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ABSTRACT 

Languages are indexed by their cultural, economic, political and social value. 
In everyday life, this means that not all languages are used equally for all pur-
poses. This is especially true for those activities associated with the more 
“elite” practices in society, such as (international) business, law and, in the 
case of this doctoral research, higher education. Communication beyond one’s 
language group/nation/region often requires the use of a lingua franca, and in 
higher education (HE) the international lingua franca has become English. 
Lingua francas are very important for access to, for example, wealth, social 
services and political domains, but they can also lead to domain-specific aban-
donment of other languages which has consequences for linguistic diversity, 
leading to impoverishment of knowledge, diversity and civil rights.  

This research is based on the argument that HE is a space where the index-
ing of languages can be challenged due to its increasing linguistic diversity 
from internationalisation. It also suggests that Finnish HE and, more specifi-
cally, the University of Helsinki (UH), because of its status as a bilingual insti-
tution with a trilingual language policy, is an ideal setting to investigate how 
the challenge of maintaining the value of linguistic diversity can be met. The 
presence of international students adds to local linguistic diversity and engag-
ing with the languages they bring benefits the academic community. With this 
in mind, this doctoral research investigates how knowledge can be shared in a 
lingua franca without diminishing the potential roles that international stu-
dent languages can play. 

To investigate this issue, data were collected from international students 
and local lecturers through task-based focus groups interviews and semi-
structured interviews, respectively. The data were analysed using the dis-
course analysis to better understand language ideologies and attitudes to-
wards and experiences of using and learning different languages from both in-
stitutional and subjective perspectives. The findings of the research show that 
while linguistic diversity is supported by the UH, as demonstrated by the range 
of language learning opportunities it offers, space for international students to 
use their languages is not typically provided and this appears to align with 
broader, global language ideologies. However, a range of mostly spontaneous 
and incidental approaches to linguistic inclusion surfaced in the data too. 

Drawing on plurilingual pedagogic theories and studies along with the find-
ings from the analysis of the data, a linguistically-inclusive approach to 
courses that use English as a Medium of Instruction (EMI) is proposed. This 
approach seeks to encourage linguistic diversity, intercultural competence, 
and internationalisation at home. Importantly, it is proposed for use on EMI 
courses so that it does not displace Finnish as an academic or instructional 
language. The intention of the approach is to challenge the indexing of differ-
ent languages and provide benefits for all students in HE. 



 

 
Keywords: language ideologies, plurilingual pedagogies, international educa-
tion, internationalisation, Finnish higher education, language policies, dis-
course analysis.  

  



 

 

ABSTRAKTI 
Kielet ovat sidoksissa niiden kulttuuriseen, taloudelliseen, poliittiseen ja so-
siaaliseen (status)arvoon. Arjessa tämä tarkoittaa, että kaikkia kieliä ei käytetä 
tasavertaisesti. Tämä korostuu erityisesti eliitin käytänteissä, kuten 
taloudessa, oikeustieteessä ja korkeakoulussa, johon tässä tutkimuksessa 
keskitytään. Kommunikointi oman kieliryhmän/kansalaisuuden/ja maan ra-
jojen ulkopuolella vaatii usein lingua francan (yhteinen kieli) käyttöä. 
Korkeakoulujen kansainvälistymistoimissa englannin kielestä on tullut 
yhteinen kieli (lingua franca). Yhteiset kielet (lingua francat) ovat erittäin 
tärkeitä esimerkiksi hyvinvointi- ja sosiaalipalvelujen saatavuuden sekä po-
liittisen toimijuuden kannalta, mutta sen seurauksena voi syntyä alakoh-
taisesti muiden kielten käytön köyhtymistä, mikä taas vähentää kielellistä 
moninaisuutta ja johtaa tiedon, diversiteetin ja kansalaisoikeuksien heik-
entymiseen. 

Korkeakoulujen kansainvälistymisstrategian myötä kielellinen 
moninaisuus on lisääntynyt suomalaisissa yliopistoissa.  Tämä tutkimus pe-
rustuu käsitykseen korkeakouluista tiloina, joissa eri kielten asemaa tulisi 
voida kyseenalaistaa. Tämän tutkimuksen kohteena on kaksikielinen Hel-
singin yliopisto, joka noudattaa kolmikielistä kieliperiaatetta ja on sen vuoksi 
ihanteellinen tutkimuskohde tälle tutkimukselle, jossa tutkitaan kestävää 
kielellistä moninaisuutta.  Kansainvälisten opiskelijoiden läsnäolo lisää 
paikallista kielellistä moninaisuuutta ja kanssakäyminen opiskelijoiden 
tuomilla eri kielillä hyödyttää akateemista yhteisöä. Edelliseen viitaten tässä 
tutkimuksessa tarkastellaan, kuinka yhteisellä kielellä (lingua franca) jaetaan 
tietoa kaventamatta  sellaisia potentiaalisia kielellisiä rooleja/malleja, joita 
kansainväliset opiskelijat voivat edustaa. 

Tutkimuksen aineisto kerättiin kansainvälisiltä opiskelijoilta sekä yliopis-
ton opettajilta tehtäväpohjaisten fokusryhmähaastattelujen ja puolistrukturo-
itujen haastattelujen avulla. Aineiston analyysissä hyödynnettiin diskurs-
sianalyysin menetelmiä. Analyysin tavoitteena oli ymmärtää kielten ideologi-
oita sekä asenteita ja kokemuksia eri kielten käytöstä ja oppimisesta sekä in-
stitutionaalisesta että subjektiivisesta näkökulmasta. Tutkimustulokset osoit-
tavat, että samalla kun yliopisto tukee kielellistä moninaisuutta tarjoamalla 
erilaisia kielenoppimistilaisuuksia, kansainvälisille opiskelijoille ei lähtökoh-
taisesti jätetä tilaa käyttää omia kieliään. Tämä taas on linjassa laajempien, 
globaalien kieli-ideologioiden kanssa. Kuitenkin aineistosta nousi esille myös 
erilaisia spontaaneja ja suunnittelemattomia tapoja huomioida kielidiversi-
teettiä.  

Kielitietoisen pedagogiikan ja siihen liittyvien aikaisempien tutkimusten 
sekä tämän tutkimuksen tulosten perusteella suositellaan kielellisen inkluu-
sion lähestymistapaa opetukseen, jossa käytetään englantia opetuskielenä ja 
kommunikoinnin välineenä. Tällä lähestymistavalla pyritään edistämään 
kielellistä moninaisuutta, kulttuurienvälisen viestinnän osaamista ja kotikan-
sainvälistymistä. Tärkeää on, että sitä ehdotetaan käytettäväksi 



 

englanninkielisillä (English as a medium of instruction) kursseilla, jotta se ei 
syrjäyttäisi suomea akateemisena tai opetuskielenä. Lähestymistavan tarkoi-
tuksena on haastaa kieli-ideologioita ja hyödyttää kaikkia 
korkeakouluopiskelijoita. 

 
Avainsanat: kieli-ideologiat (kieliperiaatteet), kielitietoinen pedagogiikka, 
kansainvälinen koulutus, kansainvälistyminen, englanninkielinen opetus, su-
omalainen korkeakoulutus, kielipolitiikka, diskurssianalyysi. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

Drawing on data collected from international students and university lectur-
ers, this doctoral research, comprising this thesis and three original publica-
tions, critically analyses3 the discourses pertaining to the role of language(s) 
in research, teaching and learning in higher education (HE). The research 
seeks to understand tensions and ambiguities around language in HE and how 
linguistically-inclusive HE is and could be. In this work, I discuss plurilingual 
pedagogies, or approaches to teaching that involve more than one language 
and show how they relate to the university context. Plurilingual pedagogies, 
certainly in the European context, have been developed against a backdrop of 
interrelated cultural, economic, moral, political and social tensions and de-
bates. To acknowledge and address this, as I do in my publications, I guide the 
reader through the literature, concepts and approaches that have informed the 
development of plurilingual pedagogies and my doctoral research with its pro-
posal for an inclusive pedagogic approach to international education.  

The context of my research is Finnish HE and more specifically the Univer-
sity of Helsinki (UH); consequently, throughout the text this context is re-
ferred to and in one chapter it is discussed in detail, relating it to the wider 
themes of the doctoral thesis and to the questions that have shaped this re-
search. This doctoral research is interdisciplinary in nature since the topic of 
language and internationalisation requires engagement with knowledge well 
beyond education. It can be categorised as international education and has 
been inspired by research from applied linguistics, sociolinguistics, interna-
tionalisation, interculturality and bi-/multilingual pedagogies.  

The discussion of the influential concepts and theories for this thesis begin 
with the marketisation of HE (Chapter 1) which has provided particularly fer-
tile ground for determining which languages are used in HE and how they are 
used. This is followed by a focus on language ideologies (Chapter 2) which in-
fluence language choice in many fields, including education, and are also in-
tertwined with market-based principles. These market-based principles are 
further explored in the chapter that follows (Chapter 3) which discusses the 
benefits and drawbacks of internationalisation of HE. As such, this chapter 
lays the ground for the subsequent chapter (Chapter 4) in which the role of 
English Medium Instruction (EMI) in HE and its interaction with internation-
alisation and university language policies is examined. After, the discussion 
turns to plurilingual pedagogies (Chapter 5) and the potential these have to 
subvert language ideologies in international university education. After, a de-
scription and presentation of the research questions for this doctoral research 

 
3 ‘Critically analyse’ here refers to the consideration and evaluation of multiple perspectives on an 

issue/idea/concept before coming to my own position.   
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(Chapter 6), these different conceptual strands are then drawn together in a 
discussion of the research context (Chapter 7), the 5.5-million inhabitant Nor-
dic country of Finland, which has been a member of the European Union since 
1995.  

Setting the overall scene for the chapters that follow, this chapter, which is 
divided into three sections, first analyses the effects of marketisation on HE 
(Section 1.1). Marketisation is an important background theme in a thesis of 
this type because it has had a significant effect on how universities operate 
which, in turn, influences language choice (Section 1.2). This is especially ap-
parent in research production but also in teaching and learning practices, for 
example in the selection of learning materials or the language(s) chosen as a 
medium of instruction. Following the discussion of marketisation and its effect 
on language choice, Section 1.3 shows how these and other factors have 
weaved into my professional background and inspired me to embark on this 
research.  

1.1 INTERACTIONS BETWEEN EDUCATION AND 
MARKETISATION 

The modern university, formed in the wake of the Enlightenment in early nine-
teenth century Berlin, functioned as an institution where intellectual develop-
ment and learning gained through science and reasoning was attained for the 
sake of the advancement of universal knowledge, truth and emancipation 
(Rolfe, 2013). Since approximately the 1980s, however, these idealist aspira-
tions have been overshadowed by a more nationally and internationally com-
petitive ethos informed by the marketisation of education (Brandenberg & de 
Wit, 2011). 

Marketisation is sometimes referred to as neoliberalism which, while being 
a rather ambiguous concept, is perceived to shape many of the actions and de-
cisions of individuals and is widely used as an analytical framework in a range 
of academic disciplines (Birch, 2017). A review of the many interpretations of 
neoliberalism and its origins are far beyond the scope of this doctoral thesis, 
but in brief, neoliberal economics emerged in the 1970s and were founded on 
the belief that free markets provide the best climate for a well-functioning cap-
italist economy (Lapavitsas, 2004). The fundamental principles of neoliberal-
ism can be traced back to Adam Smith (a Scottish economist and philosopher 
from the 18th century) and his belief that barriers to the free exchange of goods 
result in impediments to economic growth and individual wealth (Clarke, 
2004). Neoliberalism, as it is today, has been characterised as, among others, 
contemporary capitalism, corporatism, economisation, commodification and 
policy regimes (e.g. a package that includes privatisation of institutions and 
deregulation of markets) (Birch, 2017). Harvey (2005, p. 2), in his seminal text 
on neoliberalism, defines it as: 
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(…) a theory of political economic practices that proposes that human 
well-being can best be advanced by liberating individual entrepre-
neurial freedoms and skills within an institutional framework charac-
terized by strong private property rights, free markets, and free trade. 
(…). 

 
The role of the state in Harvey’s (2005) explication of neoliberalism is to en-
sure the integrity of money, establish military and legal infrastructure, and 
create markets, for instance in healthcare and education. Having achieved this, 
state intervention should then be minimal. Neoliberalism as it is defined here 
is a system that many have benefitted from (Clarke, 2004), but the benefits, 
Harvey (2005, pp. 118-119) asserts, are realised only by the “elite” who, for 
their part, wish to maintain it. Consequently, reform of free markets, at least 
in the twentieth century, focused on keeping the financial benefits realised by 
the ‘economically advanced and/or politically powerful’, whilst minimising the 
disadvantages — for instance through state regulation (Lapavitsas, 2004) — 
relating to the instability of the employment market and inaccessibility to 
credit that was experienced by small producers (Clarke, 2004, p. 51). However, 
the benefits and drawbacks have not appeared to be entirely separable (Clarke, 
2004, p. 51). 

Returning to Harvey’s (2005) definition, the main contention Birch (2017), 
whose book critiques the many interpretations of neoliberalism, has with his 
view of neoliberalism is that his explanation and analysis of why neoliberalism 
in particular, rather than for example nationalism or corporate power, is re-
sponsible for social class-based inequalities is inadequate. He also argues that 
Harvey’s claims are somewhat circular in ‘that neoliberalism is the cause of 
inequality because rising inequality is an effect of neoliberalism’ (p. 85). Nev-
ertheless, the fact that there remain growing inequalities, under the neoliberal 
economic system, in which wealth travels up and not down and across, attests 
to an unchanging economic landscape in which social inequality has not 
changed4. 

Whether or not neoliberalism or marketisation is the root of inequalities is 
contestable, but as with almost all markets, education has not escaped neolib-
eralism (Ball, 2012). In fact, the 1995 General Agreement on Trade and Ser-
vices (GATS) classifies all levels of education as a service good, in other words 
a tradable commodity (Hultgren et al., 2015; Phillipson, 2006; Shields, 2013). 
By 2013, 42 of the 157 WTO countries (not including Finland5) had signed the 
GATS agreement (Shields, 2013). In addition, the presence of competition and 
marketisation in education is indicated by the preponderance of national and 
international metrics to evaluate the quality of education and the individuals 
within it (Ball, 2012). This can be seen at all levels of education; for example, 
in primary and secondary education, in some countries, school ranking 

 
4 UN Report (2020). Rising inequality affecting more than two-thirds of the globe, but it’s not inevitable: 
new UN report | | UN News 
5 WTO | Services: Education services Accessed 3 March 2022 
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systems and the expression of pupil learning outcomes as statistics have been 
introduced, which in turn mould the behaviour and practices of teachers and 
pupils to ‘perform’ within an achievement framework that only values quanti-
fiable outcomes (Ball, 2012). Internationally, there is the Programme for In-
ternational Student Assessment (PISA), which is operated by the Organization 
for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) and in which Finland 
has typically performed well6. PISA compares the scores of students, at 15 
years of age, in assessments of global competence, literacy, mathematics and 
science by nation or parts of nations. PISA has been criticised for contributing 
to a narrow conception of curriculum development and educational values, yet 
it still has the power to influence policy makers and thus shape educational 
policy at the national level (Addey et al., 2017). 

HE in the European context has a similar metric, Measuring and Compar-
ing Achievements of Learning Outcomes in Higher Education in Europe 
(CALOHEE) 7, which is still in development (Addey et al., 2017), so its reach 
and influence are yet to be established. Nevertheless, metrics are already 
widely used in the HE context. For example, there is the Center for World Uni-
versity Rankings, Leiden Ranking, Scimago University Ranking, Shanghai 
Ranking, Times Higher Education Rankings and QS World University Rank-
ings. Such indices can promote an environment of collaboration among simi-
larly ranked institutions which can be academically beneficial, but institu-
tional competition, which may be detrimental to staff and students, is also an 
obvious outcome. Lessening this impact, some countries, such as Finland, 
have no national ranking system for their institutions, but global rankings, 
which most institutions are evaluated by are often used by international stu-
dents as a way to evaluate the institutions they plan to attend. The higher the 
ranking, the greater the prestige and value their university degree certificate 
will potentially have in the employment market, regardless of the actual qual-
ity of their educational experience. For example, employing a professor who 
has been awarded the Nobel Prize does not necessarily mean that the univer-
sity is better or that the students will have a better educational experience, yet 
this criterion represents 20% of the overall metric for universities when it is 
ranked by, for example, the Shanghai Ranking (Gringas, 2016 [2014]). 

Not only are the institutions ranked but so are their scholars, often using 
metrics that have been questioned by academics. One such metric is the H-
index. The H-index measures how many publications a researcher has pro-
duced that have 10 or more citations which is, subsequently, intended to give 
an objective evaluation of the individual scholar (Gringas, 2016 [2014]; Spicer, 
2015). Another important metric that has a great deal of influence on where 
authors publish is the journal impact factor (IF). It is calculated by the number 
of citations articles within the journal have had over a two-year period (e.g., 

 
6  OECD Country Note Finland Results from PISA 2018 https://www.oecd.org/pisa/publica-

tions/PISA2018_CN_FIN.pdf 
7 Home - CALOHEE Next Steps! - CALOHEE Accessed 28 February 2022 
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2004 to 2005), the median of which is calculated on the third year (i.e., 2006) 
to give a number (Gringas, 2016 [2014]). The intended outcome of the IF is 
that it will show how relevant a journal is to its field. For scholars, the higher 
the IF the better, because the prestige of the journal will improve the chances 
of raising their H-index. Raising one’s H-index can also be linked to promotion 
and success in funding applications. The anxiety of individual scholars (from 
countries such as the United Kingdom, Ireland and likely many more, but not 
particularly Finland) in chasing these metrics, in addition to performing their 
administrative and teaching responsibilities, are evocatively narrated by Ball 
(2015) and Warren (2017). 

The most problematic factor in all of this is that institutional discussion 
fixates on these metrics, as they pit themselves against other comparable in-
stitutions (Deeks, 2021, p. 30). Spicer (2015) asserts that this denotes a lesser 
appreciation for the content and quality of their scholars’ academic work and 
a greater appreciation for the metrics they produce (Spicer, 2015). While there 
may be some truth to this, the metrics themselves are dependent on the quality 
of the work of these scholars, after all highly-ranked journals have the capacity 
to be selective in what they publish, so there can be no assumption that the 
veracity of this view is secure. Metrics do, nevertheless, make for a generally 
more pressurised environment. Even at the UH, where this pressure does not 
appear to be very keenly felt, institutional goals are influenced by university 
rankings (University of Helsinki, 2021). The current goal is to ‘[rank] among 
the 50 leading universities in the world’ which is explicitly linked to research 
being published in high-ranking publications (p. 16). Although ranking and 
comparing scholars and institutions is very often energising and indeed may 
be a mark of quality, the forces of marketisation highlighted in this sub-section 
do not seem to be conducive to a healthy academic environment, still this cli-
mate of competition seems to have been normalised. 

1.2 THE ROLE OF LANGUAGE IN THE MARKETISATION 
OF ACADEMIC RESEARCH 

The relevance of research-related metrics to the HE is that these metrics fa-
vour English language journals and articles written in English. For example, 
according to Marginson (2017), the Leiden, Scimago and Shanghai rankings 
are entirely based on research performance. He concedes that this probably 
contributes to improvements in research performance among the top-ranking 
institutions as a result of increases in investment that acknowledge their 
achievements and thus help to maintain and/or improve rankings. However, 
this situation does very little for linguistic diversity. For example, in the Shang-
hai Ranking methodology, 20% of the ranking is awarded by the number of 
publications produced by the institution in ‘Science’ and ‘Nature’; this not only 
positions natural sciences over social sciences, which barely feature in the da-
tabases used for rankings (Gringas, 2016 [2014]; Münch, 2014), but also by 
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incentivising publishing in English, there is very little room left for other lan-
guages. Furthermore, the publication market is largely controlled by one coun-
try, the USA (Marginson, 2008; Münch, 2014), where 66% of scholars never 
cite scholars from outside of the USA, adding, in a circular fashion, to the pres-
tige of USA-based scholars (Münch, 2014). Anglophone countries, because of 
the shared language, can access the US market (Münch, 2014) but are, never-
theless, junior partners (Marginson, 2008; Ivanović & Ho, 2017 for the field of 
education). What cannot be adequately ascertained from these analyses is the 
nationality or linguistic background of individual scholars, which can, for ex-
ample, hide multilingual research processes and thus the value of different 
languages to academia. 

For the local contexts of non-anglophonic countries, the dominance of Eng-
lish means that the transfer of knowledge (produced by their universities) to 
the public could be impeded because it may not be available in the local lan-
guage (Marginson, 2011), and for the international context, it means that pub-
lications produced outside the USA are cited far less frequently. For instance, 
an American scholar is 30 times more likely to be cited than a German scholar 
(Münch, 2014). The dominance of the USA in the research publication market 
can be explained not only by language, but also by the financial investment 
that it made, between World War I and II (Haberland, 2020), and continues 
to make (Marginson, 2008) in HE research. The USA invests far more heavily 
in HE than any other country, concentrates on the production of research and 
flow of knowledge and excels in retaining highly-cited researchers and doc-
toral students through post-doctoral positions (Marginson, 2008). In con-
trast, from an international perspective, the dominance of the English lan-
guage reduces the possibilities for publishing in other languages which are 
mostly limited to local, lesser-ranked journals (e.g. Saarinen, 2020a, p. 97). 
While the publication of new knowledge in a common language clearly benefits 
the academic community and has done a great deal to share advances in re-
search and enable collaboration, this situation suggests a silent coercion to 
publish in English on the part of individual scholars. This then creates a some-
what vicious circle of upholding one language for scientific research that, in 
this doctoral thesis, I participate in myself. 

The dominance of English also spills into other dimensions of university 
life. For example, for the purposes of internationalisation, which is also meas-
ured by university rankings (e.g., Times Higher Education World University 
Ranking and the QS ranking) and includes international student recruitment 
and exchange, English-medium instruction (EMI) is often used. As the global 
lingua franca, English is perceived as necessary to recruit international stu-
dents and, in many countries, these students pay tuition fees which provides a 
further financial incentive to use EMI. While there are voices in the HE sector 
who contest the use of EMI (e.g., Doiz, Lasagabaster & Sierra, 2011; Bolton & 
Kuteeva, 2012; Haberland, 2014; Pérez-Llantada, 2018) and feel anxious 
about the position of the national language(s) as ones of science, it seems that 
EMI is at least for now, here to stay. 
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The fact that the use of languages in academia is influenced by these mar-
kets is undeniably problematic for language vitality, especially for less power-
ful languages (de Swaan, 2001). Furthermore, while it may be argued that lan-
guages are constructed in situ which, in turn, could make language vitality a 
redundant concept, I would argue that this construction occurs in an environ-
ment that lacks truly free will given the forces upon populations to use a single 
or common language. With this in mind, a better situation would be for 
all/other languages to be promoted, used and learnt from the bottom-up (e.g., 
through individual choice and pedagogic design) and the top-down (e.g., 
through multilingual publications and language policy). However, this idealis-
tic view is hampered by the very real challenges of creating and distributing 
pedagogic materials, providing professional development and, for research 
publications, economic viability in terms of the reach of different languages 
and the size of their readership. Despite the drawbacks, using a lingua franca 
(in this case English) for research and international collaboration has many 
benefits.  

1.3 MY PERSONAL JOURNEY: ENGLISH TEACHER TO 
RESEARCHER 

The perspectives that I put forward in this doctoral thesis have emerged from 
a varied career as a language teacher. I first qualified as an English language 
teacher in Australia in 2003. Since then, I have gained further pedagogic qual-
ifications in Britain and Spain. I have also taught in various countries: in Eng-
land, Finland, New Zealand, Spain and Wales. During this time, I have worked 
as a teacher of English and literacy for adult learners, young learners, summer-
school boarders, migrant workers, refugees and asylum seekers, teachers, lec-
turers, and a range of university students. I have also worked as a programme 
coordinator and assistant programme manager during which time I have men-
tored teachers who are new to the HE environment. These various roles have 
placed me in the context of private education, adult and community education, 
family education and HE, located in colleges, churches, primary schools, com-
munity centres, but since 2008 only in universities and, as with many other 
teachers since 2020, online at home. Through these experiences at home and 
abroad I have developed an interest in not only different Englishes but also a 
range of languages to include minority, medium-sized and major European 
languages and, more importantly, a sensitivity to people’s emotional connec-
tions with and pragmatic use of their languages. 

Working in adult and community education was a very formative period for 
me and I have lasting memories of working extremely long hours and complet-
ing reams of paperwork to demonstrate that my learners were each progress-
ing in English according to targets set by the British government. This was a 
condition of government funding during a period when English classes for mi-
grant workers were provided free-of-charge, but accountability for every 
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penny was high. In contrast with these less pleasant memories, was the pleas-
ure of teaching groups of students, comprising in some cases 16 different na-
tionalities in one group, where we all benefited from the richness and breadth 
of the experience and national cultural knowledge (e.g. related to arts and tra-
ditions) that each member brought with them. Connections between lan-
guages that surprised and delighted us all at the time arose in classroom inter-
actions, for example the receptive multilingualism that occurred between a 
young Czech traveller and an older Indian lady and when a Romanian woman 
could understand a great deal of what her Italian classmates would say. Per-
haps more of these social-bonding types of situations, which acknowledged 
similarities rather than differences, would have occurred had it not been for 
English language only classroom policies. Back then and it seems even now, 
the use of other languages was a fringe approach in ESOL teaching and English 
only policies were the norm among teachers and learners; interestingly, this 
policy was insisted upon by both parties. Alongside my interest in the Celtic 
languages of Britain that first came into focus when I was studying in the 
South-West of England, it is this experience in community education that 
shaped my interest in language diversity and educational language policy. 

Since working in universities, I have noticed among many other trends 
which are in no particular order: a widening participation in HE, cuts in HE 
funding, a focus on STEM subjects to the detriment of the arts, a rise in pre-
carious employment contracts for teachers and lecturers, an increase in the 
number of international fee-paying students, the introduction of student fees 
for home students in England and Wales and international students in Fin-
land, an increase in the pressure for lecturers around the world to publish in 
English and growth in EMI, everywhere. The consequences of these trends are 
both positive and negative as a matter of perspective. In contrast, there is little 
focus on languages other than English, the more prestigious languages, such 
as French, German and Spanish, and the national and minority language(s) in 
teaching and learning in HE. This means that when international students 
come to universities in Europe, their languages, which could be resources, are 
often relegated to languages of the home. It is with this final observation that 
my doctoral thesis started to emerge, and I started to formulate my ideas 
around how we can share knowledge through a lingua franca while also rein-
forcing the value of other languages. To be more precise, my primary question 
in this research is:  

 

In the higher education environment, how can knowledge be shared and 
produced in a lingua franca while at the same time maintaining and de-
veloping the value of other languages? 
 

The three secondary research questions that accompany this main research 
question will be presented at a later stage in this thesis (Chapter 6). Briefly, 
these complement the main question at three levels: the student level, lecturer 
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level and institutional level. These sub-questions will come into better focus as 
the discussion in this thesis progresses.  

Interestingly, I write about multilingualism in HE from a monolingual en-
vironment in the sense that I myself am not a balanced bilingual, from a bilin-
gual family nor a bilingual society, as many seem to be in this field (if I am to 
take my observations from the conferences I have attended as a measure). Us-
ing the terminology defined by Baker and Wright (2021), I am a late and still 
developing, elective multilingual user of a handful of languages (i.e., Cornish, 
Finnish, French and Portuguese) from beginner to intermediate levels. In the 
European context that makes me plurilingual (Coste et al., 2009 [1997]). In 
addition to named languages, standard languages also surface as a theme in 
this doctoral thesis and as a person from a family comprising different social 
classes, shifting dialect/accent is second nature to me. In some senses, I may 
not be a typical candidate for this field, and I am certainly far from a perfect 
exemplar for the arguments, views and pedagogies I espouse. However, like 
many in this area of study, I believe that different languages and their associ-
ated cultures, practices and ways of seeing the world provide us personally and 
societally with a great deal. 

To sum up, this chapter has set the scene for this doctoral research. It has 
provided a definition, from an equality standpoint, of neoliberalism and ex-
plained how it operates in the educational context, especially the HE context. 
The focus has been on rankings and metrics and, in particular, rankings of re-
search from both institutional and individual scholar perspectives. Due to the 
dominance of predominantly American publication outlets (and other anglo-
phone contexts to a lesser extent), this competitive research environment 
places pressure on institutions and scholars to publish their research in Eng-
lish, and this has an impact on publishing academic research in local lan-
guages. The dominance of English in academia, in turn, trickles down into the 
choice to use English as teaching language on (international) degree pro-
grammes and, more broadly, in the selection of reading materials on university 
courses. At the same time, it is acknowledged that while actively participating 
in this competitive environment, Finland is not strongly representative of it. 
Finally, my personal motivations for embarking on this research are given as 
they relate to my professional career as an English teacher, the squeezing of 
HE funding and the narrowing of its scope (e.g. the greater emphasis on STEM 
subjects), my own experiences of marketisation, and to my personal feelings 
about linguistic diversity.  
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2 THE INSEPARABILITY OF LANGUAGE AND 
IDEOLOGY 

Echoes of the discussion on marketisation from the previous chapter will be 
heard in this chapter which examines the different ways that the relationship 
between language and ideology can be conceived. This is an important topic 
for this thesis because without an ideological dimension to the use of different 
languages, tensions that occur in relation to language could potentially be di-
minished. The common theme running through the sections of this chapter is 
how language use and learning is influenced by economic, cultural, political 
and social factors. These categories are interrelated and, consequently, cannot 
be cleanly separated. They can be understood to operate both internationally 
and nationally. Examples of these factors can be seen in Figure 1, which I pre-
sent here as an overview of aspects that can inform ideologies, before proceed-
ing to a discussion of ideology and language. 
 

 

Figure 1  Factors that influence language ideologies  

The central components of Figure 1 are joined together by circular arrows not 
to show a cycle but to indicate the interrelatedness of the four factors. For ex-
ample, the economic factor influences all other factors since a wealthy nation 
can provide employment opportunities (i.e. social factor), permit the viability 
of traditional occupations (i.e. a cultural factor) and make membership of po-
litical institutions possible (i.e. political factor) as result of income from em-
ployment or welfare payments. Likewise, social factors such as education 
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contribute to the cultivation of arts (e.g. film, theatre, literature), which can in 
turn lead to the political expression of civic rights and when art becomes a 
product, such as a blockbuster film or platinum album, it also contributes to 
the economy through taxation. I mention the moral factor in the Introduction 
and this factor is woven into all factors and for me seems to be related to mi-
nority autochthonous languages (e.g. Cornish and Sámi) which are typically 
overshadowed by the more powerful national languages. There are many pos-
sible permutations of the interrelatedness of these factors. However, I will not 
illustrate further, because the purpose of this chapter is to show how these fac-
tors connect with language ideologies. 

This chapter provides an overview of the theories and approaches that have 
informed the literature reviews, analyses and discussions in the three original 
publications of this doctoral thesis as they relate to language and ideology. 
How exactly these theories and approaches contribute to the publications will 
be explained in the final section of this chapter. 

2.1 THE IDEOLOGICAL POSITIONING OF LANGUAGES 

Language ideologies are representations of, or discourses about, languages in 
connection with their structure and use. They are similar to attitudes or per-
ceptions of language, but the emphasis of language ideologies is on economic 
and social positionings which give language meaning (Rosa & Burdick, 2017, 
p. 2) and power. Although attitudes and perceptions are perhaps not ideolo-
gies in themselves, they are undoubtedly undergirded by prevailing ideologies 
for example, the one-nation one-language ideology that is the main organising 
tool for national identity in many countries and which is often seen to promote 
unity, progress and modernity (Rosa & Burdick, 2017, p. 7). Within this ideol-
ogy, other languages or language varieties are seen as lesser and individuals 
who speak them as potentially in need of linguistic remediation (Heller & 
Duchêne, 2011).  

Definitions of language ideologies have common themes and overlapping 
elements. To make this point, Woolard (1998, pp. 20-21) synthesises defini-
tions given by Rumsey who defines language ideology as ‘shared bodies of 
commonsense (sic) notions about the nature of language in the world’ and Sil-
verstein who describes them as ‘a set of beliefs about language articulated by 
users as a rationalization or justification of perceived language structure and 
use’. The overlapping element here is the implied sense of wisdom carried by 
the words “common sense” and “rationalisation” as the main ingredient of a 
language ideology. To give an example, using a standard academic language 
that follows particular grammatical and stylistic rules can be rationalised as 
promoting academic knowledge in an acceptable form that everyone, who uses 
that language, understands. Use of this language then provides authority and 
power. Additionally, Woolard (1998) points out that language ideology is not 
simply about languages but also human beings, adding that ‘[r]epresentations, 
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whether explicit or implicit, that construe the intersection of language and hu-
man beings in a social world are what we mean by “language ideology”’ (p. 20). 
To return to the example, if an academic has not fully mastered the academic 
standard language, his/her knowledge may be interpreted as unreliable. 
Therefore, his/her contribution to knowledge may have diminished authority. 
This indexing of a human being’s authority by his/her language use is a lan-
guage ideology. Highlighting the human dimension of language ideology is im-
portant for acknowledging social inequalities between different groups of peo-
ple (e.g. gender, social class, occupation) by their language use. 

Woolard (1998, pp. 23-25) summarised four themes that typically arise in 
language ideology research as 1) language ideology as it relates to ‘conscious-
ness, subjective representations, beliefs and ideas’; 2) as protective of the in-
terests and experiences of particular groups along with their material and 
practical dimensions; 3) as related to the struggle for positions of social, eco-
nomic and political power; and 4) as ‘distortion, illusion, error, mystification 
and rationalization’ in connection with those in positions of power. The final 
theme listed here has been most commonly associated with the concept of ide-
ology in the framework of state-supported repression of elements of society 
that are not aligned with the interests of the dominant group in society (Gal & 
Irvine, 2019). For instance, the repression of the languages of minority autoch-
thonous groups (e.g. indigenous groups rather than those descending from im-
migrants) in support of a one-nation-one-language ideology, which is believed 
to create an egalitarian society. This language policy would work as a rational-
isation but may also be an error and/or illusion because supressing language 
could be perceived as alienating rather than egalitarian. In their overview of 
language ideologies in the connection with neoliberalism, Määttä and Pie-
tikäinen (2014) claim that definitions two and three are the most commonly 
used in studies of language. This claim also retains its validity in the context of 
the integration of people from allochthonous (e.g. immigrant) language mi-
norities who may be, at most, compelled to abandon their languages and, at 
the very least, expected to learn the national language as an additional lan-
guage (e.g. Bourhis et al., 2019); by doing so the dominant language and its 
speakers maintain their social, economic, political and material position. It 
follows then that language ideologies are ‘partial’ in that they both represent a 
certain way of looking at the world and are politically and legally partisan with 
interests that favour particular groups of people (Gal & Irvine, 2019, p. 12). 

Language ideologies are created around both named languages and stand-
ard languages, which have their concomitant regional varieties. Kroskrity 
(2010) comments on the connection between groups that hold power as they 
relate to national programmes of language standardisation where there is a 
focus on the ‘“true”, “morally good” and “aesthetically pleasing”’ (p. 195) fea-
tures of language. These features are typically associated with the upper-mid-
dle classes and promote a process of language subordination, but do not, as 
some have argued, reflect societal consensus (Fairclough, 2015, pp. 84-85; 
Kroskrity, 2010, p. 196). Having said this, non-standard varieties can also be 
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promoted to harness political power. Rosa and Burdick (2017) give the exam-
ple of how President Obama was able to change his style of speech to relate to 
different audiences. Bourdieu (1996 [1982]) labelled this strategy as ‘strategies 
of condescension’ (p. 68) in which the speaker wishes to profit from the power 
relations between languages. More specifically, by negating the standard lan-
guage, which would ordinarily be the conventional language for formal occa-
sions, such as a mayor’s address to a town, the speaker can gain greater confi-
dence and/or trust of the audience. It is important to note, however, that local 
appreciation of these uses of non-standard varieties of language are only pos-
sible because of the speakers’ position of authority (Bourdieu, 1991 [1982]; 
Rosa & Burdick, 2017). Ordinary people would have less possibility to employ 
this strategy. 

Kroskrity (2010) goes on to highlight the multifaceted nature of language 
ideology that emerges from social divisions such as gender, social class and 
age/generation and renders the term as only really possible to express in the 
plural, in other words, language ideologies rather than ideology. Furthermore, 
he points out how the construction of language ideologies that are shaped by 
sociocultural experience and linguistic resources create divisions that are sup-
ported by a one-language-one-nation ideology, and how without language 
awareness, the delegitimisation of language will remain uncontested. When it 
is contested, it can lead to, for example, language revitalisation and mainte-
nance movements in cases where a language is in danger of being abandoned. 
At the same time, commodification of minority contexts through, for example, 
tourism, has enabled some minority language speakers to profit from their lan-
guages by engaging in economic activities that call on such languages to add 
authenticity to a product’s symbolic and material value (Heller & Duchêne, 
2011).  In this sense, whether a minority language is subordinated is connected 
with its economic value. 

This section has discussed how language ideologies are constructed though 
the structure and use of language in relation to how they are economically and 
socially positioned. A powerful notion is the one-nation-one-language ideol-
ogy that acts to subordinate all other autochthonous and allochthonous lan-
guages. This subordination also extends to language varieties that deviate from 
the “standard”. Language ideologies take a “common sense” approach to the 
economic and social valuation of languages which can lead to discrimination 
of groups who do not share or cannot use the national standard. Paradoxically, 
given their lower social position, language varieties can also be manipulated 
for the political and economic gains by people in authority to gain trust or to 
develop, for example, tourism projects. Finally, without awareness of language 
ideologies, language delegitimisation can go unnoticed.   

The final section of this chapter will elaborate on the connection between 
language ideologies and this doctoral research. However, in brief, although 
this research acknowledges and refers to the role of standard languages, its 
main focus is on the indexing of languages within Finnish HE as they are 
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connected to the cultural, economic, political and social position of languages. 
These themes will be expanded upon in the following two sections. 

2.2 RATIONALES FOR LEARNING AND USING 
DIFFERENT LANGUAGES 

Although the ideological positioning of different (standard) languages may 
lead to uneven opportunities, there are benefits from accessing these lan-
guages and so individuals and societies will seek to foster skills in them. From 
a purely economic perspective, the gains from learning a/the dominant lan-
guage are clear (Greiner & Zhang, 2021). Drawing on data from several coun-
tries, Greiner and Zhang (2021, p. 5) find that people from linguistic minority 
groups who learn the dominant language of their locale typically earn 10–20 
per cent more than those who do not. They associate an inability to understand 
or speak a common language with slow economic activity. Because this has 
wider economic implications, this may motivate governments and policymak-
ers to promote or even enforce the use of dominant languages (p. 7). Likewise, 
individuals, they assert, are motivated to learn languages with the greatest 
communicative potential and financial return (e.g. Mandarin in the southern 
parts of China and English as a lingua franca). For Greiner and Zhang (2021, 
p. 6), it is clear that speaking a common language is more profitable than hav-
ing a linguistically diverse country, especially for poorer countries who strug-
gle to bear the cost of the 4–5 per cent addition to the budget that bilingual 
education incurs. 

Including but also beyond economic returns, learning a dominant language 
can be seen as a necessary resource for autonomy, participation, representa-
tion and development. This is certainly the finding of a study in rural Bangla-
desh (Seargeant et al., 2017) where interviewees, from a wide range of back-
grounds, saw the benefits of the English language as being practical, for in-
stance by being able to read important advice on the packaging of medical and 
agricultural products; and, subsequently, affective, for example by enabling 
agency to decide and act independently. This, they report, leads to greater lev-
els of self-esteem and improved social status. Furthermore, despite the British 
colonial past of Bangladesh, the English language was not perceived as a threat 
to Bangla or Bangladeshi culture; in fact, the interviewees saw it as a way to 
communicate their culture in tourism contexts (see Prihandoko et al., 2019 for 
the Indonesian context) and make connections with Muslims from around the 
world. English for them is a tool for autonomy. Having said this, according to 
UNESCO8, within the Bangladeshi borders, there are five vulnerable or endan-
gered languages which could potentially be further endangered through an in-
crease in the use of English, although this would not be the reason for language 
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loss (Hultgren, 2020, p. 21). Rather, to tackle issues of linguistic injustice, the 
underlying cause of those injustices (e.g. political unrest, climate change and 
access to advanced technologies) need to be addressed and these are not 
wholly linguistic (Hultgren, 2020). 

The rationales for learning a dominant language are not typically shared by 
those who wish to learn a language with less communicative reach. Even 
though minority languages can have an authenticity-related value that can 
lead to financial reward (Heller & Duchêne, 2011), this does not often seem to 
be the case. If there are economic returns to be had from learning a minority 
language, these are difficult to quantify. For instance, Greiner and Zhang 
(2021, p. 6) suggest that ethnic restaurants make cities more energetic and vi-
brant and that in the USA knowing Spanish gives job applicants a competitive 
edge, even if it does not amount to a higher wage. However, the wider eco-
nomic effect in both these examples is presumed, but difficult to determine. 
Rationales for learning minority languages are more likely to rest in the con-
nection between languages and national cultures through familial heritage, 
which lead to improvements in wellbeing (Greiner & Zhang, 2021; Rumbaut, 
2009). The acquisition of both minority and dominant languages does not 
have to be in conflict, but language policies do need to be in place to establish 
their positions (Baker & Wright, 2021, p. 80; Cenoz & Gorter, 2017a). Such 
policies should define spaces where different languages can exist. However, 
this will in most cases mean that minority speakers will be compelled to learn 
the dominant national language and the global lingua franca to access a full 
range of social and economic opportunities. This in itself might feel somewhat 
unjust. 

The power of language ideologies and the consequent general trend for peo-
ple to ascend local language hierarchies can result in inequalities not only at 
global but also local levels. This is evident in cases where regional dialects/ac-
cents are valued less than the written and spoken standard variety. This divide 
can be seen in political and economic spheres and the media, where the more 
important roles, for instance newsreaders, are held by those who speak the 
standard language, leaving roles such as quiz show hosting as suitable ones for 
those with a regional accent (Fairclough, 2015, p. 86). A similar pattern can be 
seen with different languages. For example, drawing on a range of qualitative 
data, a comparative study of international university students from two British 
universities, who have a linguistic repertoire that includes those languages at 
the top of the language hierarchy (see Chapter 2.3), and home university stu-
dents, who speak a “heritage language” (e.g., Bangladeshi, Gujarati) and Eng-
lish, observed that while the former were able to draw on their languages for a 
range of academic tasks, the latter did not and could not envisage their lan-
guages having a place in their university studies (Preece, 2019). In fact, the 
home university students were typically not literate in their heritage language 
and had only received schooling in English. This divide has been referred to as 
prestigious versus plebian multilingualism (Jaspers, 2009 cited in Preece, 
2019) which, for me, captures the demeaning ideological tone of “heritage 
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language”. After all, if the heritage language was French or German, would it 
still be labelled a “heritage” language? In contrast, the type of multilingualism 
that the international university students have in Preece’s (2019) study is re-
ferred to as ‘elite multilingualism’. 

Elite multilingualism is related to the perceived ‘market’ value associated 
with the acquisition of particular prestigious languages, and sometimes mi-
nority languages such as Basque and Welsh (J.M. Cots, personal communica-
tion, 1 November 2021). This selection of languages (i.e., typically those found 
towards the top of the global language hierarchy) is typically available to the 
educated middle-classes and shifts with market demand (de Costa, 2019). The 
acquisition of these languages has been described as a ‘neoliberal impulse’ re-
lated to the instrumental/market value of a language and the cultural capital 
it offers (de Costa, 2019, p. 453). This chasing of language based on neoliberal 
principles of the marketplace is frequently referred to as the commodification 
of language (e.g., de Costa, 2019; Heller, 2010; Heller & Duchêne, 2011). Simp-
son and O’Regan (2018), however, suggest referring to this not as the com-
modification of language, but the ‘appearance’ of the commodification of lan-
guage. They argue that while language may appear as a commodity, it is in 
itself not a commodity.  

Drawing upon Marx (1990 [1867]) and Smith (2003 [1776]), Simpson and 
O’Regan (2018) explain that a commodity must have a use-value (utility) and 
an exchange-value on the market for money or another commodity. Further-
more and crucially, the value of the commodity cannot be detached from its 
social-value, in other words the labour-time spent in the production of the 
commodity, and it is this that a language in itself does not have. They also ar-
gue that language appearing as a commodity is not a consequence of the ne-
oliberal age of capitalism but that it has always existed. While language in itself 
is not the product of labour nor a peculiarity of neoliberalism, Simpson and 
O’Regan (2018) do suggest that the language teaching “industry” can be ana-
lysed using this framework. Haberland (2020) agrees that language can only 
be traded on a “metaphorical” market and suggests that other non-linguistic 
products, such as the media, publishing and entertainment, which are profit-
able language-related assets also have a trade value (Haberland, 2020). Con-
sequently, the language as commodity argument is not undermined as such, 
but reorientated. What is evident is the appearance of the commodification of 
language and this can be seen in the types of languages that people value, as 
we have seen in the previous section. 

Drawing on language commodification research and combining it with en-
terprise culture and the theory of human capital, de Costa et al. (2021) have 
shifted their nomenclature to ‘linguistic entrepreneurship’ which considers the 
framing of competitive individual characteristics and desirable skills alongside 
language learning choices to better understand the pursuit of languages. While 
they admit linguistic entrepreneurship has a significant overlap with language 
commodification, they assert that it is more focused on how individuals and 
institutions align themselves with the neoliberal ideal subject, in other words 
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someone who maximises their potential in order to obtain individual, institu-
tional and societal economic development. However, it seems that while this 
slight repositioning enables disentanglement from the literal interpretations 
of language as a commodity (e.g., Simpson & O’Regan, 2018), it still has strong 
echoes of language commodification in that language acquisition in their the-
ory remains situated in market-based arguments. 

The language as a commodity argument has its roots in Bourdieu’s (1991 
[1982])9 ‘profit of distinction’, ‘capitals’ and ‘markets’, which are not labour 
markets but metaphorical markets with an exchange in symbolic value (Simp-
son & O’Regan, 2018). The languages with the highest exchange value are 
termed ‘legitimate’ languages (Bourdieu, 1991 [1982]). These are typically of-
ficial languages which unify the market and exclude those individuals who do 
not speak them. Legitimate languages are strongly connected with social and 
economic advantage and, consequently, they have both linguistic and cultural 
characteristics. Mastering these languages leads to higher social positions and 
because of their rarity, they offer a profit of distinction, in other words master-
ing legitimate languages leads to social profits on the symbolic value market. 
Paradoxically, in the current ideological and hierarchical system, in order to 
defend or maintain a language, the market must be defended because without 
the market, the value of the language disappears (Bourdieu, 1991 [1982]). This 
would be true of any language regardless of its vitality and power. In relation 
this point, Bourdieu (1991 [1982]) highlights educational institutions as bro-
kers of language valorisation, positing that without them linguistic compe-
tence and capital would disappear. However, this is not the sole rationale for 
(not) acquiring particular languages. 

The literature emerging from the French context on language acquisition 
has drawn on the work of Moscovici (Moore, 2001) in relation to social repre-
sentations to explain language learning processes and choices. Social repre-
sentations can be described as how individuals and/or groups define them-
selves against the other vis-à-vis motivations, attitudes and stereotypes 
(Moore, 2001). Social representations provide a way to understand social 
bonds and divisions and how group/individual beliefs affect these; they are 
also understood to be learnt and can consequently evolve rather than remain-
ing rigid (Moore, 2001). Social representations have been applied to language, 
particularly by those researchers interested in multilingualism and subse-
quently termed as language representations (Moore, 2001), linguistic repre-
sentations (see Dagenais & Jacquet, 2008) or sociolinguistic representations 
(see Moore & Gajo, 2009) all with significant overlap with one another. These 
representations can be constructed in terms of belonging, identity and posi-
tioning in relation to the other (Moore, 2001), with bi/plurilingualism being 

 
9 Bourdieu wrote about the language environment specifically in France and French schools, but his 

concepts have since been applied to a range of contexts to help understand power relations between 

languages. While it is beyond the scope of this doctoral thesis to evaluate how well this concept has trav-

elled to the different contexts where it is used, this presents an interesting question.  



 

33 
 

particularly important for both learning a language and developing multiple 
identities (Moore & Gajo, 2009) where self-chosen identities grind against 
those that are imposed on them (Dagenais & Jacquet, 2008) for example de-
scendants of immigrants who speak the national language as well as a heritage 
language regardless of their proficiency in it. 

Although scholarly work on language representations seeks to address is-
sues of social inequality and thus acknowledges the influence of language ide-
ology and hierarchies in relation to language learning choices, it highlights 
other contextual and linguistic factors too. This can be the classroom environ-
ment where the co-construction of stereotypes behind language representa-
tions between teachers and students take place (Castellotti & Moore, 2002). 
These can inform both negative representations of nations that affect the will-
ingness to a learn a language, and positive representations, such as the useful-
ness of a language or value judgements about a language based on spending 
time in a country where the language is spoken. These representations con-
tribute to the success or failure of language learning. The linguistic factors can 
be related to perceived differences/distances between languages that position 
them as difficult to learn, regardless of the objective similarities and differ-
ences which can help or hinder learning (Castellotti & Moore, 2002). Addi-
tionally, Castellotti and Moore (2002) delineate an unhelpful representation 
of multilingualism as a confusing muddle brought about by difficulties in, for 
example, recall of vocabulary. It seems to be important, particularly for lan-
guage teachers, to be aware of language representations in the design of learn-
ing activities. 

This section has discussed the economic and social opportunities that are 
associated with learning dominant languages and how financial returns are 
associated with the use of a common language. In contrast, the motivations for 
learning a minority language are typically non-financial and related to herit-
age. It has also discussed how particular languages may not be valued equally 
in prestigious settings, such as the media and HE, and how this positioning of 
language allows for “metaphorical” markets that reflect language ideologies 
and hierarchies. In these markets, language has the appearance of a commod-
ity, and this facilitates the pursuit of language in an entrepreneurial fashion. 
In contrast, some French voices pertaining to language representations offer 
further reasons for choosing (not) to learn particular languages, such as na-
tional stereotypes and perceived difficulties in learning a language.  

The next section builds on theories around language ideologies and lan-
guage valorisation that come together in the construction of language hierar-
chies. 

2.3 THE CONSTRUCTION OF LANGUAGE HIERARCHIES 

Language ideologies reflect the interlinked social (e.g. languages of legal and 
educational institutions, work and the home), cultural (e.g. languages 
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associated with (national) traditions, literature and film, art, and cuisine) and 
economic (e.g. languages used in (inter)national business, finance and trade) 
power of language users. Consequently, languages can be ordered by their im-
portance in these interrelated arenas. One way to visualise this importance is 
with language hierarchies or pyramids. Such visualisations can represent lo-
cal, national, regional and global linguistic situations. Graddol’s (1997) fore-
cast for the status of English in the 21st century; Weber’s (1999) snapshot eval-
uation, often in relation to the status of French, of the ten most influential lan-
guages; and de Swaan’s (2001) language galaxy of multilingual speakers have 
all contributed to an understanding of the statuses of a variety of languages in 
different contexts. However, the focus here is on the global scale. There is sig-
nificant overlap in their findings, as can be seen in Table 1 which provides a 
quick comparison of these hierarchies. In the final column of the table a com-
parison with up-to-date language statistics from the Ethnologue database 
(Eberhard et al., 2022) is provided. 

