alir. Aristokrat sinifi belli bir alana sahiptir ve bu
alanda koyliileri calistirip para kazanirlar. Bir diger sinif olan ruhban sinifi koydeki
dinsel faaliyetlerden sorumludur. Halka iimit vererek ayakta tutmaya caligirlar. En alt
sinif olarak koyliiler yer alir. Koyliilerin hicbir sosyal hakki yoktur ve ¢aligmakla
yukumluddr.
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Sample Response 2:

» King/Ruler
A »  Avristocracy / Military
C » Clergy
P \ » Peasants —» Farmer
Workers

Krallar yonetiyor. Aristokratlar da, ruhbanlar, peasantlar hepsi krala bagli.
Militaryler giivenlik sagliyorlar. Ruhbanlar din isleriyle ugrasiyor. Peasantlar, krala
bagli ve her sey kralin, topraklar, evler vs. Peasantlar krallar i¢in ¢alistyor, giivenlik
Ve barinak i¢in.

Sample Response 3:

O donemlerin Avrupasinda sehirde ve kirsalda ¢ok farkli yasam standartlar1 vardi.
Her ikisine de bakacak olursak, sehirdeki yasamin kalite standartlar1 ¢ok daha iyiydi
¢linkli o zamanlarda var olan sosyal sinif statiisli geregi en agir sartlarda yasayan

smif, kirsalda yasayan kole/isci smifi idi. Bu feodal istemin bir pargasi olan. Sosyal
siif piramidi ise su sekildeydi:

King / Kral
Noble / Soylular

Clergy / Din adamlari

/ \ Merchant / Ticaret ile ugrasan
/ \Peasant / Kole / Isci

Bu feodal sisteme gore soylular iilkedeki toprak sahipleridir. Bu sinif topraklarini en
alt sinifta yer alan kole/iscilere isletirlerdi. Ve bu kole/isciler kirsalda bu topraklarda
calisarak ve karsiliginda ¢ok az bir kisim alarak gegimlerini saglamaya caliliyorlardi.
Bu ylizden kirsalda yagsam kalitesi ¢ok diisiiktii.
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International Political Economy

Sample Response 1:

Actually Wallerstein defines world-system theory in 2 types. World empires and
world economy. World empire sisteminde empire olan devlet kendisine bir tributary
secer ve bu tributary devleti somiirmeye baslar. And after all this, the wealth, the
resources are distributed based on their political decisions. And the other is world
economy. In this system, there is a capitalist global economy. Ve buradaki varlik,
free market’in olusturmus oldugu ortamda devletlerin pazar1 ne kadar iyi control
edebildigine gore dagitilir. Bu sistemde 3’1l hiyerarsi sistemi vardir. These are core
countries, semi-periphery and periphery countries. Core countries can be considered
as world powers like USA, Russia, and their economies are quite well. They buy raw
materials in periphery countries in cheaper prices and they sell much more
expensive. Clinkii hammaddeyi isleyemeyen gelismemis iilkeler bu {irlinleri almak
zorunda. Ve periphery iilkeler gelismemis iilkelerdir ve ge¢imlerini hammadde satis1
ve tarimla saglarlar. Ve son olarak bolge guicu olabilecek semi-periphery devletler
var. Bu devletler ortalama ekonomik giice sahiptirler ve denge politikasi izlerler. 3
devlet tiirii birbirine bagimlidir ve birbirleri olmadan gecimlerini saglayamazlar.

Sample Response 2:

Theories explain our order, policy, structure. Why do we need theories? Because we
need to understand what happened around, why politicians take decisions — good or
bad? What is important? And today we know theories include domestic or internal
reasons and Immanuel Wallerstein explain world system theory. World System
theory has three parts of country: core countries, periphery countries, and semi
periphery countries. System includes here different part of countries because core
countries are developed countries. There are included industry, materials, money,
system, structure, and they have marketplace in bigger areas than semi-peripheral
and periphery countries. Semi-peripherence is between the core and peripherence.
And finally peripherence countries have raw materials but they did not have industry
so didn’t use and make raw materials. They sell it and then core countries use raw
materials and sell back, semi-peripherence country trades this product.

Research Development

Sample Response 1:

Writing a literature review is one of the most important processes of doing the actual
research. Before the literature review, researchers should find the resources and the
ideas that they are going to use and the question of the research should be set. While
writing the literature review, it is the first place the ideas and resources come
together. That’s why it is really important to make an effort to write it decently or
your final research is going to suffer. It is also a test drive to see how you ideas and
questions relate. Or contrast with each other. While writing it most researchers find
new ideas and points that they can use in their finalized research. Changing things,
rearranging them, getting rid of the bloated points and general process of elimination.
That’s why it is essential to start the research with literature review to see how you
and your actual research capable of.
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Sample Response 2:

Akademik bir aragtirmaya baslamadan ya da baslarken literature review yapmak ¢ok
onemli bir durumdur. Aragtirmanin baslangicinda kisinin fikrinin de
belirginlesmesinde yardimeci bir etkendir. Literature review ayni zamanda arastirma
baslangicinda elde edilen yabanci ve anadildeki kaynaklarin derli toplu bir sekilde
research’iin baslangicinda belirlenmesine yardime1 olur. Boylece arastirmaci bir bilgi
havuzu i¢inde bogulmaz. Istedigi bilgileri derlenip, toplanmis bir sekilde alabilir ve
kullanir. Literature review ile birlike arastirmaci research sorusunu da belirgin bir
sekilde belirler. Elde edilen bilgileri derleyip topladigi i¢in daha genis perspecktiften
research konusuna bakabilir. Sorusunu daha kolay bir sekilde ele alir. Arastirma
metnini yazmaya basladiginda olusacak bilgi ve soru karmasasini en aza indirir.
Literature review yazmak ayni zamanda research’li okuyacak kisiler i¢cin 6nemlidir.
Cite yapacak kisiler veya arastirmanin genel hattin1 ve nerelere bakildigini1 6grenmek
isteyen kisiler kaynakca gibi yere bakmaktansa literature review kismini okuyarak
daha derli toplu bilgi elde edebilirler.

Sample Response 3:

Oo research  Jials je JUA aie Sl s L jae s I 4suills literature review oo <oael)
Gl pulia) ) shadl) 46 jea al 55 (580 (S0 Lol 85 Al joliaall jlaal | HISEY) (i 5 G
Ganall Al Aaiill (g JAL ) IS L G A A5 Hlall dpale alay Gl Jaad LA e
Jlne 4 ity LA (s (5 a1 g lsiian) ALl 5 (5 )30 4y pl R3S ) Ladd (Saall (g asle Jany (53
Al Can ) raay L 5 laal) 8 Cadd oLl S Ol (aall ey ST iny (§ 5 g (5 AT Al
2l 4 literature review Jee b ol cang 13l (5 ,AY) Esall G s e (e BB |l JiS) 4y

b 58 Ll llia (S 13 Lo LK) 5 Canll e S0 6 S8 3 aganl s s (e SSY Addall 8 Caslly
ot el aadge I Cinl) Jaad Lt slixin¥) ol Lgie Centll I g Canaza Jalis

The purpose behind the literature review for me is knowing what you will search for
at the research stage to have organized thoughts, choosing main resources and
reading it very carefully, knowing the main steps in the research in which through
them the researcher will know how to do his research and how to see the results of
his research. Also, he may discover new ways and new questions which may lead
him to better questions and maybe better ways in doing the research which may
result in unique research and a strong one. Why it is important to start with the
literature review before starting the research, in fact there is more than on reason, the
most important one is to take a better and a bigger idea about the research and to find
out whether there is some strength points or weak points which could be improved or
ignored to make the research a strong one and unique when compared to other
research.
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Psychology of Learning

Sample Response 1:

In long term memory, we have two categories. One of them is called semantic
memory and the other one is episodic memory. Semantic memory is about meaning
whereas episodic memory is about the event. So, that basically means that when we
remember a episodic memory, we are thinking about how the thing go that particular
day, for example, I went to a mall with my friend. However, when we think it in
semantic memory, we focus on the meaning of that day for us, what it meant for us
in terms of our feelings, the way we think, etc. In autobiographical memory, we use
both of these. So with the help of two, we can have more deep and detailed memory.

Sample Response 2:

Long-term memory kategorileri demantic ve episodic memory olarak ikiye ayrilir.
Bunlardan semantic olan1 knowledge ve informational memoryleri depolamak ve
gerektiginde hatirlamak i¢in kullanilirken, episodic memory bizim hatiralarimizi ve
autobiographical memory’mizi depolayan kisimdir. Ornek vermek gerekirse,
semantic memoryde siyasi bir olayin patlak verdigi tarihi depolarken, episodic
memoryde o olayin patlak verdigi tarihi hatirlamak i¢in ‘hani aksam yemeginde
... ye gitmistik, oradan donerken telefon gelmisti’ gibi ciimleler yardimi ile
hatirlamak kolaylasir.

Sample Response 3:

Uzun sireli bellek kategorileri arasinda episodic ve semantic memory
bulunmaktadir. Episodic memory kisisel deneyimlerimiz, hatiralarimizdan olusur.
Semantic memory ise genel bilgilerimiz ve toplum tarafindan yasanilan
deneyimlerimizdir. Otobiyografik hafiza daha ¢ok episodic memory kategorisine
girer ¢linkii bireysel yasantilarimiz odaklidir. Semantic memory daha az
bulunmaktadir. Sensory ve short-term memory, long-term hafizanin ilk
basamaklaridir. Bu ikisinde semantic ve episodic hafizalar esit oranda kullanilabilir.
Bazi beyin hasarlarinda bu ikisinin biri zarar gorebilir fakat duruma gore digerinin
fonksiyonu hala ¢alisabilir diizeydedir.

Introduction to Business

Sample Response 1:

Y onetici ve lider bakildiginda ayni terimler gibi goziikse de aralarinda belirli
farkliliklar bulunur. Actually, the leader can organize a group, team or something
like that. And other ones follow the leader without elestiri. I think, other persons
should abide by the leader’s rules without rejecting. That is why, the leader has more
hierarchy power, influence, and authority than the manager. Lider ve yonetici
kiyaslandiginda, yonetici, bir grup ¢aligani, belirli bir diizende ancak onlarin da goriis
ve isteklerine saygi duyarak yonetmeye, isler basarmaya ¢alisan kisidir. Tabii ki
diger ¢alisanlara dediklerini yaptirma giicii ve yliksek bir pozisyonu vardir ancak
digerlerinin benligini de diisiinmek zorundadir. Calisanlar yoneticilerini elestirebilir,
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onlarla yeni fikirler ile ilgili kolayca iletisime gegebilir ancak lider ile bu diyaloglar
biraz daha kisithdir.

