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ABSTRACT
There has recently been an increase in English as a Medium of Instruction (EMI) in Higher Education (HE). The growth of EMI has led to a proliferation of descriptive research on teachers’ linguistic competence, learners and teachers’ perceptions of and attitudes toward EMI, the methodology implemented in English as a Medium of Instruction, and the support and training provided to EMI teaching staff. However, to date, this rise in EMI has not been accompanied by a plethora of research on pedagogical and linguistic considerations. This chapter sheds light on some of these factors, with a focus on lecturers’ teaching methodology. Focus group interviews and case study analyses were conducted, involving EMI lecturers from a university in southern Spain. The data obtained in this study have been used to establish a pedagogical proposal for in-service EMI teacher training.
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TOWARD A DEFINITION OF ENGLISH AS A MEDIUM OF INSTRUCTION

The number of educational settings that adopt a language which is not the learners’ mother for teaching content has increased over the last two decades. These settings range from preschool and primary education to high-school and tertiary levels. Broadly speaking, there are several terms which refer to this type of instruction, including CLIL (Content and Language Integrated Learning), CBI (Content-based Instruction), ICLHE (Integrating Content and Language in Higher Education), and EMI (English Medium Instruction). The differences between these terms are not always clear, and they are sometimes used as synonyms. However, it is possible to identify some distinctive features. The first two terms, CLIL and CBI, are umbrella terms used to refer to non-higher education (HE) levels; they also encompass the dual focus of teaching content and language. CLIL was coined and used in Europe, whereas CBI is associated with North America (Macaro et al., 2017). Unlike CLIL and CBI, the third term, ICLHE, corresponds to tertiary levels, but like the aforementioned terms it also integrates both content and language. 
The fourth term, EMI, is also linked to HE, yet it only focuses on content learning via another language, usually English (Dreaden and Macaro, 2016), although “labels given to the phenomenon of EMI and their definition are inconsistent and problematic” (Macaro et al., 2017, p. 46). Generally, EMI involves learning academic subjects through the medium of English without reference to explicit language teaching. In other words, there is a focus on subject content mastery through English but no focus on the language itself. 

MOTIVATIONS FOR INTRODUCING EMI 
It is apparent that a growing number of universities are choosing to incorporate EMI, and this significant increase in EMI programs has been taking place since the start of the millennium. According to Doiz, Lasagabaster, and Sierra (2012), around 800 EMI programs were offered in Europe alone as early as 2002. Today, EMI continues to expand even in countries with less tradition of learning through English, such as Asia and southern Europe, following the global trend of internalization within the Bologna process (Doiz, Lasagabaster, and Sierra, 2012). 
[bookmark: _GoBack]EMI constitutes a “university managerial decision to boost the prospects of the institution” (Macaro, 2017, p. 39) for a number of reasons outlined below. The expansion of EMI programs has to do with state universities’ attempts to achieve internationalization and better compete with the private sector, among other issues. From this perspective, by offering EMI programs, universities facilitate international student exchanges and compensate for falling enrolment numbers due to changing demographics. Additionally, they are likely to gain prestige and strengthen their competitive profile thanks to a rise in international academic rankings, as well as improve domestic students’ competences, thus enhancing their employability abroad. Moreover, considering the status of English as the uncontested international language of the 21st century, EMI facilitates an increase in staff mobility, institutional global visibility, and grants access to more teaching and research materials. In fact, among the reasons for adopting EMI programs, some universities highlight the availability of resources in the English language only, particularly in science and technology-related areas (Tsui, 2018). In short, EMI is associated with the internationalization of universities initiated in the new millennium, in turn triggered by economic and high-prestige academic decisions.

EMI AND ITS CHALLENGES
The implementation of EMI poses a number of challenges for all participants involved in the process, students, teachers, and administrators.  
One major concern for administrations/administrative departments/administrative bodies and stakeholders is the so-called “Englishization” of universities and the effect this may have on home languages, both in countries with a post-colonial history such as India as well as in other countries with minority languages (i.e., Finland). In either case, the vernacular language(s) may be devalued, although there is as yet no evidence that this is happening (Dearden and Macaro, 2016). 	Comment by Luffi: ¿Cuál de los tres es el término más preciso?
Another concern is the process of “domain loss”, or borrowing of English words for scientific terminology, particularly in areas such as computer science. A related scenario may be the disappearance of academic textbooks published in the home language, impoverishing the cultural heritage, language and society of countries with minority languages. 

.oups” (Dreaden & Macaro, 2016:RegardingReagrding EMI, three important aspects to consider are the linguistic proficiency expected of educators participating in this type of program, whether they have the necessary competence to teach very specific content in another language, and what specific type of language competence is required to achieve this type of teaching. From this perspective, it is unclear whether a difference should be made between general language competence and academic competence, and which one would be needed for teaching purposes. According to O’Dowd (2018:10), “there is a remarkable lack of consensus as regards the minimum level of English for EMI”. Additionally, some universities are engaging “untrained” faculty members to teach, and these lecturers, even with the highest academic degrees from English-speaking countries, “are not linguistically ready to teach their subject areas in English” (Tsui, 2018, p. 102).  Staying with the notion of competence, it has not been established whether the classroom language should be more or less “native”, using monolingual bias terminology (Cook, 2003), or whether academic knowledge is more important than nativeness. In short, it remains unclear what kind of English should be used in EMI in at the HE level (Macaro, 2017).
Another concern for teachers is the perceived lack of support regarding linguistic aspects and pedagogical guidelines. In the case of language, institutions are expected to cater for the linguistic needs of teachers in the form of specialized courses and language assistants, which is not always met. Regarding pedagogical matters, the rapid growth of EMI has not run parallel to the development of a specific set of pedagogical techniques and procedures that facilitate this type of teaching (Lasagabaster, 2018; O’Dowd, 2018). In fact, many teachers still believe that EMI in HE is merely a question of directly translating content without actually focusing on teaching the L2 (Contero, 2018). 
Therefore, a further issue underlying EMI concerns is the required adjustments to methodology and assessment. It has been argued that the use of tests in English for students with a different first language may yield unfair or invalid scores and low achievements, which cannot be ascribed to poor content knowledge (Sohami, 2012). Accordingly, it may be necessary to consider the types of adjustments required—in comparison to L1 teaching—for evaluating content in EMI. This could include additional support, extra testing time, different question types in the exams, and even one or several alternative forms of assessment (Macaro, 2017).  
A key agent in the EMI context is undoubtedly the learner. Concerning linguistic proficiency, students are required to have a threshold level of English language competence, which is expected to increase when participating in these courses (Dearden and Macaro, 2016). What remains unclear is which threshold level is needed. Additionally, this expected—but not as yet verified— – increase in language proficiency should “bring some benefit to language development without causing a negative impact on content learning.” (Wilkinson, 2018, p. 3). To date, there is no evidence that EMI approaches lead to an automatic improvement in English (Tsui, 2018). Moreover, it is still unclear whether the depth of the students’ academic content acquisition is the same regardless of the language used in the classroom, namely their L1 or English (Doiz, Lasagabaster, and Sierra, 2012).
A further challenge reported in the literature is the “indiscriminate implementation of EMI” (Doiz, Lasagabaster, and Sierra, 2012, p. 215), which is likely to add to the workload of both teachers and students. This burden may yet increase given that the implementation of these programs does not usually cater for linguistic and pedagogical courses, help from language assistants, extra credits assigned to participants, and screening processes that prevent mixed-level classes. Additionally, EMI may limit the opportunities and prospects of those learners opting for a non-EMI program (O’Dowd, 2018).