The differences in these hierarchies can be explained by the authors’ moti-
vation for compiling them and their own ideological positions which can be 
indicated by their labelling of the different categories of language. For in-
stance, ‘strength’ for Weber (1991) refers to how widespread, and therefore 
globally influential, a language is, not how strongly people are connected to 
their language, for instance. Graddol’s (1997, p. 13) use of ‘vernacular’ denotes 
an invisibility or of lesser spoken languages, as only in the EU context does he 
name such languages (e.g. Breton, Karelian, Manx). Eberhard et al. (2022) use 
the label ‘native speaker’, which has many power-related connotations in 
terms of opportunity, where native speakers may be preferred over non-native 
speakers, although in this case they are seeking to illustrate, through compar-
ison, the numbers of people who speak languages as an additional language. It 
is likely that academics who have a passionate interest in languages do not 
discriminate against different language groups, but it seems that languages 
ideologies are instinctive and perhaps not at the conscious level. In the process 
of writing of this doctoral thesis, I have been subject to this myself through, for 
example, the ordering of lists of languages without fully considering how such 
lists may implicate me in constructing language hierarchies. Can I order a list 
of languages randomly or am I always subject to a subconscious language hi-
erarchy? To circumvent this, I now present lists of languages alphabetically. 
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To return to the hierarchies in Table 1, Graddol’s (1997) predictions for the 
future of English, which was published by the British Council, focused on how 
developments in trade, economics and management, technology and the in-
ternet, and culture through, for example, literature and other entertainment 
genres may affect the numbers of users of English, who are not necessarily 
native speakers and who are mostly bi/multilingual. He predicts that English 
language learning will grow but its “market share” will decline as a greater mix 
of languages become important in key areas, such as the media, internet com-
munication and regional trade. Interestingly, Graddol’s predictions appear to 
be on their way to being borne out as Eberhard et al.’s (2022) statistics show 
that Graddol’s top five languages are indeed in the current top six most spoken 
languages (see table 1). However, this is with four potential differences: the 
conception of Mandarin Chinese, because Eberhard et al. (2022) conceive of it 
as a combination of 13 languages/varieties10, but how Graddol defined Man-
darin Chinese is not explained; the distinction between Urdu and Hindi, which 
Graddol conceives of as one language in his hierarchy; the separate listing of 
Nigerian Pidgin (which is 14th on Eberhard et al.’s (2022) list) and English, 
which may have been combined in Graddol’s hierarchy; and finally, French is 
in current top five most spoken languages. This is a result of its continued pop-
ularity as an additional language (Eberhard et al., 2022). 

To understand the influence of different languages, Weber (1999, based on 
earlier data from Gunnemark, 1991) also takes those factors Graddol (1997) 
draws upon in his predictions into consideration, but adds the overlapping 
themes of social (e.g., prestige), military, scientific and organisational factors. 
As such, his placing of French in the second position of his list is a reflection 
of its prestige and the efforts of the French government to promote the French 
language (pp. 26–27). Interestingly, Weber (1999, p. 24) also commented on 
the possible disproportionate effect of returning international students on the 
prestige of a foreign language by dint of their social position, while Graddol 
(1997, p. 36) commented on the growing importance of English in HE which 
appears to have since become concomitant with internationalisation (see 
Chapter 4). Because the information from Weber presented in the table fo-
cuses on the analysis of the position of languages from the perspective of their 
strength and their use as lingua francas, his list is difficult to compare with the 
up-to-date statistics. However, of the ten languages in Weber’s list, eight, or 
nine if Hindi and Urdu are counted separately, are currently the most spoken 
languages globally. 

de Swaan (2001), taking into account all the aforementioned factors from 
both Graddol’s and Weber’s analyses, is interested in how the world is 

 
10 Mandarin Chinese here includes: Gan Chinese, Hakka Chinese, Huizhou Chinese, Jinyu Chinese, 

Mandarin Chinese, Min Bei Chinese, Min Dong Chinese, Min Nan Chinese, Min Zhong Chinese, North-

ern Pinghua, Pu-Xian Chinese, Southern Pinghua, Wu Chinese, Xiang Chinese, Yue Chinese. Eberhard 

et al. (2022) refer to this group as a ‘macrolanguage’ because of their shared writing system and litera-

ture.  
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connected by its multilingual speakers and through which an ascent of the 
global language pyramid can be observed. To be more specific, speakers of pe-
ripheral languages, which can generally be described as non-recorded lan-
guages of narration and memory, move up the hierarchy to central languages 
to access the media, education, justice, politics and bureaucracy. At the same 
time, those who speak the central languages go to the supercentral languages 
for international communication and to access the higher echelons of society 
found in big business, technology, law and HE, while those who speak the 
supercentral languages use the hypercentral language, English, for interna-
tional communication. As such, de Swaan’s language ‘galaxy’ of connected 
multilingual speakers bears some similarity with Weber’s (1999) hierarchy of 
lingua francas. Graddol (1997), Weber (1999) and de Swaan (2001) all predict 
a continuation of the decrease in the number of languages at the base of the 
pyramid, and both Graddol and de Swaan predict very little change in the po-
sition of English in the near future. It seems, according to Eberhard et al.’s 
database (2022), that these predictions are indeed accurate: English is the 
most spoken language in the world, half of the world speak 23 languages and 
40 per cent of the estimated 7,151 languages are endangered. Moreover, de 
Swaan explains that even if the USA declined in its global importance, the sta-
tus of English would not suddenly drop in response to such political change 
but would lag behind in a phenomenon he terms ‘linguistic inertia’ (p. 17). This 
lag would presumably apply to all languages regardless of their position in the 
hierarchy and could explain the slowly declining position of French across the 
hierarchies (see Table 1).  

Language hierarchies are not only a global phenomenon but can also been 
seen at the local level. The local situation is evident in the limited communica-
tive reach of private languages in contrast to public language practices (Piller, 
2016). Advocates of assimilationist policies, whereby an individual is expected 
to abandon or at least relegate their heritage language to a language of the 
home in favour of the host country’s language, believe that monolingualism 
leads to equality of opportunity (Baker & Wright, 2021). This is part of the 
theoretical underpinning of the one-nation-one-language ideology, which can 
be seen in the USA context, where the number of monolingual speakers is ris-
ing among the children of immigrant parents whereas the number of fluent 
bilingual children among the same group is falling (Rumbaut, 2009, p. 45). 
Using the same data set, Portes and Rumbaut (2014) found that children who 
did not learn English benefitted from strong familial relations but suffered 
from lower self-esteem and ambition. In contrast, fluent bilingual children 
were 8% more likely to aspire to a university education. These findings suggest 
that fluent bilingualism leads to good family relations and greater aspirations. 
At the same time, the act of maintaining heritage languages also lessens the 
risk of damaging the diversity of languages at the base of the language pyra-
mid.  

Speaking from the Australian perspective, Piller (2016) asserts that linguis-
tic homogeneity has been normalised, and that the multilingualism perceived 
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as desirable is that which is associated with the white population. Showing how 
this plays out in the most mundane situations, she provides an example of a 
carparking ticket machine that produces multilingual parking tickets in major 
European languages rather than in the immigrant languages of the community 
in Sydney that the machine serves. This simple example shows how linguistic 
diversity may be associated with inequality as a consequence of prevailing lan-
guage hierarchies (de Swaan, 2001; Piller, 2016). In addition, Piller’s observa-
tion provides an example of Gal and Irvine’s (2019) “erasure” where a linguis-
tic form that does not fit the prevailing ideology becomes invisible11. The lan-
guage is not actually erased but is explained away. The ‘explaining away’ in 
Piller’s example is that because the machine is manufactured in Germany, it 
automatically uses the languages at the top of the hierarchy in the European 
context as the standard repertoire for the machine (Piller, 2016). This provides 
a reason for the absence of the languages that would be most important in the 
Syndney suburb in question. Finally, to return to the prior discussion around 
language standardisation, even monolingual individuals, Piller (2016) high-
lights, are subject to a linguistic hierarchy as they are also subjected to lan-
guage normalisation through the social, cultural and economic advantages 
that are concomitant with the standard language. 

In summary, language hierarchies are a reflection of prevailing ideologies 
in that they order languages according to power relations that are influenced 
by trade, economics, management and organisation, science and technology, 
social prestige, culture, and military activities. While there are pockets of ac-
tivity where peripheral languages have become the focus of language learning 
(de Costa, 2019) and where bilingualism is maintained throughout familial 
generations, the inclination is for language learning activities to be intent on 
climbing the language hierarchy towards those languages with the most com-
municative reach and economic value. Moreover, this inclination is not only 
observable with languages at the global level, but also at the local level affect-
ing different languages and language varieties. 

2.4 Connections between this chapter and the original 
publications 

This chapter has drawn attention to how different factors (e.g. cultural, eco-
nomic, political and social) interact with language to create language ideolo-
gies (section 2.1) which subsequently motivate language learning, sometimes 
as if languages form a market (section 2.3), and construct language hierarchies 

 
11 I am grateful to Professor Hultgren for highlighting my own complicity in ‘language erasure’ since 

my knowledge of English is omitted from the enumeration of languages that I can use myself in Chapter 

1.3. This omission can be “explained away” by my obvious knowledge of English as demonstrated by the 

writing of this thesis but could be equally explained by the multilingual (beyond English) ideology that I 

espouse. 
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(section 2.3). Language ideologies inform the construction of a given language 
hierarchy which is, in turn, a useful analytical tool and is particularly evident 
in publication I (i.e. Language Ideologies and the Experiences of Interna-
tional Students) of this doctoral research where the value awarded to the stu-
dents’ languages and the languages that these students choose to learn appear 
to be hierarchically ordered in accordance with the predictions outlined by 
Graddol (1997). This publication also discusses standard languages with ref-
erence to the students’ language learning opportunities. The publication II (i.e. 
Glimpses into the ‘Language Galaxy’ of International Universities: Interna-
tional Students’ Multilingual and Translanguaging Experiences and Strate-
gies at a Top Finnish University) draws upon the notion of the communication 
value, or Q-value, of languages proposed by de Swaan (2001) to better under-
stand institutional engagement with different languages within the constella-
tion of the University of Helsinki (UH). Both of these studies show how inter-
national students use their languages to meet their educational goals through 
translingual practices (see Chapter 5) which fall outside of the formal syllabus. 
Publication III (i.e. Language tensions and unseen languages in a multilin-
gual university: the perspectives of university lecturers) draws upon lan-
guage ideologies and tensions in relation to the institutional language hierar-
chy that is implied by the UH language policy (see Chapter 4) from the stand-
point of university lecturers. 

The next chapter discusses the growing importance of internationalisation 
in HE and is followed by Chapter 4 that will show how this is connected to 
language use. 

 

 

 

 
 



 

41 
 

3 THE DESIRABILITY OF 
INTERNATIONALISATION 

Internationalisation of HE has transformed the university environment. It 
contributes to the marketisation of universities, discussed in Chapter 1, and 
importantly for this doctoral research, encourages greater linguistic diversity 
and plays a role in indexing languages (see Chapter 2). As such, there is clearly 
an interplay between internationalisation and languages which is broached in 
the original publications that are associated this thesis and also in the peda-
gogic approach proposed in Chapter 10. Without internationalisation abroad, 
the publications that feature in this doctoral research, which focus on interna-
tional students and their languages, would not have been possible. With this 
mind, the purpose of this chapter is to explain what is meant by international-
isation so that references to internationalisation and international students 
which are frequent in this research will have been given some exposition. This 
short chapter sets out to explain what is meant by internationalisation, why 
institutions desire it and why students engage in it. 

3.1 INTERPRETATIONS OF INTERNATIONALISATION 

Internationalisation of HE falls into two main sub-fields: internationalisation 
abroad, in other words academic mobility, and internationalisation at home, 
in other words the development of a curriculum that has learning outcomes 
that are associated with global citizenship (de Wit & Altbach, 2021). My un-
derstanding of a global citizenship here is the development of knowledge 
through a curriculum that draws on knowledge produced beyond national bor-
ders. However, a frequently quoted definition of internationalisation that sees 
‘global’ as simply worldwide in scope comes from Knight (2003, p. 2): 

  

Internationalization at the national, sector, and institutional levels is 
defined as the process of integrating an international, intercultural, or 
global dimension into the purpose, functions or delivery of postsecond-
ary education. 

 
Knight explains that her definition is purposefully generic so that it can be ap-
plied to different contexts, to include internationalisation at home and abroad. 
For this same reason, she chooses to avoid ideological notions of globalisation, 
using instead ‘global dimension’ to refer to flows of technology, economy, 
knowledge, people and values (p. 3), although even within this short list, ide-
ological positionings are not difficult to reach. She groups together ‘interna-
tional’, ‘intercultural’ and ‘global dimensions’ since, for her, these concepts are 
interlinked with ‘international’ referring to relationships between nations, 
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cultures and countries and ‘intercultural’ referring to the diversity among 
them. Furthermore, she chooses ‘process’ to refer to the developing and chang-
ing picture of internationalisation, ‘functions’ to mean largely teaching, learn-
ing and research, and ‘post-secondary education’ in order to include education 
providers beyond universities (pp. 2–3). She does not term international edu-
cation as an industry, as source of income nor an opportunity for institutional 
branding which is how it has, since the 1990s, increasingly become to be un-
derstood (de Wit, 2020, p. I; see also Chapter 1.1–2 of this thesis). 

The concept of internationalisation at home (IaH) emerged in Sweden in 
1999 as a reaction to a situation where 95% of students were immobile even 
though the Erasmus programme, which ought to make mobility more accessi-
ble, was in operation (de Wit, 2020). A slightly higher figure of 96.8% was seen 
in Finland in 2017, which makes IaH a relevant form of internationalisation 
for Finnish universities too (Weimer et al., 2019, p. 17). The IaH approach 
seeks to capture those who have not studied abroad and who would benefit 
from international learning opportunities within the local community (Beelen 
& Jones, 2015). This approach involves engaging with local cultural/ethnic 
and international groups as part of an effort to internationalise the curriculum. 
Furthermore, given that diversity is present even in what may be perceived as 
a culturally homogenous classroom (Dervin, 2016), the presence of interna-
tional students is seen as an advantageous rather than a necessary component 
of internationalisation. Moreover, although English is often the instructional 
language in internationalisation abroad programmes, there is no requirement 
for any particular language in order to offer international and intercultural ed-
ucation at home (Beelen & Jones, 2015; de Wit, 2011). Overall, IaH is an edu-
cational approach which is thought to enable a wider range of academic expe-
riences than those found within a more nationally-based curricula. 

The other type of internationalisation, internationalisation abroad, attracts 
more scholarly attention than IaH. The reason for this is that even where in-
ternationalisation abroad retains the more sympathetic educational aims that 
are associated with IaH, it has become big business (de Wit & Altbach, 2021). 
What was limited to international research exchanges in the 1980s and student 
exchanges in the 1990s has turned into the recruitment of international stu-
dents for not only short exchanges, but entire degree programmes (Branden-
burg & de Wit, 2011), which attract student fees that, unlike fees for domestic 
students, are frequently set by institutions themselves (Deeks, 2021, p. 28). To 
reflect these changes, the terminology has shifted from academic mobility and 
study abroad (de Wit, 2011a) to trade in HE, for instance, cross-border, trans-
national, branch campus and borderless education (Knight, 2013, p. 86). In 
Finland, the term ‘education export’ is often used to refer to the marketisation 
of Finnish education abroad (Dervin, 2013; Kauko & Medvedeva, 2016, p. 
103). 
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3.2 INSTITUTIONAL RATIONALES FOR 
INTERNATIONALISATION 

Rationales for internationalisation vary by nation and are subject to different 
and shifting influences (de Wit & Altbach, 2021). These interrelated influences 
can be political (e.g., strategic alliances), social (e.g., development of human 
capital), cultural (e.g., soft power), economic (e.g., financial gain through stu-
dent fees) and/or academic (e.g., status and profile) (de Wit, 2011a). To inves-
tigate these influences, or different rationales for internationalisation, Seeber 
et al. (2016) conducted a statistical analysis of International Association of 
Universities (IAU) survey data involving 520 European HE institutions. Their 
results highlight that orientations towards the more sympathetic aims of in-
ternationalisation are associated with an influential student body, teaching-
focused institutions and comparatively high levels of public funding. In con-
trast, research-intensive universities are incentivised by research and 
knowledge production rationales. Furthermore, the institutions with the 
strongest revenue rationale (i.e., the UK and Ireland) not only have 20–30 per 
cent lower levels of public funding, but also share the language in which the 
competition for resources resides. Institutions with higher levels of funding 
were not significantly motivated by an economic rationale. While these find-
ings do not provide many surprises, they add some colour to those commonly 
cited categories (e.g. political, economic and social) that motivate internation-
alisation policy.   

In contrast to Seeber et al.’s (2016) analysis of the IAU data12, de Wit and 
Altbach (2021) argue that while there are different influences on internation-
alisation policy, the economic rationale is increasing in importance across na-
tions. They assert that this trend has been set by the success of the United 
Kingdom and Australia in international student recruitment, employment of 
skilled migrants and enhanced reputation through national, regional and in-
ternational rankings and metrics. Since these outcomes result in soft power, 
revenue, and prestige, internationalisation has increasingly become a priority 
for governments. However, a potential consequence of having these more 
competitive aims interwoven into internationalisation initiatives, is that the 
more compassionate aims of (international) education could be obscured 
(Knight, 2013, p. 88). In effect, these market-based approaches to HE mean 
that internationalisation has essentially moved from a process-based ap-
proach to international HE (Knight, 2003) to an aim in itself (de Wit & Alt-
bach, 2021) often to compete in global rankings (Deeks, 2021, p. 30). Regard-
less of the rationale of individual institutions, IaH (de Wit & Altbach, 2021) 
and internationalisation abroad (Deeks, 2021) are very likely to continue to be 
aim for many universities around the world.    

 

 
12 Note that governments were not surveyed in the IAU study. 
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3.3 STUDENT RATIONALES FOR STUDYING ABROAD 

The factors that shape internationalisation strategies for institutions (i.e. so-
cial, cultural, economic, academic) also, in different ways, influence the deci-
sion for students to study abroad. Although the quality of educational experi-
ence cannot be determined by the numbers of international students in circu-
lation, it seems reasonable to suggest that the general upward trend in the 
number of international students who embark on short- and long-term study 
programmes (Cheng, 2021; Kortegast & Boisfontaine, 2015; Pike & Sillem, 
2018; Tarrant et al., 2014) is connected with the significant benefits that the 
students derive from the experience of studying abroad. Indeed, returning stu-
dents report their study abroad experience as being life-changing and trans-
formative (Pike & Sillem, 2018). In addition to development of language skills 
(Kortegast & Boisfontaine, 2015), studies have shown that students across dis-
ciplines hope to develop academic expertise and gain intercultural skills, 
through for example personal friendships (Lovett, 2018; Cheng, 2021). In Kor-
tegast and Boisfontaine’s (2015) study that explored the post-study abroad re-
flections of international exchange students, these hopes materialised but 
seem to have been muted by the lack of a structured programme that enables 
them to share and process their experiences. The need for more structured 
learning programmes that provide ample opportunity for reflection to opti-
mise learning from study abroad experiences is not an isolated finding (see 
also Cho & Morris, 2015; Pike & Sillem, 2018; Tarrant et al., 2014). 

Research that focuses on the experiences of students often highlights issues 
of equality in participation in study abroad programmes with a common criti-
cism that they appear to exclusively attract elite students and institutions (Bal-
latore, 2006; de Wit & Altbach, 2021; Pike & Sillem, 2018; Salisbury et al., 
2011). Ballatore (2006) examined student participation in the Erasmus pro-
gramme in universities in England, France and Italy and found that there is 
lack of diversity among Erasmus students. She found that the students were 
frequently those who came from wealthier families, had advanced in their 
studies rapidly, were accustomed to foreign travel, and were, subsequently, 
strategic in their study-abroad choices. That study abroad is affiliated with a 
minority of students (de Wit & Altbach, 2021) from the most privileged back-
grounds has raised questions as to whether it is a defensible activity (Pike & 
Sillem, 2018). This view is particularly poignant when students return with 
reinforced views of the superiority of their own (academic) culture (Kinginger, 
2013; Pike & Sillem, 2018). Given this, it is potentially problematic that such 
students are not expected to analyse the implications of the power and privi-
lege that they hold as students from the elite minority (Pike & Sillem, 2018). 
Overall, there is risk that internationalisation abroad, at least physically rather 
than virtually, will become the preserve of the middle and upper classes. 

For institutions, the rationale of internationalisation abroad programmes 
appear to mainly be focused on economic gains and academic repute and these 
seem to have moulded internationalisation into a goal in itself, as reflected, for 
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example, in university rankings. Nonetheless, despite its reputation for being 
overly business-orientated, faith in internationalisation to do good has not 
been completely lost with calls for internationalisation to assist with the soci-
etal and global issues that have been outlined in the UN Sustainable Develop-
ment Goals (SDGs) (de Wit & Altbach, 2021). This appears to be gaining trac-
tion as demonstrated by the introduction of the Times Higher Education Im-
pact Rankings that is measured against SDGs. While on the one hand this may 
motivate institutions to do better, on the other hand, it theoretically creates an 
SDG market in the HE sector, which somehow sit together rather uncomfort-
ably or perhaps this is another indication of how normalised markets in HE 
have become. 

In summary, internationalisation can be understood in two ways: interna-
tional abroad (mobility) and internationalisation at home (IaH). While IaH 
relates to the development of an international curriculum and the concept of 
global citizenship, mobility appears be connected with the development of ac-
ademic, cultural, economic, political and social power on the global stage. 
Growing attention seems to be devoted to the economic and academic market-
based rewards (e.g. academic global rankings) associated with mobility rather 
than the educational outcomes associated with internationalisation. From a 
learning perspective, students that have the chance to engage in study abroad-
related courses report having both academically and socially life-changing ex-
periences as a result of study abroad. Although this is clearly a positive finding, 
there is a far higher proportion of upper and middle-class students engaging 
in mobility than their less affluent counterparts which is problematic when in-
ternationalisation is supposed to be available to all. This makes the develop-
ment of IaH initiatives more salient. 

3.4 CONNECTIONS BETWEEN THIS CHAPTER AND THE 
ORIGINAL PUBLICATIONS 

This short chapter has discussed the benefits and drawbacks of international-
isation from student and institutional standpoints and shown how interna-
tionalisation is mainly desired because of its associated revenues and aca-
demic “markets”. Each of the three publications that form part of this doctoral 
thesis are situated in the context of the international university and discuss the 
experiences, attitudes and treatment of international students. While publica-
tion I (i.e. Language Ideologies and the Experiences of International Stu-
dents) discusses internationalisation more than the other two, internationali-
sation still provides the backdrop for the research conducted in each of them. 
Moreover, IaH is an outcome of the pedagogic approach I propose in Chapter 
10 of this doctoral thesis. 

Internationalisation will be returned to in Chapter 7 in which the interna-
tionalisation goals of Finland will be discussed. The next chapter, however, 
delves into the linguistic diversities and complexities emerging from the 
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internationalisation of HE and demonstrates how this is connected to lan-
guage use in teaching, learning and research. 
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4 LANGUAGE IN HIGHER EDUCATION 

The purpose of this chapter is to, firstly, explain the relationship between in-
ternationalisation and English Medium Instruction (EMI) and to highlight 
some of the practical, ideological and pedagogic complexities that are associ-
ated with the role of English as a dominant language in HE. After doing so, the 
discussion proceeds to how universities attempt to mitigate against the in-
creasing presence of English and EMI through university language policies. 
This theme is expanded to discuss how university language policies try to 
broaden their remit to include intercultural elements. This chapter will argue 
that international students are invisible in university language policies and 
what these policies mean by linguistic diversity is quite narrow.  Furthermore, 
it will claim that the assumption that interculturality is concomitant with using 
foreign languages or occurs through the presence of students from other coun-
tries is not well-supported. 

 

4.1 THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN 
INTERNATIONALISATION AND ENGLISH-MEDIUM 
INSTRUCTION 

 
EMI refers to teaching tertiary-level courses through English rather than the 
local language. In addition to teaching, EMI encompasses ‘whole-class inter-
action, the learning materials, and the demonstration and assessment of learn-
ing outcomes (such as oral presentation, assignments, or tests)’ (Dearden & 
Spain, 2021, p. 5). On an EMI programme other languages have a limited, if 
any, role. Alternatives to using English, naturally, are possible but EMI is the 
easiest option given that, in the European context, English is the principal for-
eign language offered and learnt at the primary and secondary levels of educa-
tion (Eurostat, 2021). In fact, in 2019, between 70–100 per cent of primary 
school children and, on average, 96.4% of upper-secondary school students 
learnt English as a foreign language. In contrast, Spanish, which is the second 
most learnt foreign language, was studied by 26.4 per cent of upper-secondary 
school students. This situation has occurred in spite of the European Commis-
sion’s ongoing plans for multilingualism and diversity in language learning, 
commonly referred to as the M+2 (mother tongue plus two foreign languages) 
initiative that was agreed in 2002 (Doiz et al., 2013; Eurostat, 2021).  

Because there are such high levels of English language learning at lower 
levels of education, EMI has become a natural choice for internationalisation 
abroad. As such, EMI has become synonymous with internationalisation re-
sulting in the coinage of “Englishization” (Piller & Cho, 2013; Saarinen & 
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Nikula, 2013). Underpinned by the GATS agreement (see Chapter 1.1), Eng-
lishization is understood to be a consequence of marketisation, standardisa-
tion and competition (Hultgren et al., 2015). More specifically, EMI has been 
adopted by HE institutions to attract fee-paying and exchange students, in-
crease the employability of domestic students, broaden the networks of uni-
versities and enhance institutional reputation (Cummins, 2013; Ferguson, 
2007, Wilkinson, 2013) where international staff and students are a direct cri-
terion in university rankings (Cummins, 2013). The possibilities for untan-
gling EMI from internationalisation abroad seem to be largely theoretical as 
one relies on the other.  

The business case for internationalising through EMI at non-anglophone 
institutions is perfectly clear, but there are other advantages to providing EMI 
courses and degree programmes. While the main driver for EMI is to capture 
an increasing number of highly-mobile, fee-paying students so as to survive a 
poorly-funded yet competitive HE market (Wilkinson, 2013), another is to of-
fer opportunities to students from less developed countries to study abroad 
(Cummins, 2013; see also Wilkinson, 2013). Although these opportunities 
continue to exist13, including at the University of Helsinki14 they are very lim-
ited (Cummins, 2013). Since scholarship opportunities are dwindling and the 
living costs associated with studying abroad are high, the introduction of EMI 
programmes at universities in ASEAN states and China (Gu & Lee, 2019; Phan, 
2018) offer an opportunity for international education at home. From the Chi-
nese perspective, the offering of EMI is an important performance indicator 
that contributes to institutional competitiveness and attracts government 
funding (Gu & Lee, 2019). The motivation in the ASEAN context is to develop 
internationalisation and EMI in the regional context wherein students study 
at universities in nearby countries and through international partnerships 
have the opportunity to attend lectures delivered by guest lecturers from 
abroad (e.g. USA). Students from the rural areas of ASEAN states had been 
thought to be unreachable, but they can now access an international education 
locally with lower fees and accommodation costs, while at the same time ful-
filling their desires for an international education (Phan, 2018). This has pro-
vided a way to empower and promote growth among students and institutions 
(Phan, 2018).  

Phan’s (2018) research shows that presenting EMI as a simple demonstra-
tion of the power of the Global North over the Global South is to brush over 
many complexities. In fact, even in the context of the Global North (e.g., the 
Nordic context) the desire for EMI has sometimes come from the students 
(Fabricius et al., 2017) resulting in the establishment of programmes explicitly 
for domestic students (see Wilkinson, 2013). This does not undermine but 

 
13  QS Quacquarelli Symonds (2022, 26 January). https://www.topuniversities.com/student-

info/scholarships/international-scholarships-students-developing-countries  
14  https://www.helsinki.fi/en/admissions-and-education/apply-bachelors-and-masters-pro-

grammes/tuition-fees-and-scholarship-programme Accessed 11 March 2022 
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adds further layers of complexity to notions of an imposed language. Further-
more, university lecturers embrace EMI because of the importance of English 
as the language of international research (Doiz et al., 2013a), a notion which 
garners further importance when considering the future recruitment of doc-
toral students (Wilkinson, 2013). Other observations include comparatively 
higher levels of motivation among EMI students, and improvement in lan-
guage skills and mobility opportunities among those on EMI programmes 
(Doiz et al., 2013a; Simbolon, 2018). EMI also creates opportunities for stu-
dents to join international exchange programmes and partake in intercultural 
exchange (Gu & Lee, 2019; Wilkinson, 2013). However, there are also signifi-
cant pedagogic, institutional and ideological challenges to providing EMI pro-
grammes, which will be turned to in the next section. 

4.2 THE CHALLENGES PRESENTED BY ENGLISH 
MEDIUM INSTRUCTION COURSES 

From the perspective of lecturers, EMI-specific pedagogic training is often 
identified as an issue in university settings (e.g. Airey, 2015; Chen et al., 2020; 
Coleman, 2006; Gu & Lee, 2019). The institutional requirement for advanced 
proficiency in English appears to take precedence over pedagogic training in 
the recruitment of EMI lecturers, leaving many lecturers linguistically-able but 
pedagogically underequipped to plan EMI courses (Chen et al., 2020; Gu & 
Lee, 2019; Sánchez Pérez & Salaberri Ramiro, 2017). Furthermore, there 
seems to be very little institutional awareness that teaching in a foreign lan-
guage requires a great deal more preparation and planning and because of this 
lack of awareness, EMI teaching does not typically feature in institutional re-
ward structures (Doiz et al., 2013a; Knoerr, 2019). In general, lecturers are 
aware of the challenges of EMI pedagogy (Duarte & van der Ploeg, 2019) but 
these seem to be inadequately addressed at the institutional level. In some 
cases, this situation has even led to the uncritical adoption of foreign curricula 
and teaching materials among less experienced overseas-educated lecturers 
who may fail to adequately mould their syllabi to the local context (Gu & Lee, 
2019).  

English language proficiency has also emerged as a major challenge in EMI 
(e.g. Sánchez Pérez & Salaberri Ramiro, 2017; Simbolon, 2018; Pérez-Llan-
tada, 2018; Saarinen and Rontu, 2018). To exemplify, among students there 
can be an imbalance between the four skills (i.e., listening, reading, speaking 
and writing) so that while students may be able to read in and listen to English 
at a level that does not jeopardise content learning (Airey, 2015; Doiz et al., 
2013a; Shohamy, 2013), their productive skills may lag behind leading to de-
pressed grades in course assignments and exams (Shohamy, 2013) and a more 
passive classroom presence (Airey, 2015). Consequently, their learning may 
suffer (Wilkinson, 2013). For example, in the Swedish context, Airey (2015) 
found that when students attend lectures in English they asked fewer 
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questions, abandoned note-taking so as to concentrate on lecture content, and 
felt the need to read the learning materials before the lecture. The concerns 
over language proficiency are also extended to lecturers who may give lectures 
partially in English, because of insufficient language skills (Simbolon, 2018); 
cover less content (see Duarte & van der Ploeg, 2019); give longer versions of 
lectures (Airey, 2015); and produce less fluent and free-form speech compared 
with their first language (Airey, 2015; see Cots, 2013). 

Given the pedagogic and linguistic challenges of EMI, it is not surprising 
that language tensions around teaching and learning have surfaced. These ten-
sions are both practical and ideological. On many EMI programmes the do-
mestic language or other languages are used for practical reasons, for example 
to compensate for inadequate English language skills (Chen et al., 2020; Gu & 
Lee, 2018; Simbolon, 2018) or for strategic reasons where the lecturer wishes 
to promote communicative and cross-cultural competence (e.g. Gotti, 2015). 
Ideologically, English is perceived to be treated more favourably than the do-
mestic languages (Wilkinson, 2013) and this has resulted in fears of domain 
loss where national languages lose to English in certain fields of academic 
study (Bolton & Kuteeva, 2012; Wilkinson, 2013), Furthermore, rather than 
being international and inclusive, EMI programmes may include less varied 
and linguistically-diverse reading materials than their domestic counterparts, 
which can be considered antithetical to the internationalisation project (Fab-
ricius et al., 2017).  

While university students may have a range of opportunities to learn dif-
ferent languages, which make language learning a question of personal pref-
erence (Earls, 2016), the introduction of EMI is perceived to have resulted in 
an impoverishment of linguistic diversity (Wilkinson, 2013; Pérez-Llantada, 
2018) because both native and non-native English speakers choose to forgo 
the learning of further languages (Brumfit 2004; Extra, 2017). This proposi-
tion is an interesting paradox since EMI, because of its inextricable link to in-
ternationalisation, actually brings more linguistic diversity to HE institutions. 
This can be understood in two ways. English has become a necessity for inter-
nationalisation and, as a result, it has made other possible languages of in-
struction, such as French or German, less desirable. This makes sense from 
the European M+2 initiative perspective. However, EMI, at the same time, has 
brought non-European linguistic diversity to HE institutions which means it 
has become more diverse, but that diversity is not of the standard European 
kind (i.e. as perceived by the M+2 policy). The implication here is that only 
certain types of multilingualism are valid.   

The other way to think about linguistic diversity is by using van Parijs’ 
(2011, pp. 176–178) arguments pertaining to richness, evenness and distance. 
Where richness of linguistic diversity, or number of different languages used 
in a locale, is not very meaningful without evenness, meaning the number of 
speakers within each language. For example, if two institutions each include 
speakers from four different languages (L1, L2, L3, L4) in equal numbers, but 
the second institution also includes a further ten speakers of a fifth and sixth 
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language (L5, L6), the second institution could not, in a practical sense, be 
considered more diverse even though more languages are present. Further-
more, if the distance between these two additional languages and one of the 
other institutional languages (measured by the difficulty that speakers have in 
learning each other’s language) is not very great, then linguistic diversity is 
further reduced. Moreover, if the intuition begins to teach a greater number of 
courses in, for example, L1 to accommodate the speakers of L5 and L6 at the 
expense of all other languages (e.g. L2, L3 and L4), then perhaps an argument 
for linguistic impoverishment, which is conceived of differently from that sug-
gested by Wilkinson (2013) and Pérez-Llantada (2018), is possible. These 
propositions may seem highly theoretical, but they have implications for plu-
rilingual pedagogies that will be turned in the next chapter, and language pol-
icy, which is the subject of the next section.  

To sum up, this section has discussed English Medium Instruction (EMI), 
which refers to teaching university courses through English rather the local 
languages. EMI has proliferated in response to internationalisation agendas 
(see Chapter 3) that are big business for universities and have significant ben-
efits for students. EMI, however, presents pedagogic challenges in terms of 
language proficiency and pedagogic training. Concerns have also been raised 
over the ideological positioning of English (see Chapter 2), the place of the na-
tional language(s), the effect of EMI on the language learning choices of stu-
dents and linguistic diversity in HE. These concerns feed into the next section 
that deals with university language policies. 

4.3 THE FORM AND PURPOSE OF UNIVERSITY 
LANGUAGE POLICIES 

A language policy can be guidance, a request, or an agreement to use languages 
or language varieties for particular functions or in particular ways. In contrast, 
language policy can also be tacitly implemented through the omission or ab-
sence of support for certain languages (Zhang et al., 2020) in official docu-
ments. A language policy is considered to be composed of three interrelating 
elements: typical practices in language use, beliefs and ideologies about lan-
guage, and management of language by people in authoritative positions who 
seek to influence the use of language in different and particular contexts (Spol-
sky, 2004; Spolsky, 2017). Spolsky (2019) has since augmented his theory to 
acknowledge that within the management component of language policy, it is 
not only those with authority who wish to change language practices, but also 
individuals and groups without authority, such as grassroots activists in lan-
guage revival movements. He further acknowledges the role of individuals in 
changing their linguistic repertoires by, for example, learning a new language 
or developing a new accent, which may demonstrate resistance to national lan-
guage policies. He refers to this as self-management. He also adds how non-
linguistics factors, such as the turmoil caused by natural disasters can thwart 
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language planning where language becomes insignificant or unimportant. 
These additional nuances in language management theory help to further ex-
plain the difficulties with making language policies workable (Spolsky, 2019). 

Language policies exist in a number of wide-ranging contexts to include 
families, classrooms, workplaces, institutions, wider society, regions and na-
tions (Spolsky, 2004). Depending on the context, a language policy can be in-
formal, as with the family context; written and binding, for example the supra-
organisational language policy of the United Nations15; or legally binding as is 
the case with the constitutional bilingualism of Finland (Saarinen, 2014). 
However, educational contexts, especially schools, are considered the most 
critical sites for language policy in relation to language management (Spolsky, 
2017). The strength of feeling around school language policies is demonstrated 
by the number of different parties who try to influence them, for example busi-
nesses, religious leaders and the media. Documented language policies for uni-
versities, certainly in the European context, were likely first introduced in 
2004 when the University of Jyväskylä in Finland published their language 
policy (Saarinen & Rontu, 2018). 

The principal reason for the introduction of language policies in HE con-
texts relates to the non-linguistic factor (Spolsky, 2019) of internationalisa-
tion, which theoretically need not involve any particular language (Beelen & 
Jones, 2015; de Wit, 2011; see Chapter 3). However, because, under the con-
ditions of the marketisation of HE, English and EMI have become synonymous 
with internationalisation (Piller & Cho, 2013; Saarinen & Nikula, 2013; Hult-
gren et al., 2015) and have begun to occupy spaces that were previously filled 
by the national language(s) (Cots, 2013), fears have surfaced in relation to the 
threat of the English language to the national language(s), culture and heritage 
(Kuteeva, 2020; Phillipson, 2008). Consequently, a university language policy 
can be perceived as not only a protective measure for national heritage, but 
also a tool to ensure the place of national and minority languages, and diversity 
in language teaching (Phillipson, 2008). Whether these protective measures 
are achieved, however, is poorly understood and may be surpassed by the ef-
fect of research policy in the form of bibliometric and evaluation measures 
(Hultgren, 2020; Kuteeva, 2020), which leads to the greatest share of research 
being published in English (see Chapter 1.2). Moreover, EU, educational and 
intuitional policies, through their focus on markets, have unintended conse-
quences for language use (i.e. the implicit favouring English) that are difficult 
to contest through language policies (Hultgren, 2020, p. 23). 

Language policies are context-specific and as such take different forms. For 
the purposes of global competitiveness, EMI appears to be the model adopted 
in the Gulf States, with undesirable consequences for the role of Arabic 
(Alkhateeb et al., 2020; Al-Bataineh, 2021). Bilingual policies to include Eng-
lish have been adopted in Taiwan (Lau & Lin, 2016) and the Southeast Asian 
region (Mok, 2007 cited in Lau & Lin, 2016) for the purpose of attracting 
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international students, but in the Taiwanese context at least, the presence of 
English is limited. A different picture emerges in the Nordic countries where 
EMI master’s programmes are reasonably common (Hultgren et al., 2015), 
and where there tend to be parallel language policies where English and the 
national language are both used in academic activities (Hultgren et al., 2014; 
Hultgren, 2020). This type of policy has been devised to ensure that the na-
tional language maintains its relevance for academic domains. Similarly, in bi-
lingual contexts, such as Finland (University of Helsinki, 2014), Catalonia 
(Cots, 2013), the Basque Country (Doiz et al., 2013a) and Tibet (Zhang et al., 
2020) some universities have a trilingual language policy to include English 
for internationalisation purposes while maintaining the national language(s). 
Other contexts, such as South Africa, opt for a multilingual language policy in 
order to legitimise some nine African languages that had otherwise been su-
pressed and to maintain Afrikaans as a language of HE while acknowledging 
the importance of English (Madiba, 2010; Webb, 2012). So, although there is 
evidence of educational policies being bought and sold for earlier levels of ed-
ucation (Ball, 2012), it seems that university language policies are sensitive to 
the specific context. Nevertheless, a handful of policy types appear to be circu-
lating among HE institutions which are all influenced by the contrasting needs 
to support local languages and meet the demands associated with personal and 
institutional (global) evaluations and the knowledge economy. 

Each of these contexts and policy types are connected with linguistic ten-
sions that have resulted in calls for policy reform of one kind or another. For 
example, both Alkhateeb et al. (2020) and Al-Bataineh (2021) expose concerns 
around the ability of domestic students to study at university-level in English 
which in turn has an impact on content learning. There are also concerns 
around the development of Arabic beyond high-school level which has led to 
proposals for the re-introduction for Arabic medium instruction courses for 
local students. Concerns around the ability to use English for academic pur-
poses (Erling & Hilgendorf, 2006) and the promotion of English at the expense 
of the national language (Lin & Yang, 2020) are also seen in the German con-
text. Whereas in the Nordic context, the issue of domain-specific loss of the 
local language in the natural sciences, where there is widespread use of Eng-
lish, is particularly noticeable (Hultgren et al., 2014; Kuteeva & Airey, 2014; 
Saarinen & Rontu, 2018), although unlikely to be resolved given the domi-
nance of English in this domain. In the South African context English contin-
ues to dominate despite the multilingual language policy (Madiba, 2010; 
Webb, 2012). However, in the context of both Taiwan (Lau & Lin, 2017) and 
Tibet, it is Chinese that is the dominant language with English playing a lesser 
role and Tibetan having no meaningful academic function beyond language 
studies (Zhang et al., 2020). The reasons for this include the variable language 
proficiency of staff and students and insufficient teaching materials, which are 
likely to be barriers in many other “small” language contexts. The themes of 
linguistic ability and the fear of a diminished role for the local language(s) in 
academic domains are quite typical of the language policy literature and this 
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intertwines with the previous discussion of the challenges associated with the 
introduction of EMI in Chapter 4.2. 

One aspect of university language policy that has not been sufficiently cov-
ered in the literature is the role of international and immigrant student lan-
guages. Nonetheless, there have been comments, in, for example, the Nordic 
context, on the exclusionary aspects of university language policies where the 
term ‘foreign’ language is used euphemistically to mean English, and other 
languages are not named at all (Saarinen, 2012; Söderlundh, 2012; Hultgren, 
2014; Soler-Carbonell et al., 2017). In the same vein, Risager (2012) highlights 
the role of university language policies in hiding linguistic diversity in that bi-
lingual language policies are actually monolingual if you are an international 
or, in some cases, immigrant-background student. She calls for a multilingual 
policy for a transnational population. Källkvist and Hult (2020) analysed the 
negotiations around the development of the language policy at a Swedish uni-
versity via the language-as-a-problem versus language-as-a-resource dis-
course and find that the Scandinavian languages and English are unquestion-
ably positioned as resources. Additionally, a small number of mostly super-
central languages (de Swaan, 2001; see Chapter 2.3) are also positioned as re-
sources for particular disciplines, whereas immigrant languages were gathered 
together under the umbrella term ‘multilingualism’ and seen as a resource in 
the limited context of communication with the parents of potential students. 
The indifference to immigrant languages may be that the number of speakers 
is insufficient to create a critical mass. 

Many students, at least in the Finnish context but probably in many con-
texts, see themselves as working in a global rather than local context (Saarinen 
& Rontu, 2018), but language policies typically invest in English and the na-
tional languages and provide fewer opportunities to learn or learn through 
other languages. However, being able to use a common language with students 
from around the world does, importantly, provide an opportunity to learn 
about other cultures, frequently referred to as intercultural competence, which 
will be focus of the following section. 

4.4 THE POSITIONING OF INTERCULTURALITY IN 
UNIVERSITY LANGUAGE POLICIES 

Intercultural communication is an expected outcome of internationalisation 
activities (Brandenberg & de Wit, 2011; de Wit & Altbach, 2021; Fabricius et 
al., 2017; Knight, 2012; see also Chapter 3) and EMI programmes (see Wil-
kinson, 2013). It is thought that students from different cultures who use Eng-
lish as a common language have the opportunity to exchange worldviews (Uni-
versity of Helsinki, 2014) and, consequently, experience an increase in inter-
cultural understanding, respect for other cultures and the ability to cope with 
other cultures (Fabricius et al., 2017). Given that the internationalisation of 
universities also leads to a greater number of students from different cultural 
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backgrounds, it is unsurprising that the discourses around intercultural com-
munication seep into language policies. In fact, the attainment of cultural 
knowledge and/or intercultural understanding is often coupled with attain-
ments in foreign languages – usually to mean English (Liddicoat, 2016; Saari-
nen, 2012; Soler-Carbonell et al., 2017) – in university language policies. This 
melding of language and culture can be seen in these example excerpts from 
three different university language policies. The first is an excerpt from a mon-
olingual context, the second from a bilingual context and the third from a mul-
tilingual context. 

 

A. Roskilde University recognizes the need for competences in for-
eign languages and intercultural communication among staff 
and students. Roskilde University therefore encourages both 
groups to acquire and/or develop these competences (Sprog-
politik for RUC 2006, p. 2 translated in Risager, 2012, p. 121).  

 

B. The University supports students and staff in their efforts to im-
prove their language skills. Language skills are a requirement 
for participating in international research, a path to under-
standing other cultures, and a tool for promoting one’s own cul-
ture. Multilingualism and knowledge of one’s own and other 
cultures promote creative thinking and a community spirit 
(University of Helsinki, 2014). 

 

C. As individuals’ experience of language in its cultural context ex-
pands, they do not keep these languages and cultures in strictly 
separated mental compartments, but rather build up a commu-
nicative, plurilingual competence to which all knowledge and 
experience of language contribute and in which languages in-
terrelate and interact (Stellenbosch University, 2021). 

 
In excerpt A, there is a simple coupling of foreign languages and intercultural 
communication whereas excerpt B positions language as a skill that enables 
access to the understanding of other cultures. In their presentation of critical 
and reflexive languaging as a tool for interculturality, however, Dervin and Ja-
cobsson (2021, p. 99), acknowledge that while being able to use other lan-
guages, including English, is certainly an advantage in intercultural situations, 
it does not assure that understanding has been achieved or intercultural com-
petence has taken place. This suggests that these language policies take a 
somewhat limited view of intercultural communication.  

In contrast to excerpts A and B, the emphasis in excerpt C, which comes 
from the South African context, is on the folding of language (i.e., Afrikaans, 
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English and IsiXhosa) and culture together. In this policy document, different 
languages and cultures converge into a single resource of interrelated and in-
teracting elements. The emphasis on language over culture in this policy can 
be explained by the need for the South Africans to live side-by-side in a positive 
way and harness different languages for not only better learning outcomes, but 
also social cohesion and nation building (Webb, 2012). While there appear to 
be differences in the degree of the melding of language and culture in these 
policies, their unifying belief is that there is a link between language and cul-
ture that leads to some form of intercultural competence.  

Intercultural competence has been defined, in the European context, as 
‘(…) the ability to mobilise and deploy relevant psychological resources in or-
der to respond appropriately and effectively to the demands, challenges and 
opportunities presented by intercultural situations’ (Council of Europe, 2016, 
p. 23). Revealing that this is a politically-driven definition, intercultural com-
petence, they go on to say, is integral to democracy in culturally-diverse socie-
ties. Some scholarly discussion finds such definitions of intercultural compe-
tence problematic because of their neutrality and Eurocentricity that ignores 
the contribution they make to, for example, uneven power relations (Dervin, 
2016, p. 74). Nevertheless, intercultural competence, broadly following the 
well-intended sentiments of such definitions, is assessed in professional fields 
and education where five principles for assessment have been identified 
(Deardorff, 2020, pp. 498–499). These involve defining intercultural compe-
tence in its context; prioritising the skills to be assessed, for example 
knowledge and attitudes; aligning the assessment with learning outcomes; 
identifying evidence of intercultural change within a student; and the using 
evidence or data for continued student guidance and feedback. Assessment of 
this kind, however, is complex since it implies that the assessor is somehow 
competent to evaluate a student whose intercultural competence is only ever 
present in co-constructed and negotiated situations (Dervin, 2016, p. 77); in 
other words, the assessor is not present during the interaction. 

Dervin (2016, p. 82–83) proposes a ‘(liquid) realistic’ approach to intercul-
turality that rejects the acquisition or development of intercultural compe-
tences and instead emphasises how identity, discourses of culture and power 
relations, which are central to intercultural competence, are unstable, so can-
not be acquired/developed in stages. For him, intersectionality which recog-
nises the importance of a combination of identities, such as gender, social class 
and ethnicity, is also an important way to interrogate the flawed concept of 
culture (e.g. nationally-bound traditions and practices) that feeds into concep-
tions of intercultural competence. In addition, there is also the dimension of 
‘playfulness and dreams’ (p. 84) which entails the acceptance of failure in in-
tercultural interactions. Finally, intercultural competence is not simply I and 
others, but the different versions of I, depending on the context, and the oth-
ers. As such, intercultural competence is co-constructed with the other and the 
different selves of I. Despite more complex interpretations and critiques, such 
as Dervin’s (2016), being presented, it continues to be very common to 
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conceptualise culture using essentialist and ‘large culture’ discourses, which 
see culture as nationally- or ethnically-bound (Holliday & MacDonald, 2019). 
Perceiving of culture in this way leads to predictions of the behaviour of the 
other based on the sum of imagined national characteristics. 

While large cultures do exist to some extent, it is vital to understand that 
these are socially constructed. Therefore, for outsiders to that culture it is im-
portant to understand their own relative political and socioeconomic position-
ing; when this is acknowledged, intersubjectivity that recognises the roles of, 
for example researcher and research participant, can occur (Holliday & Mac-
Donald, 2019, p. 624). An essentialist and large culture understanding of cul-
tural identities are perhaps appealing to policy makers because they can sim-
plify intercultural communication to an exchange of ideas and knowledge 
about national characteristics based on national stereotypes which feel famil-
iar and known, but in reality, Zhu (2014) explains, cultural identity is multiple 
and complex. Zhu (2014) contends that cultural identity is a collection of many 
identities for instance ethnicity, gender, social class, nationality, affiliation and 
religion to name but a few. These identities are dynamic in that they change 
according to context and gain differing importance depending on the situation. 
Holliday (2022, p. 6) refers to such dynamic identity groupings as ‘small cul-
tures on the go’ where people come together ‘to engage with and construct cul-
ture’.   

Given the complexity of culture, cultural identity and intercultural compe-
tence, which has only been lightly touched upon here, it is perhaps too high an 
expectation that such complexity would be captured in university language 
policies. When intercultural competence has been discussed in the context of 
internationalisation policies, the focus seems to have been on international 
students’ interaction with domestic students as an expected outcome of stu-
dent mobility. For example, Fabricius et al. (2017) report that in the Danish 
context while intercultural interaction occurs through groupwork and friend-
ship between international students, this is often not the case between Danes 
and international students. They conclude that intercultural competence de-
velops mostly among the international community, which is positive, but Dan-
ish students do not benefit from novel perspectives and diversity that are as-
sumed to come with internationalisation (p. 587). Gallego-Balsà et al. (2022) 
and Dippold et al. (2019) report studies with similar findings from the UK and 
Australia, although in Dippold et al.’s (2019) study both large cultures (e.g. 
culture as national stereotypes) and small cultures (e.g. age and gender iden-
tities) emerge, reflecting culture as unstable and intersectional (Dervin, 2016). 
The overall suggestion here, in relation to internationalisation policies, is that 
the self and other is created through a local versus international discourse in 
HE.  

If intercultural competence is indeed a desired outcome of internationali-
sation and EMI as suggested by university language policies, then there should 
also be a recognition that a shared language does not necessarily lead to inter-
cultural competence (Dervin & Jacobsson, 2021). A change in university 
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language policy wording is not particularly necessary but pedagogic ap-
proaches that recognise language and culture perhaps are. The importance of 
both language and intercultural competence could come together in linguisti-
cally-inclusive pedagogies (see Chapter 5) where, among other social and ed-
ucational factors, intercultural competence (e.g. that acknowledges power re-
lations and ethnic stereotypes) and the sharing of different ways of learning 
(e.g. learning through contextualised materials) are often given as justification 
for such pedagogic approaches. It is these pedagogies that are the focus of the 
next section. 

4.5 CONNECTIONS BETWEEN THE THEMES OF THIS 
CHAPTER AND THE ORIGINAL PUBLICATIONS 

This chapter has explained the relationship between internationalisation and 
EMI, which, for some, have morphed into the term “Englishization”. EMI, 
which is often justified because of its ability to cater for international students, 
can create both linguistic and pedagogic challenges. Furthermore, it may frus-
trate the role of domestic languages in a situation where English is perceived 
to be treated more favourably. Some have even argued that the presence of 
English in non-anglophone universities may lead to linguistic impoverishment 
because English takes the place of courses that could be taught in alternative 
foreign languages. Having said this, the motivation for EMI does not only 
come from “above” (i.e. from the authorities) but also “below” (i.e. from the 
students), which leads to a more nuanced notion of English as a problematic 
and imposed language. The discussion then turned to university language pol-
icies which are mainly intended to protect the role of national languages in HE 
and encourage linguistic diversity while, at the same time, promoting intercul-
tural competence. It is argued that university language policies largely fail ei-
ther to promote linguistic diversity, in that international student languages are 
invisible in these policies, or engage with the concept of intercultural compe-
tence, as it is often “dropped in” to language policies without being properly 
defined. 