Sample Response 2:

The difference between manager and leader is that, leader he/she the one who lead
the [project] & s_»4ll), also he is the [responsible] J s of the work, for example, a
player can lead the team but he can’t be the manager. Manger is the [responsible]
Js= for the all work for every employe or workers and he has the responsibility to
get the target of the company. For example, like | said, player can lead the team but
if he didn't do well in a game the responsible are going to be on the manager because
he didn’t mange it right.

In my opinion, motivation and work satisfaction are same. Because motivation make
the workers do better so it can work satisfied about the work. There is a lot of ways
to motivate the employers. For example, you can give him/her extra credits and
“money” to motivate them and you rank everyone and give the good fiction for their
good performance.

Organizational Behavior

Sample Response 1:

A way to motivate the employees is we can make a small combition between the
employees and whoever win will get a bonus or a 3 payed days off on this way all
the employees will work hard and try there best in work so that one of them win the
bonus or the days off and in the same time the employees will cover work
satisfaction and they will be happy in work and the important thing is the company
will improve more and gain more profit.

Sample Response 2:

Motivation and job satisfaction are not same | think. When motivation is something
about encouraging employees to work more and proper, job satisfaction, yaptigin,
ortaya ¢ikardigin isten memnun olmaktir.

To make employees motivated, there are tangible and intangible factors. Bir ¢alisan
i¢cin yOneticisinden alacagi kiigiik bir compliment bile ¢alisan1 motive eder.

Y oneticinin ¢alisanlara ve fikirlerine saygi gostermesi, onlar1 anlayisla dinlemesi
onemli motivasyon faktorleridir. That are intangible motivation factors. Beside these,
there are tangible factors like money, reward or an certificate. When an employee
has one of them, he/she can feel herself/himself more motivated. In my opinion the
most effective way to motivate employee, ¢alisan1 tebrik etmek in front of other
employees with verbal but non-written communication, and it should be
immediately.

Sample Response 3:

The motivation and the work satisfaction are not the same thing, but there is
(common points 4S yiis L) between them; the motivation is something push the
workers and make them more likely to work and love what they do and give them
more (motivation 323/ bigger ability »S! 4.4/ higher talent e 4 5<) and it comes
from (work environment Jesl ¢ sa), leader and workers.
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The satisfaction is how much comfortable with the work and (on a person’s
psychology his comfort at work and also his way to accomplishing things 4w e
ol 48y sk Lyl 5 Janll & 4l 5 5 i),

Media and Society

Sample Response 1:

People fear the media and it’s influence for a couple of reasons, firstly because
common ideas are dwelled upon by many people and therefore is called the
“unspoken rules”. Media’s influence might change your opinion or point of view on
anything, it has the power to do so. So as an example when a certain company or
someone famous gets on the bad side of a certain race by commercials or a movie or
a line in a song or even a certain phrase, they get looked down on or attacked on
social media and therefore the quantity of losses become incredibly high.

Another example is cyber-bullying, a person can easily be bullied because of an
opinion that’s not common. Going against basic opinions may be very dangerous on
social media, people bully because they’re not afraid of the outcome or because they
don’t know how the person they’re bullying will react.

Also another reason is if you have an opinion, you can easily be biased to another
opinion because someone’s point of view is convincing enough or even it’s more
likely that you’ve gotten the wrong idea of something so you start to question your
own beliefs.

Media’s influence is very powerful and would always be powerful because a lot of
important companies and buissnesses rely on it. Simply for the reason that there’s a
product that’s bound to be sold and you’ll be convinced to buy. Or because of
upcoming match or a new style, it’s a reality that this generation must go on by.

Sample Response 2:

Lidle Jaa el g abY) (10 o 52 (8 Leall Joi o Jeiii (S5 o allall 8 oapaa (381 a8 medlia J) Y
o) @l ) gelall Jdlagy celaia¥) Jual sill a8l o ziiali Gl ze Jad Cliluall juad s laas ol
Aall (S35 jlaall i et il 5 gl Jaae 5 JalSIl Bl L) o (m =l ol s 4S i (il & s
3kl 03 DY @laliialy jall (o g o3l aad ) painly Al ) sedally (Ble Y elly jaiul 5 dagadll

Al plina e il g DU elaliialy Sle U] 5 of HISE) Cae Dy AS il e Uaiul @iy ) ,fY 44y ylay
o) e cllas i

il S g elalal A AUl e 4 3l g 1Al il 5 elilaal pe s @li) Joas cal &l

el A (e gl Gl 2ra s & o) Aglgs Allae 8 apaddll I & g jall J e ) sl Slilaal

el Ja @il e jladin Lo Jold apaill Slal Juadl gl apadll e clidle) ) seda il 5 J senall litla
Aia gl clla) Mad L) Ja 5 )y

Buaall 3EY) s2a JSU Gy ala (a5l Y 5 llall andin 4l 50 media J) cils

Because the media opened new horizon to the world, we did not imagine we will

reach one day and that made our world smaller and our distance shorter. Imagine
with me you are browsing social media and then paid ads start appearing to you, ads
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about a car and its features, you have the same car but the old model. The ads will
keep appearing to you and by time you will feel that you need this new car. The
company who paid for the ad or the add itself was able to control your mind and play
with your thoughts and they convinced you that you need to buy something you do
not need or something that you already have.