CURRENT RESEARCH INTO EMI AT HE
The growing implementation of EMI programs at universities has led to the development of a wide range of academic studies since the early 2000s, but mostly in the last decade (Wilkinson, 2017). These studies have focused on a number of general and more specific issues. In terms of the former, researchers have delved into the motivations behind introducing EMI (see the section above), the design and implementation of EMI courses, and the impact it has on participants, encompassing individuals and institutions. The more specific aspects look at the consequences of EMI on teachers and learners and their attitudes toward it; namely, their beliefs and views about EMI, the (expected) increase in learners’ language proficiency, the effect it has on the learning of academic content, and which pedagogical cues are being—or could be—implemented to improve EMI and enhance learner performance.
Regarding the design and implementation of EMI courses, a global trend has been observed over the last twenty years, in line with the internationalization of Higher Education Institutions (Dafouz, 2018; O’Dowd, 2018). This agenda also represents an attempt to gain more recognition and prestige for the institution as well as for the participants. Furthermore, the institution maximizes its economic benefits and builds an international profile, whereas learners may achieve better and higher career prospects (Tsui, 2018). 
This movement toward EMI policies has seen notable developments in the design of specific EMI programs, and this has materialized in different studies across numerous countries and for diverse types of students (Airey, 2011; Alipichev et al., 2017; Corrigan, 2013; Dafouz, 2018; Dang et al., 2013; King, 2013; Yang and Zhang, 2013). These include, among others, design schemes that incorporate dual-team teaching (Lasagabaster, 2018; Valcke, 2016); the implementation of a dual-focus approach to academic content and language (Aguilar, 2015; Corrigan, 2013; Wilkinson, 2018), including vocabulary reinforcement (Brown, 2013); and the use of self-efficacy theory to build EMI teachers’ confidence (Tsui, 2018). In short, this global trend has come about as a development of stakeholder policies in HE, rather than as an implementation of specific pedagogies. However, EMI researchers and participants are currently developing specific methodologies in order to adapt to this global policy. 	Comment by Luffi: No sé si es el término correcto. 
Another field of research encompasses EMI beliefs, attitudes and needs (Helm and Guarda, 2015) for teachers and students. Although many initial studies were exploratory in nature, dealing with participants’ perceptions, a growing number of studies now include more systematic and validated surveys (Aguilar, 2015; Argudo et al., 2018; Contero et al., 2018; Dafouz, 2018; Helm and Guarda, 2015; Hudson, 2009, O’Dowd, 2018; Werther et al., 2014). In terms of the most widespread beliefs, studies report how participants believe EMI brings cultural and financial benefits (Doiz, Lasagabaster, and Sierra, 2012, p. 2014); boasts instrumental advantages leading to better job opportunities (Dafouz, 2018); improves intercultural understanding (Mendez-García and Casal-Madinabeitia, 2018); facilitates social mobility and increases mental flexibility (Argudo, 2018). Although teachers agree with these beliefs, they also report two major concerns. First, they find that learners, and sometimes even themselves, lack sufficient linguistic competence (Doiz, Lasagabaster, and Sierra, 2012; Macaro et al., 2017; O’Dowd, 2018). Second, lecturers believe that specific EMI teaching skills are somewhat lacking in their instructional style (Contero et al., 2018; Kouassi, 2016; Lasagabaster, 2018). This is something that universities need to provide; however, in the words of Dafouz (2018, p. 2), institutions do not usually incorporate the methodological component, reflecting “a belief in university education that language competence in itself is sufficient to teach subjects through another language”. In other words, EMI pedagogy is deemed unnecessary by institutions, which consider translating content as being enough.
Regarding linguistic competence, there is as yet no evidence that learners’ English proficiency is boosted by EMI teaching procedures (Macaro et al., 2017). Additionally, there are no studies to determine what the threshold level for teaching or enroling in EMI should be (O’Dowd, 2018). Another issue that remains to be researched is how language competence affects academic content. As Sohami indicates (2012, p. 202) “the effectiveness of these programs and the extent to which university students reach expected levels of academic knowledge (…) is still an open and under-researched question.”