Before proceeding to the next section, the connection of language policy to 
the present study will be briefly shared. In publication I (i.e. Language Ideo-
logies and the Experiences of International Students), the UH language policy 
is used as a prompt for groups of international students to discuss their atti-
tudes and experiences of language use at the institution. While the focus of this 
doctoral research is language use, the intercultural elements that exist in the 
language policy are also discussed and these are analysed and reported in pub-
lication II (i.e. Glimpses into the ‘Language Galaxy’ of International Univer-
sties). In publication III (i.e. Language tensions and unseen languages in a 
multi-lingual university: the perspectives of university lecturers), while the 
UH language policy is not used as a tool, EMI courses, the national languages 
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and linguistic diversity are the main analytical categories used to better under-
stand the visibility of different languages at the UH.  
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5 LINGUISTICALLY-INCLUSIVE PEDAGOGIC 
APPROACHES 

This chapter describes and evaluates the effectiveness of a range of linguisti-
cally-inclusive pedagogies. These refer to approaches to teaching that involve 
more than one language, for instance a student’s first language along with the 
national language or a foreign language. To meet this aim, it is necessary to 
look at primary and secondary education because the bulk of the research on 
and development of linguistically-inclusive pedagogic approaches is devoted 
to these levels of education. The most relevant pedagogic approaches to this 
thesis, namely those that go beyond purely language education, will be dis-
cussed and how these approaches have been applied in HE institutions will be 
explained. As it is the main plurilingual approach in the European context, the 
discussion opens with Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) be-
fore moving onto versions of CLIL in HE, such as Integrating Content and Lan-
guage Learning in Higher Education (ICLHE). Because these pedagogies have 
both language and content learning aims, they have been separated from those 
that focus on only one or the other of these aims. While this may to be a false 
dichotomy since in the classroom these aims are difficult to separate, this di-
vision, to a certain extent, reflects the pedagogic beliefs behind their develop-
ment. These beliefs will be discussed as the different pedagogies are presented. 
Following CLIL and ICLHE, the evaluation of pedagogies that do not neces-
sarily have a language learning aim such as translanguaging and biliteracy will 
be introduced, discussed and evaluated across the different levels of education. 
At the end of the chapter, the relevance of these pedagogies to the original 
publications that form part of doctoral thesis will be explained. 

5.1 THE EMERGENCE AND VARIABILITY OF CONTENT 
AND LANGUAGE INTEGRATED LEARNING (CLIL) 

Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) is a pedagogic approach 
that was developed in Europe in the 1990s. It is similar to the immersion lan-
guage education approach developed in Canada (for French language educa-
tion) and the United States of America (for English) in that it not only pro-
motes language skills, but also content knowledge Cenoz et al., 2014). The dif-
ference lies in its socio-political motivations since it is underpinned by the no-
tion that Europe as a bloc is unified by its diversity (Pérez-Vidal, 2015). The 
language diversity aspect of CLIL, however, is hampered by the dominance of 
English which, in 2019, was learnt by 96.4% of European school children (Eu-
rostat, 2021) and is frequently positioned as an essential skill for professional 
life (Hüttner & Smit, 2014). This has led to the modified acronym, CEIL, to 
specify English, in other words, Content and English Integrated Learning 
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(Hüttner & Schmidt, 2014). Similarly, there is Content and Language Inte-
grated Learning in German (CLILiG) for German (Dalton-Puffer, 2021), which 
takes the second greatest share of foreign language learning alongside French 
and Spanish, at around 20%, in schools across Europe (Eurostat, 2021). This 
situation has consequences for languages in European HE, and more specifi-
cally EMI in HE, because it means that the majority of students come to HE 
with their first language(s) plus skills in English rather than other languages 
(see Chapter 4.1 for further discussion).  

The difference between CLIL and more traditional approaches to foreign 
language learning is that CLIL has both subject, for example geography or bi-
ology, and foreign language learning outcomes (Bruton, 2013; Cenoz et al., 
2014; Coyle, 2015; Hüttner & Smit, 2014; van Kampen et al., 2020; Pérez-Vi-
dal, 2015). In practice, it means that the national curriculum of the country in 
question is followed, but in a foreign language (Pérez-Vidal, 2015). In other 
words, CLILiG, for instance, would not be one overall curriculum but would 
vary according to the particular country. The extent to which the share of the 
course is dedicated to the academic subject versus the foreign language largely 
depends on the skills of the teacher and her students (Dalton-Puffer, 2021; 
Nikula & Moore, 2016, p. 240), and the possibilities for collaboration between 
content and language teacher that is necessary to fulfil CLIL learning out-
comes (Wilkinson, 2018). These factors (i.e. national curricula, skills of the 
teacher and students, and collaborative opportunities) alone create a varied 
picture of CLIL and how it is delivered in different contexts. Nevertheless, the 
basic principle of a dual-focused approach remains the same across contexts 
even if CLIL as a pedagogic approach is not otherwise well-defined (Cenoz, et 
al., 2014; van Kampen et al., 2020). 

CLIL has evolved out of Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) (Bru-
ton, 2013; Hüttner & Schmidt, 2014) in that it favours meaning over form, or 
communicative goals over language accuracy. According to Pérez-Vidal (2015) 
this provides a more naturalistic setting where language learning becomes im-
plicit and automatic. Furthermore, the focus on subject learning can provide 
greater levels of motivation to learn the target language (Meyer et al., 2015; 
Pérez-Vidal, 2015), although this can fall away if the content and language 
combination becomes overwhelming for the students (Bruton, 2013; Cenoz et 
al., 2014). Other observed benefits of CLIL include: an increase in language 
competence and, in particular, reading ability (Meyer et al., 2015); expansion 
of vocabulary knowledge (Dalton-Puffer, 2021); improvement in intercultural 
learning through academic discourse and subject-specific cultural under-
standing (Coyle, 2015; van Kampen et al., 2020, p. 868; see also Chapter 4.3), 
and plurilingual and pluricultural awareness in a global working world (Coyle, 
2015). To conceptualise pluricultural knowledge, Coyle draws upon the follow-
ing definition: 
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Cultural patterns, customs, and ways of life are expressed in language: 
culture-specific world views are reflected in language … (L)anguage 
and culture interact so that world views among cultures differ and that 
language used to express that world view may be relative and specific 
to that view. (Brown, 1980, p. 138 in Coyle, 2015, p. 92) 

 
Like university language policies (see Chapter 4.3), this conceptualisation of 
culture appears to favour large culture viewpoints that persist in the intercul-
tural literature (Holliday & MacDonald, 2019). Still, language does provide a 
window into other cultures, so discussion of difference is naturally useful to 
explore and appeals to our sense of curiosity. 

No pedagogic approach, however, is without its challenges. Thus, the gains 
associated with CLIL may be undermined by gaps in, for instance, teacher ed-
ucation (Cenoz et al., 2014), a loss of momentum in and funding for content 
and language teacher collaboration (Wilkinson, 2018), a focus on students 
with higher academic abilities at the expense of those with lower ability (Bru-
ton, 2013) and poorer outcomes in terms of productive skills (speaking and 
writing) (Meyer et al., 2015). Furthermore, the reputed gains associated with 
CLIL may not exceed those in non-CLIL classes — but this is a mixed picture 
(Pérez-Vidal, 2015). To sum up, while there are many benefits to the dual-
learning approach of CLIL, there is still a great deal of research to be conducted 
pertaining to its effectiveness and there may never be a unified CLIL pedagogy 
for researchers and practitioners to draw and build upon, because its imple-
mentation is very variable as it is closely connected to the learning context. 

5.2 THE INFLUENCE OF CLIL ON THE HIGHER 
EDUCATION CONTEXT 

CLIL has been influential in conceptualising the combination of language and 
content learning in the European HE context (Daryai-Hansen, 2021), where 
CLIL becomes ICLHE. The need for a HE-specific term/acronym is justified 
by the greater emphasis on disciplinary content in university education (Gus-
tafsson & Jacobs, 2013), access to mobility programmes that are associated 
with internationalisation, and the policy-driven nature of HE where top-down 
policy can effect change (Pérez-Vidal, 2015). In addition to this, while CLIL 
seems to focus on one additional language, signified by CEIL and CLILiG, ad-
vocates of ICLHE have interpreted language in multiple ways, such as foreign 
languages, English, bi/multilingualism, plurilingualism, academic literacy 
practices and genre forms of academic texts (Gustafsson & Jacobs, 2013). Like 
CLIL, ICLHE draws upon English and language studies and is flexible and con-
text-specific. For example, ‘content’ and ‘integration’ are variously defined. 
Content has been interpretated as university subjects, modules, disciplinary 
content, and knowledge forms and structures, while integration can be consid-
ered, for example, team teaching, joint assessments and shared classroom ma-
terials (Gustafsson & Jacobs, 2013). Although this flexibility mirrors the reality 
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of teaching, this level of ambiguity and the range of interpretations of ICLHE 
means it is in danger of losing its currency. In other words, like CLIL, and per-
haps even more so, advocates of ICLHE appear to have no commonly under-
stood ‘theoretical orientations’ beyond dual-focus delivery (Dafouz & Smit, 
2016).    

In response to the ambiguity of ICLHE, recognition of English as central to 
internationalisation and the increasingly multilingual environment of HE in-
stitutions, Dafouz and Smit (2016) developed a conceptual framework which 
they named English-Medium Education in Multilingual University Settings 
(EMEMUS). This framework brings together many of the elements discussed 
in this thesis: sociolinguistics, as it relates to transnationalism, university lan-
guage policies (see Chapter 4.3) and discourse. The framework describes prac-
tices, as they relate to the reality of EMEMUS, but EMEMUS is not a pedagogy 
in itself. Nonetheless, Dafouz and Smit (2016) delineate three practice-related 
components: ‘ways of doing’, which refers to finding a shared linguistic reper-
toire, namely English; ‘ways of thinking’, which refers to teacher beliefs in re-
lation to achieving the best learning outcomes for their students; and thirdly, 
a combination of these two components using the example of the tension that 
can emerge between subject and language teachers concerning who is best 
placed to teach discipline-specific academic literacy. One solution to this ten-
sion is to integrate a language specialist into the faculty to facilitate collabora-
tion on the teaching of academic literacy (Jacobs, 2007 in Dafouz & Smit, 
2016), which interestingly sounds like a dual-focused joined-up pedagogic ap-
proach, or ICLHE. 

ICLHE with its dual-focus on content and language learning creates too 
many challenges to be viable in most HE institutions. For example, there are 
demands on content lecturers to reflect deeply on the linguistic features of 
their disciplines, something they are unlikely to have done before, and collab-
orate closely with a language specialist over time. Furthermore, there are 
budgetary demands involved in developing specialised curricula (Schmidt-
Unterberger, 2018). Moreover, since the purpose of university courses is to 
develop disciplinary expertise, language, whether rightly or wrongly, is con-
sidered vehicular (Schmidt-Unterberger, 2018). Instead, and in line with 
Dafouz and Smit (2016), Schmidt-Unterberger (2018) suggests a greater focus 
on EMI supported by additional English language courses that would ideally 
be part of an overall programme.  

In her model, Schmidt-Unterberger (2018) categorises English for Aca-
demic Purposes (EAP) and English for Specific Purposes (ESP) as types of EMI 
that support disciplinary learning. As someone who has extensive experience 
of teaching both EAP and, what I would refer to as, English for Specific Aca-
demic Purposes (ESAP), I tend to disagree with this categorisation. While 
EMI/EAP/ESP all use English as the medium of instruction, for me, EMI, as 
discussed in Chapter 4.1, is the teaching of a disciplinary subject through Eng-
lish, whereas EAP/ESAP are courses that focus on the development of lan-
guage, academic literacies and study skills in English. Although EAP/ESAP are 
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taught using general academic or discipline-specific materials, the content of 
these materials is not assessed, and the teacher often has no formal education 
in the discipline. Consequently, the learning of disciplinary knowledge is inci-
dental and dependent on the students’ existing knowledge of their field. There-
fore, for me, these strands of English language teaching are difficult to con-
ceive of as EMI. Nevertheless, with the significant challenges associated with 
ICLHE, the focus on EMI and parallel supporting EAP/ESAP courses does ap-
pear to offer a viable alternative to ICLHE. Importantly, such an alternative 
departs from bilingual models of delivery that lack credibility on courses com-
prising students of several nationalities (Wilkinson, 2018). Just as importantly 
and problematically though, this model potentially displaces other languages. 

In summary, there are a number of pedagogies, particularly at primary and 
secondary levels of education, that aim to develop competency in additional 
languages together with subject learning. A popular approach that is consid-
ered to enhance foreign language learning, because of the motivation provided 
by its focus on academic subject learning, is CLIL. CLIL has been designed to 
not only develop language and subject knowledge, but also pluricultural skills. 
Such outcomes are also associated with study abroad (see Chapter 3), EMI (see 
Chapter 4.1) and ICLHE (Pérez-Vidal, 2015), which is the HE education coun-
terpart to CLIL. The ICLHE dual-focused approach to university learning, in 
most cases, would create too many challenges for HE institutions and is not 
well-defined, so other conceptual frameworks, such as EMEMUS, have been 
suggested alongside greater integration of EAP/ESAP courses into academic 
programmes. This, consequently, poses challenges for the incorporation of 
other languages in content learning. 

In the context of university settings that are becoming increasingly multi-
lingual (Dafouz & Smit, 2016; Wilkinson, 2018), this discussion has exposed 
the limits of dual-focus pedagogies, which are essentially bilingual approaches, 
that do not accommodate all students in the HE environment. One way to cir-
cumvent these limitations is to use EMI instead. However, as this doctoral re-
search seeks to not only use a lingua franca but also valorise other languages, 
this discussion is drawn down further avenues (e.g. code meshing, 
translanguaging) where more languages have the potential to be integrated 
into curriculum. In the following sections, such pedagogies are critically ana-
lysed. 

5.3 DEFINING PLURILINGUAL PEDAGOGIC 
APPROACHES 

The emphasis in this section is on plurilingual pedagogies. Marshall (2020) 
describes plurilingual pedagogies as a set of teaching practices that unlock 
spaces where, in his study, university students can express themselves through 
different languages and cultures. Here, the concept of plurilingualism is taken 
from the European perspective, defined by Coste et al. (2009, p. 11 [1997]), 
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where plurilingualism refers to an individual’s repertoire of languages, ordi-
narily with varying degrees of proficiency in those languages. Furthermore, 
there may be differences in profile among those languages; for example, an 
individual may be able to speak more than one language but write in only one 
of them or vice versa. As such, a plurilingual individual may mirror those her-
itage language students in Preece’s (2019) study, who were unable to use their 
familial language in academia (see Chapter 2.2) or be developing skills in lan-
guages as a result of migration, among other explanations. Coste et al. (2009 
[1997]), in relation to plurilingual profiles, define another possible permuta-
tion which they call a pluricultural profile, which in contrast to the definition 
of pluricultural knowledge, presented in connection with CLIL (see Chapter 
5.1), is defined as an individual whose profile is characterised by good/poor 
cultural knowledge, but poor/good language skills in the language associated 
with that culture. As such, a plurilingual individual does not typically have 
even cultural knowledge nor linguistic skills among the languages he/she uses. 
Plurilingual pedagogies then, do not assume equal competency in more than 
one language or culture as a requisite for a given language to be used as re-
source in educational contexts.  

A plurilingual pedagogy that has garnered a great deal of global attention 
is translanguaging. A rudimentary search on Google Scholar gives some indi-
cation of the growing popularity of translanguaging since the turn of the mil-
lennium as a theory of language, a tool for social justice and a pedagogic ap-
proach. Singleton and Flynn (2021) describe it as ‘pedagogical concept that 
went wandering’. The original term, in Welsh, trawsieithu, was introduced in 
the 1980s by Cen Williams and Dafydd Whittall and later translated into Eng-
lish as ‘translanguaging’ by Colin Baker in 2001 (Singleton & Flynn, 2021). 
Originally, translanguaging would have been described as the deliberate or 
planned use of English and Welsh in Welsh language classes. However, it has 
since been used more broadly in education beyond language studies (e.g. CLIL 
(Nikula & Moore, 2019)). It has also surfaced in sociolinguistics (e.g. García 
and Kleyn, 2016) and psycholinguistic theory (Li, 2018) with consequences for 
pedagogic approaches.  

Bonacina-Pugh et al. (2021, p. 450) divide the pedagogic approaches to 
translanguaging into two types: the ‘fixed language approach’ and ‘fluid lan-
guaging approach’. These will be further explained in this chapter but for a 
quick explanation, ‘fixed language’ sees languages (or codes) as a distinct from 
one another whereas ‘fluid languaging’ sees language as a repertoire compris-
ing different languages. Bonacina-Pugh et al. (2021) explain these two 
branches by means of a figure (see Figure 2).  

 
 



 

66 
 

 

Figure 2 A conceptual map of translanguaging (Bonacina-Pugh et al., 2021, p. 450). 

With any mapping exercise of this type, there will be some nuances that cannot 
be captured by the different categories. For example, what I refer to as 
translanguaging as a tool for social justice influences both the fixed language 
and fluid languaging approaches, but the pedagogy used would be dependent 
on the vitality of the language in question, with a fixed language approach be-
ing deemed more suitable for endangered languages (i.e. languages with a 
small number of users) (García, 2009; Jaspers, 2018; Singleton & Flynn, 2021) 
and a fluid languaging approach for those languages that are more secure (i.e. 
those above the bottom layer of the language hierarchy; see Chapter 2.3).  

Because of the growing popularity of translanguaging, particularly, but not 
only, in the European and North American contexts, it makes sense to organise 
this section on plurilingual pedagogies around the main (overlapping) theo-
retical and practical notions of translanguaging; namely 1) as a theory of lan-
guage; 2) a tool for social justice; and 3) a pedagogic method. At the same time, 
complimentary and/or competing theories will be brought into the discussion. 
More specifically, translanguaging as a theory of language will first be de-
scribed and compared with code switching. Then, translanguaging as a social 
and transformative tool will be discussed and parallels will be drawn between 
this and biliteracy (Hornberger, 1989; Hornberger & Skilton-Sylvester, 2000). 
After, our attention will be turned to translanguaging as a pedagogy where two 
models of translanguaging will be described, compared and evaluated. Finally, 
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how plurilingual practices, to include translanguaging, have been practised in 
HE will be discussed both in terms of pedagogy and assessment. 

5.3.1 TRANSLANGUAGING AND CODE SWITCHING AS THEORIES OF 
LANGUAGE IN THE MIND 

Translanguaging as a practical theory of language was succinctly proposed by 
Li Wei in 2018 with the aim of interpreting and better understanding languag-
ing practices. The term languaging is used to describe the activity that humans 
undertake when using language (Becker, 1991); in other words, languaging de-
parts from language as a code and moves towards language as an activity. The 
prefix ‘trans’ denotes transcending (socially constructed language systems); 
transforming (language systems and cognitive structures); and, transdiscipli-
nary (across linguistics, sociology, psychology and education) (Li, 2018, p. 27). 
Furthermore, for Li, ‘trans’ signifies a fluidity in language practices in that 
multilingual individuals do not think in named languages, rather thinking 
transcends language. He asserts that we think in our idiolect (i.e. our personal 
style of language use and communication as it is different from the language 
use of other individuals) which does not observe the language boundaries that 
have been created by, for example geography, social class, age or gender, with 
their concomitant styles and grammars (p. 19). As a result of these observa-
tions, he, and other proponents of translanguaging (e.g. García & Kleyn, 2016), 
understand language in the mind as a single reservoir that potentially consists 
of a number of differently named languages, dialects (e.g. regional varieties of 
named languages) and registers (e.g. a style of speech associated with particu-
lar groups such as doctors or football fans). As such, translanguaging denotes 
a single language, or idiolect, (i.e. the fluid languaging approach) and not the 
dual language concept that might be associated with code switching (e.g. the 
fixed language approach) (García, 2019; García & Kleyn, 2016; Li, 2018, p. 14; 
Lewis, Jones & Baker, 2012). 

From the translanguaging perspective, code switching does not adequately 
explain plurilingual language use. This is because code switching involves 
switching between languages alternately, both within and between sentences 
(MacSwan, 2017, p. 168), from one named language to another rather than 
drawing from a single language resource. Li (2018, pp. 13–14) exemplifies the 
insufficiency of this theory to fully describe the use of language in the context 
of Singapore. He uses an extract of a discussion between two Singaporeans to 
demonstrate how ethnic Chinese Singaporean speakers use a combination of 
languages and varieties (comprising Hokkien, Teochew, Mandarin, Malay, 
Cantonese, Singlish and English) in a short exchange, which he asserts is a 
typical mix, especially among the older generation. He concludes that this rep-
resents a dynamic process to make meaning which is not wholly captured by 
code switching. Although not responding to Li Wei’s theory directly, MacSwan 
(2017) offers a different perspective on code switching that, in his view, is over-
looked in the translanguaging literature. He focuses on the literature that has 
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emerged from the United States in which a friction between code switching 
and translanguaging theories, along the lines of language as a code versus lan-
guage as a single resource, has been identified (e.g. García & Kleyn, 2016).  

The tension that has been identified between code switching and 
translanguaging, and language and languaging more broadly, is that the advo-
cates of code switching analyse language in terms of structure while advocates 
of translanguaging see language as a process of meaning-making (Becker, 
1991; García & Kleyn, 2016). In his critique of translanguaging, MacSwan 
(2017) problematises this tension between code switching and translanguag-
ing suggesting that if the existence of code switching and bilingualism are de-
nied in favour of a single unitary language system, many of the benefits of bi-
lingualism are denied (MacSwan, 2017, pp. 168–169). This, he argues, leaves 
only an ideological argument to counter bilingual deficit arguments such as 
educational underachievement in instances where students have been pre-
vented from using their home language in the classroom (García, 2009; 
MacSwan, 2017, p. 169). At the same time, he asserts that he and many other 
linguists reject the notion of a dual-language theory which is commonly used 
by advocates of translanguaging to highlight flaws in code switching theory. 
However, they also reject the unitary language theory proposed by 
translanguaging advocates. For MacSwan (2017), language in the mind falls 
somewhere between these positions. He depicts this in Figure 3.  

 

 

Figure 3 Three views of multilingualism (MacSwan, 2017, p. 180) 

MacSwan (2017) supports his position using previous studies of code switch-
ing where bilinguals are shown to use a sophisticated and systematic use of 
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language structures in intra-sentential code switching. For instance, drawing 
on an example provided by Mahootian (1993 in MacSwan, 2017, p. 180), 
MacSwan explains how a Farsi-English speaker will use either the verb-object 
sentence structure of English or the object-verb order of Farsi depending on 
whether he is using an English verb or a Farsi verb. For him, examples such as 
this suggest an underlying systematic grammatical structure. This overlaps 
with the notion of an I-language, a conceptualisation of language introduced 
by Noam Chomsky and one that informs MacSwan’s model.  

For Chomsky, language (whether it be English, Farsi, Finnish, Spanish) is 
not a reality, rather there are simply ways of speaking that are more or less 
similar to one another (University of Washington, 2014). Those ways of speak-
ing are I-languages which he defines as a ‘generative process’ that produces a 
variety of structured expressions for sensory (e.g. sight, sound) and conceptual 
(e.g. thought, planning) purposes (Chomsky, 2011, p. 263). I-languages are 
also understood to refer to ‘individual’, ‘internal’, ‘innate’, ‘intrinsic’ and ‘in-
tensional’ (in that language is in the mind and not external to it) (Chomsky & 
McGilvray, 2012, p. 154). Another way to understand the ‘I’ in I-language, 
Chomsky and McGilvray (2012) suggest, is as an ‘idiolect’. If it is accepted that 
an I-language is an internal system with no boundaries between the named 
languages, I, myself, am left with the question of whether, for example, Li 
Wei’s dynamic plurilingualism as observed in Singapore could also be ex-
plained by Chomsky’s I-language and MacSwan’s Integrated Multilingual 
Model. If it can be, perhaps dynamic plurilingualism could indeed be ex-
plained in terms of structure rather than or in addition to meaning-making. 
However, such an exploration is beyond the scope of this doctoral thesis.  

To sum up, the tension that has emerged between code switching and 
translanguaging can be thought of as a difference in understanding how lan-
guage is conceptualised in the mind: dual language, a single language or a mul-
tilingual integrated model. Furthermore, the tension concerns whether the 
language is analysed in terms of linguistic structure or meaning making. 
Becker (1991), who Li Wei (2018) draws upon in his theory, posits that while 
linguists may be able to observe a structure, it may be that the structure is only 
a reality for the observer and not the subject. In other words, a logical gram-
matical system is superimposed on the plurilingual user of language by the 
researcher, but in the user’s mind, this “system” is not being used at all. Alter-
natively, such a system could be engaged subconsciously, but again a fuller 
discussion of this is beyond the scope of this doctoral thesis. What can be 
agreed upon is that dual-language learning approaches are rare because peo-
ple do not appear to compartmentalise language in that way (Cenoz & Gorter, 
2017; García, 2009; MacSwan, 2017). The importance of this discussion for 
this doctoral thesis is that, in order to understand pedagogic approaches, the 
basis for the approach (e.g. single or dual-language) needs to be understood. 

In the next two sections, namely, translanguaging as a tool for social justice 
and as a pedagogic approach, there are fewer disagreements. In these sections, 
languages are sometimes referred to as L1 or L2 for ease and to reflect the 
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order of language acquisition (i.e. first language, second language). LX is used 
where the chronology of language acquisition is irrelevant/unknown/unclear. 

5.3.2 TRANSLANGUAGING AND BILITERACY AS TOOLS FOR SOCIAL 
JUSTICE 

Belief among linguists, sociolinguists, and advocates of translanguaging con-
verges on the notion that named languages are socially, politically and cultur-
ally constructed (García & Kleyn, 2016; Li, 2018; MacSwan, 2017; Makoni & 
Pennycook, 2006, University of Washington, 2014). Importantly, the con-
structed standard language that is subsequently taught does not typically re-
flect the actual language that people use. This construction of standard lan-
guages is a purely ideological one, yet it shapes linguistic practices, leads to the 
privileging of certain languages and language forms, enables monolingualism 
to prevail and leaves the maintenance of minority languages to grassroots 
movements (Blackledge & Creese, 2010; see also Chapter 2). In classroom con-
texts, García (2019) points out that these standards are also reflected in edu-
cational materials in which the most economically and politically powerful so-
cial class is represented in terms of race, language and knowledge. She further 
asserts that even in postcolonial educational interventions that seek to redress 
such inequalities, languages are still often taught as codes based on standard 
varieties. García (2019) argues that instead of learning a standard language, 
students should be educated regardless of language, in other words by drawing 
upon the students’ entire linguistic repertoire. This, for Garcia (2009), is part 
of the social justice principle which in itself is not a straightforward concept. 

To linger on the notion of social justice for a moment, both Li and Dervin 
(2019) and Piller (2016) question the capacity for social justice in our neolib-
eral age, where marketisation and ranking of education and education institu-
tions is of prime importance while inequality rises (see Chapter 1 for further 
discussion). During the 20th century, social justice was a major policy aim of 
many societies (Piller, 2016, p. 6), and it could be argued that in some respects 
it had been achieved, depending on how this ‘polysemic concept’ (Li & Dervin, 
2019) is understood. To different depths, Li and Dervin (2019), Piller (2016) 
and Boyles et al. (2008) trace the idea of social justice back to Plato who con-
sidered overcoming institutional injustice as allowing ‘social and individual 
virtues to flourish’ (Piller, 2016, p. 5), as being ‘a virtue [that establishes] a 
rational order’ (Li & Dervin, 2019, p. 8) and as a distributive type of justice 
(Boyles et al., 2008, p. 31). Boyles et al. (2008) point out that while many ed-
ucationalists defer to Platonic concepts of justice, social justice was never part 
of classical thought and is a much newer concept. They explain that although 
a tendency existed to reify immaterial concepts such as opportunity, which 
could in theory then be distributed equally, justice for Plato was distributive 
justice only and was concerned with property, honours and material goods (p. 
32). The relevance of Plato’s distributive justice to discussions of social justice 
is that social justice is not possible without distributive justice. 
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For Boyle et al. (2008), distributive justice and social justice, which have 
sometimes been used interchangeably by educationalists, are not interchange-
able at all, since even if everyone in society has access to the same number of 
years of education (which could be conceived by some as social justice), dis-
crimination (e.g. by race, gender or social class) can still exist. In the other 
words, inequity still exists where equality is achieved because there is variation 
in “life starting points” as they coalesce with socioeconomic conditions. In her 
version of social justice, Piller (2016, p. 5) includes, following American phi-
losopher Nancy Fraser, ‘economic redistribution, cultural recognition and po-
litical representation’, which appear to combine both social and distributive 
justice. Although these could be regarded as universal tenets, Li and Dervin 
(2019), who examine the Chinese and Finnish contexts, question whether 
these interpretations of social justice, that have been developed in the USA, 
travel well. For example, they assert that the American rendering of social jus-
tice is often related to the US civil rights movement, which is a historically- 
and nationally-situated event, yet Finnish and Chinese researchers use this 
rendering of social justice for their own research contexts, which may or may 
not be appropriate and thus perhaps requires further examination. It seems 
that social justice is a polysemic and complex notion and within it there is a 
great deal to unpack but in whatever way it is seen, I feel that advocates of 
social justice, like myself, would, as Piller (2016, p. 6) conveys, try to recognise 
and seek to narrow inequities between individuals, communities and nations 
as a conceptual starting point. 

This rendition chimes with García (2009) who argues that the social justice 
principle of translanguaging is founded on the idea that all people (communi-
ties and nations) should be able to develop their language practices in ways 
that enable the maintenance of linguistic diversity. Alongside the cognitive 
model of translanguaging (see Chapter 5.3.1), it is this underlying principle 
that translanguaging as a pedagogy is built upon. As such, translanguaging 
pedagogy goes beyond classroom practices and advocates for the valorisation 
of multilingual practices and the associated intercultural values (which are left 
undefined) of language users and learners (Singleton & Flynn, 2021, p. 5). 
Moreover, because different languages may be used by people of different eth-
nicities and classifications (e.g. by race, social class and dialect), there is also 
a belief that translanguaging has the ability to challenge their associated prej-
udices through the meaning-making practices that are associated with this 
pedagogy (Li, 2018; Li & Lin, 2019). In brief, translanguaging is conceptual-
ised as tool for social justice in education (to include distributive justice) in 
that it recognises language ideologies and seeks to use educational spaces as a 
place where these ideologies can be contested through plurilingual language 
use. 

Translanguaging is certainly not the first theory of learning to address 
power relations among different groups of people. For example, biliteracy as 
proposed by Hornberger (1989; Hornberger & Skilton-Sylvester, 2000) also 
focuses on power relations that are associated with second language (L2) 



 

72 
 

learning. These power relations are mapped in the form of four categories of 
continua: 1) contexts of biliteracy (e.g. monolingual and literate, as in the abil-
ity to read and write, rather than bilingual and biliterate); 2) development of 
biliteracy (e.g. too much focus on the performance and testing in L2, and not 
enough on the right to speak L1); 3) content of biliteracy (e.g. focus on the 
majority and its literature and not the minority and its vernacular); and, 4) 
media of biliteracy (which concerns the form that literacy takes) (Hornberger 
& Skilton-Sylvester, 2000). Hornberger and Skilton-Sylvester (2000) use ex-
amples from immigrant groups in the USA and Indigenous peoples in the 
Latin American context to highlight practices that have addressed these power 
relations, such as the introduction of books written by Asian women to female 
Asian-American students, and the inclusion of Indigenous stories in classroom 
activities (Hornberger & Skilton-Sylvester, 2000). These examples not only 
bring minority literacies into the classroom, but also contribute to intercul-
tural understanding, for example by breaking down essentialised notions be-
hind the names Spanish and Quechua, leading to revelations about the com-
plexity of Indigenous and/or dominant groups that had otherwise been ob-
scured by stereotypes (Hornberger & Skilton-Sylvester, 2000, p. 102). In this 
way, the students were perhaps also able to develop their pluricultural profiles, 
a concept which was discussed in Chapter 5.3. 

The difference between biliteracy and translanguaging is not the social in-
clusion of different groups and their languages in education, but the concep-
tion of languages as codes (i.e. biliteracy) or a single resource (i.e. 
translanguaging). Nevertheless, the value of biliteracy is acknowledged by 
those in the translanguaging field who suggest that it be reconfigured as ‘plu-
riliteracies’ to reflect the plurilingual reality that has become increasingly vis-
ible since the turn of the century (García et al., 2007). They challenge the com-
monly practised sequential teaching of literacy in two languages and suggest a 
plurilingual approach. This approach highlights the integration and interplay 
in plurilingual practices in its different modes and communication types and 
emphasises the value of pluriliteracy and the social and cultural context in 
which it takes place (García et al., 2007, p. 217).  

Critics of translanguaging applaud the social justice perspectives, associ-
ated with recognition of languages beyond the standard, and inclusion of bi-
lingual learners, that are integral to plurilingual pedagogies (e.g. Jaspers, 
2018, p. 3; MacSwan, 2017). However, despite this, MacSwan (2017, p. 176) 
defends the structural approach to language analysis that recognises lan-
guages as codes, because such analyses enable the political study of language. 
For example, a structural analysis permits the study of stigma associated with 
language varieties, which in turn, assists researchers in identifying linguistic 
components of prejudice. He further asserts that using language names (e.g. 
French, Mexican Spanish, Swedish) for idealisation purposes is useful for the 
study of linguistic diversity. Another critic of translanguaging, Kuteeva (2020, 
p. 86), questions the applicability of translanguaging outside the context of the 
USA. Not only does she highlight the central role of English in translanguaging 
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in terms of teaching contexts and research output, but she also highlights the 
potential exclusionary force of translanguaging in situations where the speak-
ers value standard English norms, have an inadequate English language pro-
ficiency, or do not share the same linguistic resources with their peers, who 
speak the local language. In these situations, she asserts, translanguaging falls 
short of its goal of social justice. Likewise, Jaspers (2018) suggests that the 
transformative power of translanguaging, such as giving a voice to students, 
raising educational attainment and transforming unequal societies, is not un-
true but overstated and that such outcomes cannot be taken for granted.  

Suggesting that translanguaging has begun to mirror the language ideolo-
gies (see Chapter 2) that it seeks to destabilise, Jaspers (2018, p. 5–6) draws 
out the parallels between translanguaging and the “monolingual authorities”. 
For instance, he explains how both sides believe that language is the key to 
student success and the reduction of social inequalities, but that this success 
is based on an overestimation of what can be achieved through language learn-
ing. The difference between the two sides emerges in the type of language be-
ing used; for the authorities, the standard language is crucial and is a symbol 
of nation, modernity and cohesion, whereas for translanguaging scholars, the 
use of home varieties and fluid languaging is vital since it reflects actual soci-
etal language practices. Jaspers argues that there are winners and losers in 
either approach and that taking one approach over the other is simply an ex-
change of inequalities.  

To summarise, plurilingual pedagogies such as translanguaging, biliteracy 
and pluriliteracies whether based on the understanding of plurilingualism as 
a set of codes or a single language acknowledge the prejudice that is associated 
with dominant and minority languages (see also Chapter 2.2). In their differ-
ent ways, each approach seeks to address these prejudices. This is especially 
true of translanguaging in that it pursues the transformation of language sys-
tems and unequal societies. However, critics of translanguaging suggest that 
its power to transform is overestimated and its focus on anglophone contexts 
reduces its transferability to contexts outside the USA. Although the critics 
may well be right, I believe that translanguaging-type pedagogies with a social 
justice imperative have a place in Finnish HE and indeed other (non-anglo-
phone) contexts, especially on EMI programmes (as I will show in Chapter 10). 
This is because many EMI programmes have broadly been established for the 
recruitment of international students who may bring diverse linguistic re-
sources with them that are not typically invited into the academic domain.  

The next section moves on from the social justice orientations to 
translanguaging as a pedagogy, which will be described, and its benefits and 
drawbacks analysed. Pedagogic translanguaging is introduced by way of Gar-
cía and Li’s (2014) foundational book on 21st century conceptions of 
translanguaging. Additionally, a framework for introducing translanguaging 
into classrooms proposed by Smith et al. (2017) will be discussed because of 
its relevance to the publication III of this doctoral thesis. 
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5.3.3 TRANSLANGUAGING AS A PLURILINGUAL PEDAGOGY 
Pedagogic translanguaging can be categorised in various ways. As suggested 
in Figure 2 (section 5.3), one way is to divide translanguaging by the idea of 
‘fixed language’ or ‘fluid languaging’ approaches, with fixed approaches being 
associated with bilingual instruction with two codes (i.e. the approach devel-
oped in Wales), and fluid languaging practices with the concept of an idiolect 
or single linguistic repertoire. The fluid approach represented by 
translanguaging as a theory of practice is conceived from the perspective of the 
speaker and not the language (García & Kleyn, 2016). As such, translanguaging 
pedagogy is not simply understood as learning a second language but adding 
to the students’ languaging repertoire in order for them to be (themselves), 
know and do (García & Li, 2014, p. 80). Another pair of categories is sponta-
neous/natural translanguaging, as can be observed outside classroom con-
texts, or planned translanguaging associated with educational contexts (Cenoz 
& Gorter, 2017a; García & Li, 2014). In the classroom, examples of spontane-
ous/natural translanguaging are reflected in the student-directed use of lin-
guistic resources, or meaning-making resources, in the pursuit of information. 
These examples (see García & Li, 2014, pp. 81–89) include opting for a partic-
ular language or combinations thereof to speak to different teachers, using vo-
cabulary from other languages to help cognitively access vocabulary in the tar-
get language, and doing internet research in two languages. As such, self-di-
rected translingual learners are able to evaluate their own strengths and weak-
nesses and their linguistic needs while using their full linguistic repertoire to 
make meaning and enhance their bilingual proficiency. Importantly, knowing 
how and why multilingual students use their languages helps to inform peda-
gogy (Canagarajah, 2011; García & Li, 2014).  

According to García and Li (2014, pp. 91–118), from the perspective of 
teaching, translanguaging has the potential to allow the teacher to reach all 
students regardless of their L2 language skills. As with student-directed 
translanguaging, teaching can also involve spontaneous translanguaging 
where languages are used to improve understanding during the monitoring of 
class work. In contrast, planned translanguaging is used to deepen under-
standing of complex topics. Both scenarios, in turn, build new language prac-
tices. Teachers can use L1 in the classroom to scaffold demanding content, 
translate meanings, form groups of students for peer support and, further-
more, allow the students to use L1 to answer questions put in L2. Through 
translanguaging, teachers are acknowledging their students’ languages as re-
sources and allowing them a voice when they are in the early stages of devel-
oping their LX. While these techniques mostly require the teacher to be com-
petent in the students’ languages, being a monolingual teacher does not ex-
clude the use of translanguaging. García and Li (2014) suggest that monolin-
gual teachers can model translanguaging by learning a few phrases or key vo-
cabulary in their students’ languages; in doing so, they model risk-taking with 
languages for their students. Not only do the teachers take risks here, but they 
also break down divisions between languages and challenge language 
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ideologies and hierarchies (see Chapter 2), so potentially address social-justice 
related language issues (see Section 5.3.2). Although translingual assessment 
may be beyond the capability of teachers who do not share their students’ lan-
guages, they can still successfully develop classroom tasks that facilitate 
translanguaging practices.  

A variation on Li and García’s (2014) framework for translanguaging is one 
developed by Smith et al. (2017) in the European context that does not assume 
that teachers will share their students’ plurilingual resources. In fact, their 
framework (see Figure 4) assumes that they do not. The framework is based 
on levels of engagement with translanguaging beginning with small gestures 
and working towards enabling students to fully engage with translanguaging.  

 

 

Figure 4 Conceptual model for engaging with pedagogic translanguaging (Smith et al., 2017, 
p. 17) 

In brief, the ‘allow’ stage of the framework (see Figure 4) involves, for example, 
accepting that the pupils will use their shared languages with their peers, dis-
playing the learners’ language on posters, and demonstrating translanguaging 
through the teacher’s own repertoire. However, if the teacher is monolingual, 
like García and Li (2014), Smith et al. (2017, pp. 17–18) suggest learning some 
words or phrases from their students’ languages to use in classroom demon-
strations instead. This shows the students that other languages are valued and 
bears similarity with what García and Kleyn (2016, p. 20) call ‘stance’ or a 
change in philosophical positioning to one that challenges monolingual edu-
cation. The ‘encourage’ stage of the framework involves positivity and praise 
for the students in situations where translanguaging takes place, such as dis-
playing students’ work that is written in a different language. The ‘enable’ stage 
reflects translanguaging as outlined by García and Li (2014) more closely and 
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involves thinking more deeply about how translanguaging can support learn-
ing, for example how group work can support pupils and the types of activities 
that will promote thinking aloud. This stage can be equated with García and 
Kleyn’s (2016, p. 21) ‘design’, which supports translanguaging practices 
through the designing of collaborative structures and use of multilingual and 
multimodal classroom materials.  

The approaches outlined in this section open space for social justice themes 
(see section 5.3.2) where language stigmatisation can be challenged. This 
space is referred to as the translanguaging space which teachers build over 
time for students to act and be bilingual and where bilingualism is respected 
(García and Kleyn, 2016, p. 28). However, this space is very contextual. For 
example, Jaspers (2018, p. 7) points out some failures of translanguaging ped-
agogy resulting from societal language tensions, for example the use of Turkish 
by Bulgarian immigrants in Greek Cyprus. He also notes a lack of improve-
ment in educational attainment among language minority students using 
translanguaging pedagogy in the Belgian context. In addition, a pilot study in 
Singapore exposed challenges relating to the use of diglossic languages (i.e. 
languages that have two forms that are used for different situations, e.g. liter-
ary texts and everyday speech); the resistance of pupils to learning what is con-
sidered by the state to be their mother tongue (which in Singapore is deter-
mined by ethnicity rather than language practices at home), and pedagogic 
culture (e.g. teacher-centred approaches) (Vaish, 2019). This adds weight to 
Kuteeva’s (2020) suggestion, discussed in section 5.3.2, that translanguaging 
may not travel well. 

Translanguaging pedagogy requires student-centred learning and collabo-
ration among language users (García and Kleyn, 2016, p. 22), but this is not 
the approach taken in a great many contexts. Moreover, where families are 
involved in developing resources for translingual schooling, which can be the 
case with lesser taught languages, there can be a perception that these are not 
valid educational resources even if the translingual aspect has been successful. 
Cummins (2019, p. 31) suggests, in such cases, that critical awareness of lan-
guage inequalities may not have been drawn out sufficiently. Alternatively, re-
flecting the earlier discussion of language ideologies and hierarchies (Chapter 
2), the families may simply be aware that without a good command of the dom-
inant language, their young will find it difficult to succeed educationally and 
professionally.  

Some of pedagogic strategies that have been discussed in this section can 
translate to HE contexts. However, translanguaging in HE presents particular 
challenges since it is a domain where monolingual ideologies prevail, yet these 
are accompanied by their own set of ‘democratic credentials’ (Jaspers, 2018, 
p. 6). For instance, using English as an academic lingua enables academics to 
communicate with each other and allows career progression through the abil-
ity to teach in international contexts. From the student perspective, English, 
allows mobility opportunities (see Chapter 3) and, depending on their LXs, 
access to a greater range of scientific publications. In the next section, some 
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findings from studies of plurilingual pedagogies in HE to include, for example, 
code meshing and code switching, are discussed.    

5.3.4 PLURILINGUAL APPROACHES IN HIGHER EDUCATION 
The greatest share of research into plurilingual pedagogies has been conducted 
in relation to learning languages in school contexts. The HE context appears 
not nearly as well represented, especially in the translanguaging literature 
(Mazak, 2017, p. 4). Having said this, studies that focus on translanguaging in 
English language teaching, questionably to include CLIL and EMI, is a growth 
area (Prilutskaya, 2021, p. 14). Nonetheless, these are extraneous to the focus 
of this doctoral research that examines plurilingual pedagogies beyond lan-
guage studies. This section outlines and refers to the handful of studies that 
focus on plurilingual pedagogies in HE that may or may not be identified as 
translanguaging and do not include language studies. These are presented the-
matically; firstly, by those with social justice motivations; secondly, by the per-
ceived pedagogic benefits of plurilingual approaches; and, finally, by the ad-
vances in plurilingual assessment. 

5.3.4.1 Practices motivated by social justice 
As with translanguaging and biliteracy, many plurilingual interventions in HE 
are motivated, at least in part, by some kind of social justice agenda. For in-
stance, in the South African context, Deyi et al. (2007) delineated the barriers 
to accessing and succeeding in education on EMI programmes among non-
native speakers. Ten years later, these programmes still do not appear to be 
replaced by more egalitarian multilingual programmes, so Du Buisson’s (2017) 
classroom intervention seeks to undermine this situation through the use of 
multiple languages, in a code-switching fashion, with an aim of disrupting heg-
emonic language practices and subverting the perception among students of 
the inferiority of African languages. Similarly, Mazak and Herbas-Donoso 
(2015) see the introduction of translanguaging in the Puerto Rican context as 
a way to disrupt the hegemony of English as a language of science and reflect 
more closely the wider linguistic landscape of Puerto Rico, which is de facto a 
bilingual country (Mazak & Herbas-Donoso, 2015). For others, plurilingual 
pedagogies, which in the European context are associated with the themes of 
the protection of minority groups, preservation of linguistic heritage and de-
velopment of language skills and European belongingness (Beacco & Byram, 
2007, p. 31), offer a way to promote European plurilingualism (Caruso, 2018, 
p. 66; Gajo et al., 2013, p. 279; Moore, 2016).  
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5.3.4.2 Plurilingual pedagogic practices: benefits and challenges 
Turning to pedagogic practices, while some students, such as those on mobility 
programmes, may perceive the benefits of plurilingual programmes as offering 
opportunities to improve (plurilingual) language skills (e.g., Caruso, 2018, p. 
84; Deyi et al., 2007, p. 17; Wang & Curdt-Christiansen, 2019, p. 332), the re-
ported pedagogic benefits, from the teaching perspective, appear to be more 
heavily related to the deeper learning of content and concepts (Caruso, 2018; 
Deyi et al., 2007; du Buisson, 2017; Gajo et al., 2013; Moore et al., 2012; Wang 
& Curdt-Christiansen 2019). These benefits are achieved through a variety of 
pedagogic practices which are listed overleaf in Table 2.  

The majority of the strategies outlined in Table 2 claim to result in deeper 
learning, with the plurilingual negotiation of meaning providing a particular 
opportunity for in-depth comprehension of concepts (Caruso, 2018, p. 78; 
Gajo et al., 2013, p. 283–6). Importantly, such a strategy could be facilitated 
by lecturers who do not share the same plurilingual resources as their stu-
dents. Given the increasingly multilingual student body in universities, it is 
noticeable that this scenario is absent from the pedagogic literature, which 
heavily relies on bi/plurilingual competence among lecturers to adopt pluri-
lingual strategies.   

In a year-long study across disciplines in the Canadian HE context, in 
which not all lecturers shared their students’ linguistic repertoires, Marshall 
(2020) found that where plurilingual practices occurred they were largely re-
active rather than proactive or planned. This can perhaps be explained by the 
fact that many plurilingual courses or practices are often not enforced, sup-
ported or suggested by the institutions where they take place (du Buisson, 
2017; Caruso, 2013; Moore, 2016; Mazak & Herbas-Donoso, 2015), instead 
university language policies typically favour the national language(s) and Eng-
lish (see Chapter 4.2). Marshall also found that while lecturers, who are recep-
tive to plurilingual approaches, are open to students forming language groups 
and acting as mediators for one another in seminars and tutorials (Marshall, 
2020, p. 152), they could also interpret the use of plurilingualism as a missed 
opportunity for students to develop their English language skills (p. 153). 
There were also concerns pertaining to the students’ ability to successfully 
translate and express scientific content and concepts in English, which has led 
to some doubt over plurilingual approaches. Furthermore, students graduat-
ing with poor English skills and then moving into the workplace generated 
concerns around reputation of the university (p. 153). Marshall’s study reiter-
ates the importance of English in HE and gives some reasons why plurilingual 
approaches may not be straight forward. 
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Table 2 Examples of plurilingual pedagogic strategies used in higher education  

Multimodal presen-
tation of infor-
mation, e.g.: 

 giving a lecture in L1 with presentation slides in L2, (e.g. Her-
bas-Donoso, 2014, p. 39); 

 talking in L1 about figures written in L2 (e.g. Herbas-Donoso, 
2015, p. 704); 

 reading a text in L2/LX and discussing it in L1/LX (e.g. Caruso, 
2018, p. 75; Herbas-Donoso, 2015, p. 704). 
 

Translation, e.g.:  giving translations of terminology (e.g. Moore et al., 2012, p. 16); 
 eliciting equivalent terms from the students in L1 (e.g. Wang & 

Curdt-Christiansen, 2019, p. 326); 
 using repetition and translation across languages’ (e.g. Caruso, 

2018, p. 75). 
 

Grouping students 
by language to en-
courage, e.g.:   

 deeper understanding of content (du Buisson, 2017, p. 159); 
 confidence in subsequent whole-group discussion of content in 

L1/LX (du Buisson, 2017, p. 160);  
 peer support in written and oral production languages’ (e.g. Ca-

ruso, 2018, p. 75; Deyi et al., 2007, p. 17) 
 plurilingual co-construction of meaning between students in 

groups (e.g. Gajo et al., 2013). 
 

Plurilingual con-
struction of 
knowledge by, e.g.: 

 using L1 and L2 together when there is the need to use both to 
make meaning, such as terminology that does not translate eas-
ily (e.g. Wang & Curdt-Christiansen, 2019, p. 327);  

 using L2 key terms in L1 discussions to enhance understanding 
(e.g. Mazak & Herbas-Donoso, 2015, p. 706); 

 constructing knowledge with contributions and insights from L1 
and L2 (e.g. Wang & Curdt-Christiansen, 2019, p. 329). 

Plurilingual review 
by, e.g.:  

 “debriefing” on reading in L2 by discussing it in L1 (e.g. Mazak & 
Herbas-Donoso, 2015, p. 709), or reading and discussing in 
L1/LX (du Buisson, 2017, p. 159); 

 teaching in L2 and then again in L1 to ensure comprehension 
(e.g. Wang & Curdt-Christiansen, 2019, p. 330); 

 reformulating lecture content in L1 and/or L2 (e.g. Moore et al., 
2012, p. 13 
 

Development of 
Metalinguistic 
awareness though, 
e.g.:  

 noticing and using cognates without offering/needing translation 
(e.g. Mazak & Herbas-Donoso, 2015, p. 707); 

 reflecting on terms in different languages and the relationships 
between them (Caruso, 2018, p. 78) 
 

5.3.4.3 Plurilingual approaches to assessment 
In the same study Marshall (2020) concluded that the lecturers organise lan-
guages into binaries: L1 versus L2, monolingual versus plurilingual, and pro-
cess versus product, since assessment takes place in English, or in non-anglo-
phone contexts, English and/or the national language(s). These perceptions 
are rather antithetical to plurilingual approaches, but, in my opinion/experi-
ence, reflect the reality of taking plurilingual approaches on university pro-
grammes in which assessment, most often in written form, will be in a 
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particular language. However, solutions to this challenge have been suggested. 
For instance, Canagarajah (2011), who refers to translanguaging in writing as 
‘code meshing’, proposes using more than one language in a piece of assessed 
writing. He argues that writing at university is less concerned with grammati-
cal and lexical accuracy, and more concerned with rhetoric (e.g. effective ex-
pression of oneself) and discourse (e.g. textual function) (p. 402) and since 
multilingual students have more than one language to draw on, it is natural to 
use them. He posits that translanguaging is natural and monolingualism is a 
question of ideology, so teachers should provide safe spaces (García & Kleyn, 
2016) where students can build confidence in their translingual skills for 
translanguaging/code meshing (assessed) academic work. Accordingly, he 
presents four teachable strategies to enable code meshing: 1) recontextualiza-
tion (e.g. opening the context to code meshing and multilingual practices); 2) 
voice (e.g. starting from the students’ own positions and asserting them 
through multilingual text); 3) interactional (e.g. using the students’ back-
grounds to inform the new context); and 4) textualization (e.g. understanding 
writing as performative in which code meshing is a creative process) (pp. 406–
413). Importantly however, Canagarajah’s (2011) study took place on an MA 
TESOL course for which the students were asked to write a literacy autobiog-
raphy. This represents a very particular genre in a language-related course 
which raises questions over its applicability to other contexts. 