Also imagine you are sitting with your friends and your phone is closed and is on the
table Infront of you. You and your friends were talking and discussing a plan to go
camping on the weekend. After you finished you discussion, you grabbed your
cellphone and then some ads about camping and the best places to do camping at
start appearing to you. The first thing will pop into your head is: Am | being
watched? And do | really have privacy?

So, media was a huge gate to the world, and I do not think we are ready to all this
new horizon.

Sample Response 3:

Y Bl Y 5l e calas )

@MQ\S}SL;;L@;‘UUL@;\MQ‘J“&\M -

S g Aima Ao ganal Al o) agiad o) agtlinin g agh jal duid ) e CLEY) o) g8) aaSS -
Aanland) agilea 55

W iy 5 4ty 4p0bal g dpuln HISE e 4gine dipma zilad piuay alladl 6 Wl bl sall -
) ale plladl S g Lo o) 13LE ey 23 saill 138 5 o o5 (55 ranaall 43L ageaayl ulill
Asba g dge Laial ) e

i alasiuly Q) e o ili s 508 015 LS el apelaial o dgnlpn 4 ) padill S LS -
‘ =i Jual 51l 28 5 gt 5 Jails 1)

L at o aa A o) 5 Aaala¥) lddAY) sl ) Mddllaal) 4y jal) 15 K6 aladia) -
Alall 4 5800 5 yhadll g ghiall aa cailS o i ol ) & Ll Gl e HISEY) iy

People are afraid of social media because

- It spreads false beliefs and wrong info to people in an easy way and continues

- It makes people doubt their beliefs and their opinion even if they were true.

- Silencing the voices of minority according to their race, nationality, religion,
or belonging to a specific group or even their political views.

- The mainstream thought nowadays creates specifics political and economic
ideas and then spread them to people by deceiving to believe that these ideas
true and other than these ideas are not correct and it is wrong.

Sample Response 4:

On pgrding Lo ) Jamall g e 0 508 aal) Galid¥) aa L) il e Galay ) Clea (e o) e
Lail 5 dualall agil )l i g ague 5 el o (pyold yall b oe) ji JAY) (alaiiVU s il yuat 5 Slaal
A Ul e Sl oo Aabaall sda 8 SV Catlall Jailay gl g 33 e add JU) Jea () sasan
Y o)) A peme b an 53 JieS aguiil gl (e SS) gl e el il e S YY) s
cﬁyé&:&;ﬁmd‘u_)e\ﬁgﬂb,é)md\gw\dh\ddu%ew\éc&ﬁﬁjﬁ&m@
ASall aUailly | gallal s el oLl g 5aS Jeliios smun ) 50) Lo &gy b Jucal 53l
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Cun damaa Jilise LT 5 3 paall 5 A5ial) i3 5 Jead) ) gusl aadast Lagall e 50800 ) DISI e 28 LN
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| think who fears the effect of social media are the people who are not able to
understand the surrounding or what surrounds them from different events and new
changes, people who don’t reach much are the one who are unable to establish their
awareness and their own decision, but they become an easy target for those who fake
facts and propagandas. The one who fears the most in this equation is the dictatorial
governments they worry more about the effect of social media on people than the
people themselves, as an example what happened in Egypt in 2011 where an
revolution took place against the regime because of the action of one of the Egyptian
youth, he created a page on Facebook which led to a huge interaction among the
people and later they were able to take down the regime.

The point of this is that media can take down the walls of ignorance and spread the
knowledge and facts, but they are difficult matters in which it is hard to control who
can spread them, it might be the enemy, an extremist idea from the government or
something else. That's why people might fear being on media and other known
things like being hacked or stealing personal data or other information.

New Media and Communication

Sample Response 1:

a. Digital Hikaye anlatimi, geleneksel olandan farkli olup insanlarin kendilerini sinir
tanimadan agiklamalarina yardimei olur. Daha agik konusmak gerekirse geleneksel
hikaye anlaticilig1 belli basl kaliplar ile sinirli kalmistir. Ama Digital hikaye
anlaticilig1 internetin biitliin nimetlerinden faydalanir o yiizden sinir tanimaz.

b. 1- Bir fikir ile ortaya ¢ikmak
2- Yazilmasi gereken bir metin varsa o yazilir
3- Storyboard olusturmak

Bir fikriniz varsa bunu dnce belirleyip onun izerinden gitmeniz gerekir.
Daha sonra yazilmasi gereken bir metin varsa bunu yazmaya baslanmasi gerekir.
Storyboard olusturarak yaptigimiz isin ¢izme doniismesini saglariz.

c. Kadina siddeti konu alan bir kurgu senaryosu olustururdum ¢iinkii insanlarin bu
baslik adi altinda daha ¢ok diisiinmeye ve davraniglarina dikkat etmeleri gerekiyor.

