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The expansion of English medium instruction (EMI) across global higher education goes 
along with the debate about translanguaging as both a pedagogical resource and a 
challenge for content lecturers. This systematic review synthesises 24 empirical journal 
articles and book chapters published during the period of 2016-2025 to examine 
lecturers’ beliefs, perceptions and practices of translanguaging, as well as institutional 
constraints in higher education EMI settings. The research databases Scopus, Web of 
Science, ERIC and ScienceDirect were used to review studies in diverse contexts for 
thematic analysis, following PRISMA guidelines. The findings highlight three notable 
issues concerning teacher-centred dimensions, including (1) persistent tensions between 
English-only ideologies and multilingual pedagogical realities; (2) translanguaging 
practices for various purposes, such as knowledge mediation, content comprehension, 
rapport, and affective supports; and (3) constrained enacted translanguaging factors 
within policy-driven EMI environments. Through highlighting the belief-practice 
relationship, this review reconceptualises translanguaging in EMI as a form of situated 
teacher cognition and professional decision-making, rather than a mere instructional 
technique or a sign of linguistic deficiency. The article concludes by foregrounding 
several directions for future research in order to engage more systematically with 
lecturers’ beliefs and agency in multilingual higher education classrooms.  

 
Introduction  
 
The internationalisation of higher education has driven a global shift toward English-
medium instruction (EMI) due to the pursuit of universities in terms of global rankings, 
publications, and mobility (Macaro et al., 2018). Especially, in non-Anglophone contexts 
where English is not historically embedded within academic domains, EMI promises 
expanded access to international knowledge flows. However, the enhancement of EMI as 
a dominant internationalisation strategy simultaneously introduces the inequalities owing 
to the fact that students and even lecturers may lack the academic English proficiency 
required for disciplinary knowledge construction. Alternatively, such paradox has 
generated a core concerned issue whether meaning-making can be achieved when English 
is not fully developed among stakeholders. In response to this, the assumption that the 
exclusive use of English optimises academic learning has been challenged by scholars who 
advocate translanguaging, the strategic use of multiple linguistic resources to co-construct 
meaning (Doiz & Lasagabaster, 2016).  
 
Rather than separating named languages, translanguaging, the term first used by Cen 
Williams (1994) denotes the instructional practice where two languages were purposefully 
alternated for both input and output within a lesson or a task. Originally, translanguaging 
is considered a planned, teacher-initiated strategy that should be encouraged in bilingual 
classrooms to promote children’s development in both languages. Later the notion of 
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translanguaging was further developed by Garcia and Li (2014) as a language of pedagogy 
that goes beyond bilinguals’ language practices as two separate language systems ‘but as 
one linguistic repertoire with features that have been societally constructed as belonging to 
two separate languages’ (p. 2). In other words, translanguaging theory conceptualises 
bilingual and multilingual learners as possessing a single, integrated linguistic repertoire 
that can be mobilised to facilitate comprehension, participation, and epistemic access, 
leading to the academic and affective enhancement of students. Subsequently, in a broader 
sense, translanguaging was theorised as a practical theory of language by Li (2018) that 
considered language "as a multilingual, multisemiotic, multisensory, and multimodal 
resource for sense- and meaning-making" (p. 22).  
 
Accordingly, EMI lecturers, especially those teaching specialised disciplinary content, 
frequently navigate complex linguistic, pedagogical, and ideological tensions in their 
classrooms to leverage learners’ all linguistic varieties and multimodal resources for 
producing more efficient lessons (Genc et al., 2023; Fang et al., 2023). However, in 
another dimension, such a view directly challenges the monolingual habitus of EMI, 
which aligns with the ideology of English-only policy to maintain academic legitimacy, as 
García and Li (2014) noted that translanguaging has been rarely recognised as a legitimate 
teaching strategy. Also, it is reputed that teachers, regardless of perceiving translanguaging 
benefits, often face either institutional pressure to maintain an English-dominant 
classrom, or self-pressure from insufficient English competence, in cases of using mother 
tongue (L1) in EMI classrooms. As a consequence, a potential gap between teachers’ 
perceptions and practices exists (Stainton Rogers, 2011), so translanguaging seems to stay 
hidden and be enacted informally as scaffolding, rather than a planned pedagogical 
strategy. 
 
