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Abstract: In order to better compete in an increasing neoliberalised education
system, many Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) have developed an inter-
nationalisation strategy that aims at incorporating an intercultural and global
dimension into curricula and learning environments for all. This internationali-
sation agenda raises important language policy issues that are often side-lined in
the UK and other Anglophone countries where an English monolingual ethos
prevails. Centrally, the question arises indeed as to whether internationalisation
processes have an impact on HEIs’ language policies in Anglophone countries.
This paper takes the case of a Russell Group University in the UK and focuses on
two masters programmes that attract annually a ‘multilingual elite’ (Barakos and
Selleck 2019). It examines the institution’s language policy adopted at the levels of
‘texts’, ‘discourses’ and ‘practices’ (Bonacina-Pugh 2012), using a critical discourse
analysis of policy documents and a conversation analysis of classroom in-
teractions. We argue that language policy is at the core of HEIs’ internationalisa-
tion processes even in Anglophone countries and that, methodologically, the
articulation of findings from critical discourse and conversational analyses rep-
resents a step forward in the field of language policy.
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1 Introduction

As a response to globalisation, that is, the increasing interconnectedness of trans-
national communications and movements (see also Block 2006: 3), the global
marketisation of education and broader socio-economic processes in the knowledge
economy, Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) have adopted ‘internationalisation’
strategies. These strategies refer to the integration of “an international, intercultural,
or global dimension into the purpose, functions or delivery of post-secondary ed-
ucation” (Knight 2004: 11). Knight (2006) further distinguishes two streams of
internationalisation: ‘internationalisation abroad” which consists of students and
staff mobility and supporting education across borders; and ‘internationalisation at
home’ which consists of transforming the curriculum and more broadly the teaching
and learning environments of all students to make higher education more respon-
sive to the new demands of a globalised world. In non-Anglophone countries,
‘internationalisation at home’ strategies usually result in a change of language
education policy, namely a switch to using English as a medium of instruction (EMI).
This is the case for instance of Finland, where English has replaced Finnish and
Swedish in many colleges and universities (e.g. Saarinen 2012). In Anglophone
countries, however, ‘internationalisation at home’ strategies rarely include a
reflection on language policy. This paper addresses this issue and examines the
language policy of a HEI undergoing internationalisation in an Anglophone country.
It takes the case of a Russell Group University in the UK that claims to have a strong
international tradition and reputation, and focusses more specifically on two Mas-
ters programmes that attract annually a ‘multilingual elite’ (Barakos and Selleck
2019), and in particular Chinese students. It examines the interplay between the
Institution’s language policy as ‘text’, ‘discourse’ and ‘practice’ (Bonacina-Pugh
2012) by conducting a Critical Discourse Analysis of policy documents and a Con-
versation Analysis (CA) of classroom interactions. This paper constitutes a step
forward in the field as it articulates issues of language policy, multilingualism and
internationalisation in the under-researched context of Anglophone countries.
Methodologically, it represents a rare attempt at bringing together findings from
Conversation Analytic and Critical Discourse Analytic approaches.

2 Internationalisation of Higher Education,
multilingualism and language policy

To examine how internationalisation is shaping language policy, we articulate
three notions that have not been often articulated in the context of HEI in
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Anglophone countries: internationalisation; multilingualism; and language
policy. We now present our understanding of these three notions, central to our
argument.

The number of students attending a HEI is constantly on the rise across the
globe. UNESCO, together with the International Institute for Educational Planning
and the Global Education Monitoring Report (2017) argue that between 2000 and
2014, the number of students in HEIs more than doubled to 207 million world-wide.
The student population is becoming increasingly more mobile, with more and
more students attending a HEI in a country different from the one they grew up in.
In the UK for instance, in 2016, 89,318 students moved from China to study in a UK
HEI (UNESCO Institute for Statistics 2016). In response to the globalisation of
Higher Education, institutions, and especially universities, have adopted ‘inter-
nationalisation’ strategies. These strategies take on different forms depending on
the context in which a particular institution is situated but they attempt on the
whole to make HEIs more competitive on the global market. Many scholars have
investigated the impact of globalisation on HEIs (e.g. Altbach 2009; Robertson and
Kedzierski 2016) and the study of ‘internationalisation of Higher Education’ has
become a research field in its own right. This paper focuses on one aspect of
internationalisation of Higher Education, namely what Knight (2006) proposes to
call ‘internationalisation at home’. This is understood as being “the purposeful
integration of international and intercultural dimensions into the formal and
informal curriculum for all students within domestic learning environments”
(Beelen and Jones 2015: 76). Whilst the focus seems to be on internationalising the
curriculum, very little attention is given to the issue of language in international-
isation processes by HEIs (e.g. Soler and Gallego-Balsa 2019). We argue here that,
along with the formal and informal curriculum, language policy should also be at
the core of internationalisation processes ‘at home’.

For the last decade, language policy issues in the internationalisation of HEIs
have been investigated in non-Anglophone countries. In these contexts, inter-
nationalisation has often led to language policy changes such as the adoption of
EMI (for a systematic review see Macaro et al. 2018). Some scholars analysed staff
and students’ experiences of EMI (e.g. Haberland et al. 2008), or the policy chal-
lenges and realities of EMI (e.g. Bolton et al. 2017). Others examined staff and
students’ multilingual language practices against monolingual EMI policies (e.g.
Mazak and Carroll 2017; Moore 2016).