Sample Response 2:
Leim @Al gall ) ) sall o) ol (g ) Aaad ) Alis g (33 b (o Aad S W) o Rl ) Lauadll
L) ,d\gaj‘ ‘;5 ):\.\SJS.L A.Azz_\.i}bg\‘)ﬂ\ j\ 44\351\ ‘;&: JAS:S‘LQ.\AS]\ ua.;aﬂ\ ,:\.A;iﬁd\ uamsj‘ O
LS 5all s geall 53 saall (65 A0l dal e (Ao aaiay 400 1) janadl)
sy rhagasiill) (€ 513k 23 ySall) dul) Y Jaglasl) ¥ 5 %Al ) +Apad 1) i) e lial Jal ye <30
(22l Jand Ol eVl g (s gall 5 ) seall apens 200 | (Dilpadll) ddlial 5 0 ) 50 (5 s

323



U PUIE TR I NN RS . P SN IUN SN PRV W I SRR E PN
e (b el @l o (St LY G s A 5 i

Digital stories: this means we will tell a story through a digital tool like a video or
photo or sound, the difference between them and the old stories is that the old stories
depend on the writing or reading and it highly depends on imagination, while the
digital stories depend on other factors like the picture, the sound, and the music.
Three stages to make the digital stories: 1- the idea 2- the planning 3- the execution
(the idea: what if ?), ( the planning: drawing or sketching the storyboard and adding
the characters), ( the execution: collecting the photos, music, and the sounds to make
the video).

Freedom in Egypt: the story will be about a person who went out in the
demonstration and got imprisoned and he died in the jail, the story will be imaginary,
but it is considered a documentary at the same time because it talks about a reality
that happened in Egypt
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APPENDIX G

RUBRIC USED IN STUDY 2

CONTENT, ORGANIZATION & COHERENCE (12 pts)

Paragraphing 1 pts
Introduction of the Topic 1 pts
Thesis Statement 1 pts
Topic Sentences (one for each body paragraph) 2 pts
Supporting Ideas with Relevant Examples and Explanations 4 pts
A Brief/Effective Conclusion 1 pts
Coherence 2 pts
USE OF LANGUAGE (13 pts)
Grammatical Range and Accuracy 6 pts
Lexical Range and Accuracy 6 pts
Punctuation and Spelling 1 pts
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DETAILED EXPLANATIONS

CONTENT AND ORGANIZATION

Paragraphing:

uses paragraphing appropriately to logically organize and separate 1 pts

ideas throughout the essay

uses paragraphing to separate ideas, with it may not always be 0,5 pts

logical and appropriate

does not use paragraphing to organize ideas 0 pts
Introduction of the Topic:

introduces the essay topic in a clear, specific, and adequate manner | 1 pts

introduces the essay topic in an overly general or vague manner. 0,5 pts

does not address the essay topic 0 pts
Thesis Statement:

clearly and concisely states the main argument of the essay with a 1 pts

focused thesis statement

attempts to present a thesis statement related to the essay question, | 0,5 pts

but it lacks clarity and specificity

does not provide a thesis statement 0 pts
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Topic Sentences (one for each body paragraph):

writes a clear and focused topic sentence that 2 pts (e.g., 1 pts for

effectively expresses the main idea of the paragraph each topic sentence

and is directly related to the thesis statement if there are two body
paragraphs)

attempts to write a topic sentence that expresses the 1 pts (e.g., 0.5 pts for

main idea of the paragraph, but it may not be fully each topic sentence

clear, focused or closely related to the thesis statement | if there are two body
paragraphs)

does not write topic sentences 0 pts

Supporting Ideas with Relevant Examples and Explanations:

includes relevant supporting ideas that effectively explain their 3/4 pts
position and that are well-developed with relevant examples,
explanations, and details.

includes some relevant supporting ideas, which are not 1/2 pts
sufficiently developed with relevant examples, explanations, and
details.

does not include relevant supporting ideas and examples, 0 pts
explanations, and details to develop the argument.

A Brief/Effective Conclusion:

includes a conclusion that effectively summarizes the main ideas | 1 pts
and provides closure

includes a conclusion, but it fails to effectively summarize the 0,5 pts
main ideas or introduces new ideas

does not include a conclusion, or the one provided is ineffective | 0 pts
and contains irrelevant details
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Coherence:

presents information logically and clearly, demonstrating a strong
command of cohesive devices to connect both paragraphs and
sentences effectively

2 pts

presents information with some organization, but the overall
progression may be lacking, and the use of cohesive devices may
be inadequate, inaccurate, or excessive

1 pts

lacks control of organizational features and cohesive devices

0 pts
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USE OF LANGUAGE

Grammatical Range and Accuracy:

effectively uses a broad range of simple and complex grammatical | 5/6 pts
forms with high accuracy, and minor errors, if any, do not impede
meaning
uses a variety of simple and complex grammatical forms with 3/4 pts
mostly accurate grammar, but errors occur when attempting to use
complex forms, which may at times impede meaning
a limited range of grammatical forms and frequently makes errors | 1/2 pts
that impede meaning
is unable to use grammatical forms at all 0 pts
Lexical Range and Accuracy:
uses a broad range of vocabulary correctly and appropriately, 5/6 pts
exhibiting precision to avoid inaccuracies or misunderstandings
uses an acceptable range of vocabulary and attempts to use more 3/4 pts
advanced vocabulary, but with some inaccuracies, which may
occasionally cause inaccuracy or ambiguity
uses a limited range of vocabulary for the task, relying on basic 1/2 pts
vocabulary that may be used repetitively or may be
inappropriate/inadequate
uses an extremely limited range of vocabulary and/or the 0 pts
vocabulary used is inaccurate/inappropriate
Punctuation and Spelling:
demonstrates excellent command of punctuation and spelling, with | 2 pts
no errors
demonstrates adequate command of punctuation and spelling, with | 1 pts
some errors
demonstrates inadequate control of punctuation and spelling, with | 0 pts

many errors
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APPENDIX H

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

1. Which language or languages are used in your lessons?

2. Are any languages other than the official language of instruction used in your
lessons? If so, for what purposes?

3. Resources in which languages do you use while studying for your lessons (or
exams)?

4. Which language or languages do you use in your individual and group learning
activities outside of the classroom? Why?