RESEARCH INTO EMI PEDAGOGY
Despite the growing popularity of EMI, there is still a shortage of pedagogical guidelines or courses to help maximize EMI instruction (Lasagabaster, 2018), even though many EMI teachers claim to lack pedagogical preparation for this challenge. As O’Dowd state (2018, p. 10), “greater attention is required to the whole issue of training teaching staff in EMI and a wider consensus is needed on what this training should involve”. 
This lack of methodological preparation reported by EMI teachers and the challenges underlying effective academic content acquisition can be solved by developing a systematic set of pedagogical cues or procedures that specifically address EMI in HE education. Some proposals have been put forward this far, including (1) diverse teaching methodologies; (2)  the use of scaffolding techniques and materials; and (3) translanguaging processes. 
Concerning methodologies, some studies (Costa, 2012; Crespo and Llanos-Tojeiro, 2018; Ducker, 2013; Lasagabaster, 2018; Valckle, 2016) report that there must be a shift away from a teacher-based transfer of information, departing from traditional university lectures. That is to say, there should be a move toward learner-based approaches, in which students are allowed to participate more and shape their own understanding through multiple learning tasks and behaviors. Some proposals include Valckle and Alfaro (2016) and Lasagabaster’s (2018) dual-team teaching, in which a language teacher and a content teacher collaborate together in EMI classrooms. Costa (2012) employed a focus-on-form approach, whereas Ducker (2013) supports EMI within a project-based framework. The second aspect, scaffolding[endnoteRef:1] techniques and materials, incorporate modifications or adaptations in the resources used for the classroom as well as adjustments to the language used in lectures, which may involve the use of specific question types, an explicit vocabulary or grammatical focus, and other strategies aimed at improving comprehension (Wilkinson, 2018). The third aspect, translanguaging, also called code-switching, welcomes the use of both languages—the students’ L1 and the L2, English—into the classroom (Costa, 2012; Wilkinson, 2018). Whereas the term code-switching has pejorative connotations, with many teachers and students still believing that if they use their L1 they will lose respect and show their lack of competence, translanguaging is the same process viewed from a different and more encompassing perspective (Doiz, Lasagabaster, and Sierra, 2012). Both languages are equally valued, and they may be used to maximize comprehension and scaffold content and language within the EMI context (Flores and Aneja, 2017).  [1:  Scaffolding is the term for a pedagogical technique first used by Wood, Bruner, and Ross in 1976 (in Gibbons, 2013) which consists of  special transitional support provided by a teacher, classmate, parent, or even computer which enables learners to achieve a complex task, activity, or process they would not be able to do alone. In the case of EMI, scaffolding involves adapting academic content and the English language by means of the materials used, the input conveyed, and the output elicited from the learners (the latter has not been analyzed in this study).	
] 

Finally, methodology would be incomplete without also considering assessment. According to Macaro et al. (2017), students with weaker linguistic competence are likely to perform less well academically. Furthermore, it has been reported that the learners’ assessment through the L2 affects the results of the content being evaluated (Lasagabaster, 2018; O’Dowd, 2018). Clearly, this calls for for alternative forms of evaluation which are not so directly influenced by the learners’ linguistic skills. A process-based or dynamic assessment may reduce the learners’ reported lack of academic performance. Projects, individual or group presentations, participation in diverse activities, workshops integrating theory and practice, and multiple-format exams may constitute viable options. Undoubtedly, an increase in evaluation tools used should not translate into an extension of the evaluation period, at the cost of learners’ or teachers’ time.  
Against this backdrop, the study that follows explored EMI lecturers’ teaching methodology and assessment tools.


A STUDY ON EMI UNIVERSITY LECTURERS’ TEACHING METHODOLOGY
Research Questions
This study addresses the following research questions:
1. What are the main methodological aspects and teaching techniques used by EMI lecturers in their lessons?
2. What kind of training needs, if any, do lecturers consider they have which tie in with EMI methodology?

Methods
Context and Participants
This study was conducted at the University of Jaén (UJA; Spain). At present, this institution offers three master’s programs taught entirely in English; two undergraduate degrees taught over 85% in English; and several master’s and undergraduate degrees taught between 20% and 65% in English. Courses corresponding to different degrees are available in English for a small number of students (25-30); in non-EMI degree programs, there is a parallel course taught in Spanish, usually with a larger number of registered students. For many years, this university has given all lecturers the opportunity to participate in the PATIE programme (Programme of Attention and Support to International Students in a Foreign Language) at any one of these three levels: Level 1, teaching a particular course in Spanish, although tutorials, material and exams are accessible in the L2; Level 2, which includes these components plus seminars conducted in the L2 (levels 1 and 2 are exclusively geared toward international students); and Level 3, meaning that 100% of the course on offer is taught using the L2. Lecturers choose the implementation level⁠—1, 2 or 3—and the L2, which is mainly English, although French and German are also possible. There are currently 77 courses from 34 degree programs at PATIE Level 3. In 2018–2019, the University of Jaén and, in particular, its Center for Advanced Studies in Modern Languages (CEALM), introduced “EMI 2019”, a training course for EMI lecturers,  which derived from a needs analysis carried out at the institution. The requirement for enrolment is to hold a B2 certificate, although many teachers already have a C1 or C2 certificate. 	Comment by Luffi: Hace falta una expresión de tiempo. ¿Será lo correcto, o quizás “several”?
The target population of this study was UJA EMI lecturers from departments other than English Philology. Ten of these lecturers, all of whom are native speakers of Spanish and teach undergraduate courses (with one exception, T7, teacher/lecturer 7), participated in this research. Interviewee profiles are summarized in the table below:

Table 1. EMI lecturer profiles
	
	Gender
	Age
	Languages spoken (first language(s) in brackets)
	Area(s)
	PATIE LEVEL
	EMI teaching experience
	EMI courses taught per year
	Number of students on the course
	Percentage of international students

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	T1
	Female
	28
	(Spanish)
English
German
	Law
	Preparing for EMI teaching
	
	
	
	

	T2
	Female
	47
	(Spanish)
English
	Industrial Engineering
	3
	4 years
	2
	32
	20%

	T3
	Female
	36
	(Spanish)
English
Italian
	Business Administration and Management
	3
	1 year
	1
	25
	70%

	T4
	Male
	48
	(Spanish)
English French
	Chemistry
Environmental Science
	2
	5
	1
	20
	20%

	T5
	Male
	46
	(Spanish)
English
	Chemistry
Industrial Engineering
	3
	4
	1
	10-20
	25-50%

	T6
	Female
	48
	(Spanish)
English
	Environmental Science
	3
	5
	4
	10-18
	95%

	T7
	Female
	51
	(Spanish)
English
	Business Administration and Management
Finance and Accounting
	3
	5
	2
	20-40
	20-30%

	T8
	Male
	42
	(Spanish
English) Catalan Italian
	Master’s in Tele-communication Engineering
	3
	6
	Master’s course
	15
	80%