In Anglophone countries, however, there is a paucity of studies related to
language policy in internationalised HEIs. This is perhaps because internation-
alisation of HEI in Anglophone countries has not often led to new language policy
texts and English is assumed to be the one and only medium of instruction and
interaction. As Martin noted, British HEIs have maintained a monolingual ethos,
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which resulted in “linguistic myopia” (Martin 2010: 110). For that reason, most
existing applied linguistic studies on HEIs have focused so far on raising aware-
ness of the multilingual ecology of international universities. Preece (e.g. 2011,
2018), for instance, has consistently argued that despite being sites of multilin-
gualism, universities in the Anglophone centre are ignoring, marginalising or
silencing staff and students’ multilingual repertoire (see also Preece and Martin
2009: 4). Similarly in Canada, Marshall (2009) observes that although interna-
tional students perceive themselves as multilingual speakers, they are often con-
fronted with a deficit ‘remedial ESL’ (English as a second language) identity. As a
result, the institution concentrates on improving their English rather than on
imagining ways in which their multilingualism could be used as a resource for
teaching and learning.

With a view to recent political developments in the UK, the impact of Brexit on
HEIs and language policy more generally still remains to be seen. Mac Giolla Chriost
and Bonotti’s work (2018) shows that Brexit will certainly re-shape public policy
norms and legal frameworks as they relate to linguistic diversity. In fact, they argue
against the view that English might lose its importance in a post-Brexit EU. In this
paper, we recognise along with others (e.g. Martin 2010; Preece and Martin 2009) the
role of language policy in creating “multilingual spaces” in HEI. Preece (2011: 139)
writes that: “universities in the Anglophone centre have not kept pace with the
changing student demographic and need to devise institutional language policies
that take pluricentric, rather than monocentric, perspectives to linguistic diversity”.
We argue that internationalisation processes also affect language policy in Anglo-
phone countries, albeit in a more subtle way than it does in non-Anglophone
countries, where a clear change of language policy is easily observable.

The second key notion to our study is that of ‘multilingualism’. Multilin-
gualism is a social phenomenon that can be investigated using a variety of lenses
at the intersection of discourses and practices. We take the stance that multilingual
classroom participants do not use language A or B but rather a “medium of
classroom interaction” (Bonacina and Gafaranga 2011; see also Gafaranga 2007),
that is, a code of interaction which can include a variety of linguistic and non-
linguistic signs. In a ‘monolingual medium’, speakers use semiotic resources that
would traditionally be seen as belonging to one language. In a ‘bilingual medium’,
speakers use semiotic resources that would traditionally be seen as belonging to
one or more languages (and not simply two as the prefix ‘bi’ would indicate).
Following an emic perspective to interaction, language alternation is only seen as
such by the analyst if, and only if, classroom participants themselves recognise
that two languages are being used.

The third notion central to our study is that of ‘language policy’. We adopt
Bonacina-Pugh (2012) tripartite conceptualisation of language policy as ‘text’,
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‘discourse’ and ‘practice’. Building on Ball’s (1993) conceptualisation of policy as
‘text’ and ‘discourse’, Bonacina-Pugh (2012) proposed to conceptualise language
policy as ‘text’ and ‘discourse’. Bonacina-Pugh further proposed a third con-
ceptualisation, namely that of language policy as ‘practice’, following Spolsky’s
(2004) idea that there is a language policy at the level of practices. This tripartite
conceptualisation of language policy can be explained as follows: language policy
as text is a written artefact that regulates language (use); texts are products of
discourse, which is one form of social action. Language policy as discourse thus
produces knowledge and meaning in context and stands in a dialectical rela-
tionship to the social. Language policy as practice (or ‘practiced’ language policy)
refers to a set of implicit interactional norms that influence the production and
interpretation of language choice acts. We thus conceptualise ‘language policy’ as
being a multi-layered social and discursive process that involves interconnected
texts, discourses and practices. Drawing on critical discursive (Barakos 2016) and
practice-based (Bonacina-Pugh 2020) approaches to language policy, our aim here
is to investigate the extent to which the language policy at the levels of texts,
discourses and practices reflects the internationalisation agenda of the university
under study.

3 Context

In the academic year 2016—2017 (which is the closest statistics to our year of study in
2017-2018), there were 2.32 million students studying at UK HE institutions, of which
442,375 were non-UK students (Universities UK). Of these non-UK students, the UK
Council for International Student affairs reports that 307,540 were ‘international’
students, that is, from non-EU countries, and almost one third of these international
students was from China (see also the UNESCO Institute for Statistics). This repre-
sents a 14% rise of students from China since 2012-2013. This paper takes the case of
a prestigious Russell Group university in the UK where these trends are also
noticeable. In the university under study (referred to as University X for the sake of
anonymity), and at the time of the study in 2017-2018, there were 41,312 students, of
which 13,280 were non-EU. We note that 9781 students attended taught post-grad-
uate programmes, and a large number of these students (i.e. 4686) were non-EU.
Two masters programmes comprising a total of 164 students were studied. 136
of the 164 total were from China. However, it is important to note that the Chinese
students themselves are a ‘superdiverse’ group (Wei and Zhu 2013), who brought
with them a variety of linguistic resources. The twelve core teaching staff on these
two programmes at the time of the study were all English bilinguals: six of them
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were British, three from the EU, and three from outside the EU. These two Masters
programmes sit within one of the 21 Schools of University X.