During the last decade, the development of translanguaging theory has generated 
increasing interest in how EMI teachers perceive and enact translanguaging in their 
classrooms, leading to the growing number of empirical studies on translanguaging across 
Asia, Europe, and the Middle East, given the tension between monolingual EMI 
ideologies and multilingual classroom realities. In other words, considerable attention has 
been paid to “translanguaging” which has been deemed as a valuable and efficient practice 
in multilingual educational contexts (Li, 2018), resulting in a growth in the number of 
research works in the literature. According to Li and Garcia (2022), the term 
“translanguaging” has appeared in about 23,000 publications in Google Scholar, which 
requires the systematic review of its concepts and usage in educational learning. Several 
systematic reviews have been carried in different educational settings, ranging from post-
secondary translanguaging research (McBride & Jiménez, 2021) to translanguaging 
practices in South Asian EMI education (Sah & Kubota, 2022), in both EMI and CLIL 
classrooms (Lu et al., 2023), or to teachers’ and students’ beliefs (Wang et al., 2024); 
especially teachers’ beliefs and practices (Wu, 2024), examining translanguaging as a 
pedagogical and ideological phenomenon. 
 
Although translanguaging has been widely theorised as a pedagogical and ideological shift 
in multilingual education, far less is known about how teachers conceptualise, rationalise, 
and negotiate these practices in relation to their professional beliefs and institutional 
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constraints. In alignment with such aforementioned reviewing, my article undertakes a 
systematic review aiming towards a holistic understanding of how EMI lecturers perceive 
and enact translanguaging across diverse EMI contexts, including China, Turkey, Vietnam, 
Iraq, Basque Country in Spain, Bangladesh, and Thailand. Accordingly, three research 
questions are formulated: 
 
1. What beliefs do EMI lecturers hold about translanguaging and the role of multiple 

languages in the EMI classroom? 
2. What translanguaging practices are employed in EMI classrooms, and for what 

pedagogical purposes? 
3. To what extent do contextual factors mediate the relationship between these beliefs 

and practices? 
 
Methods 
 
This review made use of PRISMA (Preferred Reporting Items for systematic review and 
meta-analysis) guidelines for systematic reviews (Moher et al., 2009; Page et al., 2021) for 
transparency and replicability. Four databases, Scopus, Web of Science (WoS), ERIC and 
ScienceDirect were chosen for sourcing high-quality studies, international recognition, and 
multidisciplinary literature (Chadegani et al., 2013). Search strings used in databases 
include a number of key terms, for example, "translanguaging" OR "L1 use" OR “Mother 
tongue use” OR "multilingual practices" AND "English-medium instruction" OR “EMI” OR 
“English-taught” AND “university teacher” OR “lecturer” OR “instructor” AND “Perceptions” OR 
“beliefs” OR “attitudes” OR “perspectives” OR “views” AND "higher education” OR” university” 
OR “tertiary”. 
 
To address the research questions, six inclusion criteria were adopted to screen the titles 
and abstracts on translanguaging (Table 1 and Figure 1). 
 