5. Are there any advantages of having English as the language of instruction? If so,
please explain them.

6. Are there any difficulties or disadvantages of having English as the language of
instruction? If so, please explain them.

7. Why did you prefer to use (the language preferred by the student in the exam
previously held within the scope of the study will be stated here) .......... in the
exam you took within the scope of this study?

8. (If the students used different languages together in their answers in the exam
previously held within the study) | have noticed that you switched between different
languages in certain parts in your answers. | will show you these parts in your
answers. Please indicate why you switched languages in these parts.
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APPENDIX |

TEXTS USED IN STUDY 3

The texts used in the Diabetes task were adopted from
https://gcp.theconversation.com/, with written permission from the writers to include
the texts in the current study.

The first text was Brakenridge and Dunstan (2021, December 6), which is available
on the following page:

https://gcp.theconversation.com/covid-saw-us-sitting-longer-and-diabetes-
rose-globally-by-16-in-2-years-time-to-get-moving-171945

Reference: Brakenridge, C. & Dunstan, D. (2021, December 6). COVID saw
us sitting longer — and diabetes rose globally by 16% in 2 years: Time to get
moving. The Conversation. Retrieved from
https://gcp.theconversation.com/au

The second text was Paing and Chastin (2021, May 11), which is available on the
following page:

https://theconversation.com/type-2-diabetes-sitting-can-cause-problems-with-
blood-sugar-levels-so-get-up-and-move-160391

Reference: Paing, A. C. & Chastin, S. (2021, May 11). Type 2 diabetes:

sitting can cause problems with blood sugar levels, so get up and move. The
Conversation. Retrieved from https://gcp.theconversation.com/au

The Turkish translation of the second text was used in the E-T task. The translated
version is provided on the next page.
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THE CONVERSATION

Yazarlar: Aye Chan Paing & Sebastien Chastin
Tarih: 11 Mayz1s, 2021
https://theconversation.com’dan alinmistir.

Tip 2 diyabet: oturmak kan sekeri seviyelerinde sorunlara neden olabilir, bu ylizden
kalkin ve hareket edin

Bircok insan gunun blyuk bir boliimiinii oturarak gegirir ve bu da bir dizi saglik
sorununa neden olabilir. Ancak ¢ogu kisi, ¢cok fazla oturmanin tip 2 diyabet gibi bazi
saglik sorunlarini1 daha da kotiilestirebilecegini fark etmeyebilir. Arastirmalar,
oturarak cok fazla zaman gegirmenin kan sekeri seviyelerinde sorunlara neden
olabilecegini ve tip 2 diyabetlilerin giin icinde bol miktarda fiziksel aktivite
yapmalarini daha da 6nemli hale getirdigini gosteriyor.

Tip 2 diyabet, kandaki seker (glikoz) seviyesinin ¢ok yiikselmesine neden olur.
Kandaki yiiksek seker seviyeleri, kalp, bobrekler, gozler, ayaklar ve sinirler dahil
olmak tiizere diyabetli birinin viicudunda ciddi hasara neden olabilir. Kan sekeri
seviyelerini kontrol etmek, ciddi saglik sorunlar riskinden kaginmak i¢in dnemlidir.

Diyet ve fiziksel aktiviteyi diizenlemek gibi yasam tarzi degisiklikleri ve metformin
veya gliptin gibi diyabet ilaglar1 kan sekeri diizeylerini diisiirmek i¢in kullanilir. Yine
de, aragtirmamizin da buldugu gibi, 6nerilen diyetleri takip etmek ve diyabet ilaglari
almak, kan sekeri seviyelerini kontrol etmede her zaman etkili degildir. Bu bize
diyabet bakimini ve yonetimini yeniden diisiinmeye ihtiya¢ oldugunu gdsteriyor.

Tip 2 diyabet herkes i¢in farkli olabileceginden, bir kisinin kan sekerini ne kadar iyi
kontrol ettigi yas, cinsiyet, aktivite diizeyleri, diyet ve kilo gibi farkli faktorlerden
etkilenebilir. Bu, oturmak i¢in ne kadar zaman harcandig1 gibi yeni, degistirilebilir
yasam tarzi faktorlerini hedeflemeyi 6nemli hale getiriyor.

Tip 2 diyabetli 37 yetigkin lizerinde yaptigimiz arastirma ortaya koydu ki uzun siire
oturmak, iki haftanin ardindan, yiiksek kan sekeri seviyeleri ile iligkili hale geliyor.
Ancak ayn1 zamanda, oturma periyotlar1 arasinda ayaga kalkan veya etrafta dolasan
insanlarin kan sekeri diizeylerinin daha diistik oldugunu da bulduk. Diger
calismalarda da benzer sonuglar elde edilmistir.