4 Data sets and methods

Two data sets were collected: (1) a set of institutional documents; and (2) a set of
audio-recorded classroom interactions. These two data sets were analysed using: (1)
critical discourse studies (CDS); and (2) CA respectively. Whilst we are aware of the
theoretical tensions between CDS and CA particularly around their respective un-
derstanding of ‘context’ (e.g. Billig and Schegloff 1999; Wetherell 1998), we do not
feel it is necessary to engage in the debate over their potential (in)compatibility for
the purpose of this paper, for the simple reason that we use CDS and CA to analyse
very distinct data sets and phenomena. Ultimately, findings from CDS and CA will be
jointly articulated to discuss the interplay between language policy as text,
discourse and practice in relation to the internationalisation strategy of University X.

Our first set of data consists of three key institutional policy documents related
to the internationalisation agenda of University X: The University’s Internationali-
sation Strategy “University Global”, the University’s Strategic Vision 2025, and a
School-internal Internationalisation Strategy (2015). Unlike many universities in
non-Anglophone contexts, which would have an explicit and written language
policy, there is no ‘declared’ language policy (Shohamy 2006) formulated by Uni-
versity X. Notable exceptions are for minority languages, such as the University X’s
Gaelic Language Plan, its policy regarding English language entry requirements for
students, and its British Sign Language Plan. As a result, for our first data set, we
selected texts on the basis of their salience to the topic of internationalisation at
University X. The selected texts serve as surrounding documents to the debate over
diversity, interculturality and a global education. We aim to trace processes of
recontextualisation across these documents to show how certain themes, arguments
and discourses circulate and change in different discursive contexts.

Our second data set consists of a corpus of classroom interactions audio-
recorded in Semester two of the academic year 2017-2018. Data was collected
during an eight-week option course that sits within the two Masters programmes
described above. This particular option course was attended by 40 students. Two
groups of six students each were audio-recorded during pre-workshop activities
(without the tutor) and workshop activities (with the tutor) for a total of 12h over a
period of eight weeks. Group 1 consisted of three Chinese students, one Taiwanese
student, and one Mexican student. Group 2 consisted of one Singaporean student,
one Taiwanese student, and four Chinese students. Together with the French and
English bilingual tutor, these groups presented a linguistic repertoire that included
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English, Mandarin-Chinese, varieties of Chinese, Spanish and French. In Group 1,
students only had English as a shared language, whereas in Group 2, students
shared English as well as Mandarin Chinese. Audio-recordings have been tran-
scribed and translated into English when necessary.

To investigate language policy as text and discourse, CDS serves as an analytic
lens. CDS is a context-sensitive pluralistic approach in critical social research (for
overviews, see e.g. Hart and Cap 2014). It is both a theory and a method concerned
with unpacking “what people say and do in their use of discourse in relation to their
views of the world, themselves and their relationships with each other” (Paltridge
2012: 191). The discursive approach to language policy (motivated by Barakos 2016)
employed here takes discourse as an entry point to examine language policy as a
multi-layered phenomenon that manifests itself in regulations (declared policy
texts), people’s ideologies and experiences about language as well as their language
practices. It is shaped by the situated context and broader social structures at play.
For the purpose of this paper, the policy analysis will gauge how ‘internationali-
sation’ is talked about in policy texts by paying attention to the text-internal anal-
ysis, including a focus on key discourse topics such as language, diversity and
culture, lexico-syntactic features such as vocabulary and phrases as well as
discourse elements such as genre and topoi (common-sense ideas as grounds for
arguments), intertextual and interdiscursive connections between the strategies and
the social variables that shape the creation and appropriation of the texts and their
underlying ideological values. The analysis couples linguistic analysis (e.g. argu-
mentation, how social actors and concepts are constructed, intertextuality) with
social-theoretical analysis. It is thus paramount to investigate processes of recon-
textualisation, that is, how discourse topics and arguments are repeated, reformu-
lated, and transformed in the particular context of Higher Education policy
discourse on internationalisation. We are also interested in embedding circulating
discourses within broader sociocultural, economic and political contexts and
employing a critical gaze at taken-for-granted assumptions, circulating norms and
problematic discursive practices by policy makers.

To investigate the ‘practiced’ language policy, we analysed the second data set
through a CA lens (for a rationale for the use of CA for the study of ‘practiced’
language policy see Bonacina-Pugh 2012). A ‘practiced’ language policy is the set
of norms of language choice that is being shared and negotiated in interaction to
legitimise the use of particular languages at the local level (of a classroom in our
study). As previously argued (Bonacina-Pugh 2012, 2020), this set of norms is
considered to be a policy because it influences and informs the interpretation and
production of language choice acts. We first approached our data set with a view to
identify language choice ‘practices’, that is, regular patterns of language choice
acts. We then took each of these language choice practices and tried to unravel the
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norms of language choice that speakers oriented to when engaging in these regular
language choice acts. In other words, we tried to identify what classroom partic-
ipants referred to when interpreting the use of a particular language(s) as being
either legitimate or deviant. Following Shohamy’s and Spolsky’s advice that to best
discover a language policy within language use one has to study its “nonobser-
vance” (2000: 29), we conducted what Conversation Analysts call a ‘deviant cases
analysis’ (Heritage 1984). Using a turn-by-turn analysis and adopting an emic
approach to interaction, we focused on how classroom participants themselves
reacted to the use of particular language acts. If, for instance, classroom partici-
pants interrupted, repaired, or translated talk in a particular language(s), we
treated these interruptions, repairs and translations as evidence that classroom
participants perceived that particular language(s) as ‘deviant’, or in other words,
inappropriate. It is by looking at what classroom participants perceived to be
deviant or repairable that we were able to deduce what they perceived to be
normative, that is, in line with the agreed set of norms of language choice in the
classroom, i.e. the ‘practiced’ language policy.