	T9
	Male
	43
	(Spanish)
English
	ComputerEngineering
	3
	7
	1
	20
	5%

	T10
	Male
	51
	(Spanish)
English
	Biology
	3
	3
	2
	20
	0%



Research Tools
The present study is embedded in a larger-scale research project. To identify the main methodological aspects of EMI in tertiary education, the authors gathered data on EMI at the university using two different methods. 
The first was a two-case study. For Case Study 1, the first author attended a session led by an experienced EMI lecturer in Biology (T10 above), as an example of ‘best practices’. The information provided by the EMI lecturer triggered further discussion on EMI teaching methodology and techniques implemented by other course participants. Note-taking on this lecture and the subsequent whole-group discussion were employed as initial research tools. Case Study 2 represented a second instance in which an EMI teacher took over (T9, Computer Engineering). Again, note-taking was used to gather data.
The second method involved drawing on a corpus of 2 semi-structured focus-group interviews, each averaging 5 teachers. Interviews were intended to confirm or refute data gathered through note-taking and to expand on lecturers’ EMI methodology and teaching techniques. Ten out of thirty course participants attended the interviews, including T9 and T10.
Whereas case studies welcome a “detailed examination of a single example” (Flyvbjerg, 2006, p.220), focus-group interviews provide exceptional data insight into lecturers’ perceptions of their teaching practices. Research underscores the significance of investigating lecturers’ perceptions, as these beliefs have been shown to shape teachers’ instructional behavior (Knowles and Holt-Reynolds, 1991; Pajares, 1992). Focus-group interviews are versatile tools that allow interviewers to seek clarification and interviewees to throw light on issues not necessarily envisaged by researchers. Throughout the process, participants formulate, reformulate and expand on their ideas (Breen, 2006), thus generating abundant data.
The interviews were prompted by the guiding questions below:
Why did you decide to teach through EMI?
What are the main teaching techniques  you use when teaching through EMI? Please think about aspects such as initiating, giving and concluding a lesson. 
Which specific teaching techniques do you use to improve students’ comprehension and content processing? Please reflect on non-academic/ academic language, verbal/non-verbal communication, visual or audiovisual elements.
To what extent have you refined these techniques over the years?
Do you use English exclusively or do you switch to Spanish in your lessons?
Which methodological aspects do you think you need training or support for?

Procedure and Data Analysis
The authors first contacted the Vice-chancellor’s Office for Internationalization and, through this Office, some EMI lecturers. The study was presented during the “EMI 2019” course concurrently; 10 of the 30 course participants expressed interest in sharing their views in the focus-group interviews, which were held in the lecturers’ L1, Spanish.
Interviews were video and audio-recorded. After an introduction to the study, initial content and verification questions were formulated, followed by concluding questions. Results were validated by double-checking relevant data collected during the EMI course session; data obtained in the first focus-group interview was also verified in the second interview.	Comment by Luffi: ¿Debe ser “initial content”?
 Data were transcribed in full; they were coded and analyzed thematically by the authors, first individually and then comparing each other’s analysis to ensure interrater reliability. 

Results
The case study results are presented first, followed by the interview results.

Case Studies
Case Study 1 (CS1) corresponds to a Biology expert (T10), who argues thatthe lecturer’s mission is not to provide information but to teach students how to manage it, a pedagogical approach which adheres to “the 4 Cs”: critical thinking, creativity, collaboration, and communication. These methodological principles govern the layout of his course, as shown in the structure of its 6-component website: theoretical content, lab sessions, think bigger/think better, collaborative research, questions from chapters, and other content and links.
Figure 1 below summarizes the structure of the theory class, where discussion is prompted and/or supported by audiovisual and visual input:	Comment by Luffi: Creo que es el término más adecuado. 

Figure 1. CS1. Theory class: a student-centered approach	Comment by Luffi: He hecho algunos cambios en las figuras que no se ve con el control de cambios. 





The lab sessions aim to set the course in a wider context. Designed with a view toward internationalization, they include links to other universities addressing similar practical content.
Figure 2 outlines the steps followed for the remaining relevant areas of T10’s course:

Figure 2. CS1. Thinking, collaborating, and exploring content


As the foregoing data reveal, T10’s methodology involved students at all stages of the learning and, interestingly, assessment processes. For example, for the examination, the lecturer retrieved 15 questions out of the pool of questions put forward by students so that proficiency did not affect the results of the evaluated content.
Additionally, to ascertain whether content covered in the EMI course compares with its parallel Spanish course, the Spanish course lecturer agreed to write the exam in Spanish to assess both groups of students. 
Regarding Case Study 2, T9 is an expert in Computer Engineering and implements flipped classroom techniques. Figure 3 illustrates the two main stages for the theory sessions:

Figure 3. CS2. Theory class: flipped classroom



CS2 encapsulates some of the key features of student-centered and scaffolding approaches. The results of the online tests completed by the students—and subsequently checked by the lecturer before each session—determine the structure of the theory class, the content analyzed, and the main topics to be debated, each class tailored to meet the students’ needs. 
For the practical sessions, another detailed resource is made available, with codes and exercises to be read and conceptualized at home. In class, students complete an additional exercise; the core components of the pre-class exercises are condensed into this new one. The mark that the students get in this exercise for each session go toward their ongoing assessment. Like CS1, CS2 evaluation adheres to the EMI maxim of employing dynamic assessment formats not directly influenced by learners’ linguistic skills.
After two years of implementing the flipped classroom approach, T9 observes a slight decline in the number of students who decide not to sit for the exam, an increase in practical session attendance and, even more revealing, an improvement in students’ grades. 

Focus Group Interviews
The results of the focus group interviews are broken down into five key categories: reasons for shifting methodology; scaffolding of input, techniques and materials: translanguaging: assessment: and perceived training needs.