Arastirmamiz ayrica, daha az oturmanin veya oturma periyotlarina aktivitelerle ara
vermenin, kan sekeri diizeylerini yonetmenin basit bir yolu olabilecegini gosterdi —
buna, tip 2 diyabetli kisilerde yaygin bir sorun olan, kahvaltidan 6nce ve sonra ortaya
cikan yiiksek seker seviyeleri de dahil. Sadece daha sik yiiriimenin giin boyunca kan
sekeri kontroliine faydali olabilecegini bulduk.

Aslinda, her 15 dakikada bir, normal hizda {i¢ dakika kadar kisa bir yiiriiyiis,
insanlarin kan sekerini kontrol etmelerine yardimei olmak i¢in yeterli olabilir ve
hatta standart diyabet ilaclar1 kadar etkili olabilir. Diger arastirmalar, oturma
ndbetlerini 15 dakikadan kisa tutmanin kan sekeri seviyeleri i¢in daha iyi oldugunu
gostermigtir.
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Yiiriimenin ve diger egzersiz tiirlerinin kan sekerini diizenlemekte ¢ok iyi olmasinin
nedeni, viicudun kaslarini ¢alistirmalaridir. Hareket, kaslarin kasilmasia neden olur
ve bu da kandaki sekerin hiicrelere girmesini ve viicudu beslemesini saglayan
mekanizmalari ¢alistirir. Bu, sonug olarak kan sekeri seviyelerini azaltir.

Bir¢ok insan evden ¢alisirken giinlerinin biiyiik bir boliimiinii oturarak gecirmeye
devam ediyor. Tip 2 diyabetli kisilerin sik sik ayakta durmasi ve yiirlimesi dnemli.
Tabii ki, bunu yapmak bazen soylendigi kadar kolay degildir. Ancak giin boyunca
oturma diizenindeki kii¢iik degisiklikler bile kiginin kan sekeri kontroliinde faydali
olabilir. Ornegin, su almak veya ¢ay yapmak icin mutfaga gitmek, birkag dakika
dolagmak i¢in harika bir firsat olabilir. Arama yaparken veya toplantilar sirasinda
ayakta durmak veya yuriimek bile iyi bir fikir olabilir.
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The texts used in the Depression task were adopted from
https://gcp.theconversation.com/, with written permission from the writers to include
the texts in the current study.

The first text was Santini, Thygesen, and Ekholm (2021, October 13), which is
available on the following page:

https://gcp.theconversation.com/mental-health-declined-during-the-
pandemic-but-some-people-with-depression-improved-new-research-168772

Reference: Santini, Z. 1., Thygesen, L. C., & Ekholm, O. (2021, October 13).
Mental health declined during the pandemic but some people with depression
improved — new research. The Conversation. Retrieved from
https://gcp.theconversation.com/au

The second text was McCabe (2021, February 11), which is available on the
following page:

https://theconversation.com/the-science-behind-why-hobbies-can-improve-
our-mental-health-153828

Reference: McCabe, C. (2021, February 11). The science behind why hobbies

can improve our mental health. The Conversation. Retrieved from
https://gcp.theconversation.com/au

The Turkish translation of the second text was used in the E-T task. The translated
version is provided on the next page.
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THE CONVERSATION

Yazar: Ciara McCabe
Tarih: 11 Subat, 2021
https://theconversation.com’dan alinmustir.

Hobilerin neden zihinsel sagligimizi iyilestirebilecegini gosteren bilim

Salgin bir¢ok insanin ruh sagligina zarar verdi. Viriis korkusu ve hiikiimetin seyahat
kisitlamalar1 g6z Oniine alindiginda, pek ¢ok insan anlasilir bir sekilde normalden
daha yalniz, endiseli ve depresif hissediyor olabilir. Diinya Saghk Orgiitii (WHO), bu
zor zamanlarda insanlarin ruh sagliklarina nasil bakabilecekleri konusunda bir
kilavuz bile yayinladi. Temel tavsiyeler diizenli yeme, uyku, hijyen ve egzersiz rutini
korumaya ¢aligmay1 igeriyor.

Ancak daha az belirgin bir tavsiye ise su: zevk aldiginiz seyleri yapmak i¢in hala
zaman buldugunuzdan emin olun. Aslinda arastirmalar, bir hobiye sahip olmanin
daha diisiik depresyon seviyeleriyle baglantili oldugunu ve hatta bazilarinda
depresyonu onleyebilecegini gosteriyor.

Normalde yapmaktan hoslandiginiz seylere olan ilginizi ve bunlar1 yaparken
aldiginiz keyfi kaybetmek, zay1f zihinsel sagligin bir belirtisidir. Anhedoni olarak
bilinen bu durum, depresyonun yaygin bir semptomudur ve hastalarin en ¢ok
kurtulmak istediklerini sdyledikleri seydir — muhtemelen depresyonu tedavi etmek
icin kullanilan ilaglar diger semptomlar1 hedef aldig1 ve bu semptomu
hafifletmedikleri icin.

Bazi insanlar i¢in anhedoni, depresyonun ilk belirtilerinden biridir ve hatta bir kiginin
yasayabilecegi depresyonun siddetini tahmin etmek i¢in kullanilabilir.