Rather than focusing on the teachable strategies for written assessment 
found in code meshing, Caruso (2018) proposes an oral plurilingual assess-
ment model on a university course. Although many of the teaching strategies 
in Table 2 are present in the course itself, the assessment takes an integrated 
code-switching approach involving three languages. This form of assessment 
is reminiscent of what Gajo et al. (2007, p. 289) refer to as meso-alternation 
(see Gajo et al., 2007, p. 11 for a description of micro-meso-macro alternation 
in educational contexts). Meso-alternation involves the planned construction 
of knowledge in two, and in Caruso’s (2018) case three, languages/codes at the 
same time to achieve a density of both conceptual and linguistic knowledge. 
The professor in Caruso’s (2018) study simulates this by planning one part of 
the course assessment in a plurilingual way. More specifically, the students 
gave a presentation during which the oral presentation was given in one lan-
guage, the presentation slides were written in a second language, and the ques-
tion-and-answer segment used a third language. The rationale for the assess-
ment was to simulate translanguaging (Caruso, 2017, p. 79). This assessment 
regime was integrated into an undergraduate language and communication 
policies course for home and exchange students from a range of language-re-
lated degree programmes. Consequently, as with Canagarajah’s (2011) written 
assessment involving code meshing, its transferability to other contexts is not 
straightforward. While taking plurilingual approaches to teaching complex 
scientific topics can provide pedagogic solutions (see Moore et al., 2012, p. 15), 
at the end of his study, Marshall (2020) concludes that plurilingual ap-
proaches are contextual and more suited to language-related, rather than 
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science-related subjects where plurilingualism seems to be a more distant con-
cern. This conclusion also appears to be implied by Canagarajah (2011) and 
Caruso’s (2018) studies   

To summarise, plurilingual approaches to teaching and learning in HE 
have yet to be adequately researched. Having said this, a clear set of ap-
proaches to teaching and learning in a plurilingual way have been developed 
which have both social justice and pedagogic aims. These have been shown to 
have benefits in terms of the deeper learning of concepts and affective benefits 
in terms of the recognition of the value of languages other than the dominant 
ones. However, while studies that demonstrate plurilingual approaches have 
been shown to be effective in a range of subjects, it appears that when it comes 
to assessment, plurilingual approaches are more perhaps more suited to lan-
guage-related studies than scientific subjects. This is a limitation that needs 
further academic attention. 

5.3.5 CONNECTIONS BETWEEN LINGUISTICALLY-INCLUSIVE 
PEDAGOGIC APPROACHES AND THE ORIGINAL 
PUBLICATIONS 

This chapter has discussed some different approaches to plurilingual educa-
tion (e.g. CLIL, ICLHE, translanguaging, biliteracy and code meshing) starting 
with how these are envisaged in schools since it is in this context where the 
majority of plurilingual pedagogies were developed. It then proceeded to a dis-
cussion of how these pedagogies have been applied to the HE context, but with 
the omission of language courses, because these fall outside the context of this 
doctoral research. In summary, theories that influence pedagogic approaches 
concern how language is perceived to be organised in the plurilingual mind 
(section 5.3.1); notions of social justice in education (section 5.3.2); and mean-
ing-making for deeper and more comprehensive learning (section 5.3.3–5.3.4) 
alongside the socio-political motivations found in approaches such as CLIL 
(section 5.2). These considerations are significant because they determine 
whether the pedagogic approach taken falls into the fixed language approach 
or fluid languaging approach, which may, in turn, point to a particular lan-
guage ideological stance. 

In relation to the original publications that feature in this doctoral thesis, 
publication I (i.e. Language Ideologies and the Experiences of International 
Students) through its exploration of the place of international student lan-
guages at the university reveals some of the inclusive pedagogic practices that 
some lecturers engage in. They fall short of pedagogies such as CLIL or 
translanguaging but show an openness that could be further advanced by us-
ing, for example, Smith et al.’s (2017) model of translanguaging. Publication 
II (i.e. Glimpses into the ‘Language Galaxy’ of International Universities: In-
ternational Students’ Multilingual and Translanguaging Experiences and 
Strategies at a Top Finnish University), on the other hand, looks more closely 
at the plurilingual practices, both spontaneous and planned, that the students 
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themselves engage in privately to help them achieve their academic goals. Fi-
nally, the publication III (i.e. Language tensions and unseen languages in a 
multilingual university: the perspectives of university lecturers) analyses the 
discourses of lecturers, with reference to Smith et al’s (2017) translanguaging 
framework, showing how they attempt to include international student lan-
guages in their teaching and supervision practices. Drawing upon the existing 
literature and the findings of the three original publications, Chapter 10 of this 
doctoral thesis will present a further iteration of plurilingual pedagogies in HE. 

The first five chapters of this doctoral thesis have critically analysed the 
ideas, concepts and theories that have informed the development of my re-
search. In the following chapter, these are brought together to form the theo-
retical framework for this thesis. In this chapter, the research questions that 
this thesis seeks to address are also presented and explained. 
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6 THE RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

The preceding chapters have outlined, discussed and evaluated the different 
research orientations, theoretical concepts and pedagogical approaches as 
they relate to HE. More specifically, there has been discussion of university 
environments and policies (e.g. university and bibliographic metrics, and in-
ternationalisation directives); language ideologies (e.g. socioeconomic and po-
litical positioning of different languages, language “markets” and language hi-
erarchies); the positioning of different languages, and their speakers, as a con-
sequence of internationalisation (e.g. EMI and language policies); and linguis-
tically-inclusive pedagogies (e.g. ICLHE and translanguaging). These orienta-
tions, concepts and approaches represent the analytical tools and concepts I 
employ in this research. 

While many Finnish academics escape some of the pressures associated 
with HE, such as the pressure to publish in high-impact journals and the enor-
mous budgetary cuts seen elsewhere, it still pursues an internationalisation 
strategy to draw in investment, research funding and international staff and 
students. However, there is scant focus on the linguistic resources that are 
brought to Finnish higher education through internationalisation. Bringing 
the concepts and approaches discussed in this doctoral thesis to bear in rela-
tion to languages in the UH community offer the possibility to deconstruct lan-
guage ideologies and advance language debates around linguistic inclusivity 
and the value and position of different languages in HE. It is this space in the 
existing research that this doctoral research seeks to address. To that end, the 
main question that this research seeks to provide answers to is:  

 

In the higher education environment, how can knowledge be shared and 
produced in a lingua franca while at the same time maintaining and de-
veloping the value of other languages? 

 
To deconstruct the key components of the question, ‘how’, for this doctoral 
thesis, refers to the pedagogic methods through which greater linguistic inclu-
sion can be achieved; ‘knowledge’ means the scientific concepts and contextual 
knowledge (i.e. how the same concept may be perceived in different contexts) 
that are reported in academic texts; ‘shared’ includes such knowledge being 
communicated through reading texts from other contexts, writing academi-
cally-orientated texts within courses, talking about texts in academic contexts 
and listening to and engaging with others as they do this. For the context of 
this study, the ‘lingua franca’ refers to English as a global academic language 
(but this could be a different language elsewhere); ‘maintaining’ means con-
tinuing to use a language for academic domain rather than letting its use di-
minish while ‘developing’ means using a language for (more purposes in) 
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academic contexts. Finally, ‘value’ is multifaceted but, in general, can be un-
derstood as recognising the importance of a language for different domains 
including the academic one, which is necessary for it to continue to have cur-
rency. 

To address the primary question, this research will address the following 
sub-questions that operate at three levels: the student level, lecturer level and 
institutional level. 

A. What do the discourses of students and lecturers about language 
in their student and professional lives, respectively, tell us about 
how different languages are ideologically positioned in the uni-
versity? 

 
‘Ideologically’ here refers to the themes that were raised in Chapter 2; namely, 
how different languages are positioned by their economic, political, social and 
cultural importance. These positionings can contribute to the formation of lan-
guage hierarchies and the perceived and real communication value of lan-
guages.  

B. Which plurilingual practices do the students and lecturers en-
gage in and how might these lead to better learning and provide 
the intercultural opportunities that are supposedly concomitant 
with plurilingualism? 

 
‘Intercultural’ in this question may refer to large culture and small culture dis-
courses that were discussed in Chapter 4.3, but also to a realistic fluid under-
standing of culture that acknowledges the co-/constructed nature of culture.  

C. Which plurilingual pedagogic approaches do lecturers take in re-
lation to international student languages and what are the ration-
ales behind them? 

 
In this question, ‘plurilingual pedagogic approaches’ refer to those approaches 
and strategies to teaching and learning to involve more than one language, 
which were discussed in Chapter 5. 

The next chapter describes the research context for this doctoral thesis. The 
aim is to unpack the orientations, concepts and approaches that represent the 
analytical tools and concepts employed in this research as they relate to HE in 
Finland. 
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7 THE RESEARCH CONTEXT  

The purpose of this chapter is to describe and critically evaluate the context of 
this doctoral research, Finland, and, more specifically, Finnish higher educa-
tion. The first section describes the Finnish linguistic landscape, which shows 
why this context is suitable for investigating linguistic inclusion. Not only is 
this context varied in terms of language, but it has also had to manage two 
national languages alongside a range of minority languages, which implies 
some sensitivity to potential concerns over language use. The chapter then 
proceeds to the topic of internationalisation and outlines the ambitions for in-
ternationalisation as they are seen at the governmental level, showing, as with 
other contexts, that these ambitions are mostly financially-motived. Afterall, 
knowledge and HE have gained in importance for the global economy. The 
chapter then explains the position of English, the national languages (Finnish 
and Swedish) and other languages in relation to HE and how these are posi-
tioned in language policies. 

7.1 THE LINGUISTIC LANDSCAPE OF FINLAND 

A close examination of any country will reveal some complexity in its linguistic 
landscape. This complexity results from many events, such as nation-building, 
economic development, political positioning, but also colonisation/decoloni-
sation and historical and contemporary waves of immigration (Karlsson, 
2017), which in turn changes language dynamics and local language hierar-
chies (see Chapter 2.3). Finland (Suomi in the Finnish language), where the 
majority language is Finnish (Suomi), is no exception to such forces. 

The year of 2017 marked the centenary of Finnish independence and Karls-
son (2017) celebrated this with a publication describing the linguistic land-
scape of Finland which, at the time of his publication, represented 500 lan-
guages, some with only one speaker (p. 82). Within this constellation of 500 
languages, a small number constitute the largest minority language groups 
and these create the most noticeable dynamics. One such language is Swedish, 
which while being de jure the second national language, is de facto a minority 
language (Saarinen, 2020, p. 86) with approximately 290,000 speakers 
(Karlsson, 2017, p. 18). Recognised minority languages, following the order in 
which Karlsson presents them, include the three indigenous Sámi languages 
(Northern Sámi, Inari Sámi and Skolt Sámi), Finnish/Finnish-Swedish sign 
language, Romani, Tatar, Yiddish, Karelian and Russian. Together these num-
ber around 300,000 speakers (Karlsson, 2017, p. 18). However, their number 
is smaller than the number of speakers of the newer immigrant languages – 
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such Somali (19,059), English (18,758), Persian (10,882) and Spanish (7,449) 

16 – that together total approximately 354,000 (Karlsson, 2017, p. 18).  
While the numbers of newer immigrant languages may seem to be a small 

percentage of the total number of Finnish citizens (calculated as 5,550,066 in 
February 202217), 14% of this group reside in the Helsinki area, particularly in 
eastern Helsinki (Karlsson, 2017, p. 19), which may have significance in terms 
of local language dynamics, such as those described by Piller (2016) in Chapter 
2.3 of this doctoral thesis. As of 2019, the largest language groups, other than 
Finnish and Swedish, are Russian with 82,000 speakers, Estonian with almost 
50,000 speakers and Arabic with 32,000 speakers (Saarinen, 2020a. p. 20). 
However, figures such as these conceal the true picture as the national statis-
tics fail to record individual multilingualism (Karlsson, 2017; Saarinen, 
2020a) which hides the number of people who speak or have developed skills 
in the national and/or other languages. Furthermore, the way the languages 
are named, for example Chinese and Spanish hide language varieties, which 
may be significantly different from the named standard. 

The status of Finnish and Swedish as national languages is protected by the 
Finnish constitution (The Constitution of Finland 817/2018, section 17). This 
means that both languages can be used before the law and other authorities 
and that the cultural and social needs of both language groups will be met. In 
the Language Act (423/2003 section 4) “cultural” is defined as relating to 
‘broadcasting, theatres, pictorial representations, libraries, youth work and 
physical education’ while “social” refers to ‘health care and social welfare’. In 
addition, ‘[t]he Sami, as an indigenous people, as well as the Roma and other 
groups, have the right to maintain and develop their own language and culture’ 
(The Constitution of Finland 817/2018, section 17). Furthermore, people who 
use sign language are given the right to interpretation and translation services. 
However, these various rights are not without problems and tensions in Finn-
ish society. Karlsson (2017, pp. 19–20) lists these tensions as: 

 the status of Swedish as a national or a minority language;  
 the obligation to study the second national language in compre-

hensive schools;  
 the language rights in practice for speakers of other lan-

guages than Finnish [Karlsson’s emphasis]; 
 the revitalization of Finland’s small endangered languages, es-

pecially Inari Sámi, Skolt Sámi and Romani;  
 the position generally and in school teaching of the languages 

of immigrants (esp. the biggest one, Russian);  
 the supremacy of English as the first choice in foreign language 

teaching; diversification of the language choices;  

 
16 These languages are four of the twelve by listed by Karlsson (2017, p. 78) by population size for 

illustration purposes. 
17 Statistics Finland (2022). Statistics Finland - Preliminary population statistics 
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 sufficient digital and technological language support for all na-
tionally relevant languages;  

 determining the optimal age for starting foreign-language in-
struction in kindergarten / at school;  

 utilizing the native language proficiency of immigrants;  
 teaching Finnish and Swedish as second languages to immi-

grants and their descendants.  
 

The position of Swedish features relatively prominently on Karlsson’s (2017) 
list and its position in Finland can create heated debates (Saarinen, 2020; 
Salo, 2012). Salo (2012, p. 35) asserts that the underlying reasons for the ten-
sions that surround the position of Swedish essentially relate to the historical 
dominance of the Swedish language in Finland and the small size of the Swe-
dish speaking population, which has fallen as a percentage of the population 
from 12.9 to 5.5 per cent since it was first enshrined in law as a national lan-
guage (Salo, 2012, p. 35). For these reasons, the mandatory teaching of Swe-
dish as a second national language has become a widely-debated political issue 
(Salo, 2012, p. 33). The resentment to learning Swedish, in turn, has been 
shown to affect the access of Swedish-speaking Finns to police investigations, 
legal procedure and medical services in Swedish (Salo, 2012). The position of 
Swedish, nonetheless, is not, according to Saarinen (2020a, p. 129), being 
questioned constitutionally with the main debate being centred on education 
and administration. Other than the utilisation of immigrant languages and po-
sition of English in education, which will be turned to in the following pages, 
the remaining items on Karlsson’s (2017) list are beyond the scope of this dis-
sertation. 

To sum up, with its mix of languages, Finland is a suitable context for lan-
guage-related research. It not only includes three Sámi languages, whose 
speakers are the only indigenous group in the European Union (Sarivaara & 
Uusiautti, 2013), but also languages resulting from the new waves of immigra-
tion that began in the 1970s (Karlsson, 2017, p. 16), which have led to demo-
graphic change, especially in the Helsinki area. These migrant flows have 
changed the language dynamics in what was already a somewhat challenging 
linguistic landscape that involves two national languages and historic minority 
language groups. Another contributing factor to the linguistic dynamics in Fin-
land is internationalisation, and this is the topic of the next section. 

7.2 THE INTERNATIONALISATION AIMS OF FINLAND 

Internationalisation has been on the agenda in Finland since the late 1980s 
when, against the backdrop of the 1988 Magna Charta Universitatum which 
sought to harmonise European HE systems and better enable students and 
staff mobility (Onsman, 2010, p. 158), it was a perceived as a way to open up 
Finnish HE which was, at the time, considered too nationally-orientated and 
not competitive enough (Kauko & Medvedeva, 2016, p. 100; Lehikoinen, 2004, 
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p. 42). Policies to shape the internationalisation of Finnish HE and research 
for 2017–2025 are currently being implemented18 and are outlined in a bro-
chure (Ministry of Education and Culture, 2020) that has, interestingly, been 
published in Chinese, English and Spanish, which are three of the four most 
spoken languages globally (the fourth one being Hindi, see Chapter 2.3). This 
selection of languages, because it excludes other languages with large numbers 
of speakers, does not, strictly speaking, indicate an internationalisation strat-
egy but is more aligned with a monetary strategy with, at least, English and 
Chinese being the languages of the largest economies. Spanish, on the other 
hand, could be explained by its spread in that it is the dominant language 
across Spain, South and Central America and is spoken by 74 million people, 
around the world, as an additional language (Eberhard et al., 2022). It there-
fore also has the potential to draw in wealthy populations. Target countries/re-
gions for Finnish internationalisation will be shared shortly but include addi-
tional countries that do not use these languages as national languages. 

The Ministry of Education and Culture is responsible for the international-
isation policy pertaining to 14 universities and 23 universities of applied sci-
ences (p. 20) and has set out the internationalisation goals in relation to these 
HE institutions as: 

 
1. [developing] greater international attraction through focusing 

on the latest science and leading edge research; 
2. [strengthening] Finland [as] the home of high-quality educa-

tion; 
3. [building] momentum for sharing Finnish knowledge, expertise 

and educational innovations; 
4. [providing] a warm welcome to Finland; 
5. [ensuring] the Finnish message is heard internationally; 
6. [establishing] the Team Finland Knowledge network; 
7. [and having] greater involvement of Finnish experts living 

abroad and alumni educated in Finland. (p. 2) 
 
Broadly speaking, these goals rest on the “good” reputation of Finnish educa-
tion, although this seems to relate to school education (Ministry of Education 
and Culture, 2020, p. 8) rather than HE where the picture in terms of learning 
outcomes is both mixed and difficult to measure (OECD, 2017, p. 30–33); the 
safety of Finland as a country in which to reside, supported by indices such as 
the happiness index and rankings of safety for travellers and political and civil 
freedom (p. 22); and extending national and international research and inno-
vation networks. These goals make reference to both staff which, through net-
working, encourages international collaboration and foreign investment, and 
students. 

The overall goal is for Finland by 2025 to become ‘an open and interna-
tional country [that is] linguistically and culturally rich. In short: a good 

 
18  Ministry of Education and Culture https://okm.fi/en/international-strategy-for-higher-education-
and-research. Accessed 23 February 2022.  
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country [with a] positive attitude towards each other and the world around 
[them which] will make Finland unique’ (Ministry of Education and Culture, 
2020, p. 5). Although being linguistically rich is stated as a goal, this is pre-
sumably an assumed outcome of being more international since foreign lan-
guages do not feature in the brochure, only the teaching of the national lan-
guages in relation to immigration are mentioned (p. 11). However, non-
EU/EEA regions and countries are named as targets for networking efforts 
which implies an increase in linguistic richness. Cooperation is desired with 
‘the United States, China, India, Japan, countries of southeast Asia (e.g. Sin-
gapore, Indonesia, Malaysia, Vietnam), southern/western Africa, Brazil and 
other Latin American countries, and Russia’ (p. 17). Interestingly, this order-
ing of target regions and countries is roughly the order of their wealth in rela-
tion to, for example, their purchasing power parity (PPP) (see Figure 5), which 
calculates, using exchange rates, how much it costs to buy identical items in 
different countries thus indicating comparative wealth19. Purchasing power 
signifies the ability of an individual to buy goods and services, including edu-
cation20.  

 

 

Figure 5 Purchasing power parity by country (OECD, 2017) 

 
19 Purchasing power parity - Oxford Reference Accessed 25/03/2022 
20 Purchasing power - Oxford Reference Accessed 02/04/2022 
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The named countries in the brochure, when cross-referenced with Figure 5, 
share 52.4% of the world’s PPP as of 2017 (a difference with the economic sit-
uation in 2022 would concern Russia). This again suggests a form of interna-
tionalisation orientated by potential economic relationships, which is con-
sistent with the general financial motivations of internationalisation abroad 
(see Chapter 3.1). Additionally, students from these countries would all also 
potentially provide fee-paying students, although attracting students for this 
purpose is not a stated aim of the Finnish internationalisation policy docu-
ment. 

Fees for non-EU/EEA students taking bachelor’s and master’s degree pro-
grammes were introduced in 2016 (Kauko & Medvedeva, 2016, p. 98) with the 
higher education institutions (HEIs) themselves taking responsibility for 
where to set their fees. The range of fees charged between 2017 and 2021 was 
€4,000 to €18,000 per annum (Ministry of Education and Culture, 2022). 
However, the link between HEIs’ finances and internationalisation can be 
traced to 2009 when funding formulas for universities began to be linked to 
internationalisation (Kauko & Medvedeva, 2016, p. 104). In 2009, internation-
alisation efforts were linked to 4.1 per cent of the university budget and this 
later increased to 9 per cent in 2014. Now, it is directly linked to 6%, but indi-
rectly incorporated in other aspects such as ‘credits based on cooperation’ 
(University of Helsinki, 2021, p. 79). In the Finnish context, this is significant 
since universities are mainly funded by the state and so are strongly influenced 
by state initiatives. This has left HEIs with little choice over whether to pursue 
internationalisation. At the same time, as is the case elsewhere (see Chapter 
3.1), Finnish universities are subject to budgetary cuts so the introduction of 
student fees has meant that these cuts may not be felt so deeply (Kauko & 
Medvedeva, 2016, p. 104). Moreover, the introduction of student fees has also 
been interpreted as a way to make Finnish universities more globally compet-
itive. In other words, the introduction of international student fees may not 
simply be about finance, as one of Kauko and Medvedeva’s (2016, p. 104) in-
formants explains: 

 

And if I think of this internationalisation, I have become more and 
more confident that a tuition-fee system built up in a smart way would 
be a very good thing. … The most important thing is not collecting the 
money, but creating incentives, which the university system desper-
ately needs: incentives for getting foreign students to Finland and in-
centives to do degrees at a fast pace. (Politician)  

 
This comment seems to be more consistent with the Ministry of Education 
Culture’s (2020) goals for internationalisation which emphasise competition 
but do not mention student fees. Overall, there has been a difference in opin-
ion on the introduction of student fees with the government considering it a 
way to compensate for budgetary cuts, the Ministry of Education and Culture 
believing it a counter-productive measure that would decrease levels of 
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internationalisation and university departments recognising both positions 
(Kauko & Medvedeva, 2016). Perhaps settling this matter is a recent analysis 
by the Ministry of Education and Culture (2022) who found that after a dip in 
recruitment when the introduction of fees was initially announced, recruit-
ment of fee-paying students increased and has now even exceeded recruitment 
levels before the 2016. What is unknown is whether the student profile has 
changed to be less or more diverse; presumably the former is more likely be-
cause students who have the economic means to pay for HE seem to come from 
particular countries (e.g. China, USA) and, naturally, the more affluent social 
classes.  

The financial benefits of student fees are clear. In 2020, 36 per cent of stu-
dents paid fees which, after the deduction of scholarships and grants, added 
€14 million to the Finnish HEIs’ revenues, helping to provide a broader fund-
ing base for internationalisation activities, as they relate to the internationali-
sation policy aims, (Ministry of Education and Culture, 2022). This financial 
gain perhaps suggests that Kauko and Medvedeva’s (2016) politician inform-
ant was being slightly insincere about the importance of collecting fees. In 
sum, with the introduction of fees and the advent of Finnish education export 
that emerged at the end of the 2000s (Dervin, 2013; Saarinen, 2012, p. 163), it 
seems that marketisation and global competitiveness is an established practice 
in Finland. 

Other than Goal 7 (see p. 88) of the Ministry of Education and Culture’s 
(2020) internationalisation policy, there is no emphasis on the international 
mobility of Finnish students. This can perhaps be explained by the findings of 
Weimer et al. (2019, p. 17) in which only 3.2 per cent of Finnish students were 
shown to have benefitted from an international mobility experience in 2017. A 
figure that is unlikely to have increased in the interim given the global Covid-
19 pandemic. Because of this situation, they argue that the development of in-
ternational and intercultural skills (as they relate to changing demographics, 
social inclusion and international working life (p. 46)) of Finnish students 
should be developed at home (i.e. internationalisation at home (IaH), see 
Chapter 3.1). It may be that Finnish internationalisation is dependent on peo-
ple coming to Finland, who consequently may provide richer more diverse in-
teractive opportunities for Finns on IaH programmes, rather than Finns par-
ticipating in, for example, mobility programmes. This situation provides a fur-
ther rationale (to those discussed in Chapter 5) for linguistically-inclusive ped-
agogies in Finnish HE. 

To conclude, Finland, like other countries and regions of the world, is en-
gaged in the processes of internationalisation mainly for economic purposes. 
The Ministry of Education and Culture have a set of policies to achieve their 
vision of internationalisation and have encouraged competitiveness among 
the HEIs through policy, budgetary cuts and the introduction of international 
student fees. However, their internationalisation strategy is more influenced 
by incoming students and staff and is less informed by the mobility of Finnish 
students, which indicates that internationalisation is mostly achieved through 
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the presence of people from outside of Finland. This has led to the suggestion 
of bolstering IaH initiatives. As discussed in Chapters 3 and 4 of this disserta-
tion, discussions around internationalisation often include issues around lan-
guage, most often English. In this respect, Finland is no exception and in the 
next part of this discussion, the role of English and other languages in Finnish 
HE will be broached. 

7.3 LANGUAGE TENSIONS IN FINNISH HIGHER 
EDUCATION 

Tensions around language are commonly mentioned in discussions of inter-
nationalisation (e.g. Kauko & Medvedeva, 2016; Weimer et al., 2019). For in-
stance, English is seen as enabling internationalisation and the recruitment of 
international students and staff while, at the same time, creating segregation 
through the separation of Finnish-medium and English-medium programmes 
(Kauko & Medvedeva, 2016) which separates the students on those pro-
grammes. This is opposite to what Finns and international students alike 
might wish to achieve through internationalisation from an intercultural per-
spective. A common theme in the literature is a perceived threat of English to 
the Finnish language in the academic domains and the problematic under-
standing of English as a byword for internationalisation (Lindström & Sylvin, 
2014; Saarinen & Nikula, 2013; Saarinen & Rontu, 2018; Weimer et al., 2019). 
A far less common theme is the presence of minority autochthonous languages 
which are, nonetheless, vulnerable (Saarinen, 2020a). The Sámi languages, for 
example, would be categorised as autochthonous. 

Since the internationalisation of Finnish HEIs was first mooted, in the 
modern sense, in the 1980s, language has been understood to be an issue 
(Lehikoinen, 2004). In the 1990s, English began to be framed as a threat in 
the media (Saarinen, 2020a) which may have led to the experimentation with 
both French-medium (Saarinen, 2014) and German-medium instruction in 
some universities of applied sciences (Lehikoinen, 2004) during this period. 
These experimentations did not result in adequate numbers of student appli-
cations at home or from abroad so English was instead adopted to provide 
courses, mainly for exchange students (Lehikoinen, 2004). Even in the early 
stages of student mobility programmes, there was an awareness regarding the 
need to protect the national languages and to integrate the learning of these 
languages into the study programmes of foreign students, but ultimately the 
responsibility for implementing policy lies with the individual HEIs (Lehi-
koinen, 2004; Ylönen, 2014, p. 65). This appears to have led to an uneven ad-
herence to policy where universities of applied sciences require international 
students to study the national languages on EMI programmes at bachelor’s 
level, but universities do not require international master’s student to do the 
same; thus, potentially creating barriers to participating in the employment 
market (Airey et al., 2017; Saarinen, 2020a) and conflicting with at least one 
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of the aims (i.e. goal 4 (see p. 88)) of Finnish internationalisation (Ministry of 
Education and Culture, 2020, p. 13). 

English-medium instruction (EMI) is far more common on master’s degree 
programmes (Hultgren et al., 2015), and Finland provides a great many op-
portunities to study at master’s level on EMI programmes. According to Hult-
gren et al. (2015, p. 4), Finland offered 296 master’s programme taught either 
entirely or partly in English, which has increased by approximately 50 since 
2012 (Airey et al., 2017, p. 564). Currently, at the University of Helsinki, which 
is the site of the present research, there are 36 EMI master’s programmes 
spread across the faculties, but mainly in natural sciences, and one newly in-
troduced bachelor’s programme in science. The number of EMI programmes 
in Finland has garnered significant attention from within and outside aca-
demia. For instance, academics have focused on the dominant and unques-
tioned role of English as the language of internationalisation leading to less 
engagement with other languages (Saarinen, 2012; Ylönen, 2014, p. 65). In 
addition, in terms of academic publications, that the majority of scientific re-
search papers and doctoral theses are written in English rather than the na-
tional languages has been problematised.  

There have also been concerns voiced by the public around the rights of 
Finnish students to complete their degree in the national languages (Airey et 
al., 2017, p. 565). This complaint can be understood as relating to the inability 
of students to take identical versions of some EMI courses in the national lan-
guages and the reliance on learning materials written in English, particularly 
at master’s and doctoral levels. However, it is possible to access education up 
to doctoral level entirely in the national languages; Finnish, is not a low-re-
sourced language (Hämäläinen, 2021, p. 2). Additionally, students have the 
right to be assessed in the national languages (Universities Act 558/2009 
[2011] section 11), so the veracity of this complaint is not wholly fast. Finally, 
there are particular pressures on Swedish in HE because it has generally be-
come to be recognised as the third language in the HE language hierarchy after 
English (Saarinen, 2020a). The challenges posed by English to the national 
languages led to some suggestions, from the Finnish Language Board, for the 
protection of, especially, the Finnish language in academia and HE. They rec-
ommend (Saarinen, 2020a, pp. 97–99):  

 
 the development of language policies that ensure Finnish lan-

guage instruction; 
 the writing of master’s theses in the national languages, or at 

least written with an accompanying extensive summary; 
 the publication of research in Finnish; 
 the evaluation of research output to include Finnish journals; 
 the production of and dissemination of knowledge in Finnish. 

 
Saarinen (2020a, p. 97) notes the lack of concern for other languages of Fin-
land and suggests that the final point in the list denotes an ‘(…) epistemological 
claim that the “mother tongue” is “invaluable” in knowledge production.’ This 
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she goes on to argue ‘(…) creates interesting implications about nation statist 
knowledge production and challenges the thinking that knowledge production 
could be multilingual or take place in languages other than the “mother 
tongue” of the researcher’ (p. 98). A practice that Hynninen and Kuteeva 
(2020) showed to be quite common among the Finnish and Swedish academ-
ics. From this perspective, the recommendation appears to be somewhat re-
moved from reality. 

There are many conflicting concerns within the language use debate. Inter-
nationalisation is broadly accepted as necessary and EMI is recognised as a 
central part of this (Airey et al., 2017). Reasons for the popularity of English 
lie with its importance for competition, for example in the employment mar-
ket, business and accessing new markets (Nikula et al., 2012). This has re-
sulted in English being constructed as a basic skill and being by far the most 
commonly learnt foreign language in primary and secondary schools in Eu-
rope (Nikula et al., 2012; Eurostat, 2021), making it the obvious choice as a 
medium of instruction in Finnish HE for mobility purposes. At the same time, 
the Finnish HE community prize multilingualism with French, German and 
Russian being particularly desirable languages (Nikula et al., 2012). In fact, 
Ylönen (2014, p. 79) citing various surveys found that over 90% of the Finnish 
HE community considered multilingualism beyond English, Finnish and Swe-
dish important. More recent data from the University of Helsinki (2021, p. 29) 
named French, German, Italian, Russian and Spanish as languages in which 
some (possibly Finnish) UH researchers had published, although this only 
amounted to 3.6 per cent of all publications. However, the majority of publish-
ing, at 72 per cent (and 88% of peer-reviewed articles), occurs in English. The 
immigrant languages, which have come with the newer waves of immigration 
(e.g. Somali, Persian), are not seen in the same light as the other languages 
named here (Nikula et al., 2012; Ylönen, 2014). Instead for immigrants the 
policy is to focus on learning the national languages (Ylönen, 2014); a view 
that appears to be reflected in the Ministry of Education and Culture’s (2020) 
internationalisation policy brochure. University language policies also tacitly 
take this stance. 

7.4 THE LANGUAGE POLICIES FOR FINNISH 
UNIVERSITIES 

The Language policy for Finnish universities is first and foremost set by the 
Universities Act (558/2009) which is determined by the Ministry of Education 
and Culture. The practical details are then decided by the institutions them-
selves (Saarinen & Taalas, 2017). Of the 14 universities in Finland, the lan-
guages for instruction and degrees are decreed as bilingual (Finnish and Swe-
dish) in two universities, Swedish in four, Finnish in seven, and the remaining 
one, Aalto university, has different languages either Finnish or Swedish de-
pending on the particular school. Although the official language(s) for each 
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university is decreed, meaning that the university in question has a particular 
responsibility for the development and maintenance of the language, the uni-
versities also have the power to decide upon the language of instruction on 
particular programmes (Universities Act 558/2009). However, what must be 
ensured is the right for Finnish students to sit exams and write essays in the 
national languages (Saarinen & Taalas, 2017). The language rights of students 
are made clear in university language policies. These appear to be mainly mo-
tivated by the need to protect the national culture and languages, with some 
ideologically positioning themselves as monolingual and others multilingual, 
while at the same time balancing the need for English for internationalisation 
purposes (Saarinen & Taalas, 2017).  

The University of Helsinki (UH), which is the setting for the present re-
search, is one of the legally bilingual universities (Universities Act 558/2009). 
UH has published two versions of its institutional language policy, the first in 
2007 (University of Helsinki, 2007) which was then updated in 2014 (Univer-
sity of Helsinki, 2014). Both versions of the policy are trilingual and published 
in three sections according to language (Finnish, Swedish then English). Both 
versions of the policy acknowledge the university’s responsibility for uphold-
ing the national languages alongside its participation in the development of 
English to match its internationalisation ambitions. They also both position 
languages as a resource which, they assert, enables intercultural communica-
tion and creative thinking. In terms of languages other than English, Finnish 
and Swedish, the first version names particular languages as important for 
global, European, Baltic and Nordic integration: Scandinavian languages, Es-
tonian, German, Spanish, Russian and Chinese (University of Helsinki, 2007, 
p. 44) 21. The second version of the policy does not name languages beyond the 
main three, instead it refers to foreign and Nordic languages. The reason for 
this could be that naming languages suggests an ideological favouring of par-
ticular language groups which could be seen as insensitive. Unlike the first ver-
sion, the 2014 version states that ‘[t]he multilingual skills of students, re-
searchers and staff are exploited in the development of the University’s inter-
national efforts’ (University of Helsinki, 2014, p. 50), which suggests inclusion 
of different languages to some degree. Whereas, in terms of teaching and com-
munication skills, multilingualism is understood as Finnish, Swedish and Eng-
lish (p. 50). As I argue for linguistically-inclusive pedagogies in (Finnish) HE, 
the contrast between these last two points is significant to my doctoral re-
search.   

To summarise, this chapter has described the context of this research, Fin-
land, and the setting, the UH, in terms of language and language diversity. It 
has explained why Finland with its national languages, its autochthonous lan-
guages, and its old and new allochthonous languages is an appropriate context 
for research into linguistically-inclusive HE. Furthermore, it has presented 
and analysed the internationalisation aims of Finnish HE which along with 

 
21 The order of languages here follows the order given in the policy. 
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financial benefits bring greater linguistic diversity to Finnish HEIs. The chap-
ter finished by describing the university language policy of Finnish universities 
and the UH.  

The following chapter explains how my research has sought to the answer 
the questions, presented in Chapter 6, by explaining the methodological ap-
proach that was taken and theories used in the data analysis. Furthermore, it 
will provide an overview of the study (i.e. the three publications), the study 
participants and the data collection procedures.  
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8 THE METHODOLOGICAL APPROACHES 

This chapter describes the methodology used for the three studies of this doc-
toral thesis, which were all conducted at the University of Helsinki. Since the 
studies use qualitative methodologies, this chapter will commence with a gen-
eral overview of qualitative methodologies and relate these to an overview of 
the three studies. Then, the data collection methods will be described. Finally, 
a description and discussion of the concepts and procedures used to analyse 
the data will be given. 

8.1 THE CHARACTERISTICS OF QUALITATIVE 
METHODOLOGIES 

The three original publications around which this thesis revolves are studies 
that use qualitative methodologies. My understanding is that the purpose of 
qualitative research is not to uncover large patterns that might be associated 
with large quantitative studies, but to explore complex issues or phenomena 
associated with human and social life. It is through quantities of such studies 
that larger patterns may emerge; like a jigsaw puzzle the different pieces come 
together to form a picture. My studies contribute to the picture of linguistic 
inclusion and plurilingual approaches in HE. Taylor et al. (2016, pp. 17–22) 
delineate the approaches of qualitative methodologies as: 

 
 understanding people from their own perspective; 
 developing concepts, approaches and understanding from the 

data, rather collecting data to assess theories; 
 considering people, groups and settings as a whole rather than 

seeing these as variables; 
 trying to simulate everyday life (for example an interview 

should resemble a typical conversation as much as possible); 
 avoiding the favouring of particular perspectives because all 

perspectives are worthy of study; 
 focusing on meaning and not filtering it through, for example, 

rating scales; 
 seeing all settings and people as being worthy of study; 
 and being flexible with data collection methods. 

 
This list may appear to characterise qualitative research as disorderly, but that 
is not the case. Although qualitative methodologies are not typically standard-
ised, they are systematic (Taylor et al., 2016, p. 20) and they have procedures 
that are followed. The procedures that I followed will be described in relation 
to each of the studies as this chapter progresses. However, for a preview of my 
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methods refer to Table 3 (overleaf), which provides a general overview of the 
three studies, the research participants and the methods used for data collec-
tion. The ensuing discussion will furnish this table with the additional details 
needed to make sense of how the studies were conducted and analysed, and to 
provide more information about the participants selected for the third study. 

8.2 METHODS FOR DATA COLLECTION 

To better understand the position of international student languages at the 
UH, international master’s degree students were recruited to take part in one 
of three focus group interviews. A focus group interview can be understood as 
a group discussion involving 4–12 participants in which an issue of social rel-
evance is explored for the purposes of research (Marková et al., 2007). 12 stu-
dents were recruited for the focus groups, but one student was unable to take 
part on the day which reduced the number of participants to 11 (i.e. two groups 
of four students and one group of three students). While these groups may 
seem small in size and number, their size (e.g. four participants) was restricted 
by not only by the interview environment, which was a small room, but also 
the main task which required them to sit together around a table. Further-
more, the main task in itself would have been difficult to complete in a timely 
manner had they been a much larger group. Finally, saturation point, in other 
words the point at which no new categories of data were particularly emerging 
(Wood & Kroger, 2000, p. 83) was reached by the third focus group. 

The sampling strategy for the recruitment of the students can be described 
as ‘purposive’, in that only students from the university campuses that teach 
science subjects were selected, and ‘convenience’ in that I recruited master’s 
degree level students that I had easy access to (Cohen et al., 2007, p. 114). To 
be more specific, I had personally taught the students I recruited on academic 
writing courses for the UH Language Centre, where I used to be a University 
Instructor. The reason I chose science students is that I wanted to understand 
the everyday experience of students who were less invested in languages than, 
for example, students of language-related subjects. I also made the decision to 
group students to include different linguistic backgrounds, rather than divid-
ing them by language. This meant that they made one membership category 
(Wood & Kroger, 2000), namely “international students” and not “Span-
ish/Chinese/Hindi speaking international students”, which would have been 
three membership categories. The limitation of the sampling method is that 
the experiences of these students may not be representative of other interna-
tional students across the university population. Nonetheless, from this study, 
insights into the treatment of different language groups in the institution were 
provided and similar language-related issues were raised across the groups.  
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The students were recruited by university email and were sent an information 
and consent form (see Appendix A) prior to the focus group interview which 
they signed on the day. The focus groups were held between March and April 
2018. Since they took place in the afternoon, snacks and drinks were provided 
for comfort. This satisfies that ethical procedure for the UH. The focus group 
interviews involved warm-up, transition, key and reflective questions (see Ap-
pendix B) following the guidelines written by Vaughn et al. (1996, pp. 41–48), 
but the central part of the focus group was a task that involved organising 16 
personalised statements (given to the students on sticky notes) from the 2014 
version of the UH language policy (see Appendix C) on a cline (that was drawn 
on a sheet of flipchart paper) from totally disagree to absolutely agree. The 
students were asked to relate these statements to their own experiences, give 
and justify their opinions and then negotiate where the statements should be 
placed on the cline together. This, in my view, promoted authentic dialogue 
between the students rather than exchanges of pre-formed opinions. Im-
portantly, while I had to intercept at times to help the students, for example, 
move their discussion along or offer clarifications, the task allowed me to be 
largely on the periphery so I could avoid shaping or being drawn into their 
discussions too frequently. English, as the only common language between the 
students, and the students and myself, was used in these focus groups and the 
policy statements were taken from the English version of the UH language pol-
icy. The resulting data were very rich covering many topics worthy of analysis. 
Therefore, it was used in both publication I (i.e. Language Ideologies and the 
Experiences of International Students) and publication II (i.e. Glimpses into 
the ‘Language Galaxy’ of International Universities: International Students’ 
Multilingual and Translanguaging Experiences and Strategies at a Top 
Finnish University) which I co-wrote with Professor Dervin.  

Publication III (i.e. Language tensions and unseen languages in a multi-
lingual university: the perspectives of university lecturers) investigates how 
lecturers use their languages and accommodate international students linguis-
tically and through which pedagogical means and was conducted through a 
series of semi-structured interviews with academic staff at the university. 
Since I have spent the majority of my professional life, as a language teacher, 
inventing situations that encourage students to communicate, the focus group 
interviews, for me, felt very natural and easy to set up and conduct. I had also 
had prior experience of using focus group methodology in pedagogic research 
(Clarke, 2018). Setting up and conducting semi-structured interviews, in con-
trast, presented a new challenge, but given the busy lives of academic staff my 
feeling was that focus groups would be very difficult to organise. It is for this 
reason along with desire to develop my methodological “toolkit” that I chose 
to conduct individual interviews.   

I decided upon semi-structured interviews because they combine the fol-
lowing of a schedule of questions — which I wanted for the purposes of com-
paring and contrasting attitudes and experiences — and opportunities for ex-
panding points through digressions, stories, co-construction of meaning and 
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reflections (Magnusson & Marecek, 2015), which allow for rich data. To enable 
these dual aims to emerge during the interview, the interview schedule (see 
Appendix D) followed the suggested guidelines written by Magnusson and 
Marecek (2015) quite closely. Once the interview schedule was ready, I infor-
mally tested it on two teacher friends and amended the questions accordingly. 
I also conducted two pilot interviews before embarking on the full series.  

The sampling procedure for the interviews can be described as ‘purposive’ 
because I targeted university instructors/lecturers/professors/deans, but un-
like the focus group interviews, I recruited interviewees through the ‘snowball-
ing’ methodology. This involves identifying a small number of potential par-
ticipants and asking them to suggest further participants (Cohen et al., 2007, 
p. 116). I began with people who I thought might be familiar with my name 
through my work as a UH Language Centre university instructor and people 
who I had taken courses with as part of my (doctoral) education. For this study, 
I contacted potential participants from across the university because I was in-
terested in gaining insights from lecturers beyond the science faculties. The 
snowballing method was an effective strategy that resulted in 20 interviewee 
appointments; two of which, I unfortunately had to cancel and which the par-
ticipants were unable to rearrange. In the end, I interviewed 18 people includ-
ing the two pilot interviews. 

The interviewees were recruited by university email. Before the interview 
took place, I sent a copy of the information and consent form (see Appendix 
E) to the participants, and these were signed on the day of the interview. The 
interviews were held in English because my Finnish skills are inadequate for 
conducting interviews and I have not learnt Swedish. They took place between 
May and July 2019 in the interviewees’ offices unless they did not have a per-
sonal office, in which case they took place in a private bookable room in the 
university library of their campus. Therefore, the participants were in most 
cases in their own environment. This arrangement satisfies the University of 
Helsinki ethics procedures.   

Of the 18 interviews, ten were selected for the subsequent data analysis (see 
Table 4). The participants were selected based on their type of work and em-
ployment situation. The university instructors, post-docs, deans (because 
there was only one) and administrative staff were eliminated. This left lectur-
ers, senior lecturers and professors. They were selected because of their simi-
lar roles and their permanence as members of staff; this information as either 
gleaned from the university website or given during the interviews. Because of 
their centrality to teaching and learning and their potentially strong invest-
ment in the faculty/institution, it was felt that they could offer the best insights 
into the institutional discourses around international students and their lan-
guages. The selected lecturers work in three different faculties at the university 
and these, along with further details about the participants, are shared in Table 
4.  
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Table 4 Participants by faculty and linguistic repertoire (first language(s) underlined, fol-
lowed by actively-used languages, followed by passive languages or those 
learnt but no longer spoken in brackets).  

Faculty            Languages  

Faculty of Arts 
 
 

1. Finnish, English, Swedish (German, Spanish) 

2. Finnish, English, French, German, Swedish (Estonian, 
Italian, Romanian, Russian, Spanish) 
 

3. Finnish/Estonian, English, Hungarian, Mari, Northern 
Sámi, Swedish (French, German, Russian) 
 

4. Finnish, English German, Swedish (Catalan, French, 
Russian) 
 

Faculty of Biological and 
Environmental Sciences  
 

5. Finnish, English, Swedish (Spanish) 
 

6. Swedish, English, (Finnish, German) 
 

7. Finnish, English, Swedish (Russian) 
 

8. Finnish, English, (German, Swedish) 
 

Faculty of Educational 
Sciences 
 

9. Finnish, English, (French, Spanish, Swedish 
 

10. Finnish, English, Swedish (Latin, Russian) 

These two sections have discussed qualitative research (Section 8.1) and de-
scribed the participants and the data collection procedures (Section 8.2) used 
for Publication I and II, namely focus group interviews; and Publication III, 
that is semi-structured interviews. The next section describes how the subse-
quent data from these interviews were analysed. 

8.3 METHODS FOR ANALYSIS  

This section describes the analytical processes and discusses the analytical 
methodologies I employed for this doctoral research. While each of the three 
publications used discourse analysis and subsequently followed a similar pro-
cedure in the processing of the data, there was variation in terms of the analy-
sis of the data. Publication I did not explicitly focus on and/or analyse lan-
guage features and forms, while the Publication II and Publication III used 
utterance analysis, which is a linguistic analysis following enunciation theory. 
These analytical approaches will be discussed in this section after a description 
of the processing of the data which was conducted in the same way for each of 
the studies. 
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The focus groups interviews were all audio and video recorded. The videos 
were important for seeing the reactions the participants had to one another 
and also for identifying who was speaking, which is difficult to ascertain from 
audio files. Needless to say, these aspects were not problematic for the semi-
structured interviews as there were only two speakers. Significant body lan-
guage, such as folding of arms, and gestures, such as smiling, was recorded 
during the interviews in my notebook, but unlike the focus group interviews, 
did not ultimately contribute to the analysis. The next stage was the transcrib-
ing process which, firstly, involves careful listening; I would listen to each re-
cording at least twice in full and then, as I was transcribing, it was necessary 
to listen to sections of text, sometimes, several times. The repetition was re-
quired because I mostly transcribed the interviews so that I could capture the 
tone (i.e. a change in the pitch of the voice which has an effect on meaning) 
and other features such as, intonation (e.g. rising and falling of the speech); 
emphasis (e.g. words said more slowly or loudly); laughter; and pausing that 
may indicate reflection. This allows the insertion of “life” into the transcription 
that can otherwise become abstract, distorted and/or lose its complexity (Co-
hen et al. 2007, p. 365). Appendix F gives the transcription notation that I 
used; this is based on that provided by Wood and Kroger (2000, p. 193–4) in 
combination with those written by Marková et al. (2007, p. 68). Appendix G 
and H give examples of transcriptions from the first focus group interview and 
the second pilot interview from the series of semi-structured interviews.  

The starting point for the processing of the data and basic analytical work 
of each study was conducted in the same way. This involved a process of the 
careful reading of the transcripts then the coding of different sections of tran-
scripts to capture the meaning of the different extracts. Codes are typically a 
single word or phrase that describes the extracts. Once the coding has been 
completed, the codes come together to form categories. Categories can be de-
scribed as the main themes to be found across the data. After the categories 
are formed, analytic memos are written to explain each of the categories and 
how the codes within them connect with one another, potentially leading to 
the removal/insertion of codes from one category to another. The process I 
followed was guided by Saldaña (2011). To deal with the amount of data I had, 
especially, for Publication III, I took my analysis off the page to get a better 
overall view. This involved writing, by hand, the extracts (with their codes) 
that I had identified as being relevant to the major themes of the interviews on 
notecards, which I could then physically move around to form categories. At 
this point, the analysis moved to the next stage in which the discourse was 
further analysed. 

To remain with discourse for a moment, it seems important to define what 
is meant by discourse and discourse analysis. Put simply, discourse is language 
that has been used in an act of communication and which occurs in multiple 
contexts. This communication can be spoken, for example a conversation on a 
bus, or a business presentation; or written, for example a newspaper adver-
tisement, or a novel. Almost any communication could potentially be 
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categorised as discourse. Although discourse as an object of study is tradition-
ally associated with linguistics and semiotics, it has become commonly used in 
many fields of social and human research (Howarth, 2000). Consequently, 
discourse can be analysed in many different ways and the type of analysis used 
will depend on the research questions and the field of study. Taylor (2013, p. 
2–3) offers a clear example of these differences when she explains that, de-
pending on the purpose of the researcher, some newly discovered old letters 
could be analysed, for instance, in terms of their linguistic style and formality; 
changes in the language used to describe people, which to a modern reader 
may be considered offensive; the relationship between ways of communicating 
and social class; or what they reveal about the prevalent attitudes of the day. 
The present doctoral research, similar to Blommaert (2005, p. 3), sees dis-
course as communication within the cultural, social and historical (but also 
political), ‘patterns and developments of use’ rather than in terms of its style, 
grammar or genre. Consequently, as with Blommaert (2005), my analytical 
work is not linguistic as such but uses linguistic methodology (e.g. data tran-
scription methods, utterance analysis) to analyse meaning in relation to soci-
ety, culture, history and politics and, reminiscent of Foucault (Howarth, 2000, 
p. 8) the way institutions shape social, and in this case, educational practices.  