Table 1: Inclusion criteria 
 

Criteria Description 
Publication type Peer-reviewed journal article or book chapter 
Focus Translanguaging in EMI in higher education; Lecturer-focused (lecturers’ 

perceptions, beliefs, and practices)/ Lecturer-inclusive (teachers as one of 
the participant groups) 

Orientation Teacher/lecturer beliefs and/or teacher/ lecturer classroom practices and 
contextual mediating factors; ideology and policy constraints 

Method Empirical (qualitative/ quantitative/ mixed methods) 
Language English 
Time period 2016-2025 
 
The review avoided a focus on studies concerning teachers’ translanguaging practices and 
beliefs in other contexts, such as school-level EMI (i.e., primary/ secondary/ high school), 
ELT/EFL, or purely conceptual papers without empirical data, as well as non-English 
publications.  
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Figure 1: PRISMA Flow diagram (after Page et al., 2021) 
 
The review span between 2016 and 2025 represent key empirical work conducted in 
diverse contexts, from Asia, Europe, to the Middle East, which are published in well-
established peer-reviewed journals, i.e., Linguistics and Education, International Journal of 
Multilingualism, Applied Linguistics Review, Language Teaching Research, Journal of English as a 
Lingua Franca, System as well as reputable edited volumes from Springer, Multilingual 
Matters, and international academic publishers. Such source databases may contribute to 
the credibility and partial representation of contemporary translanguaging research in 
EMI. In this review, while some included studies examined students’ perspectives and 
practices (e.g., Karakaş, 2023; Muguruza, Cenoz & Gorter, 2020; Ngo, 2021), they were 
retained because teacher cognition or teacher practice were substantial components of the 
analyses. 
 
The twenty-four empirical studies included were subjected to a three-stage thematic 
synthesis process (Thomas & Harden, 2008), namely the coding of text “line-by-line”, the 
development of “descriptive themes”, and the generation of “analytical themes” (p.1), all 
of which helped to form new interpretive constructs and explanations. Data was primarily 
analysed inductively to identify emergent themes, focusing on lecturers’ beliefs and 
enacted translanguaging. 
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Findings 
 
This section presents a thematic synthesis of lecturers’ beliefs and practices related to 
translanguaging in EMI higher education, based exclusively on the 24 empirical journal 
articles and book chapters reviewed. To enhance analytical clarity, findings are organised 
into two major sections: Lecturers’ beliefs/ perceptions and their translanguaging 
practices, followed by interpretive analysis of the alignment and tensions between the two. 
 
Lecturers’ beliefs of translanguaging in EMI 
 
Translanguaging as a pedagogical necessity for content comprehension 
 
Studies in different contexts demonstrate that EMI lecturers largely perceive 
translanguaging as necessary for effective content delivery, especially in case of delivering 
disciplinary knowledge which requires demanding cognition. To be more specific, 
Alhasnawi (2021) reveals that EMI mathematics lecturers explicitly address exclusive 
English use as a constraint on students’ conceptual understanding, thus encouraging them 
to view Arabic as indispensable for explaining formulas and abstract reasoning. Similar 
beliefs are reported in Chinese EMI programs, where lecturers argue that translanguaging 
is unavoidable for ensuring epistemic access, especially for students with uneven English 
proficiency (Jia, Fu & Pun, 2023). 
 
In Vietnam, Pham (2022) and Nguyen, Chik, and Woodcock (2022) acknowledge the 
improvement of students’ comprehension and engagement when Vietnamese is used 
strategically in EMI lessons. Likewise, university teachers in the Basque Country perceive 
translanguaging as a way to enhance clarity and interaction, even when English remains 
the official medium (Doiz & Lasagabaster, 2016; Serna-Bermejo & Lasagabaster, 2022), 
which strengthens teachers’ beliefs on positioning translanguaging not as a deficiency, but 
as a pedagogical response to multilingual classroom realities. 
 