5 Language policy as text, discourse and practice

In what follows, we first focus on the critical discursive policy analysis of a range of
institutional internationalisation strategies. We pay attention to the ways inter-
nationalisation is talked about and how it gets interlocked with language, culture
and diversity by discussing selected passages of discursive data that are most
relevant in constructing the link of internationalisation, diversity, culture and
language. We then turn to our set of classroom talk to identify whether the
‘practiced’ language policy in these classrooms reflect a similar understanding of
language, culture and diversity.

5.1 Language policy as text and discourse: Insights from
institutional internationalisation strategies

Internationalisation and global outreach are central discursive features of the
positioning, identity and branding strategies employed in the internationalisation
documents of University X. The particularity of this institution is though that the
international character gets discursively negotiated through claims over global
outreach and a promotion and preservation of local heritage, culture and pride.
What is of interest to this analysis is the ways internationalisation is discursively
constituted and coupled with diversity discourses, and in what ways, if at all,
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language is made relevant across the various documents. The texts chosen for
analysis pertain to the academic promotional genre. The nature and purpose of
internationalisation strategies is similar to that of university mission/vision
statements which fulfil a “telling” and “selling” function (Fairclough 2010: 184).
That is, there is a dual focus on informing the customers (staff, students) of the
internationalisation agenda and on promoting the institutions’ goodwill in doing
so (see also Morrish and Sauntson 2013).

What these statements then share is the ways the university declares its public
vision and how it conceives its strive for excellence and uniqueness before de-
tailing its specific action plans on internationalisation. Key recurring discourse
topics of the internationalisation agenda across all policy statements analysed
encompass globalisation, diversity, investment, educational quality, culture,
knowledge, resource and capital in terms of learning, teaching and research. It is
also interesting to note how the same few broad and elusive terms of the discourse
on internationalisation (e.g. world, worldviews, diverse; culture; investment;
collaborate) are recycled and recontextualised across and within these various
documents, from the top university level’s vision statement and its internation-
alisation strategy to the school level’s own internationalisation strategy.

University X positions and markets itself as a global and yet local institution,
emphasising the connection between education for global citizenship and main-
taining a local perspective. The following discourse fragments in Extracts 1- 3
exemplify the localised dimension of globalisation as a marketable feature of the
vision for internationalisation across the strategies:

Extract 1:

The University X: enlightenment for the twenty-first century world.

As a truly global university, rooted in Scotland, we seek to benefit society as a
whole (University X Strategic Vision 2025, bold for emphasis)

Extract 2:

We are a distinctly Scottish University based in Scotland [...], but our reach and
aspirations are international and it is in that context we must be measured. [...]
This strategy sets out how we intend to deliver on our aspirations of becoming a
place of first choice in the minds of the world” (University’s Internationalisation
strategy, bold for emphasis; deletion for anonymisation purposes)

Extract 3:

To reach our overarching objective to become a campus of mutuality, collabo-
ration and conversations between Scotland and the world” (Schools’ Inter-
nationalisation Statement, bold for emphasis)
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As the extracts demonstrate, a range of nomination strategies (“a truly global uni-
versity”; “a place of first choice”; “a campus of mutuality”) are at play to construct the
social actor University X as a global player that can build a bridge between its distinct
historical location in Scotland and its international outreach to the world. The use of
personal deixis (“we”; “our”) to encode the university, foregrounds the institution’s
values and beliefs as a personalised collective entity, similar to that of an individual
person. This strategy serves to engage and connect the reader (Fairclough 1993). The
fragments here, whilst eclectic and selective in nature, are also exemplary of the high
density of positively connoted nouns (“aspirations, collaboration”), and adjectives
and adverbs used as modifiers (here, “distinctly Scottish”; “first choice”; “truly
global”) which characterise the entire texts and their promotional genre.

As Hultgren et al. (2014) work shows, in competitive climates, universities need
to increasingly position and market themselves as international players in a global
education market. Fairclough’s work in the context of UK Higher Education (e.g.
1993) and Urciuoli’s (e.g. 2003) work for US Higher Education diversity discourse
have also critically traced the marketization, neoliberalisation and popularization of
university discourse. For University X, then, part of its internationalisation agenda
lies in branding itself as distinctly Scottish and truly global institution by blending
global and local values in order to gain a competitive edge over other HEIs and
attract foreign staff and student talent to this specific geographical part of the UK.

Another element of the University’s branding strategy is based on interlocking
arguments about internationalisation with economic rationalities as part of mar-
ketisation processes as discursive actions, as illustrated in Extract 4.