In Publication I (i.e. Language Ideologies and the Experiences of Interna-
tional Students) a purely linguistic analysis was not used, instead the study 
involved identifying points of disagreement emerging from the main task (i.e. 
the organising of the policy statements on the poster; see section 8.2) because 
they afford opportunities to see lines of reasoning rather than simple ex-
changes of pre-formed ideas (Marková et al., 2007). The inspiration for focus-
ing on points of disagreement came from Marková et al. (2007) who propose 
a dialogic approach to focus group analysis that they refer to as ‘dialogism’. 
Dialogism, for them, is a theoretical approach that acknowledges the interde-
pendence of thought and language, and the self and other, and is itself inspired 
by Mikhail Bakhtin’s notion of dialogism alongside modern approaches to dis-
course analysis (p. 7). They outline four relevant concepts to their approach 
which, briefly, are: 1) interaction (between people in a social setting), 2) so-
cially-shared knowledge (e.g. knowledge that is generated by the group rather 
than the individual); 3) dialogue, which can be internal and external, to in-
clude interactions that might be face-to face, between ideas, between cultural 
traditions, or may constitute a single interaction at a particular point in time 
or a period of time (p. 24); and 4) focus groups (see section 8.2). The main task 
of the focus groups for this doctoral research (see section 8.2) promoted dif-
ferent forms of dialogue (e.g. face-to-face and between ideas). Furthermore, 
the analytical focus on the disagreements that emerged from the data allowed 
a peek into socially-shared knowledge around the issue of language at the uni-
versity whilst understanding how this discussion fits into the historical and 
cultural situation of the time (e.g. language ideologies (see Chapter 2) and lan-
guage policy (see Chapter 4.3–4)).  



 

106 
 

The analysis of disagreements for Publication I led to the formation of two 
continua to conceptualise the students’ experiences and attitudes in relation 
to the UH language policy. These continua were labelled: 1) excluded/ignored 
to included/valued; and 2) from inequality to empowerment. These continua 
became the organising principle for the presentation of the findings in Publi-
cation I. The analysis here is not linguistic but instead involved identifying 
units of meaning that show how the students’ languages are ideologically po-
sitioned in the university as shown through their experiences and attitudes 
compared with the institution’s ideological position as indicated by the univer-
sity language policy. The findings of this study will be elaborated upon in the 
following chapter.  

Publication II (i.e. Glimpses into the ‘Language Galaxy’ of International 
Universities: International Students’ Multilingual and Translanguaging Ex-
periences and Strategies at a Top Finnish University) used the same data as 
Publication  I, but the focus was on 1) institutional engagement with multilin-
gualism and 2) incidental use of translanguaging. For this study, Professor 
Dervin working with the existing transcriptions and the coding/categorising 
work that had already been completed, did the first stage of analysis during 
which he combed through the students’ discussions as they related to the 
themes of the paper. For the second draft of the analysis, which involved edit-
ing and polishing the existing analysis, we divided the work between us. Pro-
fessor Dervin focused on the analysis of institutional engagement with 
translanguaging whereas I worked on institutional engagement with multilin-
gualism. A major difference between the presentation of the analysis in the 
Publication I and Publication II is the inclusion of longer extracts of text which 
share, with the reader, the negotiations between the students on the different 
points, such as formal and informal language learning and the teaching and 
educational use of translanguaging. This, in part, was informed by the cri-
tiques of discourse analysis given by Antaki et al. (2003) who outline the main 
shortcomings of many studies that use discourse analysis, for instance the ra-
tio between analysis and quotations from the data being too much or too little. 
In his analysis, Professor Dervin also introduced elements of enunciation the-
ory, which I then used in my analysis for Publication III which will be dis-
cussed in the following paragraphs. 

As was explained at the beginning of this section, the analytical process for 
Publication III (i.e. Language tensions and unseen languages in a multilin-
gual university: the perspectives of university lecturers) began with the cod-
ing and categorising of the data and the writing of analytic memos. Given the 
amount of data (see Table 3), the production of the codes and categories was 
conducted in two stages. In the first stage, the discourses of the lecturers as 
they related to the students and their languages were analysed and, in the sec-
ond stage, the focus turned to the discourses connected with the lecturers’ own 
languages and the HE context. At the end of this stage of the analysis, 341 ex-
cerpts of text, 72 descriptive codes and 19 categories (see Table 5) were pro-
duced. Finally, six categories (i.e. English as an academic lingua franca, 
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language diversity, learning Finnish/Swedish, feelings about languages, lan-
guage as a tool and professional writing) were selected as they were deemed to 
be best suited to the aims of the study. Interestingly, because the focus of my 
research is on the linguistic inclusivity of international students’ languages, I 
had never intended that a category focusing on learning Finnish and Swedish 
would feature in my research, but this was a strong category in the data and 
for this reason, it contributed to shape of my research. This manoeuvring is 
considered typical of qualitative studies in which approaches can be developed 
from the analysis of the data (Taylor et al., 2016). The remaining five selected 
categories would not be unexpected in a study with this type of focus. 

 

Table 5. The categories emerging from the analytical process. The final six chosen for analysis are 
in boldface 

Categories from the first stage of the analy-
sis 
 

Categories from the second stage of analy-
sis 

1. (Academic) culture 
2. English as an academic lingua franca 
3. Inclusivity 
4. Internationalisation 
5. Language diversity  
6. Learning Finnish/Swedish  
7. Organisation of university studies 
8. Pastoral care 
9. Practical matters 
10. Skills in English 

11. Easiness/difficulty of language 
12. Feelings about language 
13. Language and the home  
14. Languages learnt and lost  
15. Language and mental processes 
16. Language as a tool 
17. Learning/developing language abroad 
18. Native speakerism 
19. Professional writing  

 
The discussion of the findings for the Publication III (i.e. Language tensions 
and unseen languages in a multilingual university: the perspectives of uni-
versity lecturers), which will be further discussed in the next chapter, was or-
ganised by the presence and number of different types of languages at the uni-
versity starting with English as a lingua franca (i.e. one language); Finnish and 
Swedish as national languages (i.e. two languages) and linguistic diversity (i.e. 
all other 90 or so languages). The discussion of the findings also allowed me 
to indicate the linguistic aspects of enunciation theory that I had drawn upon 
to analyse the data. Enunciation theory (théorie de l’énonciation in French) 
was developed in the French context and is both a theory and analytical 
method that, drawing upon Bakhtinian notions of polyphonic speech 
(Marnette, 2005, p. 7), asserts that within every utterance there is locutionary 
activity from other sources (Marnette, 2005, p. 19). In other words, every time 
something is said/written there are within the “text” several viewpoints. These 
viewpoints surface from, for example, previous interactions, utterances and 
experience of the world around us. Conversation in enunciation theory is 
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categorised as a ‘text’ because, like a written text, it is a co-constructed seman-
tic unit (e.g. a unit of meaning-making) which is geared towards a specific aim 
with a beginning and an ending.  

Marnette (2005, p. 21) attributes the adaptation of polyphonic theory from 
literary fields (as pioneered by Bakhtin) to speech (e.g. utterances) to Ducrot 
(1984). Ducrot asserts that there is one speaker but several voices in single 
utterance, which he terms the ‘split subject’. For instance, there is 1) the speak-
ing subject, who is the physical person producing the utterance; 2) the locutor, 
or the person responsible for the utterance (i.e. ‘I’); and 3) the enunciator(s) 
whose points of view are being expressed. In literary fields, this can be under-
stood, for example, in the context of a play as 1) the actor (i.e. speaking sub-
ject); 2) the character (i.e. locutor); and 3) the playwright (i.e. the enunciator). 
In the context of my research, which used interviews, the split subject is not so 
easily identifiable. However, as an analytical method it has the potential to re-
veal a great deal about the origins of utterances. This is especially interesting 
for studies, such as mine, that seek to better understand discourses around 
language. For instance, language discourses can be used as a way to obscure 
discriminatory views about migrants. This relates to the one-nation-one-lan-
guage ideological discourses that were examined in Chapter 2. 

To return to the details of enunciation theory, utterance analysis, which is 
the analytical arm of enunciation theory, is the analysis of linguistic markers 
such as verb tense (e.g. she is/was) and aspect (e.g. she has been); noun deter-
miners (e.g. a, the, these, those); modal verbs (e.g. might, could) and modality 
to show attitudes (e.g. interestingly); pronouns (e.g. she, her, they); and ad-
verbs of space (e.g. everywhere, here). These words that show time and place 
are otherwise known deictic expressions (Angermuller et al., 2014, pp. 136–7). 
Deictic expressions can indicate the speaking subject and locutor, for example 
through the use of the pronoun I, where the speaking subject and the locutor 
are the same person. Alternatively, the use of she/he/they indicates that the 
speaking subject (i.e. I) is different from the locutor as in reported speech, for 
example, she told me that it was unfair, where the speaking subject is ‘me’ and 
the locutor is ‘she’. The enunciator could be same or different from the locutor, 
for example, she [locutor] told me [speaking subject] that she heard on the 
radio [enunciator] that living expenses are going to rise. It is also possible for 
the locutor and enunciator to be the same “voice”. Moreover, the enunciator 
may or may not be identifiable, for example the presence of nationalism dis-
courses in utterances, where the views of particular political parties may be 
being enunciated, versus the phrase “when in Rome do as the Romans do” 
Marnette (2005, p. 5). However, despite this necessary linguistic analysis, 
enunciation theory is not about language but subjectivities, in other words 
what utterances can reveal about the speaker’s opinion, attitudes and ideas 
about the world (Angermuller et al., 2014, pp. 136-7) in the knowledge that 
discourse is not neutral (Marnette, 2005), is not abstract and is formed in di-
alogic relations (Benveniste, 2014 [1970]).  
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This chapter has outlined what is meant by qualitative methodologies, ex-
plained the data collection procedures for the three studies (Publications I–
III) and described the basic analytical procedure of transcription, coding, cat-
egorising and writing analytic memos. Furthermore, it has discussed the fur-
ther analytical methods of dialogism in focus groups and enunciation theory. 
The next chapter gives a detailed summary of the three publications. 
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9 SUMMARIES OF THE ORIGINAL 
PUBLICATIONS 

This chapter provides summaries of the three original publications which form 
part of this doctoral thesis. The summaries are given in the order that the pub-
lications were written and show the development of the research moving from 
the institutional positioning of international student languages to 
translanguaging practices among students and lecturers, as perceived from the 
viewpoint of the students. The research then takes the perspectives of univer-
sity lecturers where discourses concerning the position of English and the na-
tional languages, and the inclusion of international student languages are in-
vestigated. 

9.1 Language Ideologies and the Experiences of 
International Students 

Publication I examines language ideologies through the trilingual language 
policy of the University of Helsinki (UH) from the perspective of international 
master’s degree students from the Faculties of Biological and Environmental 
Sciences, Agriculture and Forestry, and Science. Following Woolard’s (1998) 
work on ideology and Määtta and Pietakäinen’s (2014) analysis of language 
ideology, my work positions language ideologies in the UH context as being a 
struggle to maintain and acquire social, economic and political power along-
side an unrecognised distortion or allusion in the defence of power. The latter 
position emerged from the literature on Finnish as being under threat from 
English (Lindström & Sylvin, 2014; Saarinen, 2014; Saarinen & Rontu, 2018) 
in contrast with my own and my peers’ experiences of being unable to find 
relevant courses in English to complete the credit-rated courses for our doc-
toral studies in an organised and timely way. 

This publication also draws on the work of Graddol (1997) whose predic-
tion for the composition of a global language hierarchy in 2050 serves to iden-
tify those languages with growing social, economic and political power. This is 
supplemented by the work of Williams (1992 cited in Blommaert, 1996, p. 
213), who outlines the role of social class in upholding hierarchies of standard 
languages within language groups, and Doxtater (2004), Shih (2010) and 
Tukumbi (2016) who argue that academic colonialism weakens meaningful 
“glocal” production of knowledge. Such academic colonialism is supported by 
language hegemonies that can be seen in universities. To summarise, in the 
first publication, language ideologies are understood to be a combination of 
language as power, language hierarchies, knowledge production and the de-
fault teaching of standard languages. 
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In this study, the institutional language ideology is accessed through the 
trilingual UH language policy (University of Helsinki, 2014) which is, in turn, 
used as a conduit to better understand the experiences of international stu-
dents in relation to their languages and their attitudes towards languages. The 
language policy specifies the institution’s obligation to uphold the national 
languages, Finnish and Swedish, and its participation in the development of 
English as an academic lingua franca. Significantly, it also states the institu-
tional belief in the use and value of other languages as not only a source of 
enrichment that generates understanding of other cultures and the ability to 
think creatively, but also as an important skill for participation in international 
research and the building of communities. Given this framework, it became 
important to consider the reactions of international students to the university 
language ideology and how these relate to their own experiences. To put it an-
other way, are the principles outlined in the language policy seen in the day-
to-day reality of the international student population? 

The analysis of the focus group interview data led to the formation of two 
continua to conceptualise the students’ experiences and attitudes in relation 
to the UH language policy which, in turn, points to the language ideologies of 
the institution. The first continuum, excluded/ignored to included/valued, 
demonstrates that the treatment of the students’ languages replicates the lan-
guage hierarchy suggested by Graddol (1997) with those languages with social, 
economic and political power, for example Mandarin and Spanish, being the 
subject of institutional investment while the other languages of the students 
are invisible. Despite this, the students agreed that languages other than Finn-
ish, Swedish and English are valued by the university because there are a wide 
range of language courses available at the UH Language Centre and the Fac-
ulty of Arts, even if their particular languages are not taught. Their discussions 
also showed how the university participates in English as a lingua Franca 
through both the courses that are offered to strengthen the students’ skills in 
academic English and the subject-specific courses organised in English. How-
ever, examples of the use of course materials in Finnish and episodes of lec-
turing and exchanges with students in Finnish on EMI courses left them, at 
times, feeling excluded or ignored. A final point arising from their discussion 
is the teaching of standard Finnish that was overly focused on grammar and 
not very useful for communication in the local area. 

The theme of the use of Finnish on EMI courses spilt over to the second 
continuum, inequality to empowerment, because there could be a more 
strongly-felt injustice when the students are expected to, for example, trans-
late their own course materials. Also appearing on this continuum, and leading 
to a sense of inequality, is the realisation that references to parallel language 
use are not conceived as a policy for them as international students (Risager, 
2012). However, there was evidence of some lecturers showing awareness of 
linguistic inclusion by suggesting the use of other languages in course activities 
and thus extending a form of empowerment to the student. Another form of 
empowerment comes with possibility for those who speak languages of social, 
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economic and political importance to become course assistants on language 
courses offered by the UH Language Centre and the Confucius Institute. While 
this possibility upholds the global hierarchy and the prestige of standard lan-
guages and so is not empowering for all, it importantly legitimises other lan-
guages at the institutional level. A further important finding is that although 
institutional initiatives are aimed at “desirable” languages at the top of the hi-
erarchy, personal agency on the part of the students seems to be commensu-
rate with the opportunities made available to them. Having said this, the evi-
dence for this point is not very strong. 

The publication concluded by asserting that even though there is some ev-
idence of the inclusion of other languages in line with the UH language policy, 
the visibility of different languages is uneven and resembles Graddol’s (1997) 
hierarchy of languages and language ideologies which index languages by their 
political and socioeconomic power (Määtta & Pietakäinen, 2014). Overall, the 
experiences of the students do not closely mirror the words of language policy 
that refers to a belief in the use and value of other languages for enrichment, 
cultural understanding, research participation and community building. The 
students’ discourses suggest the favouring of standard languages and socially-
, economically- and politically-important languages since they seem to be 
awarded attention in the university’s activities while others are ignored. Inter-
estingly, departures from this more dominant discourse are a personal choice 
with some lecturers choosing to be more inclusive of the students’ languages 
and the students themselves displaying different levels of interest in and en-
gagement with the use of their languages in the institution. It is important to 
understand that students have their own ideologies which are consistent with 
their own subjective representations, beliefs and ideas. 

9.2 GLIMPSES INTO THE ‘LANGUAGE GALAXY’ OF 
INTERNATIONAL UNIVERSITIES  

Publication II, Glimpses into the ‘Language Galaxy’ of International Univer-
sities: International Students’ Multilingual and Translanguaging Experi-
ences and Strategies at a Top Finnish University, delves deeper into issues of 
language inequalities finding insight from notions of elite multilingualism (de 
Costa, 2019) and subtractive bilingualism (Preece, 2019) that occur in higher 
educational contexts in relation to “home” languages versus high status lan-
guages. Further insights were found among studies that have indicated en-
hanced educational outcomes resulting from informal student translanguag-
ing in university contexts (e.g., Gajo et al., 2013; Kaufhold & Wennerberg, 
2020; Moore et al., 2012). Drawing on these ideas, this publication seeks to 
examine the ways in which international students incorporate their languages 
into their studies through both institutional and personal agency. By doing so, 
we were able to identify episodes of planned and unplanned translanguaging 
that undermine language hegemonies and enrich the educational landscape or 
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educational outcomes. This is achieved by addressing the positions of the stu-
dents’ languages, their language learning choices and how they use their lan-
guages for social and academic purposes. 

One way to understand the relationships between languages is through de 
Swaan’s (2001) language galaxy (see Chapter 2.3). The language galaxy is a 
metaphor used to conceptualise the complexity of the global language system. 
Within the galaxy each language and/or combination of languages that an in-
dividual possesses is attributed a Q-value, or communication value. The Q-
value is calculated by determining the prevalence and centrality of a language 
or multilingual repertoire as a proportion of all speakers of a specific language 
or overlapping language repertoire. The Q-value is influenced by language mo-
nopoly, exclusion, mobility, abandonment and power. Depending on the Q-
value, languages are categorised, from those with the most value to least value, 
as hypercentral, supercentral, central or peripheral. In this paper, we position 
the ‘constellation’ of the University of Helsinki (UH) as comprising three main 
languages: Finnish, Swedish and English that oscillate between hyper- and 
supercentral status depending on the situation. Other languages within the 
constellation have varying statuses depending on the faculty. We use de 
Swaan’s language galaxy to better understand the students use of language 
within the UH context. 

Our analysis focuses on institutional engagement with multilingualism and 
incidental use of translanguaging. In connection with institutional engage-
ment, we find that multilingualism is mostly achieved through the use of Eng-
lish as a lingua franca, as this is necessary for the inclusion of international 
students in course activities. More specifically, when English is used in the 
classroom, some of the students consider it an opportunity for the potential 
inclusion of different voices and worldviews that have been constructed in dif-
ferent languages, cultures and contexts. Moving this point to the context of 
tutorials, there is evidence of interculturality beyond culture (Holliday, 2010; 
see Chapter 4.4) where intercultural perspectives were set aside in the face of 
the scientific project. The potential problem here is that this permits and legit-
imises the dominance of western-orientated scientific discourses through Eng-
lish. Finally, English could also be a tool for exclusion with the students having 
to take written exams based on textbooks to replace teaching that is only avail-
able in Finnish.  

This second publication echoes the first publication in that institutional en-
gagement with the students’ languages is connected with its value. Hypercen-
tral and supercentral languages with higher Q-values, in the global context, 
clearly receive more institutional investment. This is apparent, for example, in 
the activities of the UH Language Centre course assistant programme. Conse-
quently, uneven institutional investment in different languages may add to the 
development of elite multilingualism, where individual multilingualism com-
prises languages with high Q-values only, and subtractive bi/multilingualism 
where the students’ linguistic repertoire beyond English holds little value in 
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particular academic domains and is consequently not utilised. This is a feature 
of the linguistic history of some of the students in this study.  

The second part of the analysis focuses on the incidental use of 
translanguaging and indicates that social translanguaging among this group 
of students is quite limited. One reason for this is that their living accommo-
dation is arranged to include students from a mixture of cultural and linguistic 
backgrounds, making English the only common language. Translanguaging 
for educational purposes, however, is common and varied and includes both 
strategic and creative uses of their linguistic repertoires (Li, 2011). Two of the 
students report single course activities where they were encouraged to produce 
non-assessed written work in their languages. However, these are incidental 
instances rather than common institutional practices. A more common prac-
tice among the students is that which we call “underground translanguaging”.  

This publication defines underground translanguaging as episodes of 
translanguaging that happen outside of the institution but for educational pur-
poses. These translanguaging practices happen in private and are used by the 
students to better access, acquire and understand new knowledge. Li’s (2011) 
moment analysis, in which he identifies strategic and creative uses for 
translanguaging in his work with Chinese students in London, is useful for un-
derstanding the practices of the students in this study. We find that the stu-
dents use their languages to do background research through consultation of 
textbooks, internet sources and learning materials from their previous studies. 
This practice could be classified as strategic translanguaging. A form of crea-
tive translanguaging (but not the word play that Li had identified) occurs when 
the students use cognitive techniques for remembering, such as developing 
mnemonics, or understanding content through auditory rather than written 
means using other languages.  

The final part of the analysis discusses electronic communication, particu-
larly email, in Finnish within the university community. We find that the stu-
dents do not particularly engage with Finnish and some reject the emails writ-
ten in Finnish that are sent to them. Where the students did attempt to engage 
with such emails, translanguaging was limited to scanning for key words and 
using translation software, such as Google Translate. While there are argu-
ments from both perspectives for receiving communication in Finnish, the 
problem from the global language galaxy angle is that this signifies a rejection 
of a smaller, central language, to the larger hypercentral language, English, 
and does not involve any other languages. Such a practice does not add to the 
Q-value of any of the languages except for English.  

We conclude that although the UH constellation comprises a great many 
languages, these are not typically used as resources by the university. Those 
that are used appear to be those with higher Q-values in the global system. We 
also find that translanguaging practices are an individual phenomenon with 
the odd translanguaging-type initiative from teaching staff. In contrast, the 
“underground translanguaging” practices of the students are varied and com-
mon and are clearly used to enhance and enrich their learning. In connection 
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with this, we propose that the institution take steps to raise awareness of other 
languages beyond teaching and learning on language courses and provide pro-
fessional development on translanguaging. It is also important to open discus-
sion on learning, language hegemonies, multilingualism, translanguaging and 
the production of knowledge thus allowing students to critically explore 
knowledge in different languages and contexts. 

9.3 LANGUAGE TENSIONS AND UNSEEN LANGUAGES 
IN A MULTILINGUAL UNIVERSITY 

Publication I and II are based on data derived from focus group interviews 
with international students whereas the Publication III, Language Tensions 
and Unseen Languages in a Multilingual University: The Perspectives of Uni-
versity Lecturers, brings UH university lecturers, through semi-structured in-
terviews, into view. The purpose of the Publication III is to both examine lan-
guage tensions in the university and investigate how university lecturers in-
clude international student plurilingualism in their teaching and learning pro-
cesses. It posits that lecturers can provide useful insights in relation to both of 
these issues because they are central to the institution. They have access to 
faculty-level discussions and they teach and offer support to students; there-
fore, they have the opportunity to become intimate with student issues. I assert 
that they can be representative of the institutional mood. 

The tensions that are associated with EMI and the national language(s) 
dominate the debate on languages in higher education; consequently, lan-
guages beyond these occupy an extremely small space in the literature. Where 
research on other languages in higher education has been conducted (e.g. Ger-
many and the Netherlands), it has been found that lecturers are unwilling to 
deviate from the EMI language policy even though they can perceive some of 
the benefits of drawing on the linguistic repertoires of international students, 
such as overcoming language barriers and broadening academic opportunities 
(e.g., Duarte & van der Ploeg, 2019; Earls, 2016). In the Finnish context, the 
main language tensions are related to the challenges associated with uphold-
ing constitutional bilingualism (Nikula et al., 2012), the perceived threat of 
English to Finnish (Saarinen, 2020) and the maintenance of Finnish as a sci-
entific language alongside the development of EMI and English as an academic 
lingua franca in HE (Saarinen, 2012; Saarinen, 2014; Ylönen, 2014). Interna-
tional student languages are rarely commented upon and, as far as I am aware, 
are not an object of study. 

Importantly, this study underlines that the institutionalisation of any fur-
ther languages is not an aim, but instead asserts that universities, as important 
institutions, have the ability to valorise different languages as legitimate lan-
guages for learning in higher education. It therefore suggests the 
translanguaging model proposed by Smith et al. (2017, p. 7) for developing 
pedagogical engagement with international student languages (i.e. allow-
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encourage-enable, see Chapter 5.3.3), which offers a gradual progression and 
different entry points to the linguistic inclusion of different languages in edu-
cation. The study presents the data from the interviews in three sections; 
namely, 1) (In)visibility of English; 2) Promoting Finnish and Swedish; and 3) 
(Not) seeing linguistic diversity. This summary will report the findings of each 
of these in turn. 

The analysis of the lecturers’ discourses shows that views on English as an 
academic lingua franca are divergent with the academic discipline being the 
main differentiating factor. While lecturers from environmental and biological 
sciences enjoy using other languages in the personal lives, they do not prob-
lematise the role of English in their discipline at all. They consider English to 
be central to scientific communication and imply that it is the only legitimate 
language for research in their field. Their comments on the use of different 
languages on EMI courses suggest that the English language policy is rarely 
deviated from except for some small talk in Finnish with Finnish students. The 
picture in the faculty of arts and education is similar in that almost all original 
research is written in English with a small number of publications, including 
popular texts and student textbooks, being written/provided in Finnish. The 
main difference between these lecturers and those from the environmental 
and biological sciences was that they contest the role of English. One lecturer, 
in particular, questions the positioning of English as the only language for in-
ternationalisation and brings nationalist (which he does not align himself 
with) and language ecology discourses into his utterances. The feeling in the 
arts and education faculties is that Finnish should be used more. 

The lecturers’ discourses pertaining to promotion of Finnish and Swedish 
are also divided along disciplinary lines. In terms of publishing, only the lec-
turers from the arts and education faculties produce texts in Finnish. There is 
no evidence that the lecturers from environmental and biological sciences have 
written scientific papers in any language other than English and there is no 
mention of any popularised writing whatsoever. There are also differences in 
opinion in relation to international students learning Finnish. Although the 
lecturers would not prevent an environmental and biological sciences student 
from learning Finnish, this does not appear to be encouraged. One lecturer in 
particular thinks that learning Finnish is a distraction from the students’ sci-
entific studies, especially since he considers Finnish to be a particularly diffi-
cult language to learn. The construction of Finnish as difficult to learn is chal-
lenged by two of the arts lecturers who find this to be an unhelpful “myth” that 
creates barriers to students learning Finnish and integrating into wider Finn-
ish society. Unlike the lecturers in arts and science, the lecturers in education 
use Finnish as medium of instruction and teach in English very rarely. They 
are also motivated to write in Finnish to reach the local audience. In contrast, 
while many of the lecturers have sufficient Swedish language skills, the posi-
tion of Swedish is only mentioned in passing. The institutional responsibility 
for upholding Swedish is mentioned, but it is with the protection of Finnish, 
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which is part of popular discourse (see Chapter 7.3), where the debate seems 
to lay.  

The disciplinary divide in final category of analysis, (not) seeing linguistic 
diversity, is not as marked as the other categories, perhaps because the lectur-
ers from across the faculties are enthusiastic about languages. This makes the 
UH context appropriate for investigating linguistic inclusion, even though the 
numbers of international students on some EMI programmes can be low. The 
general belief among the lecturers is that multilingualism in relation to the in-
stitution and its community means English, Finnish and Swedish. Where mul-
tilingualism beyond these languages is referred to it seems to be the major Eu-
ropean languages (e.g. French and German) which can be studied as subjects 
that are brought into the fold, although the linguistic repertoires of some of 
the lecturers go beyond these. Nevertheless, when pushed to provide exam-
ples, some of the lecturers from the environmental and biological sciences fac-
ulty concede that they do permit students to speak in their own languages (e.g. 
Chinese) in class to allow them to assist one another in understanding con-
cepts. In fact, one particular lecturer considers this to be a useful strategy. The 
lecturers from the arts faculty concur and comment that such a practice is nat-
ural. However, it is only among the arts lecturers that student plurilingualism 
is encouraged (e.g. in the data collection processes for master’s degree theses) 
and enabled (e.g. through the provision of texts in languages other than Eng-
lish, Finnish and Swedish). Even so, it is important to mention that such 
translanguaging strategies do not seem to be very frequent, are mostly inci-
dental and do not appear to be planned.   

The publication concludes that the lecturers who took part in this study can 
clearly see the benefits of EMI and English as an academic lingua franca at the 
university in relation to internationalisation, but also, certainly for the arts and 
education lecturers, the disadvantages in relation to the position of the Finnish 
as a language of science where English is seen as a threat. For the science lec-
turers, the position of English initiates no significant debate. Likewise, they 
see no role for Finnish in scientific research whereas the arts and education 
lecturers feel a responsibility to produce some material in Finnish. Swedish is 
a very minor partner to Finnish among these lecturers’ discourses. Interna-
tional student languages appear to play a small role within the institution, in 
which lecturers in the science and arts faculties allow the occasional use of 
such languages and consider them helpful to the learning process. There is 
greater engagement with languages beyond the main three in the arts faculty 
in particular.  

To move any of the plurilingual practices referred to in the data into every-
day pedagogy, university language policies would need to offer guidance on 
plurilingual approaches. This would be in addition to the guidelines for the 
protection of the national languages and engagement with English as an aca-
demic lingua franca. Furthermore, rewarding research produced in the na-
tional languages on a par with those produced in English would help to 
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alleviate some of the anxiety over the position of Finnish and open space for 
discussions around plurilingualism in HE.  

To conclude, this chapter has provided a summary for each of the original 
publications that feature in this doctoral dissertation. The findings of the stud-
ies show the position of different languages at the university but also offer 
many glimpses into how linguistically-inclusive pedagogic approaches could 
work at the University of Helsinki, and other contexts too. The next chapter 
will interpret the findings of the studies, relating them to previous studies, and 
discussing how they can be built upon in the form of a plurilingual approach 
to education (see Chapter 5.3) on EMI courses (see Chapter 4.1–4.2). 
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10 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

The purpose of this chapter is to bring together the findings from the three 
studies, relate them to previous research and offer a new way of visualising 
plurilingual HE. The chapter will begin by addressing the three sub-questions 
that were presented in Chapter 6, which are re-presented here, and will then, 
drawing upon these findings, present a pedagogic approach that seeks to ad-
dress the main research question of this doctoral research: 

 

In the higher education environment, how can knowledge be shared and 
produced in a lingua franca while at the same time maintaining and de-
veloping the value of other languages? 

 
Before arriving at the conclusions to this thesis, the limitations of my research 
will be discussed and these will be followed by the potential future directions 
that can be taken in this field of plurilingual approaches to HE. 

10.1 THE IDEOLOGICAL POSITIONING OF LANGUAGES 
AT THE UNIVERSITY 

This section addresses question A: What do the discourses of students and 
lecturers about language in their student and professional lives, respectively, 
tell us about how different languages are ideologically positioned in the uni-
versity? 

The popular image of Finland as a country of equality and fairness, along-
side its constitutional bilingualism, recognition of minority language rights 
and high performance in global metrics of school education, suggests that the 
UH is in the ideal national environment to support a culture of valuing the 
linguistic diversity brought to HEIs by international students and other mi-
grant groups. Indeed, this supposition emerges in the data collected for this 
doctoral research. For instance, the Mandarin Chinese and Spanish speaking 
students reveal in the focus group data that they are either aware of or have 
taken part in a course assistant programme at the UH Language Centre22. As 
course assistants their role, which is unpaid and voluntary, is to help (Finnish) 
students of their native languages with oral practice exercises on language 
courses in exchange for up to four university credits. However, this offer was 

 
22 In addition to Chinese (Mandarin) and Spanish, native-speaker course assistants are also re-

cruited for courses in Arabic, Danish, English (where native speaker status is not necessary), French, 

German, Icelandic, Italian, Japanese, Korean, Norwegian, Russian, Spanish and Swedish (but speakers 

of other Scandinavian languages are welcome too). Language Centre Course Assistant Programme for 

international students | Instructions for students (helsinki.fi). Accessed 3 April 2022. 
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not extended to the other students in the focus group interviews even though 
their languages could be among the 20 most spoken languages globally, such 
as Hindi, Marathi and Turkish (Eberhard et al., 2022). While this decision may 
be dictated by the number of students wishing to study their languages, it also 
broadly aligns with global hierarchies that have been constructed on the ideo-
logical positions of languages (de Swaan 2001; Graddol, 1997; Weber, 1999; 
See Chapter 2.3). Furthermore, the UH Language Centre provides course as-
sistant opportunities for speakers of Nordic languages which reinforces the in-
stitutional ideology/hierarchy around the status of foreign languages that fa-
vours Nordic languages (University of Helsinki, 2014, p. 50). Such pro-
grammes could be an effective way to value the international student commu-
nity as part of the UH and it is understandable that this prospect is not open 
to all language groups. The challenge here is that while the UH asserts that it 
‘(…) believes that learning and using other languages is valuable’ (University 
of Helsinki, 2014, p. 48), it appears to be unable to adhere to this in an even 
way. This conclusion is also supported by the discourses of lecturers at the UH. 

The discourses of the lecturers expose institutional ideologies around lan-
guages that are consistent with the UH language policy. To exemplify, it is clear 
that English as an academic lingua franca plays a special role in the publication 
of original research and as a medium of instruction for the purpose of interna-
tionalisation. Interestingly, this appears to go unproblematised by those in 
natural sciences but creates language tensions for those in the arts and educa-
tion faculties (cf. Bolton & Kuteeva, 2012) who publish some work in Finnish; 
express some anxiety over the role of the national languages in Finnish HE (cf. 
Doiz et al., 2011; Pérez-Llantada, 2018; Saarinen & Taalas, 2017), especially 
Finnish; and wish for international students to learn Finnish to secure em-
ployment in Finland after their studies. The latter is, of course, a desire based 
on the pragmatic reality of the need to know Finnish to operate fully in Fin-
land. The national languages and English are the main concern of the lecturers 
whose discourses indicate a negligible institutional role for other languages. 
While the lecturers use a range of languages themselves, sometimes as pub-
lishing languages, the international student languages appeared to play no sig-
nificant role in the planning of language use, which is consistent with the UH 
language policy. Some pedagogic strategies, nevertheless, are used to involve 
international student languages (which will be discussed in section 10.3). 

The discourses of the students and lecturers indicate that there are three 
main languages (e.g. English, Finnish, Swedish) at the university. This reflects 
the institutional commitments as they are conveyed through the UH trilingual 
language policy. While the UH is a Finnish/Swedish bilingual university, it 
seems that English plays a more significant role than Swedish, because it is 
both the main publishing language (University of Helsinki, 2021) and there 
are a growing number of programmes delivered in English across the univer-
sity, which is not the case for Swedish. This bears similarities with the wider 
national mood in relation to the position of Swedish (Karlsson, 2017; Saarinen, 
2020a). Outside language degree programmes, which are quite varied at the 
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UH, international student languages only appear to take the stage in the con-
text of the course assistant programme. There is no particular provision for 
them in the UH language policy since English as a global lingua franca is used 
meets their needs. As such, international student languages are invisible at the 
UH (cf. Risager, 2012). In the Danish context, Risager (2012, p. 121) draws up 
a list of 14 potential languages to be recognised by Roskilde University for a 
combination of global, regional, state and institutional reasons. However, 
from my perspective, this well-intentioned proposal, seems to be an exercise 
in creating further language hierarchies, based on a different set of cultural, 
economic, political and social influences, in which there will always be losers. 
Therefore, I recommend following more earnestly the UH policy statement 
that ‘[t]he University believes that learning and using other languages is valu-
able’ (University of Helsinki, 2014, p. 48). The university, according to the stu-
dents and by the courses that are available, already demonstrates its belief that 
learning other languages is valuable. Moreover, the students feel that the de-
velopment of their skills in English as a lingua franca is well-supported 
through a range of relevant courses. What is required now is to make it possi-
ble for the students, through pedagogic practices, to use their languages as part 
of their studies. This can be informed by the translingual practices of students 
themselves (Canagarajah, 2011), which are discussed in the following section. 

10.2 UNDERGROUND TRANSLANGUAGING 

This section addresses question B: Which plurilingual practices do the stu-
dents engage in and how might these lead to better learning and provide the 
intercultural opportunities that are supposedly concomitant with plurilin-
gualism? 

The term “underground translanguaging” arose from a discussion Profes-
sor Dervin and I had as we tried to fit the translingual practices that the stu-
dents described during the focus group interviews to pedagogic translanguag-
ing frameworks (e.g. García & Li, 2014; Smith et al., 2017; see Chapter 5.3). 
These underground practices are used by the students to advance their under-
standing of new knowledge but, much of the time, do not happen in the semi-
nar room, rather they occur in private. Kaufhold and Wennerberg (2020) and 
Moore (2016) report immigrant and domestic students, respectively, using 
their plurilingual repertoires in class through mixing languages as they take 
notes from lectures or articles. Furthermore, students report asking friends for 
quick definitions of concepts during lectures (Kaufhold and Wennerberg, 
2020) or discussing terminology presented in English in L1 in international 
group work (Moore, 2016). Importantly, while these are not banned practices, 
they do not particularly fit with the language policy of the courses, so, in a 
sense, they are also types of underground translanguaging.  

For this thesis, the underground translanguaging strategies emerging in 
the data are categorised as 1) schema-forming (where schema refers to the 
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students’ store of knowledge); 2) concept-defining; 3) meaning-making, and 
4) memory-firming. For me, the order that these different strategies presented 
here approximately follows the general process of learning something new. To 
exemplify, a schema-forming practice involves using L1 to gain a broad under-
standing of a new topic before learning about it in the university context 
through English. To do this, the students report, for example, using their L1 
textbooks and lecture materials from their bachelor’s studies and doing inter-
net searches in different languages. A concept-defining practice goes beyond 
schema-forming and signifies a situation where the comprehension of a par-
ticular fundamental concept is creating a barrier to learning, so the student 
will go to their L1 to define the concept, before continuing their learning in 
LX/English. Meaning-making is a practice referred to in the translanguaging 
literature frequently (e.g. García & Li, 2014; Li, 2018; Li & Lin, 2019) and, in 
this data, involves both using different languages to deepen understanding in 
discussion, and using texts in languages other than English and Finnish to sup-
port argumentation in essay writing. The final category, memory-firming, in-
volves using memory techniques in L1 to support learning in English; for in-
stance, one student reports learning neural pathways as part of a biochemistry 
course by using memory techniques in L1. It is important to note that the stu-
dents who had completed the bachelor’s degree in English did not particularly 
use these translingual strategies in their studies, because they would not have 
the relevant knowledge to draw upon in their L1. This may seem more straight-
forward from a learning point of view, but points to a form of subtractive bi-
lingualism (Preece, 2019) and may also result in domain-specific loss of pluri-
cultural knowledge (Coste et al., 2009 [1997]).  

With reference to the intercultural dimension of the research question, 
when asked to reflect on intercultural interactions (see Appendix C) the stu-
dents seemed to imagine large cultures (Holliday & Macdonald, 2019; see 
Chapter 4.4) signified by their references to, for example, traditional dances 
or food, which was difficult to classify as relevant to their studies. However, 
from their discussion it was clear that intercultural interactions occurred 
through using a common language together. Apart from one student who de-
scribes engaging in meaning-making practices in Hindi as a lingua franca with 
other Indian students, the common language is English. The students describe 
how English as the common language between them, other international stu-
dents and Finns made it possible to share different world views and build un-
derstanding together. This practice is best described from the ‘small cultures 
on the go’ (Holliday, 2022) perspective where the students do not come to-
gether as nationally-bound entities, but as master’s level science students 
where the particular version of ‘I’ (Dervin, 2016) they perform is their student 
self. What the students do not always disclose is where these meaning-making 
opportunities take place; in other words, there is a question mark as to 
whether these always take place in the seminar room. A contribution to this 
query can be sought by looking into the lecturers’ practices, which is the sub-
ject of the next section. 
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10.3 PEDAGOGIC PRACTICES OF LECTURERS 

This section addresses question C: Which plurilingual pedagogic approaches 
do lecturers take in relation to international student languages and what are 
the rationales behind them? 

Plurilingual pedagogic approaches were identified through both the expe-
riences of the students and the practices of the lecturers. This offers a two-way 
intertextual perspective on teaching strategies. Table 2 (see Chapter 5.3.4) pre-
sented the teaching strategies, from the literature that have been used in dif-
ferent contexts. As a reminder, these were categorised as: the multimodal 
presentation of information, translation, grouping students by their LX, pluri-
lingual construction of knowledge, plurilingual review and development of 
metalinguistic awareness. The strategies that were identified in the present re-
search certainly have some overlap with these and emerge in the pedagogic 
model I propose in the following section (section 10.4).  

I have taken the same classification approach to the plurilingual teaching 
strategies as I did with the plurilingual learning strategies (see previous sec-
tion, 10.2). Some of the classifications from the previous section on under-
ground translanguaging strategies have been useful for this section and I have 
reused them where appropriate. Nevertheless, new category labels were nec-
essary too. The teaching strategies can be understood as: primrose-path, con-
cept-defining, meaning-making, research-skills development and co-learning 
strategies. As with the plurilingual learning strategies, the order here generally 
follows the typical stages of the learning and teaching, except for the primrose-
path strategy, which I will discuss next.  

The primrose-path strategies are those strategies at programme, course 
and teaching levels that may not be the best options, but are the easiest and 
least confrontational options. For instance, allowing an international student 
onto a course that uses materials written in English, but is taught in Finnish 
and where learning will depend on asking Finnish students to explain, could 
be seen as a very flexible plurilingual approach, but I interpret this as is a prim-
rose-path strategy. Asking students to Google translate their own teaching ma-
terials, and take book exams, for which a student reads set texts and then sits 
an exam based on those texts, because the actual course is not yet available in 
English, are also primrose-path strategies. Likewise, allowing only texts writ-
ten in English to support argumentation in essays, sticking rigidly to an Eng-
lish-only classroom policy and/or having extended exchanges with students in 
Finnish, which the international students typically do not understand, while, 
at the same time, failing to recast the exchange in English, so everyone can 
learn, are also primrose-path strategies. Primrose-path strategies are not nec-
essarily negative, in fact some of the students were unperturbed by these (ex-
cept for the requirement for Google translating) and lecturers, naturally, have 
to make decisions that allow them to best manage their teaching responsibili-
ties. However, the decision to take other approaches, such as those in Table 2, 
may have better served all students. 
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The other plurilingual teaching strategies classified here are more easily-
constructed as reaching a linguistically-diverse group of students. For in-
stance, to return to the classifications of the strategies, grouping students by 
their L1 to help with “live” interpretations of key ideas is classified as a con-
cept-defining strategy. The drawback here is that the intercultural (see section 
10.2) and deeper learning benefits associated with the plurilingual construc-
tion of knowledge (see Table 2) are missed (this will be returned to in the fol-
lowing section). Meaning-making strategies arose in the suggestions of writing 
a learning diary for a course and directing students to update a Wikipedia page 
in LX. This is categorised as meaning-making because the teaching and learn-
ing has occurred in English but the students are being instructed to further 
process learning in their LX, which may involve some negotiation of meaning. 
Research-skills development strategies refer, in this instance, to encouraging 
students to collect data for their master’s thesis projects in LX, which in turn 
promotes plurilingual research skills and methods — this is something I have 
failed to do myself and which I problematise later in this chapter. 

The final category, plurilingual co-learning strategies, is a category that has 
presented some difficulty. The example of a co-learning strategy is seen in the 
teachers’ willingness to assess student essays in any language that they have in 
common. In Finnish HE, it is a legal right of Finnish students to be assessed 
in either of the national languages (Saarinen & Taalas, 2017), so it may seem 
logical to extend this to other language groups. Having said this, there is no 
practical reason for allowing students to do this because all international mas-
ter’s students have to meet certain language requirements to be accepted onto 
a master’s programme at the UH (University of Helsinki, 2014, p. 54). Because 
one of the interviewees mentioned that having Swedish-speaking students al-
lowed him to maintain his skills in Swedish, and that the lecturers are gener-
ally enthusiastic about knowing other languages, I have chosen to label this as 
a co-learning strategy to reflect that the potential for both the lecturer and stu-
dent to learn. However, other interpretations, such as undermining English as 
an academic lingua franca in the UH, resisting the hegemony of English in re-
lation to a social justice agenda (García, 2009) and building affective relation-
ships with students, or simply “showing off”, are also possible. Another peda-
gogically-driven activity that can be classified as a co-learning strategy is using 
English to enable peer review of the students’ written work, where, although 
there are many skills involved in peer review (e.g. communication and analyt-
ical skills), co-learning is taking place. 

Sections 10.1–10.3 have discussed the three sub-questions whose findings 
inform the main research question for this thesis. The discussion has high-
lighted how the UH institutional ideology has supported the development of 
the three main languages and has also demonstrated that the institutional be-
lief in the value of learning of other languages is well-founded. This leaves the 
role of international student languages, which are largely hidden from view in 
the institution and could be better served by a closer adherence to the UH be-
lief in using other languages. I assert that this belief in using is best served in 
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the seminar room with the teaching and learning strategies that the lecturers 
and students in this doctoral research have adopted, which have been summa-
rised in Table 6, and those used in other contexts as compiled in Table 2 (see 
Chapter 5.3.4). Table 6 includes some shaded cells which signify that these 
strategies were not found among the data. However, as will be demonstrated 
in the proposed pedagogic model these strategies can be generated by both 
teachers and students.  

 
Table 6 Teaching and learning strategies identified in Publications I–III 
 

Teaching and 
Learning strategy 
name 

Examples of strategies used by 
students (underground 
translanguaging) 
 

Examples of plurilingual teach-
ing strategies 

Schema-forming 
Using textbooks and previous lec-
ture materials in L1 
 

 

Concept-defining 
Using L1 to understand a particu-
lar concept 
 

Grouping students to help with 
“live” translations 

Meaning-making 
Using different languages to 
deepen learning 
 

E.g. writing a learning journal and 
updating webpages in LX 

Memory firming 
Using “techniques” in L1 to commit 
new learning to memory  
 

 

Research skills  
Encouraging students to collect 
data in LX 
 

Co-learning   
Assessing essays in LX 
 
 

Primrose-path  
Setting book exams in English, al-
lowing only English course materi-
als on EMI programmes  

 
These strategies will be drawn on in the next section, in the form of a pedagogic 
approach, that offers an answer to the ‘how’ of the main research question. In 
other words, ‘how’ could linguistic inclusion be achieved in HE. 

10.4 A PROPOSED PEDAGOGIC APPROACH 

This section draws together the conceptual tools and approaches of this doc-
toral thesis that were summarised in Chapter 6 along with the findings of the 
three original publications that were discussed in sections 10.1–3 in the form 
of a pedagogic approach to international education, which seeks to answer the 
main question for this doctoral thesis: In the higher education environment, 
how can knowledge be shared and produced in a lingua franca while at the 
same time maintaining and developing the value of other languages? 

Before introducing the approach, the assumptions that the model makes 
will be shared. This pedagogic model perceives language in the mind as a set 
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of codes in that it adopts the fixed language approach (Bonacina-Pugh et al., 
2021, p. 450). This does not mean that I personally believe that languages in 
the mind are codes that do not merge (Li, 2018), overlap or share a system 
(MacSwan, 2017), nor do I believe that students will not engage in translingual 
practices, such as those described by Li (2018), but because this model at-
tempts to include languages that potentially do not have a high position in 
global or local hierarchies (see Chapter 2.3). Consequently, while they may not 
be “endangered” generally, they may be in (international) academic HE do-
mains (García, 2009; Jaspers, 2018; Singleton & Flynn, 2021). For instance, 
they may be “central” languages in de Swaan’s model (2001). In contrast to 
fixed language practices, fluid languaging practices are considered more suited 
to those ideologically secure languages such as, in the present context, English 
and Finnish (see Chapter 5.3). In addition, translanguaging models are often 
based on bilingual development in which teachers, not always but often, share 
their students’ languages. This model assumes that the lecturers do not share 
their students’ languages. This better reflects the multilingual reality that lec-
turers face in HE (Dafouz & Smit, 2016; Wilkinson, 2018).  

Because of its aim of linguistic inclusion that seeks to undermine language 
ideologies and hegemonies (see Chapter 2) and thus develop the plurilingual 
skills of students, this model is best described as having a social justice moti-
vation (see Chapter 5.3.2). This not only serves the international students but 
also the local students, because of its potential for developing IaH initiatives 
through engagement with the diversity brought to the university through mo-
bility schemes (Beelen & Jones, 2015; see Chapter 3.1). Furthermore, this 
model is intended only for EMI programmes (see Chapter 4.1–2) so as not to 
increase the alarm over the threat of internationalisation, and English, to the 
national languages, especially Finnish (Saarinen, 2020a; see Chapter 7.3). The 
idea is to unveil and incorporate the un/seen linguistic diversity that exists at 
the UH into teaching practices for the benefit of all. The model has a dual ap-
proach that includes disciplinary learning and plurilingual design, but the lan-
guage component does not have a language learning aim, rather it has a lin-
guistic inclusion aim. It therefore combines theories from both translanguag-
ing (e.g. social justice aims through language use; see Chapter 5.3.2), ICLHE 
(e.g. disciplinary learning aim; see Chapter 5.2) and EMI (see Chapter 4.1–2), 
as the unifying language of the course. An overview of the model is given in 
Figure 6.   
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Figure 6. The intended outcomes of the dual-aim approach 

The circular arrows in the model show the connection between the dual-aims 
of my proposed approach. The plurilingual design informs disciplinary learn-
ing and the disciplinary learning informs the plurilingual design (this will be 
elaborated on further in this section). The intended outcomes of this two-
pronged approach are the interrelated benefits associated with IaH, linguistic 
inclusion and interculturality. It has been established that IaH is better suited 
to the Finnish HE because Finnish students take few opportunities to engage 
in internationalisation abroad opportunities (Weimer et al., 2019). Plurilin-
gual design is a relevant way to achieve IaH and has the potential to lead to 
intercultural outcomes for all. I will now delve more deeply into this model to 
explain why, starting with how this relates to plurilingual design. 

10.4.1 THE PLURILINGUAL DESIGN COMPONENT OF 
THE MODEL 

Publication III of this doctoral thesis drew on the translanguaging model (see 
Figure 4, Chapter 5.3.3) proposed by Smith et al. (2017) and this model has 
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influenced the present model. However, Smith et al.’s (2017) allow-encourage-
enable model was developed for school contexts and so is not wholly suitable 
for HE. While I would consider myself to be aligned with constructionist views 
of learning, which Smith et al.’s model (2017) suggests through its pyramid 
arrangement, I realise that this is not the view taken in all contexts (see Vaish, 
2019), so I have conceived of the plurilingual design element of the model as 
concentric circles (see Figure 7), where movement between the three rings can 
be inwards and/or outwards. 

 

 

Figure 7. The elements of ‘plurilingual design’ 

The middle circle, which can be the starting or ending point, combines the first 
two levels of Smith et al.’s model (2017). The supporting examples for these 
levels in their model were, for example, allowing other languages to used, dis-
playing posters and praising the use of other languages. In my proposed 
model, ‘allow and encourage’ includes the schema-forming and concept-defin-
ing strategies that were discussed in sections 10.2 and 10.3 (see Table 6). The 
middle ring, ‘share and compare’ is best understood to include meaning-mak-
ing strategies where knowledge is developed plurilingually using more than 
one language (see Table 2), or through English. Finally, the ‘analyse and eval-
uate’ ring may include the research-skills development and co-learning strat-
egies discussed in section 10.3. Importantly, ‘allow and encourage’ must also 
seek to align the philosophical stance (García & Kleyn, 2016) of lecturers and 
students to be accepting of plurilingual approaches.   

Let us imagine the plurilingual design of a course/lesson in plant sciences 
on an EMI programme. The lecturer instructs the students to use materials 
from LX to find out about genetically modified (GM) food. She requests that 
they research the types of GM food produced in their country, the engineering 
techniques that are most commonly used, and a further interesting point about 
GM food in their country. This would fall into the ‘allow and encourage’ ele-
ment of the plurilingual design. The students bring their research to the next 
seminar where they ‘share and compare’, in English, with their classmates and 
report to the class/lecturer on, for example, the similarities and differences 
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and interesting points they found. This stage shows how the dual-aims feed 
into one another as they share and compare and, thus, potentially build 
knowledge that has been generated in different contexts and through different 
languages. The lecturer may then lecture, in English, and build upon the infor-
mation that the students have gathered. During this time, there may be some 
“live” concept-defining occurring (i.e. allow and encourage). The final task 
could be, for example, the design of an experiment that draws on the different 
plurilingual/pluricultural perspectives brought to the class (i.e. analyse and 
evaluate). This final task could be achieved through co-learning strategies such 
as many of those outlined in Table 2 (see Chapter 5.3.4). Alternatively, a task 
could begin with an initial analysis of an experiment from a particular context 
during which it becomes apparent that more schematic knowledge may be re-
quired. This would lead to ‘allowing and encouraging’ the gathering of a wider 
set of materials to make the sense of the experiment. In other words, the di-
rection of travel between the concentric circles of the model (see Figure 7) 
would be reversed and also move to and fro between the inner/outer circles 
and the circle between them. 