Translanguaging as a resource for knowledge construction, not merely language 
support 
 
Integrating translanguaging into pedagogy is a multifaceted concept, with lecturers 
recognising that translanguaging supports disciplinary meaning-making, rather than 
functioning solely as linguistic scaffolding. In STEM-oriented EMI programs, instructors 
conceptualise translanguaging as facilitating transknowledging - the integration of linguistic 
and epistemic resources. Recently, Gu, Ou and Lee (2025) affirmed that EMI STEM 
lecturers draw on students’ full linguistic repertoires to explain scientific processes and 
problem-solving logic, while lecturers in China perceive translanguaging as enabling 
collaborative knowledge construction in EMI classrooms (Jiang & Zhang, 2023). Similarly, 
in Taiwanese higher education, Kao, Tsou and Chen (2021) denoted that translanguaging 
is viewed as a means of linking new English medium content to students’ existing 
conceptual knowledge in Mandarin. Such beliefs are echoed in Zhang and Wei (2021), 
where lecturers regard L1 use as a strategic cognitive bridge rather than a fallback, proving 
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that lecturers’ beliefs increasingly align with a content-oriented and epistemic view of 
translanguaging. 
 
Ideological tensions between personal beliefs and EMI policy expectations 
 
Despite positive beliefs, EMI lecturers frequently encounter ideological tension between 
pedagogical implementation and institutional EMI policies concerning the amount of L1 
use, which is addressed in the reviewed studies. Notably, Fang, Jiang, and Yang (2023) 
documented that Chinese EMI lecturers’ struggle between prioritising content 
understanding and adhering to English-only policy discourses. Similar tensions are 
reported in Vietnamese EMI contexts, where teachers believe that translanguaging is 
beneficial, yet fear it undermines the perceived legitimacy of EMI programs (Tri & 
Moskovsky, 2021; Pham, 2022) although they still recognise the impracticality of strict 
adherence to English usage because it is likely to cause communication breakdowns. In 
another dimension, Doiz and Lasagabaster (2016) indicated that teachers privately endorse 
translanguaging while publicly maintaining an English-dominant stance, to align with 
institutional norms. Fundamentally, these two views of translanguaging coexist as 
complementary dimensions of the same pedagogical phenomenon, in which lecturers 
perceive translanguaging as both a potent means of facilitating instruction and knowledge 
construction, and as an unavoidable classroom reality that should be employed 
strategically and judiciously to optimise learning outcomes, despite its non-adherence to 
EMI policy expectations. 
 
Translanguaging as a pedagogy of inclusion and equity 
 
An emerging belief in more recent studies privileges translanguaging as a pedagogy of 
promoting inclusion and social justice. As denoted in Chang’s study (2025), 
translanguaging is explicitly framedas a means of challenging exclusionary EMI policies 
and enabling fairer participation among students. Similarly, it is argued that lecturers 
increasingly recognise mother-tongue-based translanguaging as necessary for reducing 
linguistic marginalisation in Bangladesh and China (Sultana & Fang, 2024). Additionally, in 
Vietnamese higher education settings, Ngo (2021) and Ngo (2024) showed that 
instructors’ beliefs are shifting toward recognising students’ linguistic repertoires as 
legitimate educational resources, particularly for inclusive education agendas. 
 
Lecturers’ translanguaging practices in EMI classrooms 
 
Strategic and purposeful use of translanguaging 
 
Consistent with lecturers’ beliefs, translanguaging practices in EMI classrooms are 
reported to be largely strategic and controlled rather than spontaneous or unrestricted. To 
illustrate, Jia et al. (2023) reported that Chinese EMI lecturers switch to Chinese 
selectively to clarify key concepts, explain terminology, or summarise complex sections, 
while Turkish EMI lecturers similarly regulate translanguaging, using Turkish mainly 
during explanations or when addressing comprehension breakdowns (Genc, Yüksel, & 
Curle, 2023). Interestingly, during the class practices, teachers were observed to engage in 
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flexible language alternation between English and students’ L1s in response to task 
demands and learners’ needs (Gu et al., 2022; Fang et al., 2023). In a study conducted at a 
Chinese university, Gu et al. (2022) examined nine lecturers who skillfully coordinated a 
range of linguistic, spatial, and semiotic resources to facilitate the co-construction of 
knowledge and meaning with their students. It demonstrates that those lecturers adopted 
an intentionally flexible stance, seamlessly integrating content and language instruction to 
better address the varied requirements of instructional tasks. Such versatile deployment of 
translanguaging is closely tied to the participants’ self-positioning as primarily content 
specialists, who prioritise subject-matter content, resulting in the prevailance of the 
efficiency and effectiveness in meaning-making over-explicit language instruction.  
 