Bu nedenle, karantina sirasinda hobileriniz gibi ilgi alanlariniz ve zevkleriniz i¢in
zaman bulmak, anhedoni ve depresyondan kaginmanin bir yolu olabilir. Aslinda
sosyal recete, doktorlarin hafif ila orta derecede depresyonu olan hastalardan zihinsel
sagliklarini iyilestirmek i¢in tibbi olmayan bir miidahaleye (hobi gibi) baslamalarini
isteyebilecekleri bir tedavi yontemidir. Hafif depresyonu olanlarda antidepresanlar
daha az etkili olabileceginden, bu tedavi stratejisi depresyonlu hastalarin
semptomlarindan kurtulmalarina yardime1 olabilir.

Simdiye kadar, baz1 arastirmalar, hastalardan bahgecilik veya sanat gibi hobiler
edinmelerini isteyen sosyal recete programlariin ruh sagligi ve esenlik icin faydali
oldugunu gostermistir.

Kanaitlar ayrica, klinik depresyonu olanlar icin bile, hastalarin kendilerine zevk ve
nese veren seyleri planlamasini gerektiren davranigsal aktivasyon gibi bazi psikolojik
tedavilerin, depresyon semptomlarini iyilestirdigini gostermektedir. Egzersiz
yapmak, enstriiman ¢almak, ¢izim yapmak, okumak veya el sanatlar1 gibi ¢ok c¢esitli
aktiviteler ve hobiler sosyal regete ve davranissal aktivasyonda rol oynayabilir.

Odiil sistemi

Hobiler i¢in zaman bulmanin ise yaramasinin nedeni, hobilerin beyindeki 6diil
sistemini nasil etkiledikleriyle ilgilidir. Zevk aldigimiz bir hobiye katildigimizda,
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beyindeki kimyasal haberciler (nérotransmiterler olarak bilinir) salinir - 6rnegin,
keyif hissetmemize yardimci olan bir kimyasal olan dopamin. Bu iyi hissettiren
kimyasallar daha sonra hobiyi tekrar yapmak istememize ve bunu yapmak i¢in daha
motive hissetmemize neden olabilir.

Bu nedenle, baslangigta bir hobiye zaman harcamak igin motive hissetmesek de, bir
kez basladigimizda ve bununla iligkili zevki hissettigimizde, bu 6diil sistemimizi ve
ardindan da tekrar yapmak i¢in motivasyonumuzu harekete gegirecektir.

Zevk ve motivasyonun yani sira hobiler baska faydalar da saglayabilir. Fiziksel
hobiler elbette zindeliginizi artirabilir ve bagka hobiler beyin fonksiyonunuzu bile
tyilestirebilir. Arastirmalar, miizik aleti ¢almak gibi bazi hobilerin hafizanizi
iyilestirebilecegini, sanatsal hobilerin (okuma veya tahta izerinde oynana oyunlar,
bulmacalar gibi) ileriki yaslarda bunamay1 6nledigini gdsteriyor.

Bu nedenle, salgin sirasinda kendinizi normalden daha koétii hissediyorsaniz, belki

gecmiste keyif aldiginiz bazi hobilerle yeniden ilgilenmek i¢in zaman bulmaya
calisin — veya yenilerini deneyin.
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APPENDIX J

RUBRIC USED IN STUDY 3

CONTENT

- Each paragraph contains a clearly and logically stated main idea.

- The essay includes all significant details from the texts.

- Each paragraph contains a main idea, but it may be too general.
- The essay includes important details from the texts, but some may be

missing.

- Each paragraph attempts to present a main idea, but it lacks clarity
and specificity.
- The essay only includes a few details, and many significant ones are

missing.

- The paragraphs do not contain main ideas.

- The essay does not include relevant details from the texts.

ORGANIZATION AND COHERENCE

- The essay displays a clear, coherent, and logical structure
- A wide range of cohesive devices are used effectively and

appropriately

- The essay displays some degree of organization, but the structure may
not be consistently logical
- A range of cohesive devices are used, but a few may be used

inappropriately

- The essay displays limited organization and lacks clarity in its
progression
- A limited range of cohesive devices is limited, and some are used

inappropriately

- The essay displays very little control over organizational features, and
the progression is unclear.

- Cohesive devices are either not used or used inappropriately
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LANGUAGE USE

- The essay displays correct use of a broad range of simple and
complex structures
- Only minor errors are present, which do not impede meaning.

- The essay showcases good command of punctuation and spelling.

- The essay displays a combination of simple and complex structures.
- Some grammar errors are present, particularly in complex sentences,
which may at times impede meaning.

- The essay contains only a few punctuation and spelling errors.

- The essay displays a limited range of structures.
- Frequent grammar errors are present, which may impede meaning.

- The essay contains some punctuation and spelling errors.

- The essay displays an extremely limited range of simple structures.

- The essay contains many punctuation and spelling errors.

VOCABULARY USE

- The essay displays a wide range of vocabulary that is used accurately
and appropriately, effectively conveying intended meaning without

inaccuracies.

- The essay displays an adequate range of vocabulary, including

attempts to use more advanced vocabulary, but with some inaccuracy.

- The essay displays a limited range of vocabulary, with basic words

used repetitively or inappropriately

- The essay displays an extremely limited range of vocabulary.
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