The main components of the approach are to “allow and encourage” 
through, for example, plurilingual schema-building and concept-forming 
strategies; “share and compare” through the plurilingual co-construction of 
knowledge (e.g. meaning-making); and “analyse and evaluate” that can be best 
captured through the production or analysis of work that brings together mul-
tiple perspectives. This could lead to linguistic inclusion and the building of 
pluricultural profiles (Coste et al., 2009 [1997]) among all students. Most im-
portantly, the model legitimises the underground translanguaging practices 
that the students engage in and could provide some structure for lecturers 
wishing to teach and learn multilingually. The following section turns to the 
intercultural component of the pedagogic approach. 

10.4.2 THE INTERCULTURAL COMPONENT OF THE 
APPROACH 

In the visualisation of the proposed model (see Figure 6), the dual aims of dis-
ciplinary learning and plurilingual design are believed to lead to IaH, (linguis-
tic) inclusion and interculturality. I will expand on the connection between lin-
guistic inclusion and interculturally here, before making their connection with 
IaH clear. 

The intercultural competence that has the potential to emerge in this ped-
agogic approach is not that which can be found by understanding “culture” 
through a large culture lens, but a small culture lens that can be found in the 
students’ identification with a particular field of study. As such, this approach 
has the potential to dismantle large culture discourses in that the students will 
inevitably find that each other’s nationality are not predictors of behaviour 
(Holliday & Macdonald, 2019). Furthermore, through the inclusion of people 
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from different regions of the world with different linguistic repertoires, which 
are subject to different ideologies (see Chapter 2), uneven power relations 
could be addressed and new understandings co-constructed (Dervin, 2016). 
One way that the latter point has been demonstrated on university courses is 
through the plurilingual co-construction of the meaning of concepts, such as 
‘language policy’ (Caruso, 2018), and names for the different parties (e.g. de-
fender and accuser) in a legal case (Gajo et al., 2013). In these cases, the nego-
tiation is between major European languages in the European context, but this 
type of negotiation is equally possible with students who speak languages with 
very different ideological statuses. Such practices may offer opportunities to 
gain global knowledge and allow greater intimacy in future intercultural ex-
changes.  

To stay with this for a moment, it has been previously noted (in Chapter 
4.4) that knowing another’s language does not mean that intercultural compe-
tence is, therefore, automatic (Dervin & Jacobsson, 2021). With this in mind, 
not only, through plurilingual strategies, should comparing and sharing be 
taking place, but some analysis and evaluation should be expected through the 
process of digging into concepts. For example, while it may be that a direct 
translation offers equivalent meanings, it may that the equivalent terms have 
different connotations, associations and layers of meaning, beyond those 
shown, for example, in Caruso’s (2018) study. To really achieve intercultural 
understanding at the conceptual level through language, these nuances should 
be explored, otherwise how can any certainty be had that we are conveying 
meaning in what we say rather than simply spurting strings of words23. A fur-
ther important point in relation to the intercultural dimension of this model, 
relates to the allow and engage stage which necessitates a change philosophical 
positioning, or stance, towards linguistic inclusion (García & Kleyn, 2016), but 
also an openness to playfulness and dreams and the attendant expectation of 
failure in intercultural interactions (Dervin, 2016). In other words, this level 
of conceptual digging and discovery may not produce intercultural learning 
because the students are unwilling to change their stance. Students, naturally, 
come to courses with their own, sometimes, unmalleable ideologies about lan-
guage use themselves. This should be an expected part of the process but one 
that improves over time with the honing of pedagogic technique.   

The intercultural and linguistic inclusion dimensions of the pedagogic 
model enable IaH to take place while the desire for IaH provides the ideal en-
vironment for these dimensions to have credibility. This is why they overlap in 
the model rather than one leading to another. Incorporating international and 
intercultural perspectives into learning outcomes, integrating classroom di-
versity, and engaging with international students are among the features of 
IaH (Weimer et al., 2019, p. 19). These are clearly part of the proposed model. 
The limitation may be that the evenness, richness and distance among the dif-
ferent languages (van Parijs, 2011) may not be sufficient on EMI programmes 

 
23 I would like to thank Professor Dervin for his help in developing this idea. 
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to benefit fully from international voices. A response to this potential situation 
is to recognise the diversity among the local students (Dervin, 2016) and lec-
turers, their life experiences and their engagement with science from different 
contexts. In other words, the model would not need to be abandoned as a result 
of a low number of international students. Furthermore, the model is not sug-
gested as a “wholesale” approach but is context-dependent. For instance, it 
may be that the techniques associated with only one of the concentric rings of 
the plurilingual design model (Figure 7) are possible in some contexts. 

To summarise, this section has proposed a dual-aim pedagogic model 
where the aim is to build content knowledge and demonstrate value for 
un/seen languages through plurilingual course/lesson design. The plurilin-
gual design has been informed by the literature as well as the underground 
translanguaging practices of the students and the pedagogic strategies used by 
lecturers. Providing space for other languages to exist on EMI programmes, 
through this approach, has the potential to maintain and develop less ideolog-
ically-favoured languages in the academic sphere without encroaching on 
space that has been assigned for the national languages. An expected outcome 
of the design is to promote intercultural competence and linguistic inclusion, 
which together support IaH initiatives. A limitation of the model is that the 
philosophical stance of many students and lecturers could be unalterable. For 
this reason, it is suggested that this approach be used with optional degree 
courses (i.e. a primrose-path strategy).  

In the next section, the limitations, more broadly, to this doctoral research 
will be discussed before moving onto the concluding comments that return to 
impetus for this doctoral research. 

10.5 LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS 

Part of the process of writing this doctoral thesis has been reflecting on the 
ways in which the research process has been managed and which aspects of it 
could have been handled better. The main thrust of this research has been the 
desire, based on my own experiences which were described in in Chapter 1.3, 
to address power imbalances as they relate to language and HE. Towards the 
end of the process, I found myself reading some questions proposed by 
Holmes et al. (2022, p. 5) in relation to power and privilege in interactions 
when researching multilingually.  

With reference to the focus group interviews with the students, my evalua-
tion is that because of the nature of the task (i.e. evaluating experiences and 
attitudes towards language through the UH language policy) there was some 
addressing of linguistic power and privilege which resulted in some students 
suddenly realising the importance of language in education and some deciding 
that it was not important at all in the UH context. With the semi-structured 
interviews with lecturers, I felt as if I were the imposter since I could not con-
duct the interviews with them in Finnish, but this is an assumption, and failed 
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to ask for their view on this. Furthermore, from a multilingual research per-
spective, what would have revealed unknown misunderstandings and added 
extra depth to the interviews would have been the unpacking of some of the 
concepts that emerged in the research process, such as the meanings and nu-
ances of “academic culture” in different contexts. My feeling was that when 
such concepts were discussed, we were discussing the same idea, with the 
same connotations and associations, but perhaps that is not the case. Did I 
minimise meaning in the research process? With the benefit of hindsight, the 
meaning of key concepts should have been co-constructed during data collec-
tion. 

The original plan for my doctoral research was to conduct the focus group 
interviews with international students and interviews with lecturers, which I 
did, but I had also planned to do some research with local students, because 
their voice is also very important. However, the opportunity to write a book 
chapter with Professor Dervin arose and this changed my plan. Consequently, 
the voice of local students is missing from this research. Although this is, for 
me, considered a drawback, this decision led to the exploration of the intercul-
tural dimensions of this research which are very valuable and that perhaps 
would not have otherwise been a theme of the research. It also led to the ex-
amination of ‘underground translanguaging’ which has contributed to the pro-
posed pedagogic model.  

A final limitation is my own language skills. While I have done some back-
ground reading on language policy in Portuguese and have used some texts in 
French to support arguments in this thesis, which offer alternative ideas to 
those found in English, without the provision of a great deal of support, I 
would be unable to write academically in any other language but English. This 
leaves me with a question pertaining to my own ability to have insights into 
EMI university programmes, beyond language courses (in which I have expe-
rienced French or Portuguese as a medium of instruction) and the pressure to 
write scholarly work in English, which was described in Chapter 1.2. This is 
something to learn from and to get first-hand experience of.  

Other future actions pertaining to this research include potential supple-
mental studies. For instance, the views/attitudes/expectations/desires of do-
mestic students in connection with linguistic inclusivity would add to the pic-
ture and contribute to the pedagogic model in the UH context. Domestic stu-
dents here include those students who are from immigrant backgrounds and 
minority language groups. Furthermore, while conducting the research in the 
way that I did allowed me to form a picture of teaching and learning practices 
across the university, actual “live” practices were not observed. Observing lec-
tures and seminars would offer further insights into linguistic inclusion, the 
other ways it might be integrated and how large a part it plays in current prac-
tice. Finally, while, as a teacher, I have practised many of the plurilingual strat-
egies discussed in this doctoral thesis spontaneously and sometimes in a 
planned way, I have not planned an entire course or lesson using the model 
developed on the basis of this research. Consequently, planning a course on 
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this model and conducting some action research to evaluate it is one of the 
next steps for me. 

10.6 CONCLUDING COMMENTS 

The title of this thesis is Un/seen Languages in a Multilingual University: A 
Case for a Plurilingual Approach in Finnish Higher Education. My motiva-
tion to work on this subject for four years has been my personal and political 
belief in the value of languages that are “unseen” globally, nationally and in-
stitutionally. This is partly informed by my career, which has placed me in the 
company of the international community of students since 2003, and my geo-
graphical proximity to an endangered/revitalised language, Cornish, which I 
have been fortunate enough to learn locally and explore academically through 
the Indigenous Studies Module at the University of Helsinki. The University is 
a prestigious institution and as such has the power to shape subjectivities, in-
cluding the ideological positioning of languages. If the valorisation of lan-
guages is demonstrated through their maintenance and development, then HE 
can make a substantial contribution to this not only through language learning 
but also by creating spaces, such as those suggested in the pedagogic approach 
proposed in this thesis. Making these spaces provides opportunities for gain-
ing global knowledge and developing intercultural competencies that provide 
some armoury against the marketisation of international HE through a single 
language. 

As I come to end of this thesis, the passionate beliefs I began this process 
with have been tapered by the reality of HE. The marketisation and neoliberal 
forces that drive HE do not award “points” for plurilingual approaches to ed-
ucation and if lecturers are not even adequately rewarded for delivering EMI 
programmes (e.g. Doiz et al. 2013a; Knoerr, 2019), which are fundamental to 
the big business of internationalisation, then it seems irrational to expect any 
institutional help for the development of plurilingual approaches to teaching, 
even for the purposes of IaH, inclusion and interculturality. Instead, initiatives 
such as the one outlined in this thesis are dependent on the dedication of the 
lecturers themselves who, I feel confident, care about these issues and want to 
develop professionally. For now, this proposed pedagogic approach to inter-
national education is likely to remain an “underground” practice. 

On a positive note if international student exchange can be part of the UH 
funding formula (University of Helsinki, 2021, p. 79), then, with effective 
“nudging”, a fraction could be awarded to IaH to include plurilingual pedagog-
ies initiatives. Moreover, from an international perspective, the UN Sustaina-
ble Development Goals (SDGs) have been inserted into university evaluation 
metrics (see Chapter 3.3) and plurilingual approaches to HE have the potential 
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to be part of this. For instance, SDG 4.724, which concerns education, states 
that:  

By 2030, ensure that all learners acquire the knowledge and skills 
needed to promote sustainable development, including, among others, 
through education for sustainable development and sustainable life-
styles, human rights, gender equality, promotion of a culture of peace 
and non-violence, global citizenship and appreciation of cul-
tural diversity and of culture’s contribution to sustainable 
development [my emphasis]. 

 
The pedagogic approach that I have proposed in this thesis has culture-related 
outcomes, because it is based on accessing, sharing and analysing academic 
materials from various contexts through different languages. In this way it re-
lates to this SDG and has the potential to be part of a package that pursues this 
objective. Personally, I would like to discard many aspects of the marketisation 
of HE but this is the framework that exists and that we have to operate in. In a 
sense, having a “market” and institutional funding formulas make innovations 
in HE possible. 

 

 
24 United Nations, Goal 4 | Department of Economic and Social Affairs (un.org), Accessed 9th April 

2022. 
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Appendix A: Information and Consent Form for the 
focus group interviews 

Thank you for your willingness to take part in my research.  

My research is concerned with inclusive multilingualism in higher education in an environment that 
is becoming increasingly market-led. The data I am collecting for this stage of my research is focus 
group interview data. I will be asking questions about your general rationale for and experiences of 
studying at the University of Helsinki. Additionally, I will provide some materials relating to the Uni-
versity of Helsinki language policy and I will ask for your reflections on these.  The focus group inter-
view will take approximately 60 minutes and it will be video and audio recorded.  

The interview data will be used in my doctoral work and, specifically, in relation the conference, In-
ternational Association for Languages and Intercultural Communication, that is to be held in Helsinki 
in August 2018. The raw data will be shared with my doctoral supervisors, but when it is used in any 
other context the data will be anonymised. Your participation in this research is voluntary and, so, 
you may withdraw your consent at any time before August 2018 which is when I intend to first use 
the data. The data will not be deposited in an archive rather it will be held securely by the re-
searcher. 

Deborah C. Clarke (PhD student in Educational Sciences)  deborah.clarke@helsinki.fi  

Kielikeskus                                                                                                                                          
Vuorikatu 5, C435                              
00014 Helsinki  
 

Your details 

Name:  

Gender (please circle): male or female 

Your age in years and months: 

Nationality: 

Mother tongue:  

Other languages that can be used for study purposes: 

Please sign and date to show that you agree to your data being used for this study.  



 

151 
 

Appendix B: Questions and procedure for the focus 
group interviews 

 Brief introductions and welcome (the students know me but may not know each other) 

Overview of the topic  

 My doctoral research is concerned with multilingualism in higher education. At this stage of my 
research, I’m interested in finding out about how students use their languages at university. That 
will be the focus of our discussion today. 

Establish ground rules  

 During this group interview, I will ask you to discuss your responses to some prompts and ques-
tions and I would like you to discuss them together, I will not be participating. To make the dis-
cussion go smoothly, try to give each other space to talk and respond to and build on each other’s 
points when appropriate.  

 

General (warmer) question:  

 Think back to around the time that you arrived at the university; what were your expectations of 
studying here? 

 How have your expectations compared with the reality? 
 

Transition questions:  

 In this focus group interview we will mainly be discussing language use. Think about your every-
day life here and share the different ways you typically use your languages. 

 Share the ways in which you use your languages for study purposes? 

Key questions:  

 Discuss what you know about the university’s language policy. [This will give me the opportunity 
to outline or fill the gaps in their knowledge of the language policy]. 

 Now, I would like you to complete a task together [see page 3]. You should negotiate together 
and justify where these statements on these sticky notes, that are derived from the policy, should 
go on this scale on this poster.   

 Looking at the completed poster, how well do you think the language policy meets the needs of 
the international study body? 

 Share your thoughts on and/or ideas about this topic. 

Conclude:  

Ask whether they would like to make any further comments that are relevant to the discus-
sion 

Acknowledgement of points raised but not discussed (if applicable) 

 There are topics that were brought up, but we could not discuss more which were……………... I 
hink there are interesting points, so it is unfortunate that we didn’t have time to discuss them a it 
further; that’s not because I didn’t think the points you were raising weren’t valuable, they were, 
it’s just a time issue. 
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Summary and member check 

 Let me identify some of key discussion points and then I would like to find out how feel about 
them by checking with each of you. This is not further discussion but just a general idea of your 
feelings. [I then summarise]. 

 Have I missed anything out? Of these points, which do you think is the most important? 

Closing statement 

 As we come to a close, I need to remind you that parts of this discussion may be transcribed and 
you will be assigned false names so that you can remain anonymous. I will keep the recording for 
research purposes only. Please do not discuss each other’s comments, that way we can ensure 
that each member of the group can remain anonymous. Finally, I would like to say thank you for 
being a part of this project. Your contributions have been very valuable 
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Appendix C: Statements from the UH Language 
Policy 

Statements extracted from the policy (left) and how they were al-
tered for the focus group task (right) 

The University supports students and staff in 
their efforts to improve their language skills. 
(p. 47) 
 

1. I feel supported by the university in my ef-
forts to improve my language skills. 

 

The University promotes fluent communica-
tion and interaction between people from dif-
ferent linguistic backgrounds who share Eng-
lish as a common language (p. 48) 
 

2. I believe that the university promotes flu-
ent communication and interaction be-
tween myself and other people who use 
English as a common language 

The University believes that learning and us-
ing other languages is valuable. (p. 48) 
 

3. I think that the university believes my lan-
guages are valuable. 

4. I think that the university believes that 
learning languages other than Finnish 
Swedish and English is valuable. 
 

The University raises linguistic awareness, 
builds well-functioning bilingualism, highlights 
multilingualism as a strength and encourages 
the parallel use of different languages. (p. 48) 
 

5. I feel that the university highlights multilin-
gualism as a strength. 

6. As a student at this university I think I 
have raised my linguistic awareness. 

7. I think that the university encourages the 
parallel use of languages that I speak. 

8. I think that the university builds well-func-
tioning bilingualism. 

 
Increasing and developing teaching in Eng-
lish are part of the effort to create an interna-
tional learning environment. This supports the 
presence of different values, worldviews and 
argumentation traditions in teaching. The cul-
tural dimension and inter-cultural interaction 
will be integrated into teaching, supervision 
and guidance and services. (p. 49) 

9. I believe that teaching in English at the 
university supports the presence of differ-
ent values worldviews and argumentation 
traditions. 

10. I feel that English at the university inte-
grates intercultural interaction. 

11. I feel that the supervision at the university 
integrates intercultural interaction. 

12. I feel that the guidance and services at 
the university integrates intercultural inter-
action. 

The multilingual skills of students, research-
ers and staff are exploited in the development 
of the University’s international efforts. (p. 50) 
 

13. My multilingual skills are exploited in the 
development of the university’s interna-
tional efforts. 

 
The University offers a wide range of teach-
ing in different languages (…), with consider-
ation for the special needs of students who 
do not speak either of the national languages. 
(p. 51) 
 

14. In terms of the teaching offered, I am 
given consideration as a student who 
does not speak either of the national lan-
guages. 

 

The University offers a wide range of teach-
ing in different languages to meet the require-
ments of both the academic world and the 
employment market, with consideration for 
the special needs of students who do not 
speak either of the national languages (p. 51) 

15. I am offered language and communica-
tion support in English 

16. I am offered Finnish and Swedish studies 
to keep me to help me find employment to 
fit my qualifications in Finland and abroad 
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Appendix D: Semi-structured interview schedule 

Hello/good morning/good afternoon I am Debbie. I know you are very busy, so I want to 

thank you for agreeing to be interviewed today. What would you like me to call you? 

As you know, this interview concerns the use of language at university especially in relation 

to international students, and as a member of the academic community here your experi-

ences in relation to this topic will be very interesting and valuable for my research.  

This interview will be recorded because I would like to focus on what is being said rather 

than note taking and because I will return to the recorded material and transcribe our inter-

view. Recording the interview ensures that what is reported is reported accurately. If you 

would like a copy of the recording for your own purposes, then naturally I will provide you 

with a copy. Having said all of this, I will take some notes during our interview to help the 

interview go smoothly. 

As I explained in the information and consent form, in any subsequent use of the infor-

mation in this interview, you will be made anonymous and any information you give me that 

points to your identity will not be revealed. The interview transcription will be kept by me 

and if any sharing of the anonymised transcript should be intended in light of open science 

practices, I would ask for your further consent. Finally, you have right to withdraw from par-

ticipation in my research. can I now ask you to sign this consent form? 

Okay, in this interview today, we will discuss the topics of: 

 your role at the university; 

 your development and use of different languages; 

 your experiences in relation to and thoughts on the international student experience  from the 

student and staff perspective 

As you know, I have asked for 45 minutes of your time for this interview. 

I will now switch on the recording device on my phone, but I will keep it on flight mode so 

that we will not be disturbed. Can I ask that you have your phone on silent for the time be-

ing?  

Main questions 

1. So, I know that you are Professor/Coordinator/Dean of XXXX, could you tell me more about 

what your job involves? 
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(If not given, request further information about: how much teaching they do, the type of 

teaching they do (lectures, seminars, supervision), their interaction with (international) stu-

dents, cooperation with other universities, length of service in education) 

2. I would also like to know how you use different languages in your everyday working life. 

(If not given, request further information about: which languages they typically use in rela-

tion to the different tasks that form their work, how important language are different lan-

guages in their work, which languages they use in teaching) 

3. Could you now tell me about how you have developed your own linguistic repertoire?  

(If not given, request further information about: the languages they are familiar with, how 

they learnt their languages, whether have they studied abroad at all, how they feel about their 

languages) 

Now I would like us to focus on international students at UH, but please feel free to also 

draw on any other experiences you have had that you feel are relevant to the answering of 

the questions. Let’s start with, … 

4. … what do you see as the main challenges that international students face during their university 

studies? 

(Provide examples of challenges if the interviewee has difficulty: learning style/processes, 

meeting deadlines, reading, content of the modules, responding to feedback, language issues, 

following lectures, social/working with others) 

 

5. I would like to know about what kinds of (teaching/supervision/communication) strategies that 

you use (or advise others) to accommodate international students. 

(Provide examples of strategies if the interviewee has difficulty: encouraging use linguistic 

repertoires to aid learning, recasting/interpreting questions when given in Finnish by other 

students in lectures, sharing knowledge of the students’ culture with them, moderating 

speech, providing written materials (e.g. presentation slides), using visual aids, welcoming 

students to their office hours) 

 

6. Finally, could you tell me what you think about having international students as part of the stu-

dent body? 
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(Provide follow up questions if necessary: in relation to society, teaching and learning, fu-

ture cooperation)  

Concluding the interview 

We are now in the final few minutes of our allotted time. To summarise, you have told me 

about ____________________. Is there anything that you would like to add that we haven’t 

covered in our interview? 

Okay, again thank you very much for your participation. It is much appreciated. I will say 

goodbye for now, but if you have any questions relating to my research, I would be very 

happy to respond to them by email.  
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Appendix E: Information and consent form for the 
semi-structured interviews 
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Appendix F: Transcription notation 

!  Animated or emphatic tone 
.  A stopping fall in tone 
,   Continuing intonation 
?  Rising inflection (e.g. upspeak) 
↑word  Rising intonation 
word↓  Falling intonation 
word  Indicates emphasis 
:word  Extension to sound of following syllable 
>word<  Faster than the surrounding talk 
<word>  Slower than the surrounding talk 
WORD  Louder than the surrounding talk 
°word°  Quieter than surrounding talk 
[word word]  Overlapping talk 
(word)  Best guess at unclear word/phrase 
=word … =word No interval between the speech of one person when another 

person interjects  
hah  Laughter 
.hh  Audible inbreath 
hh  Audible outbreath 
(.)  Very short pause 
(.1)  Pause timed to the nearest second 
(<.1)  Less than specified second 
(>.2)  More than specified second 
((phone rings)) Transcriber’s description of non-speech sounds 
(…)   Text omitted from transcription 
[word]                                     Non-verbal communication or explanatory word/phrase added  
      
   (from Wood & Kroger, 2000, pp. 193-194) 
 
(XXX)  Speech that cannot be deciphered 
*words*   Words that are said while laughing 
(A: yeah)  Listener support talk when not trying to take or hold the floor 
 

(from Marková et al., 2007, p. 68) 
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Appendix G: Excerpt from a focus group 
transcription 

S1: alright so the first (.) one is um I think that the university believes my lan-
guages are    <valuable> 

S2: well if they’re thinking outside of the English? (0.5) can we also say I don’t 
know because like= 

S1: well we get we have *this* [hits the palms of her hands in the middle of and 
then the different ends and the scale on the poster] 

Researcher: well [um I think 

S2: =I think] otherwise we have to disagree because like the university doesn’t 
have any programme related to our languages maybe as to Spanish [looks to 
S3] they [have :classes 

S3: well like they] actually have a lot of languages :er they have er even like 
Far:si Kore:an Chi:nese [S4 nods] I mean I :alI mean because I like :er lan-
guages a lot I have (.) :been like looking for courses and like there’s like every 
semester like around like for example twenty courses in K- Korean twenty in 
Chinese twenty in Spanish and sometime they teach politics or science in 
Spanish like for people that just want to learn the language but like they 
have to they want to learn .hh and like (.) erm I think at least like :er (.) these 
past few years at least this past year like they have been like more focused 
and trying to get the international students to be part because :I they are I 
mean they’re not dumb they hear like us like they know that there’s some-
times we feel like (S1: hmm) left out so I think they are actually making a re-
ally good effort to try to (.) merge us into the (.) Finnish community (S2: 
↑hmm) 

S1: f- for me I don’t kno- I have I don’t have much idea about (mine) I don’t thin- 
honestly I don’t think I care as much (1.0) here in Finland [(S4: °:hah°) (S2: 
about (XXX ) about Hindi] yeah yeah because I >even communicate in English 
so that’s no issue< but I know that they have tried :to (1.0) um er pick up 
some Indian dances (S3: hmm) and have these con- like some functions here 
>which which I felt was nice< anyway but it has more do with culture I think 
but languages (0.5) I haven’t seen I don’t know I I wouldn’t want to comment  

S2: °:well° I don’t think it’s [not valuing, XXX 

S4: I think] we we could intepret the my languages as a bit broader er more en-
compassing (S3 & S2: yeah) rather than just er perhaps more on the mother 
tongue (S1: hm hm?) kind of because  
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S1: °well then it’s English° 

S4: well I suppose En:glish? everyone speaks that 

S2: but even sometimes they’re not even putting it in English so I cannot put it 
very high up there [points to the agree end of the scale on the poster] (S1: 
*okay*) so (S4: so ↑here [points to the middle of the poster]) when to be 
honest like somewhere in the middle or even [below the middle 

S3: yeah because I‘m I think they’re actually like take- like making an effort but 
like sometimes like er [when :you= 

S2: they have] a sloppy effort I [would say 

S3: =yeah yeah when] they’re not like been- are being vocal about it like some-
times it g- can go underground (S1: °hm hm°) 

S4: okay so two votes for here [disagree side of the poster] (S1: yeah) [S1 sticks 
the note to the middle of poster] so alright 

S2: maybe some here XXX (S4: okay) [S1 sticks the note further to the disagree 
side of the poster] (S1 & S4: :hah) [S3 smiles] 

S4: yeah (we take the) stronger (.) opinions hah (S2: :yes) 
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Appendix H: Excerpt from a semi-structured 
interview 

Researcher: ◦yeah◦ okay *interesting* hah *okay* um? (.1) so now I would like us to um 
focus on international students at the University of Helsinki but please feel 
f- free to :draw on any other experiences you’ve had that you feel are rele-
vant to the answering of the questions (.1) so let's start with what do you 
see as the main challenges that international students face um during their 
◦university studies:◦  

 
Lecturer: here in Helsinki, (researcher: ((coughs)) [(◦XXX◦)) (XXX)] well I don’t yeah 

this is very much my personal view but you're asking for my personal view 
(researcher: ◦hah◦) I I think er (<.2) there isn't really that much (<.1) start-
ing from the (.) practical (<.2) point of view that there isn't that much 
courses (taught) in English (.1) ar: yes there are some but I think there is a 
(.) for example the course that I mentioned that I've been teaching and 
knowing what my colleagues teach in English (meaning) um there is like a 
big gap between our th- th- th- are are are own Finnish students they don’t 
act- take part in lot of these courses so it’s then like our students on on 
their Finnish courses? doing their compulsory studies? and then exchange 
students as as separately you know doing their courses and I think that is 
one of the biggest problems here (researcher: ◦◦hmm hmm◦◦) (.3) 

 
Researcher: ◦okay◦ um have you noticed um (<.1) any other (.) challenges so now we’re 

talking more about organisation and what lecturers :are or have offered 
(<.1) um (.1) hmm perhaps you like to comment on whether you feel the 
lecturers are aware of the situation, of the exchange students. (<.3) in 
terms of the number of courses (.) um: 

 
Lecturer: I think :yes: ::er I I maybe also I haven’t like my experience here isn't that 

long (researcher: yeah) I mean I've been here for 2 years (researcher: yeah) 
so I (.) I’m maybe not the best one to kind of evaluate but just if I compare 
it to where I come from, :where (<.1) we had multiple programmes running 
in English and it was very common that (.1) Finnish stu:dents? would (.) 
study together with exchange >with< international students :so seeing 
:how this being much bigger faculty and (.1) larger number of students that 
the the kind of separation is I think somehow (.2) surprising :or (.2) amazes 
me (researcher: ◦hmm◦) that we are still :so (<.1) separately an- an- and it's 
just (.) it’s also that the :teachers it just some who are very much involved 
with teaching in English (.) and teaching international students (.) and then 
many aren't at all so I don't know if it’s some kind of er historical (re-
searcher: hmm) WHY it is here such maybe because there are >it could also 
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because there's so many more students< so much more students that um 
(.) that there's pressure in the way just to (<.1) kind of take care of their 
compulsory studies? and always those that are kind of extra exchange here 
meaning (researcher: hmm) exchange students? courses it's then somehow 
(.1) like additional in addition t- to our (<.1) compulsory courses (re-
searcher: I see) so personally also I I for example (<.1) wanted to take some 
of the courses that I mentioned that are in English because they are for me 
(.) related to my research thematics but they are just added to my normal 
amount ◦of teaching◦.  

 
Researcher: ◦yeah◦ okay (<.1) and :um would (.) um Finnish students earn credits that 

they can use towards their degrees by joining courses that are taught in 
English 

 
Lecturer: I think (.) many of them even don't know? but it’s not I wouldn’t hear kind 

of I- I personally think that it's not the student fault it's the systems fault (.) 
because we are it's and it’s not just this faculty it the whole system now 
that there’s :so much more pressure! for them to study faster (researcher: 
yeah) graduate faster and knowing little bit about that (<.1) what (.) will (.) 
be (.) the :new financing model (<.1) (>of the<) of Finnish universities er 
that that th- th- th- financing for the faculties will (<.1) be more and more 
calculated based on how fast! (researcher: hmm) they did their studies 
(<.1) so I personally you know I I know that this is kind of (XXX) the past but 
the time when it's not that long ago that I did my studies and we were still 
able to do lot of you know extra stu:dies and just (<.1) take additional mi-
nors from different faculties because we were interested and it was also 
thought to be something that is good for us you know to (<.1) our our 
knowledge widens horizons widens I took minorities from different facul-
ties (researcher: ◦yeah◦) and nowadays there’s :so much pressure for them 
to graduate faster? and even we have now this limit that you can't do (<.1) 
much extra credits! (researcher: ah okay) yes (researcher: okay) there's an 
actual limit for that (.) and I do understand that people shouldn't be sup-
ported to stay here for 10 years but come on like to do one extra minor or 
or some additional courses from different faculties just to to widen their 
understanding of (.1) not only (◦>because<◦) of education but also on other 
thematics (.1) it might be one way to also motivate them more to want to 
stay in the field because we also have this problem that especially from 
[the lecturer’s field of] education people are leaving the field (.1) (re-
searcher: hmm ◦okay◦) (.2) so yes I think students don’t know a lot of 
courses running in English (.) but it’s also due to us we don't really (.1) sup-
port them to take them so much because we are pressured to take just the 
compulsory studies (researcher: ◦okay◦) to graduate faster that's how I 
least how to me it looks like and I think personally it's a little bit wrong (.1) 
ab- absurdity that at the same time we are told and we in a way tell 
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students that they should go more (<.1) to exchange student? to ex-
change? we we we we are :er from (.) some (.) programmes that there's a 
very (new) culture exchange? but at the same time we are telling them 
that they shouldn't (.1) you know study (.) too long they should stay with 
their curriculum study plan and not to t- to do much um: it’s such a strict 
system now how we calculate what what studies they can do as an ex-
change student and what would be accepted into their (.) degree :so I think 
this is is such an you know we are sending such er (.1) weird message with 
that 

 
Researcher: yeah (.1) so um in your opinion the situation would you say it restricts the 

opportunities for Finnish students to engage with students from oth:er 
[((clicking noise from phone used for recording)) countries that 

 
Lecturer: I think so]=  
 
Researcher: yeah= 
 
Lecturer: =yes 
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7
Language Ideologies 

and the Experiences of International 
Students

Deborah C. Clarke

1  Introduction

Since the nineteenth century, universities have produced locally-, 
nationally- and regionally-bound knowledge. This knowledge would 
then be shared and studied within an international network (Marginson, 
2011). Internationalization in this sense is not new. However, since the 
1980s, internationalization has changed shape, and certainly but not 
exceptionally, within the Nordic context, universities have become 
increasingly market-based using the numbers of international students 
and foreign members of staff as indicators of successful internationaliza-
tion (Haberland, 2014). Another indicator is the publication of research, 
mostly in English, in high-impact journals that provides personal and 
institutional bibliometrics (see Gingras, 2016, for an in-depth discus-
sion) and, in part, determines international rankings and, consequently, 
the numbers of student applications. Internationalization can also be per-
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ceived to have societally-focused aims, such as enhancing international 
ties and increasing cooperation between universities, regions and nations. 
Nevertheless, whilst this may be true, according to Saarinen (2012) the 
aims of internalization in the case of Finland are largely economic, result-
ing in the commodification of Finnish education.

To attract students from outside the Nordic countries and thus meet 
the demands of internationalization, there needed to be a change in the 
language of instruction. In the 1990s, there was some experimentation 
with the provision of French- (Saarinen, 2014) and German-medium 
instruction in some Finnish universities of applied sciences, but these did 
not attract sufficient numbers of home or international students 
(Lehikoinen, 2004). Since then, as with universities in the other Nordic 
countries, internationalization is now linked to the provision of English- 
medium instruction (EMI) (Haberland, 2014). In Finland, this has been 
expanded from EMI for exchange students to the provision of EMI for 
entire master’s degree programmes. This development is seen by some 
scholars as a threat to Finnish and Swedish, the two official languages of 
Finland, in university settings (Lindström & Sylvin, 2014; Saarinen, 
2014; Saarinen & Rontu, 2018).

At the University of Helsinki (UH), which is the context of this study, 
two editions of a university language policy have been published 
(University of Helsinki, 2007, 2014). The policy specifies the roles of 
languages at the university in relation to the university’s ambition for 
greater internationalization. As a consequence of the UH being legally a 
bilingual university (Universities Act, 558/2009), its policy stipulates 
that it bears responsibility for the national languages in that it “(…) sup-
ports the development of Finland’s national languages as the languages of 
research and academic education (…)” (University of Helsinki, 2014, 
p. 47). Furthermore, it asserts that the university participates in the use 
of English as an academic lingua franca in its role as an international 
institution. References to other languages within both editions of the 
policy (2007, 2014) are minimal. However, the policy specifies an insti-
tutional belief in the use and value of other languages.

The literature problematizing language policies that describe the role 
of the national language(s) plus English (e.g. Hultgren, 2014; Lindström 
& Sylvin, 2014), and in some cases English and Spanish (e.g. Cots, 
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Lasagabaster, & Garrett, 2012; Doiz, Lasagabaster, & Sierra, 2014), 
across Europe is relatively extensive. However, there has been very little 
attention given to language use in universities from the perspective of 
students who are speakers of languages other than English. When such 
students emerge in the data, they are not the main focus of research (e.g. 
Garrett & Gallego-Balsà, 2014; Lindström, 2012; Söderlundh, 2012). 
This chapter, therefore, places the voice of international students at the 
centre of the discussion in relation to the use of language at university.

In the data used in this chapter, the students discuss their experiences 
and reactions to language use through the lens of the UH language policy 
in order to address this research question:

• How do international students react to the university language ideol-
ogy, and how does this relate to their own experiences?

To answer this question, how the students navigate the points in the 
language policy, how they adapt to institutional practices and their levels 
of personal agency will also be explored.

2  Language Ideologies

A language policy can be seen as a reflection of a nation’s or an institu-
tion’s language ideology. Woolard (1998, pp. 23–25) describes four main 
strands of thinking about ideology as a general concept. Briefly, these are 
ideology as a mental concept, such as consciousness, subjective represen-
tations, beliefs and ideas; second, as a representation of or reaction to the 
experiences and interests of particular groups; third, as a struggle to 
maintain or acquire social, economic and political power; and finally, as 
an unrecognized distortion or illusion in the defence of power. In their 
review of language ideology, Määttä and Pietikäinen (2014) suggest that 
of these four definitions it is the interrelated second and third definitions 
where language ideology often falls. This also seems to be the case in 
 relation to the context of this study, namely university language ideology 
as outlined by the university language policy.
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To reiterate, language policies tend to support particular groups of 
people in maintaining and acquiring economic, social and political 
power. Consequently, they can also be interpreted to be supporting the 
ethnocentric prejudice that languages are unequal in that some languages 
are categorized as unsuitable for particular purposes (Beacco & Byram, 
2007), such as academic literature and university study. Risager (2012) 
conceptualizes language ideologies that support particular languages as 
language hierarchies. She uses Graddol’s (1997) projection for language 
dominance in her analysis. Graddol (1997) predicts that in 2050 English, 
Chinese, Spanish, Arabic and Urdu/Hindi will appear at the top of the 
language hierarchy, followed by the trade bloc languages, for example 
Russian, national languages and local languages. Taking into consider-
ation language hierarchies both globally and locally within Denmark, 
Risager (2012) questions the presence of university language policies that 
consider English as the sole language of internationalization. This prac-
tice empowers English and Danish over other languages present in the 
university. Moreover, the preference for particular languages in university 
language policies influences the languages in which knowledge 
is produced.

That language choice in higher education is connected with knowledge 
production can also be understood as supporting and maintaining the 
power of particular groups. For example, many European universities 
have adopted English as an academic lingua franca, alongside the national 
languages, for purposes of internationalization, and they also produce 
academic research in English. English has thus become the dominant 
language for Western knowledge, although not in all domains (e.g. 
Kuteeva & Airey, 2014). The perception of Western knowledge as the 
legitimate knowledge (Doxtater, 2004) is far-reaching and is considered 
by Shih (2010) as academic colonialism that weakens meaningful “glo-
cal” knowledge production. Additionally, Tukumbi (2016) states that 
some scholars have diminished social science in Africa by reducing cul-
tural, social and historical knowledge to tribalism and irrationality thus 
enabling Western knowledge to dominate academic discourses. Although 
this issue goes far deeper than language, language still plays a key role, for 
example in translations of knowledge.
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Language ideologies not only identify particular languages as authen-
tic national languages but also stipulate the variety of language that can 
be considered the standard (Woolard, 1998). Desirable standard lan-
guages are also promulgated by the national state apparatus internation-
ally through institutions, such as Alliance Française, the British Council, 
the Confucius Institute, the Goethe Institut, the Japan Foundation and 
Instituto Cervantes, to better control commercial market share (Heller, 
2010). In his discussion of the critiques of language policy, Blommært 
(1996, p. 213) conveys Williams’ argument concerning how the identi-
fication of standard languages is frequently biased. Williams criticizes 
the suggestion that standard languages are identified via societal consen-
sus and highlights that the standard is a reflection of the often upper-
middle social class with which it is associated. Williams also points out 
that states are beneficiaries of language planning and, therefore, the soci-
etal roles of language cannot be seen as solely objective. Although aca-
demic research may contest state actions and policies, universities are 
regulated by the state and so their language policies, including their 
preferences for particular language varieties, can be seen as reflections of 
state values.

In summary, language ideology in relation to this study can be under-
stood in terms of power and hierarchy, production of knowledge and 
standard languages. Along these lines, languages can be excluded or 
ignored, included or valued or can be seen as unequal or empowered 
within a given institution.

2.1  International Students’ Use of and Attitudes 
Towards Language: Previous Studies

Research into the experience of international students in universities in 
connection with the use of and attitudes towards language in relation to 
language policy in the European context is limited. Nevertheless, to cre-
ate a landscape that situates the present research, this section will delin-
eate the issues raised by previous studies that have had more than passing 
focus on international students in the connection with university lan-
guage policies.
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Differences between language policy, which is a reflection of language 
ideology, and how languages are actually used are a common feature of 
the research on language policy and use. For example, Söderlundh (2012) 
reports her observations of an EMI master’s degree course in business in 
Sweden, in which 19 of the 48 students are international. She observes 
that both English and Swedish are used on the course. Swedish is used 
when asking other Swedes for a vocabulary item in English, asking ques-
tions of and taking part in individual exchanges with the teacher and 
when Swedish students are working together in a small group. Although 
French and Spanish students (n = 6) were also on the course they did not 
deviate from English and, along with other international students, 
accepted the use of Swedish on the course because of its special position 
as the national language. Multilingual interaction did not occur, only 
parallel monolingualism as the four language groups clustered together. 
This is framed as the teacher’s pragmatic rather than policy-approach to 
language use, but could equally be interpreted as the casual exclusion of 
international students in the process of learning, because when Swedish 
is used they cannot take part.

The literature emerging from Finland (e.g. Lindström & Sylvin, 2014; 
Saarinen, 2012; Saarinen & Rontu, 2018) is mostly concerned with lan-
guage issues from a national perspective so international voices are largely 
absent from the literature. However, Lindström (2012) conducted a 
number of focus groups in 2007 to discuss the issue of the national lan-
guages and English at the UH and, exceptionally, one of his groups con-
sisted of one international lecturer from English-speaking Canada and 
three students from French-speaking Canada, Denmark and Sweden. 
The Scandinavian students commented on how they have had to com-
plete their studies in English because Swedish was not spoken widely 
enough despite the UH being an officially bilingual university. The non- 
Scandinavian participants agreed that the presence of Swedish is very lim-
ited and, consequently, they placed a higher importance on learning 
Finnish rather than Swedish, although they all found Finnish difficult to 
access. Furthermore, they remarked upon the sometimes poor quality of 
teaching in English. This was also a concern of the students in Saarinen 
and Rontu’s (2018) study who observe that there is a need for linguistic 
support for teachers.
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Whilst the UH is de jure a bilingual university, it is de facto a trilingual 
university in that it has a trilingual language policy that is published in 
Finnish, Swedish and English. While other universities that have a trilin-
gual language policy have been the site of research, this research has been 
conducted in other parts of Europe. In their comparative study, Garrett 
and Gallego-Balsà (2014) surveyed the attitudes of international students 
towards internationalization and the official minority languages, Catalan 
and Welsh at the University of Lleida in Catalonia (UdL), which has a 
trilingual language policy and Cardiff University (CU) in Wales, which 
has a bilingual policy. Interestingly, in the reasonably substantial sample 
of 136 international students (75 from UdL and 61 from CU), none of 
the students, when asked to comment upon internationalization, made a 
connection between internationalization and the official minority lan-
guage, focusing instead upon the benefits of internationalization on lan-
guages in general. This should perhaps not be too surprising given that 
the term “international” is likely to conjure multinational and multilin-
gual images rather than local ones.

The studies reviewed in this section suggest that international students 
are not particularly engaged with national languages. However, this 
should come as no surprise because, as Risager (2012) states, bi/trilingual 
language policies are not written with international students in mind; for 
these students, such policies are monolingual in that they exclude their 
languages. Language policies are only bi/trilingual for home students. 
Furthermore, the emphasis on English as the academic lingua franca, 
whilst accommodating international students, masks the linguistic diver-
sity that is present and thus could be construed as making non-national 
students invisible. In this sense, the UH language policy is also 
monolingual.

Both editions of the UH language policy (2007, p. 40, 2014, p. 47) 
state the importance of languages other than Finnish, Swedish and 
English as a source of enrichment that generates understanding of other 
cultures and the ability to think creatively. This could be an important 
ideology from the perspective of students from countries other than 
Finland. The 2007 edition mentions foreign languages by name, for 
example Estonian, Russian, French and German (p. 44), but the 2014 
edition refers only to foreign and Baltic languages (p. 50) leaving only 
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Finnish, Swedish and English as named languages. This may be a way to 
avoid marginalizing unspecified languages, but also could convey the 
message that only Finnish, Swedish and English are perceived as legiti-
mate academic languages. This aspect of the policy and underpinning 
ideology reinforces power relations between certain languages (Määttä & 
Pietikäinen, 2014), supports language hierarchies at the university 
(Risager, 2012) and, importantly, does not reflect the actual multilingual-
ism present in the university.

In this study, the UH language policy is used as a lens through which 
to examine the tension between institutional language ideologies and 
international students’ experiences and attitudes.

3  Task-Based Focus Group Methodology

The focus group data presented in this chapter were collected in March 
and April 2018 at the UH. The UH is an ideal site for this study because 
it is an example of an international university which has a published lan-
guage policy. This study could have been situated in a number of univer-
sities and so some of the findings are likely to be relevant outside the 
UH context.

For this study, three focus groups originally comprising four master’s 
students, from the science faculties where I had been teaching, were orga-
nized. The students had all taken one or more academic writing courses 
with me, so were personally known to me and most of them had met each 
other before. The size of the groups is considered ideal for focus group 
research (Wood & Kroger, 2000) and, importantly, was the maximum 
number that could be accommodated by the available space. Informed 
consent forms were sent to the students in advance and were signed on 
the day that the focus groups took place.

The groups were united by their status as international students who 
do not speak English as their first language (see Table 7.1) and were orga-
nized so that each group formed one membership category (Wood & 
Kroger, 2000). This is why neither the Spanish speakers nor Mandarin 
speakers were put in the same group.

 D. C. Clarke



deborah.clarke@helsinki.fi

175

The rationale for using focus groups over other qualitative methods is 
that they allow for socially constructed meaning through functions, such 
as giving opinions, agreeing, disagreeing and building on each other’s 
ideas to come to a new understanding, or simply to demonstrate different 
understandings of the same phenomena. These interactions serve as a way 
to generate data, but also become the focus of the analysis (Kitzinger, 
1994; Kitzinger et al., 2004, cited in Marková, Linell, Grossen, & Salazar- 
Orvig, 2007). To generate data of this quality, the core task for the groups 
was to discuss a set of statements adapted from the English version of the 
UH language policy (see Table 7.2). The participants were asked to decide 
as a group how far they agree with the statements by discussing them, 
giving examples and justifying their opinions. When they had come to an 
agreement, they placed a sticky note, with the statement written on it, on 
to a larger piece of paper that had a scale drawn on it from “totally dis-
agree” to “completely agree”. The task was completed when they had 
stuck the 16 statements to the poster. However, only nine of these state-
ments are included in this analysis. This is because the remaining state-
ments relate to either intercultural interaction or the use of English as 
lingua franca which are beyond the scope of this chapter.

This interactive type of task encourages free as opposed to transac-
tional discussion and enables the construction of socially shared knowl-

Table 7.1 The fictitious names and gender, ages and languages of the students by 
group and length of the focus group interview

Groups Participants Age

Languages that can be used for 
study purposes other than 
English

Group 1
(1 hour 

30 minutes)

Gary (M),
Carlos (M),
Alisha (F),
Eda (F)

23–37 Cantonese, Mandarin
Spanish, French
Hindi
Turkish

Group 2
(1 hour 

20 minutes)

Petra (F)
Chun (M)
Mahika (F)

22–24 Croatian, Slovenian, Serbian
Mandarin
Marathi, Hindi

Group 3
(1 hour 

20 minutes)

Androulla (F)
Thu (M)
Kang (M)
Ariana (F)

24–29 Greek
Vietnamese
Mandarin
Spanish
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edge (Marková et  al., 2007). The role of the researcher in this type of 
focus group model is peripheral in that they are not involved in the dis-
cussion (Marková et al., 2007). This arrangement somewhat circumvents 
the problem of the researcher becoming the discussion leader and inad-
vertently influencing the opinions of the group.

Table 7.2 Statements extracted from the policy (left) and how they were altered 
for the focus group task (right)

Sentences from the UH language policy 
(2014)

Sentences discussed in the focus 
groups

The University supports students and staff 
in their efforts to improve their language 
skills. (p. 47)

I feel supported by the university 
in my efforts to improve my 
language skills.

The University believes that learning and 
using other languages is valuable. (p. 48)

•  I think that the university 
believes my languages are 
valuable.

•  I think that the university 
believes that learning 
languages other than Finnish, 
Swedish and English is 
valuable.

The University raises linguistic awareness, 
builds well-functioning bilingualism, 
highlights multilingualism as a strength 
and encourages the parallel use of 
different languages. (p. 48)

•  I feel that the university 
highlights multilingualism as a 
strength.

•  As a student at this university, 
I think I have raised my 
linguistic awareness.

•  I think that the university 
encourages the parallel use of 
languages that I speak.

•  I think that the university 
builds well-functioning 
bilingualism.

The multilingual skills of students, 
researchers and staff are exploited in the 
development of the University’s 
international efforts. (p. 50)

My multilingual skills are 
exploited in the development of 
the university’s international 
efforts.

The University offers a wide range of 
teaching in different languages (…), with 
consideration for the special needs of 
students who do not speak either of the 
national languages. (p. 51)

In terms of the teaching offered, I 
am given consideration as a 
student who does not speak 
either of the national 
languages.
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During the analytical process, the participants’ disagreements became 
the primary focal point. Marková et al. (2007) consider disagreements a 
worthwhile subject of analysis as they offer opportunities to observe the 
construction of new forms of reasoning between participants, rather than 
focusing on exchanges of preformed ideas. Their disagreements easily lent 
themselves to the creation of two continua through which their com-
ments could be coded and categorized. The first continuum relates to 
whether the students’ language repertoires are excluded and ignored or 
included and valued. The second continuum refers to whether the par-
ticipants experience language inequality or empowerment. Issues of indi-
vidual and institutional agency have also been included in the analysis to 
explain why some may have greater feelings of inclusion than others.

4  Student Reactions to and Experiences 
of Language Use at University

This section examines the participants’ reactions to and experiences of the 
use of languages at university. The analysis has been organized by the two 
continua (excluded/ignored to included/valued and inequality to empow-
erment) and by the statements (see Table 7.2) that their comments refer 
to. These statements serve as sub-headings. For the purposes of clarity, the 
extracts used in this section have had any false starts and repetitions 
removed. The meanings of the transcription notation can be found in 
the Appendix.

4.1  Continuum 1: From Excluded/Ignored 
to Included/Valued

Whether languages are excluded and ignored or included and valued is 
important especially in the European context where not all of the many 
languages can be awarded privileged positions in educational systems 
(Beacco & Byram, 2007). In this section, some extracts from the focus 
groups, which exemplify the repeated theme of linguistic inclusion and 
value, are discussed.
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4.1.1  “I think that the university believes my languages 
are valuable”

The statements in the focus group task that relate to whether the students 
believe the university values their languages create a number of disagree-
ments that mark differing levels of perceived value awarded to the lan-
guages they speak. Those whose first language is a smaller national 
language, in this case Greek and Croatian, perceived their language to 
have no value in the institutional context:

(1)
I don’t think they do much I don’t think they’re I mean valuable for what 
in my um major no they’re not valuable.

(Petra)

(2)
in this case for my language NO!, hah (All: hah) ∗totally disagree∗.

(Androulla)

Others who speak regional (Chinese), national (Hindi) and official 
languages in national states (Marathi) (Graddol, 1997) were able to eval-
uate the different experiences and knowledge they have about the pres-
ence of their languages at the university and responded in a more neutral 
or balanced way:

(3)
Chun: (…) they kind of think Chinese is valuable because I know that 

they have this kind of Chinese language lessons and er they have this 
kind of Confucius department (…) so yeah I guess they kind of think 
it’s valuable but I don’t know much about it (…) when it comes to like 
research or study yeah I don’t think so

Mahika: (…) was thinking maybe I should say yes yeah some bad because 
there are a lot of people from India (…) and since a lot of students er 
 coming here maybe, they would value the language to not let the stu-
dents feel I don’t know but as you [Petra] said I don’t think it would 
matter that much but just maybe on the administrative level I don’t know 
because I’ve come across a lot of um professors er from Indian origin 
(Petra: yeah me too) so maybe, so then I would be somewhere the agree
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Others believe their languages are valued. Ariana mentions that there 
are Spanish conversation groups available at the university and so feels 
that her language is valued by the university. Additionally, comments 
from Carlos also indicate high levels of inclusion of Spanish:

(4)
actually they have a lot of languages (…) there’s like every semester around 
(…) twenty [courses] in Spanish and sometimes they teach politics or sci-
ence in Spanish like for people that just want to learn the language but like 
they have to they want to learn.