In contrast, several research studies indicate that L1 use is generally restricted to 
occasional instances, primarily for clarification purposes or to assist learners who 
encounter difficulties (e.g., Drljača Margić & Molino, 2022; Muguruza et al., 2020; Serna-
Bermejo & Lasagabaster, 2022). Specifically, Drljača Margić and Molino (2022) found that 
lecturers consciously limited translanguaging to ensure maximum English exposure with 
the presence of 80% non-English words. Notably, such instances were frequently 
pragmatic in nature, serving less as explicit instructional strategies than as means of 
fostering rapport and facilitating smoother overall communication. Besides the approval 
view of translanguaging practices, there remains the theme centering on classrooms 
characterised by a monolingual orientation, in which English functions as the exclusive 
language of instruction and interaction. Such a position underscores a dominant tendency 
in monolingual classrooms to sustain English-only practices, which is shaped by teachers’ 
specific linguistic backgrounds and broader EMI language policy frameworks. 
 
Translanguaging as a scaffolding technique 
 
Many studies proposed that translanguaging is widely enacted as instructional scaffolding, 
in which lecturers use students’ L1(s) to explain disciplinary terminology (Zhang & Wei, 
2021; Jia et al., 2023), to support peer interaction and group work (Jiang & Zhang, 2023; 
Ngo, 2024), to manage classroom interaction and participation (Boonsuk, 2025), or to 
clarify assessment instructions (Nguyen et al., 2022; Pham, 2022). Such integrative 
perspectives conceptualise translanguaging as both a practical response and a deliberate 
pedagogical strategy for strengthening content comprehension and facilitating effective 
communication. Accordingly, it resonates with sociocultural theory, which positions 
language as central to knowledge construction and meaning-making processes (Vygotsky, 
1978). 
 
Covert and constrained translanguaging practices under English-only policy 
 
Despite frequent and overt use, translanguaging practices are sometimes constrained, 
implicit, or unofficial, shown in Doiz and Lasagabaster’s study (2016), in which 
translanguaging is described as something done quietly to avoid institutional scrutiny. In 
Vietnam, Tri and Moskovsky (2021) and Pham (2022) reported that translanguaging is 
excluded from assessments and official documentation, reinforcing its marginal status. 
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Similarly, Sahan et al. (2022) showed that concerns about fairness and English exposure 
shape teachers’ reluctance to legitimise translanguaging overtly. 
 
Translanguaging practices for inclusion and participation 
 
Recent studies document more overtly inclusive translanguaging practices, for example, in 
Thai EMI classrooms, it was demonstrated that allowing translanguaging increases student 
confidence and participation (Boonsuk, 2025). In a similar vein, Chang (2025) and Ngo 
(2024) showed that lecturers who explicitly legitimise translanguaging foster more 
equitable interaction and student agency. Such kinds of practices signal a gradual shift 
from instrumental translanguaging toward ideologically informed translanguaging 
pedagogy. 
 
Factors concerning alignment and tension between beliefs and practices 
 
Although several studies did not address factors regarding the alignment and tension 
explicitly, relevant insights were drawn from their reported findings and discussions of 
implications. 
 