Extract 4: University’s Internationalisation strategy

We have succeeded in attracting increased numbers of international students from
more than 130 countries on the back of our reputation, teaching quality and
location. Having a good proportion of international students offers all of our
students the opportunity to learn more about the world. In partnership with
approximately 200 institutions worldwide, we also participate in exchange and
mobility schemes that offer students and teachers a challenging and exciting
international experience, providing them with new perspectives and an under-
standing of different cultures (bold for emphasis)

In this paragraph of the University’s internationalisation strategy, University X
persuades its readers of its international appeal by drawing on the topos of
numbers (“more than 130 countries”; “approximately 200 institutions”) as com-
mon-sense reasoning. The numerical evidence on international students and staff
numbers adds officiality and factuality. It aids to make a case for the university’s

global and diverse orientation, whilst the reference to ‘location’, as juxtaposed to
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reputation and teaching quality, recycles the key promotional argument about the
distinctiveness of University X in terms of its geographical location and history
(as discussed previously in Extracts 1 and 2). Furthermore, international students
and staff / mobility scheme are promoted and mobilised as gateways to the world
(“to learn more about the world”) and to access “different cultures”, with culture
being treated here in a rather abstract way and based on difference.

The marketised Higher Education discourse on the global and local values of
University X becomes further blended with a repetitive rhetoric on diversity and
culture, which is especially salient in the School’s internationalisation strategy.

Extract 5: School’s internationalisation strategy

School X is proud of the diversity of its student and staff population. Our key
aim is to prepare 21st century graduates who will have the knowledge, un-
derstanding, skills and vision to live in and contribute responsibly to a
globally interconnected society. School X is dedicated to developing an inclu-
sive teaching, research and study culture that celebrates and upholds the princi-
ples of equality and diversity. We aim to foster a campus and online culture
which stimulates collaborations and conversations across cultures, geogra-
phies and disciplines (bold in original)

As exemplified in Extract 5, this discourse fragment is characterised by a density of
positively connoted nouns and predication strategies that position the social actor,
here the School, as an ambitious, aspirational and active agent (“is proud of”; “is
dedicated to”, “aim to foster”). In terms of nomination strategies, the School os-
cillates between adopting a more distancing, authoritative, third-person (“the
School”) and a more inclusive, personalising first-person narrative (“our”; “we”).
Here, the school prides itself on its diversity ethos that stretches to “its students
and staff”. Yet, it remains vague about what type of diversity they mean (ethnic,
religious, racial, linguistic, national, socio-economic etc.) and whether this di-
versity encompasses the local, regional, national and/or international level.

In terms of intertextuality, the term “21st century” is one that is recontex-
tualised from the sub-title of the University’s Strategic Vision 2025 (“The University
X: enlightenment for the twenty-first century world, see Extract 1) in its appeal for
future-orientation and the identification of generic graduate attributes (“knowl-
edge, understanding, skills, contribute responsibility”) needed for a global soci-
ety. The diversity ethos in terms of staff and student cohorts then gets repeated in
connection with the broader, more universal principles of equality and diversity
and gets tied with inclusiveness in teaching, research and study practices. The
term “culture” is used here varyingly to refer to “study culture” and “a campus and
online culture”. As indicated in the last sentence, it is also employed with regards
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to the common-sense understanding of culture as a cross-border, intercultural
phenomenon. From an argumentative perspective, then, the topos of culture as a
common-sense way of reasoning is invoked in this extract as well as throughout
the internationalisation statement. Other phrases such as “staff and students from
a diverse range of cultures and countries” or “we will organise intercultural events
to celebrate diversity” exemplify how culture is treated as part of an essentialist
and narrow understanding of interculturality, centred on awareness raising of
‘difference’. This celebratory discourse on diversity and its interlocking with
internationalisation intersects with broader socio-political and political-economic
phenomena such as the growing hegemony of neoliberalism in education, which
frames learning and teaching in competitive, efficient, productive and entrepre-
neurial terms. Internationalisation is hence one way for universities to participate
as genuine competitors in an increasingly neoliberalised education system.

What is notable from the discussion of all data extracts thus far and the wider
analysis of the sampled internationalisation strategies is that the discourse on
linguistic diversity is invisible. Culture and diversity are abstracted from language,
that is, connections to linguistic knowledge, language skills or the relevance of
multilingualism for twenty-first century graduates are obscured. Furthermore, the
linguistic capital of international and home students as well as that of existing and
incoming staff is absent from the internationalisation discourse of University X.
Language/language skills/multilingualism are obliterate topics. The only explicit
references to language can be found in the School’s internationalisation state-
ment, as exemplified in Extract 6.

Extract 6: School’s Internationalisation Statement

Promoting worldviews

As priorities, we will:

1. Organise student led contributions during the annual ILW week to enable
discussions about different worldviews on a range of topics

2. Organise events (including during ILW) that aim to alert home students of the
value of learning languages and of learning in education settings in a second or
third language (italics and bold in original)

Here, the School aims to prioritise awareness-raising events for home students about
language learning and education in “a second or third language”. It discursively
frames language under the broad banner of ‘worldviews’. The fragment is charac-
terised by vagueness through generalised phrases (e.g. “a range of topics”; “value of
learning languages”) and exclusion in that the organised event in point 6 are uni-
directional and aimed at home students only, and not at international students.

Similar to the above extracts, what is erased from this worldview promotion is the
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notion of communication skills and how the multilingual repertoire of students and
staff can be used as a resource in teaching and learning.