(Carlos)

The continuum here suggests an approximate hierarchical order to the 
values awarded to languages shown through their presence at the univer-
sity which is similar to Graddol’s (1997) 2050 global language hierarchy 
projection and suggests investment in languages that enjoy political, 
social or economic power (Määttä & Pietikäinen, 2014).

4.1.2  “The university believes that learning languages other 
than Finnish, Swedish and English is valuable”

In relation to the status of other languages, the UH language policy states 
that “[g]lobal developments and European integration have generated a 
need for skills in other foreign languages in both the academic community 
and Finnish society at large” (University of Helsinki, 2014, p. 50). This need 
has resulted in a wide range of language courses available at the university’s 
language centre. Knowledge of these courses is evident in the participants’ 
discussions in which they all conclude that the university does value lan-
guages other than Finnish, Swedish and English, with one exception:

(5)
yes but I’ve tried looking for other languages from English to Spanish 
English to Russian er they have but only for C2 level yeah so you cannot 
start from the beginning if you didn’t know it before (Mahika: oh okay) 
there are many languages from Finnish to something a lot of those options 
but em.

(Petra)
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This exception concerns the instructional language of some courses 
which could possibly lead to barriers to building language repertoires 
through the courses organized by the university.

4.1.3  “I feel supported by the university in my efforts 
to improve my language skills”

In the participants’ discussions about whether they feel supported in their 
efforts to improve their own language skills, there is a similar level of 
agreement to the previous statement. Their discussions mainly focus on 
learning Finnish and improving their command of English. While courses 
in Finnish are provided for international students, most of the students 
who have taken Finnish courses appear to be demotivated by the typical 
teaching practices that overly emphasize grammar and the standard lan-
guage variety; for example:

(6)
(…) I’ve been taking a Finnish course here in the university and they 
mainly focused grammar our teacher said that er the university want inter-
national students to speak like proper Finnish so you don’t really learn 
spoken Finnish you’re focused grammar [Thu nodding] and it’s so strict 
(…).

(Ariana)

As they discuss the support they have received in developing their skills 
in English, they give many examples of the different academically-focused 
courses they have taken:

(7)
also with English like we [have] the academic writing lecture for instance 
and then there are these pitching lectures (Gary: hm) that you have so just 
I completely agree.

(Alisha)
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(8)
(…) when it comes to English I do feel that it’s well-supported because 
when I first arrived in here, so there is one mandatory course you have to do 
in our department it’s a called like how to read and write scientific papers 
(Mahika: hmm) er in computer science so at I also taken the (…) the aca-
demic writing course so yeah it’s this course really gives me a lot of help so 
(…) if it’s just about English I would say I completely agree with this.

(Chun)

These extracts demonstrate how the university participates in the 
development of English as the academic lingua franca (University of 
Helsinki, 2014, p. 48) and how, as with other institutions, it promotes 
standard Finnish over other varieties of Finnish (Heller, 2010).

4.1.4  “In terms of the teaching offered, I am given 
consideration as a student who does not speak either 
of the national languages”

The participants’ discussions indicate that as international students wish-
ing to develop their language skills, they feel included because they are 
offered a great deal of support in developing their academic skills in 
English. However, when addressing the question of whether they are 
given consideration as students who do not speak either of the national 
languages, the reactions and experiences of the students fall at either end 
of the continuum. Some students have found course lecturers to be very 
accommodating; for example:

(9)
there was like this course that it was all in Finnish and I asked the teacher 
like can I take the class and she was told me like yeah like the info it’s in 
English you can totally take it in like she told me like the instruction 
teaching it’s in Finnish like I have to give the class in Finnish because it’s 
for like bachelors’? students? but um you I mean everyone there speaks 
English and you can ask me and if you want to enter the class there’s no 
problem >like sometimes they’re like< say no sorry like you cannot enter 
this one (…).

(Carlos)
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Others discuss the opportunity to earn course credits through an exam 
rather than face-to-face teaching. At the UH, students are given an option on 
a great many courses to take a book exam as an alternative to taking a course 
and attending lectures. The book exams entail the reading of some set texts 
followed by a written examination. While some of the students consider 
book exams to be an inferior form of learning, Gary indicates this is an inclu-
sive practice because he believes this allows participation in courses that 
would be otherwise unavailable to him as a person who does not speak Finnish:

(10)
I tend to see this from this perspective as in like you know there are courses 
which are conducted in Finnish for example but you are allowed to do a 
book exam for example in English so therefore if it’s a question of no bar-
riers then totally agree.

(Gary)

Both the flexibility of the course lecturers and the potential to take 
book exams when courses are not available in English are constructed by 
some of the students as considerate of their needs. However, in each of 
the focus groups, there was some discussion of the students’ experiences 
of being on courses arranged in English where the linguistics needs of 
international students were ignored in that some teaching was carried out 
in Finnish. Extract (11) is a typical example, and further examples will be 
shared in the next section:

(11)
Petra: oh so I don’t know I have had experiences in large courses with 

majority of Finnish people where the professor would start to explain 
in English and then give up because he got stuck and would then 
explain that thing in Finnish and then just continue in English without 
explaining the thing

Mahika: oh no I haven’t
Petra: or em also if a Finnish person asks a question they would ask in 

Finnish and the professor answers in Finnish and maybe I also wanted 
to hear the answer to the question and the question I don’t know so 
maybe if I ask a question in English I’d just repeat the question because 
I didn’t know. (…)
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This section has explored the extent to which students feel that their 
languages are valued and whether through institutional language prac-
tices they are included in the learning process. In summary, the extent to 
which languages are valued, as Thu points out, “[is dependent] on where 
you are from”. If the language in question is one of the big languages such 
as Mandarin, Spanish and English (Graddol, 1997), then the language is 
more visible and by extension valued and included. Whilst there were 
some examples of exclusion, where lecturers would switch languages dur-
ing instruction leaving students unaware of what had been discussed, 
some students gained a sense of inclusion through support for the devel-
opment of their skills in English, flexible teaching and alternative modes 
of assessment.

4.2  Continuum 2: From Inequality to Empowerment

In this section themes of inequality and empowerment are explored. 
Inequality refers to whether students, based on their language skills, expe-
rience equality in terms of, for example, accessing learning and formally 
using their languages whereas empowerment means that they have been 
able to use their languages for study or in a formal capacity.

4.2.1  “In terms of the teaching offered, I am given 
consideration as a student who does not speak either 
of the national languages”

Some of the discourse relating to whether the students are given consid-
eration as students who do not speak either of the national languages 
could be considered as an issue of both exclusion and inequality in that 
they have been unable to participate fully in a course because of language 
issues; for example:

(12)
Kang: (…) sometimes maybe like the Moodle page of some course they 

are still in Finnish for me and also the teacher will enrol me in the 
Moodle page but she will still upload some Finnish document or 
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(Androulla: yeah; Ariana: oh that’s horrible) instead of English docu-
ments but and (…) they will just tell that try to Google translate it 
[Thu nodding] because we still haven’t translate it into English for you 
so you better do it yourself and (Androulla: ∗okay∗) and there maybe 
next year who knows then it is annoying and sometimes during the 
lectures some Finnish students raised up some questions in Finnish

Androulla: and they continue to have the conversation in Finnish
Kang: yes and then it could be better if the professor explained [Thu nod-

ding] what they have discussed in English for us because we feel like we 
are just wasting our time waiting for them to end the discussion we’ve 
got nothing from that (Ariana: hmm true)

Although this example echoes extract (11), a feeling of inequality in 
terms of accessing learning is more strongly expressed. Interestingly, in 
another focus group, Eda relates an anecdote that is very similar to these 
commenting that “[the lecturer] disregarded us and continued in Finnish 
until the point we said like hey we’re also here and this is an English 
course”. Whilst it is probably not the intention of the lecturer to disre-
gard the students, such examples provide the perspective of non-national 
students on EMI courses who did not appear to have a voice in 
Söderlundh’s (2012) study.

4.2.2  “The university encourages the parallel use 
of languages that I speak”

When discussing whether they are encouraged to use their languages in a 
parallel fashion, Chun, Mahika, Petra and Ariana comment on how they 
have difficulties in imagining how the parallel use of their languages 
could be realized in their current context. Carlos, however, gives an 
example of how on his course he has been encouraged to use Spanish:

(13)
it’s kind of tricky because I think they do want you like to because they 
have like sometimes this like oh like write something in your own lan-
guage? like for journal or something like that and they encourage that but 
I think it’s in specific cases.

(Carlos)
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For Androulla, it is evident that this particular policy statement is not 
intended for international students: “I get the feeling that the purpose of 
this [statement] is to protect Finnish and Swedish then it makes sense ∗at 
least for them∗”. The hint of sarcasm at the end of her sentence conveys 
a sense of inequality, and her statement as a whole reflects the notion 
raised by Risager (2012) that for international students, university lan-
guage policies are monolingual.

4.2.3  “My multilingual skills are exploited 
in the development of the university’s 
international efforts”

Although the students do not use their languages in a parallel fashion and 
face some challenges on courses organized in English, there are also 
examples of empowerment in connection with their other languages 
which derive from both the institution and from the students themselves.

As part of one of her courses Petra was instructed to update a Wikipedia 
page in another language, and in the focus group discussion she used this 
as an example to demonstrate how her multilingual skills have been used 
at university:

(14)
I can think of only one thing I had a seminar, and with the last part of the 
course we were supposed to edit a Wikipedia page in any language we 
wanted I did it in Croatian because ∗less trouble there∗ hah.

(Petra)

This example, admittedly, was not in connection with the university’s 
international efforts as indicated in the statement that Petra was discuss-
ing. Nonetheless, such a practice is potentially empowering in that it was 
a deliberate use of a student’s linguistic repertoire in the process of learning.

The students who are speakers of higher status languages, namely 
Mandarin and Spanish, have opportunities to use their languages in an 
institutional context for which they earn course credits. Both Ariana and 
Carlos have taken part in the university’s language centre programme 
where they work as course assistants to language teachers, Kang has also 
considered this opportunity:
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(15)
actually I have applied for to be a how to say that (Ariana: teaching assis-
tant) teaching assistant at the Chinese teaching course in language school 
but I didn’t go there actually but I applied for that so I know there are 
opportunities if I want to teach some.

(Kang)

Taking the role of a language course assistant within the institution can 
be constructed as empowering because it not only draws on the students’ 
linguistic repertoire but also legitimizes the students’ languages for use in 
the university context. This activity can also be understood as contribut-
ing to the university’s international efforts in relation to potential student 
exchanges with countries where the language is spoken.

While institutional agency is important in terms of the students access-
ing learning through English and creating occasions for students to use 
their linguistic repertoires, individual agency is also very important. The 
participant who appears to be most empowered in terms of employing 
their linguistic repertoires is Carlos who is very active in seeking 
 opportunities to use his skills in Spanish. He describes himself as having 
a working relationship with the university:

(16)
well at least in my case? they are they always call me when they need some-
one that speaks Spanish so I have been working with the university like for 
a year already (Alisha: hmm) [Gary nodding] like with Finnish and 
Swedish speakers that they want to learn Spanish or the embassy in Mexico 
as like a translator so.

(Carlos)

In response to Carlos’ level of agency, the other students in the group 
reflect on their own levels of motivation and contemplate whether the 
reason why they are not active in using their languages in the institutional 
context is simply because they have not approached the university with 
suggestions for how this might be realized:

 D. C. Clarke
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(17)
Alisha: honestly it’s not even like I have promoted myself to be like oh my 

god I know Hindi and you know let’s get rolling its (All: hah) ∗I haven’t 
done that so∗

Eda: [no I haven’t said] let’s get rolling either

Eda, whilst admitting that she has not made her skills in Turkish visi-
ble to the university, points out that Spanish is a more desirable language 
suggesting that individual agency may not be the deciding factor. Gary, 
on the other hand, simply states that there is no chance at all of his mul-
tilingual skills being used by the university and concludes that “it could 
be a situation where I’m just completely ∗inactive I’m just not on 
the radar∗”.

To sum up, the section has explored discourses of language inequality 
and empowerment. Some students report negative experiences on courses 
where they have not been accommodated as students who do not speak 
Finnish, while others have been invited to use their languages in the insti-
tutional context. Such empowering opportunities, however, are very 
much dependent on the languages a student speaks which can be 
 construed as an inequality that points to power dynamics between lan-
guages (Määttä & Pietikäinen, 2014). The role of individual agency is 
also highlighted as an important factor in empowering students, with 
those seeking occasions to use their languages demonstrating higher lev-
els of empowerment.

5  Discussion and Conclusions

The comments and exchanges between the students indicate that linguis-
tic power structures exist at the university. This is particularly evident in 
Sect. 4.1.1 where the students discuss the value awarded to their lan-
guages at the university. Although the data in this section reflect subjec-
tive experiences, it seems reasonable to deduce that there is a tendency for 
the big languages (Graddol, 1997) to be more visible at the university, 
suggesting investment in the languages with the most social, political or 
economic potential (Määttä & Pietikäinen, 2014) but at the expense of 
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other languages. One consequence of this is continued neglect of less 
valued languages for academic purposes.

The discourse of power and hierarchy can be detected in other com-
ments made by the students in relation to standard languages. For exam-
ple, discussions about the teaching of Finnish that favours the standard 
language over the Helsinki dialect, which could be more useful for the 
students to learn, indicate valorization of one variety of the language 
(Woolard, 1998). The existence of standard languages is also evident in 
experiences of the speakers of the big languages (i.e. Chinese and Spanish) 
who discuss empowering opportunities to work as teaching assistants, 
but who most certainly engage in the teaching of the standard variety. To 
exemplify, the Chinese students have the opportunity to work for the 
Confucius Institute known for its promotion of standard Chinese (Heller, 
2010) and the Spanish students can work at the university language cen-
tre, which regardless of the background of the teachers and the students, 
most likely engages in the teaching of Castilian Spanish.

Whilst it is clear that some lecturers consider language when planning 
their teaching (e.g. extract (14), other lecturers’ teaching practices pro-
vide further examples of hierarchies of power in connection with the use 
of Finnish on EMI and language courses. Whether intentional or unin-
tentional, the use of Finnish on EMI courses as described by the students 
in extract (11) and Sect. 4.2.1 has the same consequence: perceived 
inequality of or exclusion from accessing learning. Furthermore, if an 
international student wants to develop their language repertoires but is 
prevented from doing so because they are not proficient in the teaching 
language, Finnish, then this could also be perceived as an inequality. 
Although it could be argued that international students’ language learn-
ing is outside the remit of master’s degree programmes, proficiency in 
language is likely to be important for the careers of all students.

The way the students navigated the meanings of the statements from 
the language policy also revealed their own language ideologies. The ide-
ologies of the students for the present purposes can be understood as 
related to subjective representations, beliefs and ideas (Woolard, 1998). It 
was clear when they discussed parallel language use (see Sect. 4.2.2) at the 
university that they understood that that particular policy statement was 
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not intended for them as international students (Risager, 2012). However, 
it was also apparent that they had never had the expectation or belief that 
they could use their languages in such a way. Their belief seemed to be 
based on the idea that they would use only English for academic study, 
Finnish for integration purposes, which also seemed to be the case in 
Lindström’s (2012) study, and those who were studying other languages 
seem to be doing so as a hobby. One student, Carlos, is an exception in 
this study because he reports drawing upon French and Spanish academic 
texts for his studies and is able to write scientific texts in Spanish. He is 
also a very active and highly motivated student of languages. It is impor-
tant to remember that students come to university with a range of experi-
ences and beliefs about language use.

One consequence of the disjunction between the students’ language(s) 
as largely non-academic languages and English as their academic lingua 
franca is the production of culturally-bound knowledge. As stated in the 
University of Helsinki Language Policy (2014, p.  47), languages are 
resources which are essential for participating in international research 
and for building communities. With this being said, perhaps opening 
students up to the idea of drawing upon knowledge produced in their full 
language repertoires could demonstrate a more earnest adherence to this 
ideology. By actively using academic knowledge from different regions 
and in different languages, alternative information and understandings 
can be shared and valued.

 Appendix: Transcription Notation

! Animated or emphatic tone
*words* Laughter
(…) Text omitted from transcription
[word] Non-verbal communication or word added for clarity by the writer
word Indicates emphasis
, Continuing intonation
? Rising inflection
>word< Faster than the surrounding talk
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Glimpses Into the ‘Language Galaxy’ of International Universities: International 

Students’ Multilingual and Translanguaging Experiences and Strategies at a Top Finnish 

University 
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AAbstract  

Internationalisation of universities has not only resulted in the strengthening of English as a “hypercentral 

language” (de Swaan, 2001) but has also brought a diverse ‘language galaxy’ to campuses around the world. 

Nevertheless, the university environment, through the multifaceted intercultural academic encounters it 

triggers, does not necessarily reflect this diversity. This chapter draws upon focus group data from Finland 

in which international master’s students discuss the way they use their multilingual repertoires. Our analysis 

shows that multilingualism and translanguaging seem to happen inconsistently, often behind the scenes. The 

data reveal the (lack of) position of the students’ own languages within the university and the way they use 

languages and incorporate them into their studies and encounters with others. Recommendations are made 

as to how language galaxies could lead to ‘internationalising internationalisation’. 

 

Keywords: Finland, translanguaging, higher education, internationalisation, decentring
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11. Introduction  

 

The position of English as a “hypercentral language” (de Swaan, 2001) has intensified through the 

internationalisation of higher education around the world. Other languages have also increasingly entered 

international universities. At least this is the impression one could get by visiting the website of the 

institution that serves as a case study in this chapter. In December 2020, the university posted a video on 

their website entitled “Season’s greetings”, which was described as follows:   

 

“Our university’s staff and students are an international scientific community. Of the University of 

Helsinki’s teachers and researchers, 26% are from outside Finland. The University had 1,970 

international degree students in 2019. On our Season’s greetings video, our students and staff 

share their greetings in multiple languages.” 

 

Although this might give a positive image of linguistic inclusion and care, students’ choice of languages to 

use and study while on higher education programmes do not necessarily reflect linguistic diversity.  

 

In anglophonic countries, such as the United Kingdom, languages other than English are frequently seen as 

languages for the home and not for education resulting in subtractive-bilingualism where English is 

dominant and the home language is viewed as offering very little for formal domains (Preece, 2019). In 

contrast, ‘prestigious’ languages are seen as a resource (de Costa, 2019). The elevation of English, 

alongside a limited number of other languages in education can be termed “elite multilingualism” in that 

they are often pursued by well-educated or elite groups of people (de Costa, 2019). In Europe, a number of 

official European languages are also featured in higher education institutions and tend to be promoted at 

the expense of other ‘smaller’ languages.  

 

In previous studies of multilingualism in higher education settings in Europe (e.g., Gajo et al. 2013; de 

Toffoli, 2015; Moore, 2016), there has been an emphasis on the multilingual profiles and observed 

behaviour of the students in their learning environments. These demonstrate how students navigate their 

way through learning tasks using their language repertoires regardless of the language policy. In contrast, 

this chapter draws upon focus group data in which master’s students, from China, Croatia, Cyprus, 

Ecuador, India, Mexico, Singapore, Turkey and Vietnam, who are studying at a top Finnish university, 

discuss the ways in which they use their languages. They describe and give examples of their language 

learning, language use and translanguaging practices both inside and outside the university.  

 

Through a discourse analysis of the focus groups, we identify multilingualism and especially 

translanguaging as a naturally occurring phenomenon (Canagarajah, 2011) that happens behind the scenes 
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to support academic study. We argue that the analysis can show how language transcends place in the 

transnational lives of international students (Canagarajah, 2017). What is more the premise of this chapter 

is that un/planned translanguaging in university teaching has the potential to decentre knowledge by 

challenging the role of dominant languages (García, 2009 cited in Blackledge & Creese, 2017) in higher 

education. In this chapter, decentring goes hand in hand with language practices in the European, rather 

than the global context, using the University of Helsinki, Finland, as an example. To us, decentring refers 

to moments when multilingual speakers start taking (implicit and/or explicit) steps to disrupt hegemonic 

language practices and to enrich the(ir) educational landscape with, for example, discussions around 

alternative epistemologies through the use of other languages.  

 

The data allows answers to the questions of the position of the students’ own languages and identities 

within the host community, the languages that international students choose to learn, the way they use their 

languages in their transnational lives and how their languages are potentially incorporated in their studies 

through personal and institutional agency. This chapter identifies instances where language hegemonies are 

undermined (explicitly and/or implicitly) through planned and unplanned episodes of translanguaging by 

addressing the questions: 

 What are the positions of the students’ languages in the context under review and which languages 

do they choose to use and learn? 

 How do the students use their linguistic repertoires both socially, and to further their academic 

work? 

 

22. Language Galaxies and Constellations as Tools for Examining ‘Underground’ 

Multilingualism  

The language galaxy is a metaphor used by de Swaan (2001) to capture the complexity of the global 

language system which comprises 5,000-6,000 named and unnamed languages that are connected by 

multitudes of speakers. To explain the language choices made by nations, communities and individuals, as 

they relate to language monopoly, exclusion, mobility, abandonment and power, de Swaan developed a 

model that ascribes a Q-value to all languages in the galaxy. The Q-value is a number given for the 

communication value of a language and is based on the prevalence and centrality of a language, or a 

language repertoire, as a proportion of all speakers of that language, or those with overlapping repertoires 

within the galaxy.  

 

This galaxy of languages and their Q-values can also be visualised as a pyramid with today’s hypercentral 

language, English, at the apex followed by twelve supercentral languages (Arabic, Chinese, English, 

French, German, Hindi, Japanese, Malay, Portuguese, Russian, Spanish and Swahili) that use English as a 

communication language. Underneath these are central languages which constitute 95 per cent of the 
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global population and which use supercentral languages for communication. Finally, at the base of the 

pyramid are peripheral languages which account for 98 percent of languages and are spoken by 10 per 

cent of the global population and who use central languages for communication. To explain the existence 

of a local rather than the global pyramid, de Swaan uses the metaphor of constellations to describe regional 

and national contexts, which in turn can be applied to even smaller contexts, such as a university. 

 

If the language galaxy proposed by de Swaan (2001) is mapped onto the present context, the University of 

Helsinki (UH), 275 native speakers of the hypercentral language, 1006 native speakers of supercentral 

languages (excluding English) and 3163 native speakers of 75 central languages and peripheral languages 

(excluding Finnish) can be found. These figures are based on data provided by the operations management 

of the UH (T. Kangas, personal communication, 26 June, 2020) and relate only to the self-declared ‘first 

language’ of undergraduate and postgraduate degree students in 2019 and disregards, for example, 

multilingualism. If the data included exchange students and visiting doctoral students, the constellation 

might be slightly larger.  

 

The small constellation of the UH is similar to the entire galaxy but with a shift in the hypercentral and 

supercentral languages. The UH is de jure a bilingual university that must use the national languages, 

Finnish and Swedish, as administrative and teaching languages (Universties Act 558/2009), but it also has 

a trilingual language policy which includes English as an academic lingua franca for internationalisation 

purposes (University of Helsinki, 2014). Consequently, the hypercentral languages at UH are Finnish and 

also English, which is typically used by the international student population to interact with all others in 

the university. The supercentral languages are Finnish and English, but also Swedish whose speakers 

would often use Finnish or English for communication with the wider university (Saarinen, 2020). All 

other languages in the UH constellation can be considered central and peripheral although particular 

faculties may indicate different Q-values to the remaining languages. The UH language constellation 

represents a resource of not only languages but also worldviews, intercultural perspectives and ‘glocal’ 

knowledge that seem to be largely untapped in the process of learning at the university (Dervin & Yuan, 

2021). This reflects other university contexts (see Preece, 2019).  

 

The following section discusses the relationship between translanguaging and decentring language 

practices and epistemologies in higher education.  

 

33. Translanguaging for Decentring in Higher Education  

Translanguaging can be understood, amongst others, as a classroom pedagogy, a theory of language in use 

and a tool for transformation. Mazak (2017) maps the development of translanguaging in relation to these 

three perspectives. The term was introduced by Cen Williams in Wales (UK) in the 1990s to describe a 

classroom approach where the receptive and productive languages are different in order to support the 
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development of both national languages, Welsh and English. The term was then adopted by Ofelia García 

in the late 2000s for the American context in relation to Spanish and English, and by Li Wei in the London 

context in the 2010s in relation to Chinese and English. For these scholars, translanguaging describes an 

existing practice in education whereby pupils and students naturally use all their languages for meaning-

making. Finally, translanguaging has been linked with transformation whereby the traditional way of 

viewing language and epistemologies is disrupted, so they are seen as fluid rather than static and 

nationally-bound. Research on translanguaging seems to have mostly concentrated on primary education 

and on bilingual pupils, whereas higher education and multilingualism has been less of a focus (Mazak, 

2017). 

 

The literature on higher education in the European context that takes translanguaging and social justice as 

a starting point appears to be very thin. Nevertheless, there are studies that home in on the use of the 

linguistic repertoires of students on university courses, which are couched in the pragmatic dimensions of 

multilingualism that can be understood as translanguaging in the sense of languaging and pedagogic 

approaches. For example, using the language diary method, de Bres and Franziskus (2014) investigate how 

many languages are typically used by 24 university students, who are taking a course on multilingualism at 

the University of Luxembourg, to read, take notes, and listen to others. Working from video and audio 

recordings provided by a group of four students (two Catalan, one Belgian and one Turkish) at a 

Catalonian university, Moore (2016) observes how the Catalan students break from the English language 

policy to negotiate the meaning of vocabulary items. She also notes how the students use their own 

languages to make notes on a text written in English that they are planning to present to their class. 

Interactions between students and lecturers are also analysed by Moore et al. (2012) who examine the way 

lecturers code-switch for the students to aid knowledge construction and accommodate their needs.  

 

These studies all highlight the benefits of using more than one language, which in Moore et al. (2012) are:  

- avoiding simplifying content;  

- having greater interaction with the students;  

- drawing attention to particular aspects of content to facilitate understanding;  

- and translating terminology.  

 

Multilingual programmes that seek to capitalise on the benefits of using the students’ full linguistic 

repertoires to prepare for the realities of professional life have been described and evaluated in the French 

context (Starkey-Perret & Narcy-Combes, 2017) and the Finnish context (Kyppö et al. 2015). The course 

in France combined language studies with a group research project on a logistics problem within a given 

business. The aim was for the students to develop multilingual working skills and content knowledge, with 

guidance from language and content teachers. In Finland, the aim of the multilingual course was to put the 

students in a situation where they were required to advance their skills in two languages in which they had 
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only partial proficiency. The course involved input on themes such as interculturality and sociolinguistics 

along with a variety of creative multilingual communicative language activities.  

 

In the context of South Africa, the benefits of multilingual pedagogic approaches have been shown to not 

only result in deeper learning and widening participation, but also to themes of social justice in a situation 

where language policies that incorporate a range of African languages for teaching and learning, alongside 

English, have been written for higher education, but are not widely or effectively implemented (Deyi et al., 

2007; Madiba, 2010). Lin (2006) also highlights the political elements of language in her analysis of 

bilingual practices in secondary school science classrooms in Hong Kong (China). She posits that the 

linguistic purism seemingly adopted by the authorities, which sees language as monolithic, does not 

represent the more natural language mixing of Cantonese and English that occurs in everyday 

communication. Accordingly, she positively evaluates classroom practices that use Cantonese to explain 

scientific terms in English. Such strategies also occur in university classrooms in the Puerto Rican context 

(Mazak & Herbas-Donoso, 2015) where the need for understanding key scientific terms in English is 

addressed but taught alongside or through Spanish in a context where the colonial imposition of English 

has been contested since its introduction approximately 120 years ago.  

 

All the studies reported here support the hypercentral and supercentral languages within their particular 

constellations (except for the Kyppö et al.’s (2015) study that also includes central languages). In 

particular, English, the hypercentral language, is used as the medium of instruction, the language of course 

materials or the language of assessment. Typically, the national languages work alongside English. Such 

hierarchical ideology ignores the actual repertoires of an increasingly diverse student population and 

continues to support elite multilingualism in higher education (Preece, 2019) and, consequently, constantly 

adds to the Q-value of the languages higher up the pyramid (de Swaan, 2001). However, it seems that this 

situation cannot be undone, but only undermined because of the particular role English plays in western 

decolonisation projects, or in our opinion higher education institutions, that have been subsumed by 

globalisation creating a situation where on the one hand there are attempts to limit the use of English, 

while on the other hand English is made essential (Canagarajah, 2005). As a result of such a paradoxical 

situation, J. Fishman would assert that halting the spread of English is futile and would instead suggest the 

need for assisting ‘local’ languages (García et al. 2006), or central and peripheral languages, which seems 

to be a weakness in European higher education.  

 

This weakness is recognised by Kaufhold and Wennerberg (2020) in the Swedish context who frame 

students’ languages that are brought to the university as resources and explore how students use their 

languages for different learning activities. They find that the students use their languages unofficially as 

part of the learning process, for example in notetaking and mediating instructions, and they call for 

multilingual resources to be brought to the fore as a way to widen participation among students from 

migrant backgrounds. If such language-fluid activities are brought to the fore there is a potential to 
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decentre language away from the hypercentral languages in which students engage in their university 

studies and this could in turn leave some legitimate space for other languages.   

 

The room for language fluid activities on university courses is limited by the presence of English as an 

academic lingua franca which, in non-Anglophonic countries, is used alongside the national languages. 

International students typically pass a rather general English proficiency test to enter a foreign university, 

but can often still be in the process of developing their academic language skills to meet the demands of 

their English-medium programmes, which are a type of submersion education. Submersion education has 

been widely condemned at earlier levels of education (Piller, 2016), because it presents the dual challenge 

of developing content knowledge and language where language skills frequently lag behind development 

of knowledge (Piller, 2016). In non-anglophonic countries, this may also be the case for home students 

who may consequently avoid courses that require advanced skills in English (Helsingin Sanomat, 2019), or 

another foreign language.  

 

Considering the constraints, translanguaging or language fluid activities in the seminar room can only be a 

part of language and epistemological decentring in higher education, but they nevertheless still have the 

potential to chip away at the current hegemony. In the following section, we will outline the methodology 

used to explore these issues at a university in Finland. 

 

44. Methodology  

The focus group data that supports this chapter were collected as part of a project to explore language-

policy related themes at university from the international student perspective (Clarke, 2020). 11 

international master’s students (see Table 1) agreed to participate in the focus group discussions. The 

students had been on one of the academic writing courses for master’s students taught by one of the 

authors, Darling, and were subsequently recruited by her via email invitation.  

Table 1: Focus group participants, by group, gender, age, department or faculty and languages spoken. 

Participant and 

gender 

Age range Department/Faculty Languages other than 

English 

FG1 (M) 

Student A 

23-37 years 

Agriculture and Forestry Spanish, French 

FG1 (M) 

Student B 

Biological and 

Environmental Sciences 

Cantonese, Mandarin 

FG1 (F) 

Student C 

Biological and 

Environmental Sciences 

Hindi 

FG1 (F) 

Student D 

Biological and 

Environmental Sciences 

Turkish 
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FG2 (M)  

Student E 

22-24 years 

Computer Science Mandarin 

FG2 (F) 

Student F 

Biological and 

Environmental Sciences 

Marathi, Hindi 

FG2 (F) 

Student G 

Biological and 

Environmental Sciences 

Croatian, Slovenian, 

Serbian 

FG3 (F) 

Student H 

24-29 years 

Biological and 

Environmental Sciences 

Greek 

FG3 (F) 

Student J 

Biological and 

Environmental Sciences 

Spanish 

FG3 (M) 

Student K 

Biological and 

Environmental Sciences 

Mandarin 

FG3 (M)  

Student L 

Computer Science Vietnamese 

 

We note that the students had some basic command of the Finnish language, which was not strong enough 

to support interaction within the university but sufficient for basic service interaction outside the campus. 

The students thus mostly used English as a global academic lingua franca on campus.  

The focus group discussions, which took place on campus, were conducted in English within a 80-90 

minute time frame. The interview was conducted by Darling who, following the procedural guidelines 

proposed by Vaugn et al (1996), planned the interview format and physical arrangements with herself 

seated outside of the group to create some distance between the students and herself. This was an 

especially important detail given that she had previously been their teacher. It is important to note, 

however, that Darling had to intervene during the discussions on occasion in order to keep the discussions 

on track. An audio and visual-audio recording was taken of the interview so that it could be transcribed and 

non-verbal communication observed.  Participants gave written informed consent.  

The group discussions began with an overview of the topic and the establishing of ground rules for the 

discussion. This was followed by a ‘warm-up’ question concerning their general experience of studying at 

the university and two transition questions in relation to their use of languages inside and outside 

education:  

1. think about your everyday life here and share the different ways you typically use your languages,  

2. share the ways in which you use your languages for study purposes. 

These were followed by a key question concerning their knowledge of the UH language policy: 

3. discuss what you know about the university’s language policy, 
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and a task that used most of the time slot and which focused on their experiences of using language at 

university vis à vis the university language policy. They were given sticky notes with some statements 

from the language policy written on them and they were asked to: 

4. negotiate together and justify where these statements [on the sticky notes], that are derived from the 

policy, should go on this scale [from strongly agree to disagree] on this poster (see Clarke, 2020 for 

further detail on the task).  

The statements broadly concerned the official bilingualism of the university, the students’ multilingual 

skills and the involvement of interculturality and English as an academic lingua franca in teaching and 

learning situations. Once they had completed the task, they were invited to add personal reflections or 

conclusions on the interview themes: 

5. looking at the completed poster, how well do you think the language policy meets the needs of the 

international study body?  

6. Share your thoughts on and ideas about this topic.  

The analytical process started with a close reading of the transcriptions and aspects of theories of 

enunciation were used to examine the students’ discourses (see e.g., Matusov et al., 2019). By combing 

through the discussions using linguistic elements such as represented discourses (i.e., using the voice of 

others to support a claim) and subjectively marked terms (such as adjectives and verbs, see Johansson & 

Suomela-Salmi, 2011), we have identified specificities and similarities in the students’ attitudes towards 

and opinions and experiences of language use. Subsequent readings were also used to apply codes that 

interpret the participants’ views and experiences in light of the intermingled discourses of the language 

fluidity, translanguaging, bilingualism and other related concepts. 

 

55. Analysis  

The analysis is composed of two main sections: hints of institutional engagement with multilingualism; 

and incidental and anecdotal use of translanguaging. The data has been transcribed verbatim and 

transcription notation (see Appendix) has been used to offer clarity of meaning. 

 

5.1.  Hints of institutional engagement with multilingualism  

 

In this first subsection, we comb through instances of multilingual initiatives from the perspective of the 

institution, as presented by the participants. Multilingualism here is seen as the mere use and labelling of 

languages as broad linguistic entities (i.e., a patchwork of different languages from de Swaan’s (2001) 

language galaxy).  

 

5.1.1. Omnipresence of English and interculturality 
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The first and perhaps most obvious hint at promoting multilingual use is that of the hypercentral language, 

English (de Swaan, 2001). As asserted earlier, none of the participants label themselves as native speakers 

of the language although some use it back home as a lingua franca, e.g., cases of the students from India 

and Singapore. Without any surprise, for the students, English is presented as the omnipresent and 

necessary tool of communication during seminars and lectures. In excerpt 1 the students discuss the role of 

English in lectures involving Finnish students: 

 

Excerpt 1 – FG3 

Student H: oh okay well erm (1.5) [turning to Student J] we in the same group <so you already 

know how> people work in that group :and most of the times (<0.5) well we 

always er speak in English and :er at least when we have the (.) meetings about my 

thesis erm (1.0) even though some people will come switch to Fin:nish :er my 

supervisor (°>well um<°) (1.0) we tend to English again >so that I would< also 

participate in my in the *discussion about my thesis* hah (Student K: hmm) (3.0) 

(…) 

Student J: what about you you said 

Student K: basically the same thing (Student H: hmm) and also our group meetings in English 

or parts I mean everybody and the professor’s other ss- master’s thesis student have 

this group meeting and he’s also in that in English so the professor will also give 

advice for you work something like that (1.0) so I agree that also  

Student H: but in this group that we are now there are plenty of international students (Student 

J: hmm) so we also speak English 

(…) 

Student K: >yeah< even in our group there ar- there are more Finnish students than 

international students but :they still use English instead of Finnish or 

 

In their negotiations, the students individualise the use of multilingualism through English referring to 

specific professors’ practices. Although Student G seems to suggest that the Finnish students use Finnish 

to ask questions (to the professor?) when she herself takes the floor to present her research during 

seminars, the other students explain that English is used by all, even if the class is composed mostly of 

Finnish students. During these seminars, each student is meant to present their work in turn and get 

feedback from both professors and classmates. The (accepted) use of hypercentral English seems to occur 

when someone who does not use Finnish takes the floor. The students do not seem to hint at any resistance 

to the use of the lingua franca in such situations. It is important to note that the participants seem to hint at 

the fact that when a Finnish-speaking student makes a presentation, Finnish is then used, even if the 

international students do not necessarily understand it – thus excluding them from discussions.  
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We also note that English is not used consistently with/for international students at the university, although 

it can serve as a way of bridging potential gaps. In the three focus groups, the students refer to an 

‘underground’ practice of multilingualism through English: the use of book exams in English to substitute 

courses offered exclusively in Finnish. In such exams, the students are given a book to read in English 

independently and to take an exam based on the book. This study practice, although beneficial to the 

students since they can obtain credits like their Finnish peers, is, however, criticised by many participants 

as tedious and creating exclusion from the lecture hall.   

 

As the main academic and social lingua franca, the use of English could contribute to developing 

intercultural awareness, competence and relations (Holmes & Dervin, 2016). During the focus group task, 

the participants were required to comment on the potential intercultural benefits of using English as a 

lingua franca with others, especially in relation to their studies. However, very few of the participants 

seem able to relate the use of English to intercultural aspects. In fact, they seem to struggle with what 

interculturality is about. Students F and G might represent exceptions in what follows: 

 

Excerpt 2 – FG2 

Student G: I mean everything is accessible in English (Student F: yeah yeah) (Student E: hm 

hm?) that’s true I believe that teaching in English at the university supports the 

presence of different values worldviews and argumentation traditions  

Student F: it does (4.0) :hmm yes yes (>3.0) at least I’ve noticed in the seminars and debates 

(Student G: yeah) that that it does (Student G: :um) you get to see different sides 

(1.0) English and people who use it (3.0) 

 

The two students are respectively active speakers of Croatian, Slovenian and Serbian (Student G) and of 

Marathi and Hindi (Student F), coming from superdiverse contexts. For these students the use of 

multilingualism through English is seen as something positive, which allows engaging with plural 

thinking; Student G agrees with the statement from the UH language policy that using English allows the 

expression of “different values, worldviews and argumentation traditions”. These elements seem to 

represent for them what interculturality could be about: challenging the role of dominant languages in 

creating homogenized knowledge (see García, 2009 cited in Blackledge & Creese, 2017). Student F adds 

to this with a general observation relating to in-class discussions. We note, however, that no concrete 

examples of such plural thinking and decentring practices through the use of English is provided in the 

discussions and thus remain at a broad level.    

 

Student E, who is part of the same focus group, fails to see the intercultural components behind using 

English with the people he meets, especially in academic contexts: 

 

 Excerpt 3 – FG2 
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Student E: yeah I don’t know but er like I I have a supervisor and I kind of constantly talk to 

him (Student F: hmm) and but I (.) so we communicate in English but I don’t 

think there is too much stuff er intercultural involved in our conversation (1.0) 

:so what what yeah I don’t know (1.0) we it’s just based on our project for 

example so there is actually not much cultural stuff involved 

 

For the participant, intercultural communication in English with e.g. his supervisor takes place ‘without 

culture’ (“there is actually not much cultural stuff involved”). What seems to matter before all is ‘science’ 

(“our project”), which seems to create smooth interactions. By making this argument, the student is in line 

with the critical and reflexive branch of the broad field of intercultural communication education, which 

calls for ‘interculturality beyond culture’, focusing on what links people rather than separates them 

interculturally (e.g., Holliday, 2010). However what Student E seems to disregard is the potentially 

Westernized, hegemonic and colonizing content of discussions around science in the English language 

(Phipps, 2019). As intercultural phenomena may lead to potential epistemic injustice, scientific discussions 

should be considered through the lens of critical and reflexive interculturality (Chemla & Fox Keller, 

2017). It is difficult to explain why the aforementioned three students seem to differ in the way they see 

the potential links between language use and interculturality, and even how they conceptualise it. Their life 

experiences, the context they are from, but also the multitude of languages that they speak and their fields 

of study (Student E: Computer sciences; students 2 and 3: Biological and Environmental Sciences) could 

have a major influence on their views. 

 

Although English might appear omnipresent in an international university, its use is neither systematic nor 

regulated for the benefits of international students – and others. At times, it can serve indirectly as a way of 

creating exclusion while giving the illusion of inclusion (ex. of the textbook exams). The apparent minimal 

reflection around the influence of the use of the lingua franca for interculturality, especially in terms of 

knowledge production and/or acquisition also tells us that the presence of multilingualism through English 

does not necessarily make any epistemic difference. 

 

5.1.2. Access to multilingualism? Formal and informal language learning and teaching 

 

While discussing language use and providing potential examples of multilingual and translanguaging 

practices during their stay abroad, the participants focus both on formal and informal access to 

multilingualism at the host university. Many of the students discuss language learning and teaching at the 

language centre, where multilingualism appears somewhat ‘legitimized’. Student A describes these 

opportunities at the language centre: 

 

Excerpt 4 – FG1 
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Student A: well like they actually have a lot of languages :er they have er even like Far:si 

Kore:an Chi:nese [Student B nods] I mean I :alI mean because I like :er languages 

a lot I have (.) :been like looking for courses and like there’s like every semester 

like around like for example twenty courses in K- Korean twenty in Chinese 

twenty in Spanish and sometime they teach politics or science in Spanish like for 

people that just want to learn the language  

 

As such, students K and H claim to have studied respectively French and Swedish (the other official 

language of Finland), the teaching of which they evaluate positively. Some students also note that their 

own first languages are either present or absent from the language offering at the university – reflecting 

some kind of linguistic hierarchy. Student H repeats on two occasions during the focus group that she has 

not “seen” her language, Greek, “anywhere”. By so doing she shows that, in her case, subtractive-

bilingualism, dominates at the university (Preece, 2019). On the other hand, Student E, who speaks 

Chinese, realises that one can study his language at the university, especially through the local Confucius 

Institute: 

 

Excerpt 5 – FG 3 

Student E: maybe (<1.0) they kind of (think) Chinese is valuable because I know that er I 

know that they have this kind of Chinese er er Chinese language lessons and er 

they have this kind of Con:fucius department er so this (means) er it’s very good 

er there about Chinese culture and (1.5) this do stuff so yeah I guess (<1.0) they 

kind of think it’s valuable  

 

Including a generic represented voice (“they kind of think”), the student emphasises the ‘value’ of his 

‘supercentral’ language for the university (de Swaan, 2001) – unlike the Greek student above, whose 

language is considered as a peripheral language in the Finnish context.  

 

Interestingly, during the conversation in Focus Group 3, the students negotiate the ambiguous meaning of 

the word exploited which was used by the university and featured in the data collection, in relation to how 

they perceived the way the university was reaping the fruits of their multilingual contributions: 

 

 Excerpt 6 – FG3 

Student K: exploited what’s [the meaning of this word 

Student L: I haven’t] experienced that (so it’s alright)  

Student J: hah yeah (XXX) (All: hah) (2.0) 

Student K: what’s the meaning of exploited for that is it bad word or a good word  

Student H: depends on how you *view it* hah= 

Student L: [(it’s kind of) just an aggressive word 
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Student H: =but in this case] yeah but in this case I think that it means (1.0) :er (1.0) they use 

your skills to help other people at the university, to learn this language? (Student 

K: er ha) I don’t know if like    

Student K: so it has a negative meaning here,  

Student H: [no no positive (XXX)  

Student J: no positive meaning 

Student H: no positive] oh then I agree yeah 

Darling: so it can mean to take advantage (Student H: yeah) of your of your language 

skills= 

Student K: take advantage of of  

Student H: [in a good way 

Darling:  =for the] university’s international efforts 

Student K: okay but in a positive way then I agree 

 

This long excerpt, composed of many short turns, shows how the participants negotiate together the idea of 

an institution exploiting their language skills, reflecting on the potential positivity or negativity of the verb. 

Darling intervenes on two occasions in this excerpt to help the student situate the word, especially in 

relation to the ‘good intentions’ of the institution, leading them to accept somewhat that the issue is 

positive (“in a good way”). While some students appear to be defensive and sensitive to the idea of 

‘exploiting’ their language skills, others do not see it as a problem – which might be based on the position 

of their own language in de Swaan’s (2001) pyramid.  

 

In addition to the aforementioned many and varied languages, many students comment on Finnish 

language learning and teaching, which they have experienced in formal settings. Student F’s evaluation is 

rather negative, although she explains that different teachers can have a different impact on the way the 

language is taught: 

 

 Excerpt 7 – FG 2  
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Student F: if I take an example of Finnish, the first level that I started with the professor was 

not that good (Student E: °hah°) she was not encouraging at all (students G & E: 

°hah°) so it was a bit let down and er I had to make a decision that should I 

contin:ue learning the language, or you know just give up (0.5) because whatever 

questions we tried to ask her>me and my friends< er (.) I don’t know I think she 

didn’t have an answer or something and it is grammar-based (Student G: um 

hmm) or er yeah most of the times she just used to tell us oh it’s there in the book 

you just read it and you know it it was not good (0.5) er but in the second level 

the professor was really really good and he motivated all of us really ni- in a 

really positive way :so guess I’m fifty fifty in this don’t know it depends on the 

on the person who’s teaching you I guess (1.5) 

 

The main argument shared by Student F in her evaluation of the teachers relates to their abilities to answer 

questions (instead of asking the students to check by themselves) and be motivating. Teaching methods, 

with an exclusive focus on grammar, tend to be negatively perceived by the students.  

 

Language cafés appear to be an important institutional initiative to create some forms of multilingual 

encounters. This is discussed between students F and G: 

 

Excerpt 8 – FG 2 

Student F today I received an email that next week I think they’re doing some um 

(1.0) some get together or something where people from different er 

who speak different languages they come together and er you just talk 

Student G: is it language café 

Student F: I think so 

Student G: :yeah I know 

 

These more informal – yet institutionalised – language learning and use contexts are often referred to as 

‘valuable’ for the students as they allow them to practice a language concretely and to move beyond the 

grammar-based approach that is criticised by the participants.  

 

What we have seen in this section is that the university does offer some access to multilingualism, first and 

foremost English as a lingua franca and especially in terms of language learning and teaching – formal and 

informal. What we have also discovered is that not all the participants’ languages are treated equally in 

terms of contributing to language diversification of the institution, especially in terms of language teaching 

offerings (see Kaufhold & Wennerberg, 2020). While some students’ languages seem to have opened some 

doors for encounters and integration into the institution (position as ‘language tutors’), others’ languages 

are simply absent, based on the position of their languages in the language pyramid (de Swaan, 2001). 
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Finally, the participants do mention having studied a few other (‘big’) languages in addition to the 

institution’s official languages, Finnish and Swedish. The latter become, in a sense, hypercentral languages 

like English is globally, in this specific context.  

 

55.2.  Incidental use of translanguaging 

 

Neither systematic inclusion of multilingualism (beyond language courses offerings) nor consistent 

provision of translanguaging are described by the students in the focus group discussions. When they 

discuss how they use their languages at the host university, especially within the framework of their 

studies, they identify, however, a few translanguaging practices which systematically appear incidental. 

These, to some extent, reflect two of the important aspects of translanguaging identified by Mazak (2017): 

a classroom pedagogy and a theory of language in use. In this section, we examine examples of the 

educational use of translanguaging and of ‘underground translanguaging’. 

 

We note that, amongst all the participants, only Student F from India and Student D from Turkey describe 

what could be considered episodes of translanguaging, as disrupting static and nationally-bound language 

practices, for non-academic purposes, with co-nationals. For example, Student F explains:   

 

         Excerpt 9 – FG2 

Student F:  (…) when I come in the university I er: mostly use English and er I have 

some Indian friends we: >I don't know< how but when you (.1) meet 

someone from the same country you automatically switch in your 

language (Student G: hm, Student E: that’s true) and you just you (.1) i- 

you communicate with them and >that way< may be it’s easier: or er: I 

don't know may be you want to talk you know some gossip about 

someone and no o- *you don't want other people to hear about (Student 

G: oh, Student E: hah) it so:* hah:: so you switch the language* hah .hh 

so: I think um during the whole week I (.) use these two languages 

[Hindi and English] the most (.2) yeah: 

 

This example aligns with Li’s (2011: 1233 cited in Mazak, 2017: 4) ‘moment analysis’ of Chinese 

multilingual youths in the UK where translanguaging spaces are formed through the creative, critical, 

flexible and strategic uses of languages. Moment Analysis focuses on spontaneous language use of 

individuals and how their cognitive processes lead to the use of their linguistics repertoires for creative and 

critical purposes (Li, 2011). Most of the students in this study describe their living arrangements as being 

mixed by nationality with English as the only common language, which may explain why decentring 

language practices in the social context appear to be so rare. 
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5.2.1. Educational use of translanguaging? 

 

Eight of the students discuss the importance of multilingualism for their studies. However, only two of 

these students describe ‘techniques’ used by the institution to include different languages. Student A 

argues that such practices depend on the professor and field of study and research. As such he mentions the 

concrete example of writing in one’s own language in a reflexive diary (“journal”):  

 

Excerpt 10 – FG 1 

Student A: it’s it’s kind of tricky because I think they do :want :you like to because 

they have like sometimes this like oh like write something in your own 

language? like for journal or something like that and they encourage that 

but I think it’s in specific cases like (…)  

The student goes on to point out that he would expect there to be more opportunities for using a greater 

mix of languages in other faculties where different languages seem more important, perhaps reflecting on 

his own position in the Faculty of Agriculture and Forestry where such opportunities are limited, at least in 

the context of classroom instruction. The lack of a specific example contributes to a somewhat fuzzy image 

of pedagogical inclusion of translanguaging.  

 

Student G, while reflecting on whether she thinks the university sees multilingualism as a strength, 

provides a concrete example of pedagogical translanguaging, which consists of editing a Wikipedia entry 

in a language of her choosing:  

 

Excerpt 11 – FG 2 

Student G: well (.) I can think of only one thing I had a seminar, (<0.5) :and (<0.5) with the 

last part of the course we were supposed to edit a Wikipedia page in any 

language we wanted (Student E: hmm hmm) I did it in Croatian because *less 

trouble there* hah (Student F: °hm°) but um I don’t know it was just one course 

but that’s the only thing I can say about this (<1.0) which (Student F: ah hmm,) 

also because the course was in English, but I also used Croatian, (0.5) and 

everybody else used their own language, (0.5) so 

 

Student G later goes on to say that this type of practice has only occurred once and, consequently, she does 

not consider it to be typical of the institution. This viewpoint is confirmed by the other two students in the 

focus group who are unfamiliar with such a practice. Based on the students’ discussions, pedagogical 

translanguaging in their faculties is a very marginal classroom approach. 