The majority of studies highlighted the strong influence of monolingual policy on the 
(mis)alignment between lecturers’ translanguaging beliefs and their classroom practices, 
which was obviously demonstrated in Tri and Moskovsky (2021), and Fang et al. (2023). 
Specifically, interviewed instructers largely reported that institutional language policies 
requiring exclusive use of English were the main driving force behind their adherence to 
English-only instruction during lectures. Although these teachers acknowledged the 
pedagogical value of incorporating students’ L1s to foster more natural and effective 
meaning-making, they felt constrained and dissuaded due to prevailing institutional 
regulations. In addition to overt institutional regulation of language use, studies also 
identified implicit political mechanisms, such as monolingual-oriented assessment 
practices, English-medium teaching materials, and hegemonic language ideologies 
embedded within curricula and syllabi. Nevertheless, in certain cases, students are 
permitted to draw on languages other than English, for example, during examinations, to 
articulate their ideas with greater precision (Drljača Margić & Molino, 2022). Such 
practices reflect lecturers self-positioning primarily as content specialists rather than 
language instructors. This pattern is consistent with findings from Jia et al. (2023), and Gu 
et al. (2022), which indicated that translanguaging is systematically employed when 
participants prioritised students’ mastery of disciplinary content over exclusive language-
focused objectives, despite recognising the overarching role of institutional factors in 
shaping language practices in educational contexts. 
 
Furthermore, several reviewed studies (i.e., Gu et al., 2022; Fang et al., 2023) pointed to 
the mediating influence of pedagogical considerations on the relationship between 
lecturers’ translanguaging beliefs and their classroom practices, when their explicit 
rationale for L1 usage is linked to the nature of the subject. Such a view suggests that 
shifting to the local language can facilitate students’ contextualised comprehension of 
disciplinary content. Similar findings occur in Fang et al.’s (2023) study, which states that 
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translanguaging is leveraged more frequently in humanities disciplines than in the sciences, 
reflecting the greater linguistic and interpretive demands of the former. Additionally, 
social issues are also addressed as important factors affecting lecturers’ translanguaging 
practices in the sense that it is leveraged in alignment with students’ responses, to promote 
interpersonal connection (Drljača Margić & Molino, 2022).  
 
A substantial number of studies have suggested that translanguaging may function as a 
mediational tool for addressing insufficient English proficiency among stakeholders, 
thereby tempering the strict enforcement of English-only instruction. In Gu et al.’s study 
(2022), lecturers expressed concern about exclusive reliance on English, as it could hinder 
students’ comprehension of disciplinary content. Conversely, Drljača Margić and Molino 
(2022) revealed that translanguaging is less frequently employed when students’ English 
proficiency is perceived to be adequate for fully understanding instruction. In another 
respect, it has been pointed out that the differences in students’ linguistic repertoires 
constrain the extent to which translanguaging could be enacted. Specifically, in the case of 
a multilingual context, English is maintained as a lingua franca to ensure the inclusion of 
international students (Drljača Margić & Molino, 2022). Such findings illustrate that uses 
of translanguaging practices are shaped by intersecting concerns of language proficiency, 
inclusivity, and relationship-building within EMI classrooms. 
 
Discussion 
 
This systematic review drew on 24 peer-reviewed journal articles and book chapters 
published between 2016 and 2025 to synthesise empirical evidence on lecturers’ beliefs 
and translanguaging practices in EMI higher education. The discussion interprets the 
findings in relation to broader theoretical debates on EMI, translanguaging, language 
ideology, and teacher cognition, while simultaneously highlighting convergent patterns 
and persistent tensions in diverse contexts. Viewed through a teacher cognition lens, the 
findings suggest that translanguaging in EMI is less a matter of methodological choice 
than of situated professional judgement, shaped by competing ideological, institutional, 
and pedagogical demands. 
 