· Reasons for shifting methodology
For some lecturers, the decision to sign up to EMI is made on academic or organizational grounds: a field of study where information is widely available in English (T1, T2); departmental agreement (T4, T8); incentives such as reducing the teaching load (T7, T10); and priority given to EMI lecturers when choosing teaching courses (T9). 
Other lecturers highlight personal reasons; for example, an interest in languages (T3) and EMI as a challenge they want to fully embrace (T6). 
Third, some lecturers report the drive to tackle the tedium of years of unchanged teaching methods (T9), and the urge to reinvent themselves as teaching professionals (T5), which opens up new opportunities for pondering other perspectives (T7):
I was not aware that teaching through English was not only a matter of translating the material (T7)
Methodologically speaking, EMI prompts constantly evolving teaching practices (T9), and encourages methodological additions/changes (T6). An interest in shifting methodology incentivizes lecturers (T10) to delve into pedagogical publications that can help them depart from traditional university lectures and implement learner-based approaches (T10). 
This drive is also conveyed in their active participation in teaching innovation projects (T4, T8, T9). One example is T8’s collaboration with a Polish colleague to record videos, available to their students online. Rather than emphasize the worth of the materials produced, the lecturers’ language limitations and self-consciousness come to the fore:
Unfortunately, we are not native speakers, but at least students are able to see that a Pole and a Spaniard are able to understand each other using English. (T8)
This self-consciousness seems to be an influential factor in EMI pedagogy. T10 —who acknowledges feeling insecure using English and feigning confidence in EMI classes—has found himself/herself using videos to warm the students up. Not only do they learn about the content in an engaging way, but they also gain exposure to native speaker usage and pronunciation. This allows for an ensuing interactive class and group discussion about the video’s content. In contrast, T5 played videos at the end of the lessons to check comprehension and help students process information.	Comment by Luffi: ¿Cuál es?
Via another teaching innovation project, T9 has implemented alternative pedagogical models, such as the flipped classroom approach, ensuring that the same content (which he translates into English for the EMI sessions), similar methodology and examinations apply to both L1 and EMI courses. 
This shift away from traditional methodology (T10) affects the class structure (T3, T7), not only to meet EMI requirements but also to meet the demands of teaching in an ever-growing international environment:
Class structure and class instruction change. (T3)
It is a change to conform to the type of students I have, a combination of Spanish and Erasmus students. (T7)
I adapted my whole way of teaching to the EMI group. (T10)
In particular, a move toward learner-based approaches, which demands constant active student participation, is observed in some cases (T3).
However, an opposite perception of EMI is also reported. For some teachers, who still give traditional university lectures (T2, T4, T5, T6, T8), no significant changes to methodology are required, as the students know English. EMI itself does not change lecturers’ approaches to teaching (T2, T4, T5, T8); rather, the small EMI group size promotes more dynamic and interactive sessions (i.e., more students can complete tasks on the board, T5) and prioritizes group work (T2, T5): 
What I do in English is not determined by the language but by the number of students (T2).
Moreover, through interaction, EMI lessons are also reported to create a positive learning atmosphere (T7).
T3’s EMI learner-based approach focuses on building learners’ skills:	Comment by Luffi: La frase original es dificil seguir. ¿Lo he entendido bien?
I have noticed that it is more enjoyable for students and makes them work harder at home. (T3)
The data above reveal a gradual shift from teacher-based information transfer to learner-based approaches, with the incorporation of media such as video t ignite content analysis through class discussion (T10) and techniques like flipped classrooms to boost learners’ class preparation time (T3, T9). 

· Scaffolding of input, techniques and materials
Regarding the interviews, and irrespective of whether lecturers inform significant or minor methodological changes, evidence points to scaffolding  by means of tests (T3, T8), designed using Socrative (T9) or Kahoot (T2), to motivate students and check their understanding.
Additionally, lecturers frequently scaffold materials with audio and/or visual elements like the whiteboard (T7, T10), PowerPoint (T2, T5), and videos (T3, T4, T5, T6, T10), although sometimes the material used is simply a printed translation of the previously prepared L1 or visual material (T2, T9). T10 is emphatic about the need to adapting content and create new material:	Comment by Luffi: ¿Es eso? Hay que ser más preciso. 
I adapted contents […] Indeed, I did not use a single slide or content of the material I had previously prepared for the Spanish group. (T10)
Among the factors that facilitate and enhance EMI is the plethora of sources available to obtain and present information, both printed (papers) and visual (videos) (T3, T4, T10). Websites in English not only become sources of information (T7), but they also help develop students’ information-seeking skills (T4) and analytical skills when filtering core content from selected articles or videos (T3).
Also relevant is the washback effect of EMI teaching techniques (T3) such as resorting to a wider range of visual and audiovisual material, which lecturers (T4, T6, T7, T8) are incorporating into their Spanish classes (sometimes with subtitles, T4), as T6 and T3 explain:
I have spread this methodology to my classes in Spanish. (T3)
I use more videos or TED talks in my EMI classes. And, I have begun to use them in my Spanish classes too. (T6)
In terms of input scaffolding, a key feature of EMI is the use of specialized vocabulary (T2, T3, T5), which comes with an added difficulty: students translate terms into their own language and continuously resort to dictionaries (T3). 
To address this vocabulary-related challenge, some lecturers construct vocabulary inventories in their notebooks (T3). There is no equivalent process for a focus on grammar, which is generally learnt by implicitly reading articles and reference books in English (T5). Hence, lecturers instinctively teach in English having gathered language forms from reference materials and videos:
I have taught my classes as best I can, and by intuition. (T10) 
We are carried along by intuition. (T9)
The sample does not acknowledge any adjusting or scaffolding of the language used in their lectures, but some focus on form in the EMI class is perceptible in the lecturers’ provision of academic English references for EMI students (T4). As another example, lecturers’ light-hearted approach to their pronunciation slip-ups leads to reflection on their importance when it comes to negotiating meaning and creating a relaxed classroom environment:
When I have mispronounced a word – and said “gun” instead of “gum” in the construction “chewing-gum” – I have used it to create a more relaxed classroom atmosphere (T6)
Register and degree of formality are of particular concern. Academic English used in class is essentially formal in nature (T2), but for individual or small group consultations outside of the classroom setting, register poses a problem (T4, T6). Not only does it represent a middle ground between formal academic and informal registers (T5), but in these cases Spanish would be more informal. Nevertheless, some lecturers favor exclusively formal language at higher education level (T7).
A further bewildering aspect is regional variation preferences in terms of appropriateness (T4 expands on “My God”, only accepted in some parts of the USA).	Comment by Luffi: No sé si es el término correcto, y no sé qué sería en español. ¿Podrías poner una alternativa?
Jocular registers prove problematic because they require a strong command of English (T8). The culture-specific nature of humor also comes to the fore (T8); the double entendre of an utterance and its underlying humorous tone is largely grasped by Spanish students (T9, T10), but it is either lost when translated into English or simply not understood by non-native speakers of Spanish (T4, T6). Although a good command of the language may compensate for this (T9), the interviewees stress how difficult it is to joke in English (T6, T7), acknowledging that they only feel comfortable telling anecdotes or sharing personal experiences in the L2 (T7, T8).
In general, participants report a number of explicit scaffolding techniques aimed at improving comprehension: questions at the beginning of the class to check understanding of previous sessions (T5); end-of-class revision of the main tasks completed (T5); repetition during class time (T1, T5, T9); paraphrasing (T3, T5, T9); exemplifying (T5, T9); and asking questions to ensure comprehension and invite participation (T5, T6, T10). T3 argues that the use of these strategies may explain why her theory-based EMI classes tend to be longer than her parallel L1 class, although for other teachers this may stem from teaching experience (T2) rather than the language of instruction per se (T2 and T4). 
A more elaborated use of questions for input scaffolding involves asking students to discuss a concept in pairs, search for further information on mobile devices/computers, and ascertain their peer’s understanding of the core concepts (T10). 
Tests and surveys are also employed as comprehension strategies (T8 and T9), particularly in flipped classes:
As students have to go through the material and complete a test before each class, I get to know whether they have understood or not the concepts, or whether I have to explain them in class. (T9)
Non-verbal communication and cues can also play a significant role in input scaffolding. By observing students’ facial expressions, lecturers are able to discern where the difficulty lies (T3). Lecturers draw on eye contact (T2) and gestures (T3, T4, T6, T8, T9) as strategic behaviors that encourage student participation (T6). Although gestures like smiling seem to be instinctive (T7), the culture-specific nature of gestures needs to be analyzed: T4 refers to the position of the hand to indicate “2”, inward or outward depending on the culture, whereas T8 expands on head movements to indicate “yes” or “no”, which may cause considerable confusion for some international students:
Until you tell them that in Spain/Spanish this is indicated in this particular way (T8)	Comment by Luffi: No he corregido las frases de cada T porque son verbatim, pero no sé si quiere decir “Spain” o “Spanish”.
Proxemics is used by lecturers to bridge the gap and understand students better (T6), for example,by signaling turn-taking (T5).
As for paraverbal communication, the tone in which the message is conveyed may need modulation. T6 describes the tendency for  transferring the Spanish tone to English utterances, which sound more forceful and bring about misunderstandings with international students. Similarly, accents or regional variations in spoken English may lead to breakdowns in communication within intercultural contexts. T6 reports on problems understanding American, Tunisian, and Sub-Saharan students, whereas T8 struggles with German and Ukranian accents, although Indian accents of English pose the most difficulties:
Making myself understood and understanding Indian students is a real challenge […] This high English level. I tell them “I try to adapt to you, please try to get adapted to us. Instead of saying /’tri:/, please say /’ɵri/” (T8)
To sum up, the data expose varied instances of input scaffolding and reveal the markedly challenging nature of non-verbal and paraverbal communication. 