Based on the analysis thus far, we can argue that the diverse and international
education envisioned by University X seems to focus on the knowledge of ‘other’
cultures. The domestic Scottish culture, including the University’s own existing
linguistic diversity, is sidelined. The internationalisation discourse does not
embrace how the existing linguistic diversity of University X, and within the
School, can be promoted, accommodated, planned for and linked up with its
internationalisation agenda. Language policy is thus never discussed explicitly,
which begs the question of the role of English in HEIs in Anglophone, ‘native’
English-speaking countries such as the UK. Liddicoat’s (2016) study on language
planning in universities found that English serves as the academic lingua franca
and the dominant language of public life in the UK, so universities have shown
only little interest in managing the linguistic consequences of internationalisation.
When for many universities in non-Anglophone countries, internationalisation
means Englishization (e.g. Hultgren et al. 2014; Piller and Choo 2013), this aspi-
ration does not necessarily need to be met by University X. Rather, there appears to
linger a taking-for-granted assumption about the pervasiveness of English at
University X as a ‘natural’ medium of instruction and medium of communication,
based on the fact that said University is based in an Anglophone country.

5.2 Language policy as practice

Turning now to our corpus of classroom talk, we investigate the language policy as
practice (also referred to as the ‘practiced’ language policy in Bonacina-Pugh 2012
and 2020) that the classroom participants under study orient to in interaction, that
is, the set of norms of language choice that inform the interpretation and pro-
duction of their language choice acts. In doing so, our aim is ultimately to show the
resonances and dissonances between the institutional internationalisation
discourse of University X and the ‘practiced’ language policies observed on the
ground.

A CA of our corpus first reveals that English is adopted as a monolingual
‘medium of classroom interaction’ (Bonacina and Gafaranga 2011) in teacher-led
talk (see Section 2 for an explanation of the notion of ‘medium of classroom
interaction’). This choice of medium is never negotiated, talked about or chal-
lenged by either the teacher or the students. What is more, we note that there are no
instances of alternation to languages other than English in teacher-led talk.
Despite the fact that the teacher is bilingual in French and English and that stu-
dents are also all bilingual in their respective languages and English, only English
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is used in workshop interactions between students and the teacher. Furthermore,
English seems to be the only normative language choice in teacher-led talk, that is,
the only language that is seen as legitimate and appropriate. In other words, it
seems that only the shared language among classroom participants is appropriate.

Interestingly, however, in the corpus as a whole, English is not the only language
that is used with a sense of normativeness. Mandarin is also seen as a legitimate
medium of classroom interaction, both in pre-workshop groups (when the teacher is
absent from the room) and workshop groups. In Extract 7 below, for instance, two
students talk in Mandarin whilst the teacher is addressing the whole class in English.
The teacher is going over the answers of a matching exercise, where students had to
match a concept from the lecture with its definition. Here, the teacher acknowledges a
students’ response about the definition of ‘coherence’ and ‘cohesion’.

Extract 7 (Group 1):
e T:teacher, English and French bilingual speaker
e S2and S4: students, English and Mandarin bilingual speakers

T : L (.) that’s right (.) so that’s the
ability to take part in a
conversation that hangs together (.)
so it’s to be coherent and cohesive
(.)

T : [yeah

s4: [BMNE (L) Aot

nage a zhege ma
<which one (is it) this one>
8 82: (.) °EERA
jiu zhege
<it is this one>

N o W

9 (.)
10 T : “narrative discourse” (.) what’s the definition

In this extract, a problem arises as S4 does not understand which concept the
teacher is discussing. S4 turns to her peer S2 to seek help and uses Mandarin (line
7). In line 8, S2 gives the clarification requested, also using Mandarin. This brief
exchange between S4 and S2 forms a schisming (e.g., Egbert 1997) away from the
teacher-led participation framework. Interestingly, the use of Mandarin here is not
seen as a repairable matter. This indicates that Mandarin is seen as acceptable
among S2 and S4, most likely because it is for them a shared language. In this
sense, S2 and S4 seem to orient to the norm of language choice according to which
it is appropriate to use a shared preferred language as a medium of classroom
interaction, even if that language is not English.

Similarly, when students share more than one preferred language,
these languages can be adopted as a “bilingual medium of classroom
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interaction”! (Bonacina and Gafaranga 2011). In our corpus, this is the case

when Mandarin and English bilingual students choose to use both Man-
darin and English as one medium, without seeing any of these two lan-
guages as needing repair or translation. English and Mandarin can be used
within the same turn by the same speaker or, as illustrated in Extract 8
below, each speaker can choose to use a language each. Here, S1 and S2
are working in a linguistically homogeneous group where all speakers
share English and Mandarin. They are presenting to each other the picture
books they would like to use for their lesson plan.

Extract 8:
(Group 2): S1, S2: students, English and Mandarin bilingual speakers
1 sl: ( )V/MEFHIBEH ( )—K#E (.) RARARGRE
xiaohaizi de shu jiu yidadui hahahaha
<children’s book lots of them hahahaha>

2 S2: hahahaha
3 sl: RENANFERBM=-
wo na jige butong leixing de
<I took various types>
4 82: =so- (.) so this i[s your own book?
5 sl (ST
na guolai jie yixia
< (1) borrowed them>
(.)
7 sl: (BB (.) FLRfH

e youxie shi jie
<uh some of them are borrowed>
8 82: [or how do you-
9 sl: (.) FL&R () SISt
youxie shi ziji de

<some of them are my own>

This extract is a clear example of the “parallel mode” (Gafaranga 2007) of a
bilingual medium of classroom interaction, as S1 uses Mandarin throughout the
interactional episode, whilst S2 uses English. Since both English and Mandarin are
shared languages among the speakers of this interactional episode, both lan-
guages are seen as appropriate and legitimate.The use of these two languages is
not challenged, repaired or translated by any participants and everything indicates
that the conversation is going smoothly and naturally. English and Mandarin are
used as one code, or in other words, one ‘medium of classroom interaction’
(Bonacina and Gafaranga 2011).