Lecturers’ beliefs: From monolingual EMI ideals to multilingual pedagogical 
realities 
 
One of the most consistent findings is that EMI lecturers generally hold positive beliefs 
toward translanguaging, despite the institutional environments of promoting English-only 
ideologies. Across China, Vietnam, Turkey, Iraq, Thailand, and European contexts, EMI 
instructors perceived translanguaging as pedagogically necessary for ensuring content 
comprehension and epistemic access (Alhasnawi, 2021; Jia et al., 2023; Nguyen et al., 
2022; Serna-Bermejo & Lasagabaster, 2022). These beliefs challenge the assumption which 
is still dominant in many EMI policies, that is, English immersion alone guarantees 
effective learning. Instead, teachers’ perspectives align with translanguaging theory, which 
conceptualises multilingual speakers’ linguistic repertoires as integrated and dynamic 
resources rather than separate language systems. 
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Importantly, lecturers’ beliefs go beyond viewing translanguaging as compensatory 
language support, instead, increasingly conceptualising translanguaging as facilitating 
knowledge construction and transknowledging in STEM and disciplinary settings (Gu et 
al., 2026; Jiang & Zhang, 2023; Kao et al., 2021). This epistemic orientation reflects a shift 
from deficit-based views of students’ L1 use toward recognising its cognitive and 
disciplinary value, particularly in content-heavy EMI courses. 
 
Admittedly, EMI instructors’ beliefs are shaped by broader institutional, ideological and 
sociopolitical contexts wherein their pedagogical convictions may conflict with 
institutional EMI ideologies that equate English-only instruction with quality, 
internationalisation, and prestige (Fang et al., 2023; Tri & Moskovsky, 2021). As a result, 
teachers’ beliefs are often characterised by ideological ambivalence – support for 
translanguaging in principle, coupled with concern about its legitimacy in EMI programs. 
 
Translanguaging practices: Strategic, controlled, and shaped by institutional 
constraints 
 
While lecturers’ beliefs are broadly supportive, translanguaging practices are strategically 
engaged across diverse EMI classrooms in which teachers use students’ L1(s) at specific 
instructional moments rather than adopting unrestricted multilingual practices. 
Undeniably, in EMI contexts, translanguaging is most commonly leveraged for different 
purposes, i.e.,to explain complex concepts, define terminology, summarise key points, and 
to clarify task instructions (Jia et al., 2023; Genc et al., 2023; Zhang & Wei, 2021). 
Furthermore, during group work or teacher–student dialogue, teachers tend to allow 
greater flexibility of language use, particularly to support students’ participation and 
comprehension (Jiang & Zhang, 2023; Ngo, 2024). Such patterns suggest that 
translanguaging functions primarily as classroom-level scaffolding, which is tightly aligned 
with instructional goals. However, it is also noted that translanguaging practices are often 
constrained by institutional norms, resulting in covert or reluctant lecturers’ engagement 
of translanguaging, especially in settings where English-only policies are implicitly or 
explicitly enforced (Pham, 2022; Tri & Moskovsky, 2021). Also, assessment emerges as a 
particularly restrictive domain due to the fact that even lecturers who support 
translanguaging tend to exclude it from formal testing, reinforcing English as the sole 
legitimate academic language. 
 
Such aforementioned findings highlight a structural mismatch between EMI policy 
discourses and classroom realities. Translanguaging occurs not because policies encourage 
it, yet because lecturers respond pragmatically to students’ learning needs. As such, 
translanguaging practices are shaped less by pedagogical freedom than by negotiation 
within ideological and institutional constraints. 
 
Belief–practice (mis)alignment and lecturer agency in EMI 
 
Synthesising lecturers’ beliefs and practices reveals a recurring pattern of partial alignment 
and persistent tension. On the one hand, lecturers’ positive beliefs about translanguaging 
are reflected in their frequent, albeit limited, classroom use of students’ L1(s). On the 
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other hand, the scope of these practices rarely matches lecturers’ stated pedagogical 
convictions, creating an evident belief-practice gap in diverse contexts and disciplines. In 
China and Vietnam, for example, lecturers hold strong beliefs in the value of 
translanguaging yet restrict its use to avoid being perceived as undermining EMI standards 
(Fang et al., 2023; Pham, 2022). In the Basque Country, lecturers maintain an English-
dominant public stance while privately acknowledging the necessity of multilingual 
practices (Doiz & Lasagabaster, 2016). Similar tensions are reported in Thailand and 
Turkey, where lecturers carefully “manage” translanguaging to balance comprehension 
with English exposure (Genc et al., 2023; Thongwichit & Ulla, 2024). 
 