· Translanguaging
Some lecturers report  using English almost 100% of their teaching time (T2, T3, T5), except when it comes to explaining technical terms (T2) or telling jokes in Spanish (T3). However, when dealing with difficult concepts or ideas, paraphrasing may be preferred to translation (T5).
Although English represents the only option for international students who do not speak the local language, a lack of of international students may lead to a gradual switch to L1 (T8). Indeed, in EMI classes with no foreign intake, the almost 100% English usage by students and lecturers at the start of the term falls as the term progresses (clarification and explanations are given in Spanish) and as the content becomes more difficult:
My students, at the end of the term, ask in Spanish straight away. They do not even try in English. (T9) 
After years of EMI experience, some lecturers have developed the communicative strategies of responding to their students using the same language in which the questions are posed, or conveying a particularly important message in both languages (T10). They have also come to accept that falling back on the native language is allowed and justified (see T10 below), as they gain awareness that reading and processing information in English is considerably more time-consuming and the L1 represents a valuable tool in sense-making (T7):
It is ok if I have to speak in Spanish and if the student has to ask about something in Spanish. (T10)
Our brain is used to processing information and understanding in Spanish […]; some little help in Spanish at a given time is always welcome (T7)
To conclude, there is demonstrable evidence that lecturers are familiar with the translanguaging process and acknowledge the intrinsic value of combining L1 and L2 to scaffold content and language as well as maximize comprehension. Our data corroborate that most lecturers using the L1 neither view it as an indicator of a lack of English competence nor as a reason for losing face. On the contrary, the L1 emerges as a powerful ally in negotiating meaning.

· Assessment
The previously substantiated methodological changes account for a shift in assessment. For T2, lab work is given priority over examinations, with lab-based tasks performed in groups led by an agreed spokesperson (T2). Similarly, in lab practice sessions, T5 turns to collaborative work in order to prepare an oral group presentation, which constitutes the lab exam and assessment. 	Comment by Luffi: ¿Es eso?
T10’s choice of 15 questions for course assessment extracted from the pool of questions designed by the students, and T9’s ongoing assessment based on the results the students obtained in the additional tasks completed during the practical sessions, exemplify evaluation formats which ensure that students’ L2 proficiency does not affect the results of the evaluated content .
T7 summarizes the benefits of EMI; together with group work and classroom presentations, continuous day-to-day work, and enhanced class interaction, ongoing assessment reportedly represents the main innovation behind EMI:
And this is the only innovation: everyday class development and a system of continuous evaluation, which are not available to Spanish groups. (T7)

· Perceived training needs
Regarding EMI lecturers’ perceptions of their training needs, key aspects indirectly transpire when reflecting on components of the “EMI 2019” course they have benefited from. One such aspect is the provision of a variety of expressions for conveying the same functions and notions (e.g., responding to “thank you” using constructions other than “you’re welcome”) (T5) for stylistic variation. The second is a focus on different registers—not just formal academic language—suitable tofor communicating with international students in small group talks or individual consultation (T6). Third, we have conceptual foundations and specialized vocabulary for language teaching techniques, tasks, and approaches (i.e., “task-based” or “gap-filling”) (T6, T9): 
As I learnt to teach through experience, without specific pedagogical training, knowing that I was implementing something in my classes and that it is called “task-based” is an eye opener. This has helped me organise information mentally and know how to defend my way of teaching (T6)
Last but not least, some lecturers report the opportunity to gain knowledge about other EMI lecturers’ teaching practices (T1, T3):
Getting to know about the others’ experiences has been the best. (T3)
In response to the probing question about what methodological aspects lecturers believe they would need training or support for, some lecturers would welcome field-specific vocabulary training (T3). Support is also required for translating materials (T2, T5).
There is a noticeable demand for spoken register training, a remarkably challenging aspect being the regional varieties of English (e.g., American English, T4):
I am not referring to courses to write, study phrasal verbs… I miss a course devoted to watching films and, mainly, to speaking (T4)
Lecturers agree that constant exposure to oral English is important. Because most of them teach their EMI course over one semester, their English skills seem to wane during the other semester (T5). Offering courses for this period would be a option (T6), although other alternatives, such as meetings and talks, are proposed:
The option is organising meetings or talks in English so that it becomes a continuum. (T6)
Further suggested courses of action include maximizing international lecturers’ stays by asking them to hold informal talks, forums, and debates about a particular topic in an informal setting⁠—for example, meeting up for coffee (T6, T7). T8 comments upon an experience which sees himself and his colleagues come together with academy teachers,high-school  language assistants, and Erasmus students: 
We meet Tuesday nights at 21.30 and we have a drink and speak English (T8).
Some lecturers voice their willingness to be observed by language specialists or other experts while teaching through the medium of English to get feedback on how to improve their EMI classes. This may be as part of a training course, a teaching innovation project, or dual-team teaching (T3).
Finally, from a methodological perspective, articulating ongoing pedagogical training through a catalogue of graded courses by difficulty level or other criteria emerges as a key approach:
A pending aspect is to improve my teaching skills […]. I do not have a pedagogical background or anything that helps me teach my students. (T3)