1 In this literature, ‘bilingual’ refers to two or more languages. So a ‘bilingual medium of class-
room interaction’ is a medium that can include two or more languages as one code.
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We have shown so far that language choice is never explicitly discussed in our
corpus but that, instead, the classroom participants seem to rely on an implicit
understanding of what language(s) is appropriate or not in this classroom, that is, on
a ‘practiced’ language policy that is continuously being negotiated in interaction.
We have also shown that an English monolingual medium is used and taken for
granted in teacher-led talk but that two other mediums also carry this sense of
normativeness, namely a Mandarin monolingual medium and an English and
Mandarin bilingual medium. Whilst linguistic diversity was ignored in language
policy texts and discourses (as discussed earlier), it seems to be recognised and
legitimised by the ‘practiced’ language policy at play in these two workshops (see
also Bonacina-Pugh 2020 on the role of the ‘practiced’ language policy in legiti-
mising multilingual classroom talk). However, for that linguistic diversity to be
accepted and therefore drawn upon in interaction, it needs to be shared and un-
derstood by all interactional participants. This is what Extract 9 below indicates.
Here, students are interacting among themselves in a linguistically heterogeneous
group (Group 1), where S1 and S5 speak Mandarin and English whilst S3 speaks
Spanish and English. The three students are working together to design a lesson plan
based on a picture book of their choice. The picture book they chose is entitled ‘turn
left turn right’.

Extract 9:
*  S1and S5: English and Mandarin bilingual speaking students
*  S3: Spanish and English bilingual speaking student

1 Sl: I like the story so much
2 <)
3 S5 “turn left turn right”
4 {-)
5 S3: [“turn left turn”-
6 S1: ["IE () “PRXEEERGE"
zhongwen xiangzuo zou xiangyou zou
< uh (in) Chinese turn left turn right>
7 (.)
8 S83: what ha- [haha
9 S1: [haha sorry
10 83: [hahahahaha
11 8s1: [that was- (.) the nam-(.) the original name

12 83: ohhh

S1, S5 and S3 have been conducting the task successfully in English until in line 6, S1
switches to Mandarin (“H 3 [] £ 7E [F] 45 7 ). This switch is heard by S3 who does not
understand Mandarin and who immediately reacts by asking ‘what’ and laughing (in
line 8). Laughter here serves as an indicator of repair (a self-initiated other repair) and
points to the fact that the choice of Mandarin is deviant and therefore inappropriate.
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By laughing, S3 conducts a “medium repair” (e.g. Gafaranga 2011) and requests that
English be used as the medium of interaction. In doing so, she points to the implicit
norm (i.e. policy) she is orienting to when interpreting S1’s language choice act. It
appears that, according to that norm, only a shared preferred language(s) is appro-
priate in interaction. In the following turn, in line 9, S1 acknowledges orientation to
that norm, apologises, and explains what she was saying in Mandarin backin English
(line 11). S1 simultaneously switches back to English, providing a second position
medium repair (Gafaranga 2011) and establishing mutual understanding of the
practiced language policy with S3. S3 then acknowledges receipt of this information
with a change-of-state token (Heritage 1984) ‘ohhh’ and the conversation resumes in
English. In sum, this extract shows that languages other than English are allowed if,
and only if, they are shared and understood by all interactional participants. In turn,
this means, as a result, that languages that are not shared by many participants, such
as French (the teacher’s first language) or Spanish (the first language of two students),
rarely find an interactional space in classroom talk. Consider this last extract below,
where a Spanish and English bilingual student (S3) is missing a word in English and
therefore turns to her other language Spanish.

Extract 10:
(Group 1)
®  S3: Spanish and English bilingual speaking student

S1 and S5: Mandarin and English bilingual speaking students

1 83: in Spanish we have a word but I’m not sure how
2 it is in [English

3 Sl: [uhm

4 (.)

5 S3: it’s like- (.) when your skin is not (.) like
[ white (.) but it’s not black it’s like

7 (.)

8 S1: in-between

9 S5: middle

10 83: in-between
11 sS: uhm

12 Ss1: uhm

13 83: so (.) in Spanish the word [should be::

14 S1: [is it (.) natural or
15 is it from like the sun tanning

16 S3: yea- (.) it’s because of re-

17 8S1: the race
18 83: yeah yeah yeah yeah yeah
19 S1: oh okay

S3 is searching for a word in English, as evidenced by her statement “I’'m not sure
how it is in English” and the multiple self-interruptions and pauses. She offers a
paraphrase of the word she is missing in lines 5 and 6. Her peers S1 and S5 seem to
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understand what S3 is trying to say and offer possible candidates (“in-between”,
line eight). As none of these candidates seem to be what S3 is looking for, she turns
to her other language and offers to give the Spanish equivalent of the word she is
missing in English (line 13). However, her attempt to switch to Spanish is inter-
rupted by S1, who requests further clarification on the missing word (line 14). The
fact that S3 is interrupted as she is about to switch to Spanish indicates that her
peers do not see the use of a language they do not understand as being helpful for
meaning making. S3’s peers are orienting to the implicit norm of language choice
mentioned above according to which only a shared language(s) is appropriate in
interaction. This extract clearly shows how a language that is not shared by all
interactional participants is not given space to be drawn upon.