From a teacher cognition perspective, these findings underscore the role of contextual 
mediation in shaping classroom practice. Lecturers’ beliefs do not automatically translate 
into practice; rather, they are filtered through institutional policies, assessment regimes, 
and dominant language ideologies. Nevertheless, the strategic ways in which lecturers 
deploy translanguaging demonstrate teacher agency, even within restrictive EMI 
environments. 
 
Emerging shift toward translanguaging as inclusion and social justice 
 
A notable development in the more recent studies is the emergence of translanguaging as 
a pedagogy of inclusion and equity, rather than merely an instructional strategy. Research 
in Thailand, Vietnam, Bangladesh, and China highlighted lecturers’ growing awareness 
that English-only EMI disproportionately marginalises students from less privileged 
linguistic backgrounds (Boonsuk, 2025; Chang, 2025; Ngo, 2024; Sultana & Fang, 2024). 
In these studies, translanguaging is framed as enabling participation, validating students’ 
linguistic identities, and promoting more equitable learning environments. 
 
Although such perspectives remain less dominant than instrumental views of 
translanguaging, they signal a potential ideological shift in EMI in which instructors who 
explicitly legitimise translanguaging move beyond covert scaffolding toward 
transformative practice, challenging the monolingual norms embedded in EMI structures. 
However, the review also suggests that such inclusive approaches are more likely to be 
lecturer-driven than institutionally endorsed. 
 
Conclusion 
 
This systematic review demonstrates that in different EMI settings, translanguaging is 
largely perceived as pedagogically necessary and epistemically valuable, therefore, in 
practice, it is widely used as a strategic scaffolding tool, though often constrained by 
English-only ideologies and institutional policies. Simultaneously, the findings reveal a 
persistent gap between beliefs and practices, which is shaped by structural and ideological 
pressures rather than pedagogical disagreement. Notably, recent research signals a shift 
toward viewing translanguaging as a pedagogy of inclusion and social justice, particularly 
in linguistically diverse EMI settings, leading to its recognition as a core component of 
effective and equitable EMI pedagogy. In alignment with EMI policy, it urges the need to 
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acquaint lecturers with classroom practices of multilingual realities to fulfil the educational 
promises of EMI programs rather than reproduce linguistic inequities. 
 
Limitations and suggestions for further research 
 
While this systematic review provides a comprehensive synthesis of translanguaging in 
EMI higher education, limitations are unavoidable. The study selection process was 
conducted by a single reviewer, which may introduce subjective bias in the inclusion and 
exclusion of studies, as well as in the subsequent thematic coding and synthesis. 
Accordingly, the language and database constraints, search period of this systematic 
review may either exclude significant empirical contributions published in other languages 
or overlook foundational longitudinal shifts that occurred prior to this period.  
 
To build upon the potential findings of this systematic review and address the identified 
gaps, several directions for future research are highlighted. Firstly, more longitudinal 
studies examining how lecturers’ beliefs and translanguaging practices evolve over time, 
particularly in case of the change in EMI language policies. Secondly, while many studies 
documented practices, fewer examined the mechanisms linking beliefs, ideologies, and 
institutional constraints. Future research, therefore, could integrate other theoretical 
frameworks to explain the underlying mechanisms of lecturer cognition, thereby better 
explaining belief–practice alignment and resistance. Last but not least, although STEM 
contexts are increasingly represented (Gu et al., 2026; Jiang & Zhang, 2023), disciplinary 
differences remain under-explored, especially in the fields of law, medicine where language 
plays a central epistemic and professional role. Consequently, more research is needed in 
such high-stake fields to provide a more holistic understanding regarding stakeholders’ 
beliefs and practices on translanguaging. 
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