Discussion
Regarding the first research question, namely the main methodological aspects and teaching techniques employed by EMI lecturers, the data reveal that EMI lecturers use an array of teaching techniques and are familiar with a range of methodological features. Notably, not only do they implement scaffolding techniques through interactive, collaborative and group work, and scaffold materials through the use of visual/audio-visual material and printed sources, but their scaffolding of techniques and materials in EMI is having a washback effect on lecturers’ classes delivered in Spanish. 
The data show that the input conveyed is clearly tailored and adjusted to match the students’ proficiency level. This is done by explicitly introducing a topic at the start of the lecture, giving examples, emphasizing main points, encouragingparticipation, and concluding the teaching session with a summary of the core content. Input is also enhanced for vocabulary or/and linguistic structures (Wilkinson, 2018), although the latter is not as apparent in the sample. Indeed, the results attest to an explicit focus on vocabulary and an implicit focus on grammar and pronunciation. 
Similarly, lecturers strive to scaffold their input, mainly although not exclusively by using tests and surveys to check understanding and question appropriateness for a number of purposes—for example, to determine previous knowledge, ensure comprehension, request student participation, and negotiate meanings (see endnote 1). Furthermore, lecturers rely on non-verbal clues and elements of non-verbal and paraverbal communication. In particular, they make efforts to control their tone and employ non-verbal cues, such as engaging students by making eye contact or observing their facial expressions to monitor comprehension. 	Comment by Luffi: Suena como falta un sustantivo. ¿Podría ser eso?
As for form, four areas of difficulty have been identified: a) jocular language and the culture-specific nature of humor; b) a sense of lecturers’ perceived “inferiority” for not being native speakers of English; c) registers and levels of formality; and d) a struggle to understand regional varieties of English. Broadening the perspective on English is key to counteracting some of these difficulty areas. One possibility is to analyze the Global English paradigm and how English as a lingua franca has shifted the center of gravity from the native speaker, as “the model” to follow, to the competent speaker able to use the language for transnational communication and successful international exchanges. Another option is to raise awareness of English as a world language, explicitly or implicitly drawing on World English Models, which distinguish between an inner circle, countries where English is spoken as a L1; an outer circle (places like India where English is a L2), and an expanding circle, where English is a foreign language. Because the data confirm that varieties of English spoken by foreign and second-language speakers pose as much difficulty as some native varieties of English, this needs to be addressed by explicitly focusing on core features of the most widespread varieties of English in each circle, coupled with opportunities for extensive listening practice in these varieties.	Comment by Luffi: ¿Es eso el sentido?
In terms of language switch, there is a growing appreciation of the intrinsic value of translanguaging, with the L1 being used by lecturers to explain difficult concepts or incorporate humor, thus helping to negotiate meaning and maximize comprehension. sENDLYS (SEE tRE PA HER Qiew havACA TE H, SINO DE TRATranslanguaging is now an accepted practice in many bilingual settings, as it has shown to facilitate comprehension and learning, particularly in the case of students with lower proficiency levels (Flores and Aneja, 2017; Lasagabaster and Sierra, 2012). However, alternating between the two languages—English and the L1—in bilingual education still deeply splits opinion in many monolingual contexts, in the belief that it demonstrates a lack of competence (see monolingual bias in Cook, 2003), that it cannot be used with students of different nationalities, and that it is very difficult to draw a line between use and overuse of the mother tongue. However, translanguaging is a practice that highlights how t the L1 and L2 are culturally and socially valued. It also enables the negotiation of meanings for difficult concepts and, as reported above, it supports learners with lower L2 competence, giving them equal opportunities to perform academically well.	Comment by Luffi: ¿Está bien? 
Finally, the data point to an unprecedented level of interest in alternative pedagogies on the part of EMI lecturers, demonstrated by their participation in teaching innovation projects. Shifting methodology is also reflected in dynamic assessment tools such as collaborative presentations and ongoing assessment, adopting formats that facilitate content assessment regardless of the learners’ L2 linguistic skills. 
Regarding the second research question, namely EMI lecturers’ perceived training needs, the results indicate a need for instruction in stylistic variation, a focus on neutral and informal language registers, and the provision of teaching techniques covering specialized terminology. Of paramount importance is the need for extensive and continuous oral English practice in formal teaching contexts and informal everyday situations. Lastly, there is a perceived need for enrolling in graded EMI courses and for articulating the observation of EMI lecturers’ classroom practice.

Content Proposal for EMI Teacher Training
In view of the data collected via case studies and focus group interviews, we suggest a content proposal specifically designed for EMI pre-service and in-service teacher training across three areas, as detailed in the following tables.  