Although it appeared at first that the multiple languages available in these two
classrooms are used in interaction, only English and Mandarin are in fact used.
Furthermore, they are used exclusively in interactional episodes where all class-
room interactants understand them. Languages that are not shared and mutually
understood are not allowed. In a sense, this indicates that the so-called ‘linguistic
diversity’ in these two classrooms is acknowledged and drawn upon only in
interactional episodes where there is no diversity; that is, when there is no lin-
guistic heterogeneity among participants and that everyone understands the same
language(s). In cases like Extracts 8 and 9 above, where there is a linguistically
heterogeneous group and therefore an actual linguistic diversity, that diversity is
not mobilised. This may further reveal that the classroom participants only value
and allow languages when these languages serve a shared purpose of constructing
meaning jointly. When languages are used by one person to make meaning, they
are not given space in joint talk.

6 Discussion and concluding remarks

The internationalisation of higher education and language policy are two issues
that are frequently conjointly examined in non-Anglophone countries, where HEI
undergoing internationalisation adopt new language policies (usually EMI). Our
study contributes to the rapidly expanding discussions of internationalisation of
Higher Education and language policy by offering a case study of a lesser observed
context, namely a HEI in an Anglophone country. We have taken the case of
University X, a Russell group university in the UK, with a view to analysing the
extent to which language policy was an integral part of internationalisation ‘at
home’. To do so, we have investigated University X’s language policy texts, dis-
courses and practices. Findings show that there was indeed a variety of language
policies such as the British Sign Language plan and the Gaelic plan but that there



DE GRUYTER MOUTON Language policy in the internationalisation =— 1121

was no overt language policy stating what the medium of instruction and
assessment should be. Yet, University X’s ethno-linguistic landscape is highly
diverse with numerous multilingual staff and students. Due to the noticeable
absence of an overt language policy, we examined a set of internationalisation
texts and applied a CDS lens to unravel discourses of language, culture and di-
versity. We then took the case of two workshop groups at postgraduate level. A CA
lens was used to analyse a set of audio-recorded classroom talk and understand the
‘practiced’ language policy classroom participants orient to. Given that University
X has not formalised an explicit language policy, staff and students have come up
with their own rules and negotiations of diversity in practice. That is, they have
negotiated a ‘practiced’ language policy that they use as a common reference point
to know what language(s) is/are appropriate or not.

Our CDS analysis has borne out a dominant promotional rhetoric about diversity
and culture as forming part of a global education in the internationalization
discourse. At the same time, the linguistic diversity of international staff and stu-
dents (as well as home students and local staff) is ignored. The University com-
municates a clear message without articulating it discursively: it excludes any
language matter from its internationalisation agenda and global vision, with an
underlying ideology of English as the ‘normal’ and sufficient academic lingua franca
and the language of internationalisation. This exclusion of language matters is quite
surprising in view of the broader celebratory discourses currently circulating on
linguistic diversity and the marketised and commodified view of languages as key
skills for employment in future life. Similarly, our CA analysis of classroom talk has
revealed that English is also, in practice, the normative choice of medium of inter-
action between the teacher and her students. It also became clear that among stu-
dents, only shared languages were seen as acceptable. In the linguistically
homogeneous group, students adopted either a Mandarin monolingual medium or
an English and Mandarin bilingual medium but no other varieties of Chinese were
heard. In the linguistically heterogeneous group, students adopted an English
monolingual medium and no interactional space was given to students’ other lan-
guages that were perhaps not shared among many other students, like Spanish.

In sum, although it may appear that the classroom participants were
acknowledging linguistic diversity, it became clear that their ‘practiced’ language
policy only legitimises those languages that a majority of the classroom partici-
pants understands. In this sense, the full linguistic diversity of the students and the
teacher was not drawn upon and languages that were not shared by all were
silenced or altogether absent. Mandarin was therefore the only language other
than English that was seen as legitimate and normative.

Interestingly then, it appears that language policy texts, discourses and
practices are here clearly interconnected. The assumed ‘naturalness’ or
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‘normativeness’ of English is visible in texts, discourses and practices and so is the
silencing of languages that are not seen as being shared by all. The ‘practiced’
language policy observed in the two classrooms further revealed that the use of
Mandarin was another language that was also seen as normative because it was
shared among students in small group talk. As such, our CDS and CA analyses both
indicate that linguistic diversity is not valued in language policy texts, discourses
and practices. Only shared language(s) (namely, English at the level of texts and
discourses; and English and Mandarin at the level of practices) are seen as legit-
imate.

Methodologically, this research presents a first and significant attempt at
articulating findings from a CDS and CA lens in language policy research. Further
work is needed to fully comprehend the extent to which CDS and CA can be
articulated in language policy research. This paper further sheds light onto the
multi-level nature of language policy and the dialogic relationship between texts,
discourses and practices. The door has been opened on the language policy
challenges that internationalised universities are facing in Anglophone contexts.
Language policy issues should be at the heart of internationalisation processes of
HEIs in Anglophone countries (as it is in non-Anglophone countries), in order to
challenge a pervasive English monolingual ethos as well as the assumption that
only shared language(s) can be used.

Transcription conventions

(.) pause less than 0.2 second

[ overlap

= latching utterance

() unidentifiable talk

°talk® softer than surrounding talk

- cut-off
: extended syllable
A

| rising intonation

“talk” quoted talk
B original talk in Mandarin-Chinese
nage pinyin

<which one> English translation
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