 



18 
 

While excerpt 11 demonstrates some engagement with the students’ linguistic repertoires, using 

multilingualism for studying appears to be first and foremost an individual rather institutional phenomenon 

(see Kaufhold & Wennerberg, 2020). For example, Student D rejects acquainting herself with the literature 

in biology and genetics in Turkish because all of her learning has been though English, suggesting domain-

specific subtractive bilingualism (Preece, 2019). By contrast, Student A who speaks French and Spanish 

voices his need to be aware of the research literature in Spanish. What this Mexican student seems to 

suggest indirectly is that multilingualism can help decentre from Anglophonic research (see Mazak & 

Herbas-Donoso, 2015). In his conversations with other participants, the student convinces them of the 

value of having people who speak different languages, with differing Q-values (de Swaan, 2001):  

 

 Excerpt 12 – FG1 

Student A: [it [English] supports] like the presence of different values like values being a 

voice or like an opinion so if you’re able to communicate that opinion in English I 

think (0.5) like even if you cannot maybe be as good as you want to express like 

(0.5) in your mo- mother tongue like I think like you can make your voice 

Student D: yeah I understand you and if I didn’t :er (<0.5) if I understood you correctly you 

mean :that (.) okay I speak mainly Spanish? she speaks in Hindi? and I speak in 

Turkish? but if the teaching is in English then we :can you know build another 

common point (Student A: yeah) 

 

His argument is that, although teaching occurs in a lingua franca, the multilingual background of each 

student – through their specific multilingual voice and knowledge – contributes to enriching education (see 

similar argument in Mazak, 2017). The student seems to emphasise here the importance of translanguaging 

without naming it. 

 

5.2.2. Underground translanguaging 

 

In this last subsection, we examine instances of ‘underground translanguaging’ in the university setting. 

Underground translanguaging is a label we are giving to moments of translanguaging or translanguaging 

practices that occur but are not official institutional practices. Since no systematic use of multilingualism 

seems to be taking place apart from language learning and teaching, and some anecdotal instances, we 

combed through the focus group discussions to identify potentially meaningful moments of 

translanguaging.  

 

Translanguaging for furthering learning or preparing for courses is a common practice among many of the 

focus group participants. For example, while Student A refers to doing library research in Spanish and then 

explaining what he has learnt in English, indicating a quasi-formal use of the language in his studies, the 

others seem to keep their translanguaging strategies and practices private. As such the following excerpt 
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indicates that some students in the focus groups use different sources of information in their other 

languages to support their learning, demonstrating critical or strategic purposes for translanguaging (Li, 

2011) as part of a theory of language in use (Mazak, 2017): 

 

Excerpt 13 – FG3 

Student J:  hm I think that when I'm looking for information er for for example homework or 

something er: er: sometimes I (.) use Spanish to google (All nod) yeah because I 

can have a better idea of the topic maybe and then start to er:: in English and 

combining the two languages (Student L nods) °yeah° 

Student H: I do the same but I er my bachelor was in Greek? (Student K: hm) and all of my 

books (Student L smiles) are in Greek so I ju- I first check er the information er 

in the books or the presentation that I (had) for my bachelor’s studies and then 

when I: start realising *what's going on and* (Student J and Student L: hah) then 

I switch to er um English er: books: (.) and language °and yeah this how I mainly 

function° or sometimes if the topic is quite easy I er use English and (Student K: 

hm) and other papers in English 

Student L: for me I have noticed that er: if a student study bachelor degree in English then 

they (.1) usually search the information or look for any kind of knowledge in 

English (Student K: yeah yes) but if your foundation is in other language 

(Student H and Student J nod) then you usually start from er the different 

language and then you tr- you start translating er the definition (Student K nods) 

and like kind of new knowledge yeah (.1) (…) 

Student K: for me they um (.) study purpose usually I use English (…) but if I google some 

fundamental knowledge like what is this thing (All nod) what does this word 

mean or what is this equation means I I will still choose Chinese because my er 

>how is it< basic knowledge (Student L and Student H nod) are in Chinese so: (.) 

only the fundamental things I prefer Chinese  

 

Student L’s observation regarding the differences he has noticed in the language practices of those who 

have studied for a bachelor’s degree in English is echoed by other students during the focus group (i.e., 

Students H, J and K).  

 

In focus group 3, two of the students discuss what may be described as cognitive or creative 

translanguaging practices (Li, 2011) that refer to learning processes rather than consulting different sources 

of information, some of which are co-constructed. 

 

Excerpt 14 – FG2 
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Student F: (…) so I'm a I’m doing biochemistry and they have a lot of pathways in it (looks 

to Student G; Student G nods) so just to remember (looks to Student E) how the 

shortcuts are (Student E nods) hm:: I used Marathi a lot but it’s only in my brain? 

(Student E nods) and er very rarely in written form? and er: (.1) yeah that's that's 

the one way how I try to remember stuff but mostly er it’s just English (…) 

Student G: okay well for me (.1) I learnt best when I hear something rather than read it and 

it’s definitely easier to study in Croatian (…) chemical compounds (Student F: 

hmm) they’re differen- they’re same but sh:: but just (.) that much different? that 

when I h- read it in English it’s not familiar (Student E and Student F nod) at first 

(.) look (Student F: yeah) I have to read it out loud and think oh oh I know this! 

>it’s exactly the same in Croatian< but with a different sound (Student F: okay) 

so that it takes s- um a lot more time to learn something in English if I read it if I 

hear it then it's faster so first I: when I have a text I try to put all those scientific 

terms and Croatian and then I know it's about (Student F: hm hm okay) 

(…) 

Student F: oh (.) that (.) (wait) I'm going to change my answer a bit (Student G and Student 

E: ha) (.1) I: *just realised* erm sometimes when I don't understand something? 

which has been taught in English? and I come across my friends the they and 

explain to me in Hindi and I understand it much better and er when I go home 

>so< my father he: he: loves to er talk about science and what I'm doing so he 

makes me explain what I learnt (over here) so then I try to translate the Hindi 

part to Marathi so (Student E: *oh quite hard* hah, Student G: hah:) I would 

make it easier for him to explain so: (<.1) yeah I hah *use all three languages I 

think every week because* um we call once a week and he asks me about it so at 

the end of the talk I end up explaining him some of the other research thing 

(Student E nods) or something so it when he understands then I get to know that 

oh I've understood it properly and er yeah so *Hindi is it’s important too in 

understanding for me* yeah 

 

While institutional translanguaging pedagogical practices appear to be the choice of particular lecturers, 

underground translanguaging learning practices among the students appear to be varied and common (see 

also Kaufhold & Wennerberg, 2020). This is shown not only by what the students describe but also the 

frequent backchannelling and non-verbal communication of agreement among their listeners during the 

focus groups. The discussions demonstrate how translanguaging contributes to one mode of decentring 

knowledge-building through language practices and thus to some extent subverts the language norms of 

the local constellation (de Swaan, 2001) so that it can be more inclusive. Importantly, the excerpts suggest 

that, for the students, using their entire repertoire contributes to a more comprehensive learning experience 
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as has been demonstrated in other studies (Deyi et al, 2007; Gajo et al, 2013; Madiba, 2010; Moore et al, 

2012).  

 

A final form of underground practice includes the potential use of translanguaging strategies such as online 

automatic translators. In Focus Group 1, the students discuss receiving emails in the Finnish language: 

 

 Excerpt 15 – FG 1 

Student B: so most of the emails I receive were wer- [Student B looks to floor to see where the 

pen has dropped] (Student C: °it’s aright it’s alright°) [Darling picks up the pen lid 

and puts it on the table] were in Finnish mainly so I have to google translate *all of 

them* hh [all nod] (Student C: hmm) yeah 

Student D: I just don’t read it if they send in Finnish=  

Student B:  well it’s 

Student C:  I don’t (either))  

Student D: =I just say like yeah 

Student B: you would be be able to pick up cer- certain key words (0.5) and I mean scan and 

study key words? [Student C shakes her head (°no°)] and int- XXX or translate 

google translate otherwise it’s just junk  

 

One sees different attitudes and reactions from the participants in this excerpt. While some explicitly reject 

reading messages in a language that they do not understand, others mention using Google Translate and/or 

using their own limited knowledge of the Finnish language. The resulting form of translanguaging appears 

to be limited and passive for the students here. However, the fact that these messages concern mostly 

administrative matters could explain the lack of interest from some of the students. While at the 

institutional level, there may be some understandable expectation that international students should at least 

learn some Finnish, from the students’ perspective learning enough Finnish to read emails within the two-

year timeframe of a master’s degree is not very realistic. The difficulty here is that the excerpt refers to a 

situation of translation from Finnish to English, somewhat limiting multilingualism to a transfer from a 

‘small’ language to a ‘big’ one and not involving any other language(s). This, in a sense, denies the 

language fluidity that might award Finnish and other languages some wider recognition that could lead to 

an undermining of language galaxy and this particular constellation (de Swaan, 2001). Moreover, although 

many Finnish speakers probably also disregard many administrative messages received on such mailing 

lists, what is at stake here is the potential alienation of international students from the wider university 

community. 

66. Discussion and Conclusion  

This chapter aimed to identify instances of translanguaging and decentring away from hegemonic 

languages in the ‘language constellation’ of a top internationalized university in Finland. This was 
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achieved by analysing the positions of international student languages, the languages they choose to learn 

and how they use their languages for social and academic purposes. The results of our study show that, 

although according to official figures, the UH constellation is full of languages, in reality very few 

languages are made use of, mirroring the global situation (de Swaan, 2001).  

 

The hypercentral language of English is omnipresent and dominates over other languages in what the 

participants describe. Yet, it is in direct competition with the two ‘local’ hypercentral – yet ‘small’ – 

languages, Finnish and, to much lesser extent, Swedish, which often lead to English being relegated to a 

secondary position and treated in a linguistically correct way. As far as access to other languages and 

treatment of the students’ own languages are concerned, global positions of these languages are reflected 

in the (lack of) importance that they are given by the institution and the people who represent it (e.g., 

teachers) (see Kaufhold & Wennerberg, 2020). The participants show that their languages are either 

privileged or marginalised in that institutional practices contribute to some of these languages being more 

present than others (e.g., students recruited as “language tutors” based on their first language; the example 

of the Confucius Institute). 

  

Translanguaging as a classroom pedagogy, a theory of language in use and a tool for transformation 

(Mazak, 2017) is not confirmed by our analysis of institutional practices. Nevertheless, an important 

finding of our study is that access to and use of both multilingualism and translanguaging often depend on 

individual ‘underground’ initiatives and motivations, which make these valuable learning practices 

somewhat incidental and ‘wild’.  It is important for both institutions and individuals to become aware of 

their own (and others’) multilingual preferences as well as of their (‘underground’) practices. They should 

also learn to accept the position of languages beyond that of ‘language learning and teaching’ and to 

consider them as omnipresent and cross-cutting elements of international higher education. Teachers, 

researchers as well as administrative staff should be introduced to translanguaging and receive professional 

development on the topic within the context of internationalisation. Institutions should also create 

platforms for staff and students to openly discuss the links between learning, language hegemony, 

multilingualism, translanguaging and knowledge production as an acquisition. This can both entitle and 

allow international students to a voice by helping them critically explore, for example, knowledge 

produced scientifically in their own language/s and context/s, rather than imposed ‘glocalised’ Western 

ideologies (Dervin & Simpson, 2021; Dervin & Yuan, 2021).   

 

Although our chapter has not identified systematic practices of multilingualism and translanguaging in the 

specific context of a top university in Finland, the fact that the participants have pinpointed many 

‘underground’ multilingual and translanguaging activities that enhance learning (Deyi et al, 2007; Gajo et 

al, 2013; Madiba, 2010; Moore et al, 2012) is encouraging and brings hope for ‘internationalising 

internationalisation’. In his military treatise from the Late Spring and Autumn period entitled The Art of 

War (5th Century BCE) Sun Tzu writes: “There are not more than five musical notes, yet the combinations 
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of these five give rise to more melodies than can ever be heard”. In a similar vein, we could hope that by 

becoming aware of the current instances of translanguaging taking place in international universities, their 

examples and combinations could lead to more multilingual practices in the future. However, this is 

dependent on language matters being taken seriously in the internationalisation of higher education.  

 

AAppendix: Transcription Notation 

!   Animated or emphatic tone 
*words*  Words that are said while laughing 
hah   Laughter 
(…)  Text omitted from transcription 
[word]  Non-verbal communication, overlapping words, or words added for clarity by the 

writer 
word   Indicates emphasis 
:   extension to sound of following syllable 
?   Rising inflection 
.hh   audible inbreath 
hh   audible outbreath 
word:   extension of the syllable sound 
(.)   very short pause 
(.1)   pause timed to the second 
(XXX)   speech that cannot be deciphered 
(word)   best guess at unclear word 
°word°   quieter than surrounding talk 
>word<   faster than the surrounding speech 
= word … word= no interval between speech 
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ABSTRACT
Linguistic diversity emerging from international student mobility, in non-
anglophone universities, is typically eclipsed by the existing tensions
between the national language(s) and English as ‘Lingua franca’.
Through a series of semi-structured interviews with university lecturers,
this study highlights the tensions surrounding national languages and
English and the attention paid to international student languages as
resources for learning. Furthermore, using enunciation theory it seeks to
show what shapes lecturers’ attitudes to language use at university. It
concludes that while there is some evidence that international student
languages are recognised in teaching practices, there are also real
concerns over maintaining the national language(s). This obscures the
role that international student languages could play in teaching and
learning.
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Introduction

The rise of globalisation juxtaposed with a competitive knowledge economy and challenges in fund-
ing higher education (HE) are connected with a number of internationalisation strategies in univer-
sities. These include university branding, the mobility of staff and students and the recruitment and
training of students and scholars (de Wit and Hunter 2017). According to UNESCO (2018 cited in
Cheng 2021), the number of international students studying abroad on degree programmes in 2017
was over 5 million and, although there has been a slump owing to the 2020 global pandemic, this
number is estimated to reach 8 million in 2025. Changes in the directional flows of students have
also been observed. It is no longer the case that students only travel from east to west and south to
north; there are increasing numbers moving from west to east and within the east (Cheng 2021).
These mobility trends make for increasingly linguistically-diverse university environments,
everywhere.

International students arrive in their host country with their own set of plurilingual resources
(see Section 2 for definitions), which may comprise a combination of languages, but almost cer-
tainly include English since education for international students typically relies on English med-
ium instruction (EMI). Furthermore, these students may enter a multilingual institution that
uses both national language(s) and English for teaching and research purposes. In such multi-
lingual institutions, research in relation to language seems to mostly focus on the tensions sur-
rounding EMI and the local language(s) (e.g.: Bolton and Kuteeva 2012; Cots, Llurda, and
Garrett 2014; Saarinen 2012). The focus on EMI is understandable given that this means
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teaching in English rather than the national language(s) which in turn leads to concerns over the
position of the national language(s) as one(s) of science. In this situation, international student
plurilingualism that could serve as a resource often goes ‘unseen’ by the institution (Kaufhold
and Wennerberg 2020).

While the languages that are brought to universities are sometimes celebrated by internationa-
lised universities for branding purposes (Darling and Dervin in press), they are more often invisible
to the institution. However, the speakers of these languages are visible to lecturers in the seminar
room. Lecturers can be constructed as the face of the institution in that they play an important role
in the student experience through teaching and learning and other interactions, such as supervision
and pastoral care. Additionally, they communicate with heads of department and faculty deans so
they are exposed to a range of opinions on student issues. Subsequently, their perspectives in
relation to student issues can potentially be indicative of the institutional mood.

This paper critically reflects on the discourses produced by university lecturers pertaining to the
expanded linguistic landscape seen in universities. To meet this research aim, the following ques-
tions are addressed:

. What are the tensions between national language(s) and English at internationalised
universities?

. Which plurilingual pedagogical approaches do lecturers take in relation to international student
languages?

Before the presentation of the data and discussion of the analysis, an overview of the literature
that includes the perspectives of lecturers in relation to language tensions and multilingualism and
plurilingualism in higher education will be given.

Literature review

Multilingualism, plurilingualism and higher education

In this paper, following the Common European Framework of Languages (CEFR) (Council of Europe
2001) and Beacco and Byram’s (2007) guide to plurilingual education, the terms plurilingualism and
multilingualism are used to describe multiple language use at the individual and societal level, respect-
ively. Multilingualism is described as the co-existence of different languages in one nation, but not
necessarily reflected in all members of that nation, whereas plurilingualism describes the linguistic
repertoires of individual people, which may be different from the official languages of the nation.
In the HE context, the students and staffwould be described as plurilingual and the institution as mul-
tilingual. The differences in linguistic repertoires between official multilingualism and individual plur-
ilingualism may create challenges in relation to the use of languages whereby institutional
multilingualism is championed and student plurilingualism often goes unseen.

Research that problematises institutional multilingualism and individual plurilingualism in uni-
versities from the perspective of university lecturers, outside of language education, seems to be
rather rare (Mazak 2017; Preece and Marshall 2020). However, some data have been gathered
from lecturers in relation to multilingualism in non-anglophone universities in the context of
EMI programmes. These acknowledge the benefits of EMI, such as facilitating student exchanges,
improving graduate employability, recruiting international students and enhancing institutional
profiles (Coleman 2006; Doiz, Lasagabaster, and Sierra 2011). There is also the enrichment of
knowledge, development of professional skills and the pleasure that can be derived from teaching
in a foreign language (Knoerr 2019). Additionally, there are benefits to be gained from using Eng-
lish as an academic ‘Lingua franca’ (EALF) more generally, such as widening the pool of teaching
and research materials, facilitating staffmobility (Coleman 2006), communicating scientific knowl-
edge more widely and responding to calls for funding from the EU (Pérez-Llantada 2018). Offering
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EMI and engaging with EALF leads to clear and tangible benefits. Nevertheless, these benefits are
not without corresponding costs.

The introduction of EMI programmes and the increasing presence of EALF has also brought ten-
sions between English and the national languages. Lecturers report an increase in workload as a
result of organising courses in English and there are concerns over the language proficiency of stu-
dents and staff which are not sufficiently addressed (Doiz, Lasagabaster, and Sierra 2011; Knoerr
2019). This concern also extends to support with publishing academic research in English
(Pérez-Llantada 2018). Furthermore, as English is ceasing to be seen as a foreign language, it has
acquired a greater social and official role in non-anglophone countries (Coleman 2006). This has
led to English being perceived as a threat to national languages as ones of science (Duarte and
van der Ploeg 2019; Doiz, Lasagabaster, and Sierra 2011) and to linguistic diversity more generally
(Pérez-Llantada 2018). Added to this, there is a suggestion that the emergence of English as a ‘Lin-
gua franca’ has led to less interest in learning languages from both native-English speaking and non-
native English-speaking students (Brumfit 2004; Dörnyei, Csizér and Németh 2006 cited in Doiz,
Lasagabaster, and Sierra 2011). Moreover, Coleman (2006) points out that where societal language
shift is voluntary, the threat to national languages is top-down with formal functions going first.
This is why HE is important in debates relating to language tensions.

Concerns over national languages are a major theme in relation to EMI in non-anglophone uni-
versities, and these appear to be unresolved in the face of internationalisation that is mostly equated
with EMI at institutional level (de Wit 2017). Given this status quo, there is a reluctance for HE
institutions to accept a social duty to support linguistic diversity as directed by national or suprana-
tional policies (Coleman 2006). Beyond the major European languages, multilingualism is seen as
resource for individuals but not for the wider society (Källkvist and Hult 2020; Nikula et al. 2012).
Consequently, while EMI programmes attract students from a range of linguistic backgrounds, so
offer the potential for plurilingual pedagogical approaches, drawing upon these students’ linguistic
resources and unpicking the national language(s) plus English mindset seems problematic.

To exemplify, Earls (2016), in his study situated in three EMI programmes across Germany,
found that although the programmes had a great deal of linguistic diversity to include both large
and small national languages, English and German strongly dominated as the languages of com-
munication. He found that 84.6% of lecturers were unwilling to deviate from the EMI policy in
the classroom and the majority of lecturers preferred to use English with international students out-
side of the classroom too, with the exception of international lecturers who sometimes used an
alternative language with the students they share a language with (e.g. a Spanish-speaking lecturer
and student). A similar picture was presented by Duarte and van der Ploeg (2019) in the Dutch con-
text where lecturers were not comfortable deviating from the EMI policy and seldom encouraged
interaction in any other language. Despite this, they could identify many advantages to including
other languages in the classroom, such as social benefits, overcoming language barriers and broad-
ening academic opportunities. Interestingly, the lecturers made use of their own but were reluctant
to make use of the students’ plurilingual repertoires, because of concerns over creating clusters of
monolingual activity in the classroom that excluded others and their own inability to understand all
of the students’ languages. Overall, Duarte and van der Ploeg conclude that the possibilities for
plurilingual pedagogical approaches could be better explored.

While there are constraints in HE, most notably the use of EMI for teaching international stu-
dents and the prioritisation of the national language(s), implementing practices for the inclusion of
other languages are within the capabilities of HE institutions. This is not to suggest a resource-
intensive institutionalisation of a range of languages, but the permitting of other languages to be
drawn upon in teaching and learning as appropriate and practical. Smith et al.’s (2017, 7) model
for translanguaging pedagogy, although designed with schools in mind, offers a useful starting
point for this. It suggests three levels of pedagogical engagement: (1) allow, which seeks to normal-
ise the presence of different languages; (2) encourage, which involves giving positive encourage-
ment for the use of different languages; and (3) enable, which suggests more in-depth thought as
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to how to use different languages to deepen learning. It may be that these three levels are not appro-
priate for all types of higher education learning but allowing other languages should at least be poss-
ible. HE institutions with their growing international student population are important sites for
valorising multiple languages.

The research context

The context of the present study is the University of Helsinki (UH), Finland which is a bilingual
university with a responsibility for maintaining the two national languages, Finnish and Swedish,
(University of Helsinki 2014), but with the option of teaching in other languages. This has led to
a trilingual language policy that includes English as an academic ‘Lingua franca’ for internationa-
lisation purposes. Additionally, the UH offers a range of EMI master’s programmes to attract inter-
national students. In 2019, they recruited 1,970 international degree programme students and 1,245
exchange students (University of Helsinki 2020) together representing over 90 different languages
(T. Kangas, 2020 personal communication). This diverse linguistic landscape, however, appears to
go largely unseen. At the university policy level, the focus is on Finnish and English in HE (e.g. Saar-
inen 2012, 2014; Ylönen 2014) and, at the national level, constitutional bilingualism (Nikula et al.
2012).

The role of English in Finnish universities was not problematised until the 2010s, when it was
raised in parliamentary debate, but by then it had silently become a third language in Finnish higher
education (Ylönen 2014; Saarinen and Ennser-Kananen 2020). However, since EMI has become
central to internationalisation strategies in Finland (Saarinen 2012; Ylönen 2014), the role of Eng-
lish for the moment is unlikely to change. English has also been used as a tool in neo-nationalist
debates where it is framed as a threat to the Finnish (Saarinen 2020). This perceived threat has
also been communicated publicly by the Finnish Language Board (Suomen Kielen Loutakunta
2018 cited in Saarinen 2020). Unfortunately, with only these two languages in the picture, debates
around minority languages in Finland and also the other national language, Swedish, whose role as
a national language in Finland creates heated ideological debates, have been obscured (Ylönen 2014;
Saarinen 2020). Within such an environment, most other languages that are present in Finnish HE
have become invisible (Clarke 2020) and the role of minority languages is ignored (Saarinen 2020).

Because of its multilingual environment and a growing number of plurilingual students, the UH
provides an ideal site for examining, through the eyes of lecturers, the language tensions that may
emerge between the plurilingual student population and institutional multilingualism. The next
section provides information about the participants in the study and the approach taken to analys-
ing their discourses on language use, which involved both coding and categorising, and enunciation
theory.

Methodology

Participants and data collection

Semi-structured interviews with university staff, who are involved in teaching, from across the uni-
versity, were conducted in 2019 to address the research questions (see Section 1). The interview
conduct and procedure, following Magnusson and Marecek (2015), involved informal piloting of
the interview questions with two colleagues and formal piloting with two members of teaching
staff; after which the main interviews were conducted. The participants were recruited through
snowball sampling, where one interviewee would suggest a further interviewee(s). This sampling
strategy was chosen to get access to participants who may not otherwise have been willing to
take time from their busy schedules to be interviewed. A total of 18 interviews, including the formal
pilot interviews, were conducted, but following the selection process, only 10 interviews, including
one of the pilot interviews, were included in the final data set.
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The remaining 10 interviews were selected based on the participants’ type of employment to
include permanently-employed lecturers of comparable seniority who would best represent the
institution in the sense that they would have experience of attending programme meetings and
teaching across a range of modules. The final set of interviews were with lecturers (see Table 1),
eight Finnish, one Finnish/Estonian and one Swedish, from the faculties of arts (ART), biological
and environmental sciences (BSC) and educational sciences (ED).

The interviewees gave written consent to their interview data being used in the research and were
pre-informed of the themes of the interview; namely, the nature of their work and the use of their
own and their students’ languages in HE. The interviews followed the question order (see Appendix
A) of the interview guide, but they each took a different shape as I pushed for more nuanced
accounts which sometimes led to stories and personal, co-constructed reflections on their experi-
ences. The interviews were conducted in English because my level of Finnish is not sufficient for
conducting interviews and I do not speak Swedish. The interviews were planned for 45 min, but
the duration varied from 32 to 61 min, providing 488 min of data in total. All interviews were
audio recorded and transcribed.

Analytical approach

To gain a close familiarity with the interview data, the interviews were transcribed verbatim, along
with transcription notation (based on Wood and Kroger 2000 and Marková et al. 2007) to record
shades of meaning that can be denoted by, for example, intonation, pausing and laughter. To man-
age the volume of data, the analysis was divided into two stages. The first stage of the analysis
focused on lecturers’ discourses pertaining to the students and their languages; and the second,
their own languages and the HE context. This resulted in the identification of 341 excerpts of
text that were reduced to 72 descriptive codes and 19 categories. After the process of writing analytic
memos for each category, which allows the researcher to draw connections between and see pat-
terns in the codes and categories (Saldaña 2011), a final six categories were selected for the final
analysis. These are: English as an academic ‘Lingua franca’, language diversity, learning Finnish,
feelings about languages, language as a tool and professional writing.

The final analysis drew on enunciation theory (théorie de l’énonciation) that was introduced to
me by Prof. Fred Dervin. Enunciation theory asserts that ‘the utterances (…) of a discourse inevi-
tably contain traces of the locutionary activity (…) that produced them, the context in which they
were produced, and the subjectivity of the producer’ (Marnette 2005, 19). As such, the theory pro-
poses that all discourse is polyphonic (i.e. numerous viewpoints are conveyed within one utterance)
in that it contains a Freudian split subject: the speaking subject, who physically makes the utterance;

Table 1. Participant by faculty and gender; linguistic repertoire (i.e. first language(s) in bold, followed by actively-used languages,
followed by passive languages/those learnt but no longer spoken in brackets); and experience of studying, having a post-doc
position or teaching abroad.

Participant Languages
Studied
abroad?

Post-doc
abroad?

Taught
abroad?

ART1 (F) Finnish, English, Swedish (German, Spanish,) > 4 years No ≈ 4 years
ART2 (M) Finnish, English, French, German, Swedish (Estonian, Italian,

Romanian, Russian, Spanish)
≈ 2 years > 1 year 2 years

ART3 (M) Finnish, Estonian, English, Hungarian, Mari, North Sámi, Swedish
(French, German, Russian)

0.5 years No No

ART4 (F) Finnish, English German, Swedish (Catalan, French, Russian) ≈ 4 years 1 year ≈ 8 years
BSC1 (M) Finnish, English, Swedish (Spanish) No No No
BSC2 (M) Swedish, English (Finnish, German) 0.5 years 5 years ≈ 10 years
BSC3 (M) Finnish, English, Swedish (Russian) No 6.5 years No
BS4 (F) Finnish, English (German, Swedish) 3 years ≈ 1 years No
ED1 (F) Finnish, English (French, Spanish, Swedish) 0.25 years No ≈ 0.5 years
ED2 (F) Finnish, English, Swedish (Latin, Russian) No No < 0.2 years
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the locutor, who is responsible for the utterance (i.e. the ‘I’ in the utterance); and the enunciator(s)
whose points of view are expressed (Ducrot 1984 cited in Marnette 2005, 21). The locutor and
enunciator can be different or the same depending on, for example, whether the utterance is direct
or reported speech (Marnette 2005). Using enunciation theory as an analytical approach is appeal-
ing for this study because language, and particularly national linguistic identity, can be an emotive
and political topic, and with this in mind identifying the different voices that inform the lecturers’
discourses is likely to be interesting.

Enunciation theory began in literary studies where the distinction between these voices can be
more easily identifiable; for example, in the context of a play, the speaking subject is the actor, the
locutor is the character and the enunciator is the playwright (Ducrot 1984 cited in Marnette 2005,
21). In the context of interview discourse these distinctions are less clear cut, but to exemplify: when
the interviewer asks a question that relates to a previous comment made by the interviewee, the
interviewer in this scenario is the speaking subject, but the interviewee is the locutor and enunciator
as she is the (original) ‘I’ in the question and origin of the viewpoint being repeated. Analysing dis-
course using this theory seeks to uncover the roots of the thoughts that are conveyed in discourse,
and since this study aims to investigate language tensions in a multilingual society/university
environment with a growing plurilingual population, through the discourse of lecturers, enunci-
ation theory provides a useful analytical tool.

Enunciation theory involves the analysis of language (or utterance analysis) and focuses on
aspects of grammar, such as personal pronouns (e.g. I, you, we, they); verb tenses (e.g. present
tense: ‘I say’; and past tense: ‘I said’); modal verbs (e.g. might, could), which often denote hypothe-
tical situations; and adverbs (e.g. actually, hopefully) which can be indicative of attitude. These
aspects of language can show the speaking subjects’ subjectivities, in other words, their points of
view, ideas and/or attitudes. As such, enunciation theory is not a linguistic analysis, but a theory
of subjectivities (Angermuller, Maingueneau, and Wodak 2014). The next section will highlight
these elements of language and discuss their significance in relation to the subjectivities of the lec-
turers in the study. The transcription notation used in the extracts can be found in Appendix B
while the words in bold typeface indicate the language used for the enunciation analysis.

Analysis

This section will critically evaluate the talk of the lecturers by drawing upon the six data categories
and enunciation theory in order to answer the research questions. These are concerned with the
tensions between the institutional multilingualism (i.e. Finnish, Swedish and English), and the
inclusion of the students’ plurilingual repertoires in teaching and learning situations. The section
begins by analysing discourse in relation to the potential tensions surrounding English with a
sub-section entitled, (In)visibility of English. Next, it moves on to the tensions around the national
languages, Finnish and Swedish, under the sub-heading, Promoting Finnish and Swedish. Finally,
the inclusion of multiple languages is the subject of analysis with the sub-heading, (Not) seeing lin-
guistic diversity.

(In)visibility of English

Although English in itself is not the main focus of this research, it plays a large role in the interna-
tionalisation of higher education and, therefore, has consequences for the language dynamics at the
UH. All of the lecturers in this study publish their original research in English, which is undoubt-
edly connected to the university’s government-driven financial incentives to have its lecturers pub-
lish in international journals (Kauko and Medvedeva 2016). Publishing in English is also important
for potential pay increases, with one of the lecturers, ED1, pointing out that ‘(…) in terms of how
(…) publications are evaluated (…) publishing in Finnish is *not very wise*’.

6 D. C. DARLING



The wisdom of publishing in languages other than English for those participants from the bio-
logical and environmental sciences faculty, however, is not a question. For them, English is the cen-
tral language. For example, in response to a question about the students drawing upon research
published in languages other than English, BSC3 explains:

(1) (…) in the more scientifically inclined text er it’s seldom published in any other language
(researcher: yeah) (other) than English (researcher: mh hm) so it’s kind of discouraged
(researcher: okay) if you really do like a scientific study (researcher: yeah)

Interestingly, BSC3’s use of adverbs in (1) indicates his attitude towards the coupling of auth-
entic academic research and English with ‘really’ implying perhaps that less scientific research
may be suitable for other languages. However, he later qualifies his position from the standpoint
of sharing information in a common language which from an internationalisation perspective,
naturally, makes sense.

(2) (…) we kind of encourage them [the students] to to use er sources that are available for every-
body (researcher: yeah) that’s like common scientific practice that we don’t use some some
kind of.hh secret inform- hah (researcher: hah) sources of of information (researcher: okay)

Internationalisation is not only linked to English as an academic ‘Lingua franca’ (EALF), but also
English medium instruction (EMI). All of the lecturers in this study acknowledge the relationship
between EMI and the recruitment of international students (Ylönen 2014). For some, EMI is clearly
interchangeable with internationalisation (deWit 2017); for example, when BSC4 is asked about the
numbers of international students on her courses, she replies ‘I don’t even ask that because it’s in
English anyway’. English is clearly embedded in the study and research practices of the biological
and environmental sciences.

The picture is somewhat different for those participants from the arts and education faculties
who, while writing most of their research in English, also publish in Finnish (see next section)
although, according to ART2, English remains the primary language for original research. His pos-
ition in relation to EMI as being essential for internationalisation, however, contests the role of
English:

((3) ART2 (…) so there are many different kinds of international students (researcher: yeah) of
coursemost of them are function in English but er English and international are not it’s there’s
no equal sign between them

ART2’s resistance to English, intensified by the use of the present tense to assert his views as fac-
tual, is framed pragmatically with the use of ‘of course’ to concede the necessity of EMI for recruit-
ing a wider range of international students. Later in the interview, the concerns underlying his
position, which relate to tensions between the national languages and English, come into focus:

(4) ART2 (…) I’m um always a bit concerned about diversity in the sense that er things don’t
become English only and then if er erm you know promoting Finnish and Swedish and sup-
porting them in the er in the community (researcher: yeah) is not about protecting Finnish
and Swedish from a nationalist perspective (researcher: yeah) it’s promoting diversity
because you know diversity grows locally (researcher: yeah) and er we have to have er divers
di- in order to have global diversity we have to have er erm different languages in different
places and not not promoting er er an international monoculture of English (…)

In (4) ART2 is in dialogue with two enunciators or voices (Marnette 2005) to assert his own sub-
jectivities: he is distancing himself from the Finnish neo-nationalist discourses (Saarinen 2020) and
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aligning himself with the more inclusive multilingual language ecology discourses (Wendel 2005)
indicated by the phrases ‘diversity grows locally’ and ‘monoculture of English’. Interestingly, diver-
sity here refers to three languages: English, Finnish and Swedish and not the actual linguistic diver-
sity of the student body, suggesting that despite his own rich plurilingual profile (see Table 1), for
ART2, institutionally, only three languages matter while the others go unseen.

This section has drawn upon four of the interviews to highlight some of the tensions sur-
rounding English. These include the pressure to publish in English; the centrality of English
for research and teaching in the biological and environmental sciences; and threat of English
to the national languages, which also arises in other contexts (Bolton and Kuteeva 2012;
Doiz, Lasagabaster, and Sierra 2011; Pérez-Llantada 2018). Moreover, BS3 and BS4’s comments
in particular indicate how English has become the third language (Ylönen 2014; Saarinen and
Ennser-Kananen 2020) at the UH for both research and teaching purposes. Interestingly, this
is constructed as problematic by ED1 and ART2 but not by BSC3 and BS4 suggesting a disci-
plinary divide.

Promoting Finnish and Swedish

The disciplinary divide that exists in the data in relation to English is also present in the lecturers’
discourses pertaining to the use of Finnish and Swedish. While all of the lecturers use Finnish for
teaching and administrative purposes, only the participants from the arts and education faculties
actively write academic research in Finnish. The rationale for this relates to both the need to
write for a particular audience, with those in the biological sciences writing solely for an inter-
national audience, and a responsibility to uphold the national languages, especially Finnish, as
languages of science. As ED1 explains:

(5) (…) most of it [her writing] has been in English. (.) but currently actually the article that I am
now (<.1) *trying to write* ( ) er it it is in Finnish and it’s been um: (.1) yes yeah well I’d say the
past years, actually it’s been er kind of (.1) bit more also Finnish (…) because er I don’t know
maybe it’s not pressure but I also wanted to publish something in Finnish? to: (<.1) have some-
thing also to: (.1) share with th- th- the Finnish context colleagues and an expert working at the
field so um I’m personally also knowing that (.) article journals in some of the international (.1)
my some ofmy English articles in some of the international journals are not it’s not very easily
accessible to: (.) for example (.) to some of those who I think that the research is relevant such
as people who work in early (XXX) education or work as primary teachers (…)

While ED1 highlights herself (e.g. I, my, personally) in (5) as the instigator of her desire to write
in Finnish, she is also in dialogue with different voices, namely other experts in her field and her
students, that provide her with the extrinsic motivation to publish in Finnish. Her use of ‘currently’
suggests that this is a new development in her publishing career, perhaps evoked by claims of the
Finnish language being under threat (Suomen Kielen Loutakunta 2018 in Saarinen 2020), and the
use of ‘actually’ indicates a sense of unexpectedness to this development given her comments about
it not being very wise to publish in Finnish (see Section 4.1). The desire to meet the needs of Finnish
students by writing in Finnish is echoed by ART2 who further adds that ‘(…) I think it is important
to give Finnish also (…) as a language of science and (…) when you’re writing more popularised
stuff then (…) it’s of course important to use Finnish there (…)’. To summarise, writing in Finnish
ensures that research produced in Finland reaches a wider domestic audience and Finnish is
valorised as a language of science.

When it comes to international students’ skills in Finnish, again there may be a disciplinary
divide. ART1 suggests that learning the national language would be in the students’ interest, report-
ing that she is ‘sure the international students (..) face (…) rejection (…) if they’re not able to func-
tion in Finnish and Swedish when they have to interact with the administration’; a situation that
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ART4 refers to as ‘(…) little fights here hah and there in order to get your access to information
(…)’; however, BSC1 considers learning Finnish to be a hindrance to the students’ degree studies:

(6) (…) some (…) [the students] want to study the Finnish language which is which is that’s some-
thing I do not encourage because it’s difficult as you probably know it’s very time consuming
and have to do so much everything else that er that y- y- you won:der if somebody could (<.1)
pass a couple of Finnish courses (…)

In (6), BSC1 is the speaking subject and the locutor (e.g. I), but the presence of polyphony
(Ducrot 1984 cited in Marnette 2005) is clear as he repeats the popular discourse of Finnish
being too difficult to learn while, at the same time, attempting to co-construct this discourse
with me the interviewer (e.g. you) as a learner of Finnish. ART2 describes the construction of Fin-
nish as being very difficult to learn as a misunderstanding and ‘a myth’; and ART4 describes it as
‘rumours’. Consequently, both would consider this an unhelpful discourse that adds to the reluc-
tance of international students and staff to learn Finnish.

ART3 states that one of the reasons why language is important is that it ‘(…) is one of those
major tools you need to contact other people and to understand what is happening around you’.
That English is sufficient for understanding the biological sciences context may explain why Finnish
seems to be deemed by some of those lecturers as a lesser priority. For the other participants, how-
ever, the importance of learning Finnish is understood differently. They stress the difficulties that
international students face when trying to gain employment in Finland if they do not develop
sufficient skills in Finnish. Reflecting on the social reality for most Finns being generally monolin-
gual in that Swedish is spoken by only 6% of the population (Nikula et al. 2012), ART4, in (7) stres-
ses with the use of ‘only’ that learning Swedish over Finnish for reasons of migration, as some
students do, is not enough to be successful in Finland:

(7) (…) I love the fact that they now have a Finnish passport and they are Finnish hah but er but at
the same time they have to realise that with Swedish it’s such a minority language that only
Swedish doesn’t give you much more er kind of work life chances (researcher: yeah yeah)

This section uses the comments from six of the participants to build a picture of the tensions
surrounding the national languages. The main focus of their comments is Finnish which reflects
the minority position of Swedish in Finland (Nikula et al. 2012); for example, nobody mentioned
writing academic papers in Swedish in order to support it as a language of science.

In relation to the students learning the national languages, while there is a suggestion of a lack of
engagement with the national language in Duarte and van der Ploeg’s (2019) study, this does seem
to be more of a Finnish phenomenon, perhaps propagated by the discourses surrounding Finnish as
a difficult language to learn.

(Not) seeing linguistic diversity

One of the reasons for conducting this research is to investigate how and whether lecturers incor-
porate the linguistic repertoires of their international students into teaching and learning practices.
Although the number of international students in classes can be low, this seems to be a reasonable
study aim given that all of the lecturers in this study actively speak at least two languages and have
good knowledge of at least one further language (see Table 1) and so would perhaps be open to the
idea of multiple language use in HE.

As with the findings from other studies (e.g. Doiz, Lasagabaster, and Sierra 2011; Knoerr 2019),
all of the participants report positive feelings about the professional and social advantages of speak-
ing more than one language. Nevertheless, it seems that their main concern, communicated either
implicitly or explicitly, is to support the institutional bilingualism and EALF, which overlooks
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international students’ plurilingual repertoires. For example, in response to a question about the
inclusion of international students’ languages, apart from the major European languages, ED2
asserts that:

(8) (…) for me (…) [there] are three languages what we have in our university but then when we
think (…) it is agreeable [acceptable] (…) people [that] know (…) other languages (…) they er
free to use also their own language (…)

This position seems to be fairly typical of the lecturers in this study with the exception of BSC2
(who is the only foreign national in the data set), who explains that he ‘(…) took beginner’s courses
in Finnish (…) but (…) didn’t really develop it further (…) due to time constraints and then the fact
that Swedish is an official language in Finland’; and ART3, who states that Finnish, Swedish and
English have great importance at the UH and for students’ careers, but also believes that ‘when
you know more languages (…) your possibilities [to] understand different people (…) and
get along with them is supported in a very special way (…)’. Since ART3 has a vast linguistic reper-
toire (see Table 1) that includes several minority languages, this seems to signify a practised belief in
the inclusion of a wider variety of languages in the educational context. In general, however, it
seems that the policy discourses that favour Finnish multilingualism, which includes the national
languages and major European languages (Nikula et al. 2012), appear to have filtered through
into some of the lecturers’ discourses in connection with the international students’ linguistic reper-
toires. Interestingly, it is also reflected in their own linguistic repertoires.

As we have seen in Section 4.1., internationalisation and international students are frequently
viewed through EMI, and English-only policies are typically adhered to. For example, when
asked about the use of other languages in the classroom BSC3 comments that ‘(…) I think it’s
quite clear that [when] we are (…) in a class then [the] language is English (…)’. Despite such domi-
nant discourses, when pushed to reflect on their practices, the lecturers revealed how they might use
the students’ languages on their courses; for example:

(9) Researcher: (…) would you ever: encourage those students to use th:eir (.) their first languages
to help them in the ◦learning process is that something that◦ (<.1) might happen
BSC1: the- well: (<.1) in cases when for example we have two or three Chinese students in the
same class then (<.1) >er < yeah ◦>er<◦ that’s an encouraging factor you can you can talk
about this and in your own language (researcher: ◦◦right◦◦) (.1) and that usually seems to
help really (<.1) cos (researcher: ◦yeah◦) out of three students for example one one under-
stands some things better than the two other and and and er you know so that seems to
help them a lot

In (9), the question I posed uses modality (e.g. might happen) that makes the situation described
hypothetical but, in BSC1’s response, ‘usually’ indicates his actual experience of allowing students to
use their languages. BSC4 and ART1 also describe the students using their own languages as accep-
table or emerging naturally, respectively. As these comments indicate, many lecturers in this study,
when pressed to reflect, were able to provide minor examples of the allowing other languages in the
classroom.

During the interview, my dialogue with the model for translanguaging pedagogy (see section 2)
emerged in the data (e.g. 9 and 10) when I asked the lecturers to reflect on how they include the
students’ languages in their teaching. Interestingly, in (9), BSC1 repeats the word ‘encourage’ but
describes the act of allowing languages in the classroom. To conclude, the examples of the use of
other languages in the classroom indicates moves towards a more linguistically inclusive environ-
ment but this still seems to be incidental rather than part of a planned pedagogy. Moreover, this,
unlike other aspects of this study, appears not to be divided by discipline with lecturers from differ-
ent faculties acknowledging the potential usefulness of other languages in learning situations.
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When it comes to using academic materials, however, the disciplinary divide emerges again. This
is to be expected given the central place of English in the biological sciences. When asked about
encouraging the students to use materials in Mandarin, BSC1 explains that ‘(…) we’re not that fam-
iliar with (…) Chinese material (…) biology so they are (.) yeah they are allowed to use it (.) but ()
because we have no idea (<.1) of the standard of the material that so we cannot really encourage
(<.1) (researcher: hmm:) that (researcher: okay) it can be really poor or outdated (…) it’s not for-
bidden but it’s not really encouraged’. Having a lack of familiarity with and trust of potential
sources in other languages seems to be a common reason to not encourage their use in this faculty
as we have also seen in BSC3’s comments in (2).

Comments from those from the arts faculty suggest a greater scope for including other languages
in teaching and learning. In the interview data among the arts lecturers, it seems that not only are
other languages allowed, they are also encouraged:

(10) ART1: (…) with the Chinese students and that’s what I do with the master’s thesis that I
encourage them to collect data in in (<.1) the language that they know:so he interviewed in
Chinese and transcribed in Chinese and provided both the Chinese and English translation.
°of the interview data° (.) I do that um::and (.1):I s- sometimes students use in their essays
they use (.1) article:s other than in published in Finnish or English (researcher: mh hm) °I
(.1) don’t encourage them to do that? but they do that and I (.) forget to encourage that (…)

As with (9), ART1 in (10) also uses my language by repeating the word ‘encourage’ and, rather
than using ‘we’ to indicate a common practice on her degree programme, she uses ‘I’ perhaps to
show that she is alone in this practice. However, looking at the faculty more broadly, it seems she
is not alone as ART2 explains that in the field of comparative linguistics ‘(…) we study diversity
[where we] will look at different languages and then you know sources can be in different languages’.
In addition, both ART2 and ART3 offer the students the opportunity to write their assignment in any
language they can read beyond the official languages and English. ART3 takes a further step by
enabling learning through the provision of texts in different languages ‘(…) because not everybody
will be able to read Finnish or English texts (…) [so] I sometimes give some texts in some other
language it could be German or Russian which are quite widely used in ethnographic studies’.
Given that to be admitted to the university students need to be proficient in Finnish and/or English,
the situation ART3 describes would be rare and confined to his or very similar disciplines.

Although international students’ languages generally appear to go unseen, there is some evi-
dence of the use of different languages within the learning context among most of the participants
in this study. However, it is in the Faculty of Arts where students are more likely to be encouraged to
use their plurilingual skills. Exceptionally, and perhaps rarely, there is also evidence of enabling
(Smith et al. 2017) students’ learning (i.e. providing learning materials in the students’ rather
than the institution’s languages). The incorporation of international students’ languages by lec-
turers is, somewhat unsurprisingly, a question of discipline. It is further limited by the teachers’ per-
ception that languages unknown to them cannot be included in the learning process, leading to
plurilingual approaches being viewed rather narrowly (Knoerr 2019).

Discussion and conclusion

The aim of this study was to critically analyse the discourses of lecturers in relation to the expanded
linguistic landscapes that are a common feature of today’s internationalised universities. To achieve
this, research questions pertaining to (1) the tensions between national languages and English; and
(2) the inclusion of the languages brought to the university by international students though plur-
ilingual pedagogical approaches, were posed.

The lecturers’ discourses echoed findings from previous studies. For example, many of lecturers
were positive about teaching in English (Doiz, Lasagabaster, and Sierra 2011; Knoerr 2019). Some of
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the lecturers also mentioned how their teaching had improved with the extra care needed to teach in
another language (Knoerr 2019); others mentioned the specific example of how using English
enabled peer editing on their courses. However, despite the benefits of EMI and EALF, there is
some anxiety over the threat of English to the national languages (as with Bolton and Kuteeva
2012; Doiz, Lasagabaster, and Sierra 2011; Pérez-Llantada 2018); certainly, as a language of research
and, to a lesser extent, as one for teaching. This has created some language tensions but, in this
study, these emerged along disciplinary lines.

As with the science faculties elsewhere (e.g. Bolton and Kuteeva 2012), English is the unquestioned
central language of the Faculty of Biological and Environmental Sciences. Among the participants, no
one had ever written a research paper in Finnish or Swedish, and this was not seen as problematic. In
contrast, in the Faculty of Arts and Faculty of Educational Sciences, although English is the dominant
language for original research, there is a sense of responsibility for upholding the national languages
which has materialised in some popular, student-focused and nationally-relevant work being pub-
lished in Finnish (but seemingly not Swedish). These lecturers’ discourses imitated those found in
Finnish policy documents in relation to the prioritisation of Finnish constitutional bilingualism
(Nikula et al. 2012), the threat to Finnish from English (Saarinen 2020) and the development of Fin-
nish and EALF in HE (e.g. Saarinen 2012, 2014; Ylönen 2014), indicating that these could be directly
or indirectly the enunciators (Marnette 2005) that shape their subjectivities.

A further tension around the three languages concerns the reluctance of international students
and staff to learn Finnish. For some in the biosciences, Finnish is structured as more of a distraction
from the students’ work, while for those in the arts and education faculties, not learning Finnish is
considered a barrier to communication with the administrative staff, gainful employment and effec-
tive citizenship. It is important to acknowledge that both this and the presence of EMI and EALF are
real concerns and that it is only in Finland that Finnish will be maintained as language (of science).
At the same time, adopting the stance that English is a predatory disruptor of local language main-
tenance may serve as a way to reinforce the previous monolingual ideological order (Adejunmobi
2004 cited in Saarinen and Ennser-Kananen 2020, 125), which is unhelpful to potential plurilingual
initiatives.

The disciplinary divide that emerged among the research participants in relation to the use of
English was less marked in their discourses on the use of plurilingual pedagogical approaches. Fol-
lowing Smith et al.’s (2017) framework for translanguaging pedagogy, the analysis showed that
many of lecturers, regardless of their discipline, allowed other languages in their classrooms for
the purpose of understanding course content. However, it was only among the Faculty of Arts
that international students were encouraged and/or enabled as plurilingual learners. While these
instances of plurilingual pedagogy were more often incidental than planned, they nonetheless
show a willingness to allow other languages in the classroom, suggesting that institutionally
there is an openness to plurilingual approaches. Interestingly, this willingness was only associated
with those who have significant experience of studying or teaching abroad (see Table 1). A follow-
up study to further investigate this finding would be worthwhile as would observation of lecturers’
potential plurilingual approaches in situ.

The benefits of taking plurilingual approaches in EMI contexts have been identified by lecturers
as overcoming language barriers and broadening academic and social opportunities (Duarte and
van der Ploeg 2019). Additionally, such approaches provide the opportunity to critique and evaluate
a wider range of academic materials in different languages and from different academic traditions
and to foster an environment where different languages are valorised and where no language is con-
sidered unsuitable for academic contexts, no matter how small a role it plays. As previously stated,
this does not mean a resource-intensive institutionalisation of different languages, but the permit-
ting of other languages to be drawn upon in teaching and learning as appropriate and practical.

To create an educational environment that is more inclusive of different languages, one of the
most effective tools would be policy. This would mean university ranking indices that include a
plurilingual element, university language policies that recommend plurilingual approaches to

12 D. C. DARLING



teaching and learning, and institutional policies that reward research published in the local
language on an equal footing to international research. This could alleviate the anxieties over the
threat to national languages from English and leave space for discussion pertaining to the plurilin-
gual approaches.
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Appendices

Appendix A: interview questions

(1) I know that you are Professor/Coordinator/Dean of XXXX, could you tell me more about what your job involves?
(2) I would also like to know how you use different languages in your everyday working life.
(3) Could you now tell me about how you have developed your own linguistic repertoire?
(4) What do you see as the main challenges that international students face during their university studies?
(5) I would like to know about what kinds of (teaching/supervision/communication) strategies that you use to

accommodate international students.
(6) Finally, could you tell me what you think about having international students as part of the student body?

Appendix B: transcription notation

! Animated or emphatic tone
*words* Words that are said while laughing
hah Laughter
(…) Text omitted from transcription
[word] Non-verbal communication or word added for clarity by the writer
word Indicates emphasis
, Continuing intonation
? Rising inflection
.hh audible inbreath
word: extension of the syllable sound
(.) very short pause
(.1) pause timed to the second
(XXX) speech that cannot be deciphered
°word° quieter than surrounding talk
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