Table 2. Content Proposal 1 
	Shifting methodologies

	Provision and discussion of specialized terminology for key language teaching techniques, tasks, and approaches 

	Methodological and assessment proposals that depart from traditional university lectures and teacher-focused approaches

	Designing a series of EMI training courses for ongling pedagogical training at different levels

	Tasks that welcome the opportunity for EMI lecturers’ to share their teaching practices and experiences

	Encouraging the development of EMI collaboration and the conceptualization of joint projects

	Opportunities for dual-team teachin, and/or expressing opportunities for collaboration between language and content specialists 




Table 3. Content Proposal 2
	Scaffolding

	Specific vocabulary pertaining to a particular field of knowledge

	Creating ‘personal learner’s dictionaries’ for compiling, recording, managing, and fixing vocabulary

	Analyzing a wide range of expressions for conveying the same notions and functions

	Presentation/analysis of language structures and vocabulary across three levels of formality: formal, neutral, and informal usage

	Paraverbal elements in pronunciation: stress, rhythm, and intonation

	Tailoring courses on oral skills and oral expression for informal everyday use 

	Raising awareness about the status of English as a World Language: providing basic vocabulary and pronunciation core features corresponding to the most widespread varieties of English spoken by native and non-native users, and providing opportunities for extensive listening practice for these varieties

	Presenting English in the context of Global English, and analyzing how the center of gravity has shifted from the native speaker model to the competent speaker paradigm

	Coordinating / creating opportunities for everyday spoken English in semi-informal and informal contexts to increase lecturers' exposure to English

	Analyzing translanguaging and the role of L1 in enhancing and maximizing EMI



Table 4. Content Proposal 3 
	Beyond language and methodology: Interculturality

	Reflection on intercultural experiences: intercultural misunderstandings and how to solve them

	Analysis of the notion of contextual appropriateness

	The culture-specific concept of humor

	Signals for turn-taking

	Non-verbal elements and how they affect intercultural communication: oculesics or eye contact; kinesics (facial, bodily, gestural movement); haptics (when it is appropriate to touch the other person); and proxemics (interpersonal body distance and boundaries)



To conclude, research involving EMI lecturers has allowed authors to identify key content for EMI teacher training in three fields: shifting methodologies, scaffolding, and—beyond language and methodology—interculturality, an aspect not often discussed in EMI literature but which holds paramount importance in higher education settings given the intense internationalization that tertiary institutions face at present. 


TOWARD A PEDAGOGICAL PROPOSAL FOR EMI

In view of the study reported above and current research, this section provides a pedagogical set of procedures specific to the EMI classroom, as shown in Table 5.

Table 5: Procedures for EMI teaching
	
Methodology
	Pedagogical procedures
	Implementation

	
	Translanguaging
	Use of both the L1 and the L2 to scaffold content and language. Both languages are equally valued. L1 is used to translate difficult content or language items. 

	
	Scaffolding of content and language
	Materials
	Adaptation of materials: addition, deletion, modifying, simplification, reordering
	All those resources that focus on adapting materials; incorporating more elements (written or visual) into texts; modifying the language/content of academic texts; simplifying either the language or content; and reordering the different elements in an academic text.

	
	
	Input
	Input tailoring
	Simplifying input (content and/or language) provided by the teacher so it is “tailored” to students’ needs and level.

	
	
	
	Input enhancement
	Explicit focus on specific vocabulary or grammatical expressions before or after working with academic texts to improve comprehension and reinforce language learning (Wilkinson, 2018),  i.e., vocabulary lists, conceptual maps, and availability of language expressions.

	
	
	
	Use of questions
	Used to check previous knowledge, confirm comprehension, trigger students’ participation, negotiate meaning, make input more comprehensible,  repeat content, and focus on (meta)language (Dafouz and Sánchez, 2013).

	
	
	
	Speakers’ volume and pace
	Controlling the lecturer’s speech, slowing the speed and increasing the volume.

	
	
	
	Non-verbal
	Use of facial and body expressions to clarify language and emphasize key concepts. Maintaining eye contact to engage students and check their comprehension, and using body language and facial expressions to emphasize core content and clarify language. 

	
	
	Output[endnoteRef:2] [2:  These are all examples of negotiating meanings, a process that individuals go through to acquire understanding of the content conveyed. The results show that in order to negotiate meanings, participants must employ strategic behaviors or communication strategies to compensate for gaps in knowledge and to come to a common understanding. Assistance and collaboration are part of this negotiation, which includes comprehension checks (i.e., repetitions) and confirmation checks. Output and the negotiation of meanings have not been addressed in this study.
] 

	Communication strategies 

	Achievement strategies: use of paraphrases, conscious transfer, and mime.
Reduction strategies: topic, message, and/or semantic.	Comment by Luffi: Para comprobar. No sé si había un error de puntuación. 

	
	
	
	
	Self-performance
Other-performance
Processing time pressure

	
	
	
	
	Direct
Indirect
Interactional

	
	
	
	Negotiation of meaning
	Comprehension checks (tag questions + repetitions), confirmation checks, and clarification requests

	Evaluation
	Using alternative forms of evaluation// Process-oriented evaluation.
	Tests with multiple-format questions, projects, presentations, and workshops.  
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ENDNOTES

1. Warm-up: 
Video with core content


2. Pair / group discussion of video


3. One student writes keywords / key content on the board, followed by whole class discussion


4. Lecturer expands on video with further visual support (picture, slides, etc.)


5. Further material with key concepts is added if content turns out to be difficult


6. Additional papers
















Think bigger, think better


 After studying the content, students read an article containing shocking pictures (of people, etc.) not just texts/figures/graphs


Collaborative research


 Research is conducted collaboratively


Questions from chapters


 At home, students answer some questions


 The lecturer uploads the same article with underlined or highlighted answers


 Students search for relevant links on a topic and share them online


 In a seminar, students grade the links uploaded by other students and choose the most interesting ones


 The lecturer instructs students on how to build multiple-choice questions


 Individually, students write at least 3 questions for each item of content studied (around 100 questions per student per course)


 Throughout the course, a battery of approx. 2000 questions and their answer keys are uploaded online 


 Assessment: 15 questions are extracted from this pool of questions for the final exam


 These questions guide the ensuing class discussion 










To be done before class


 Material to study before class: selected slides from a PowerPoint presentation, designated sections from a reference book, a practical example, and an exercise for programmers to make changes to the example


Theory class development


 Warm-up: discussion based on students' doubts about the material


 Wrong answers to questions are discussed in pairs / small groups


 Make use of what you have studied: completion of an online test on this material


 Difficult questions in the test (according to students' results), and additional questions added by the lecturer through Socrative, are answered


 Individual completion of the same questions after the discussion


 Checking answers and final whole group discussion


 Comprehensive outline of each class with "session goals", "material to study before class", and to "make use of what you have studied"







