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INTRODUCTION	

	
The	present	study	aims	to	shed	some	light	on	how	the	main	stakeholders	of	EMI	

(lecturers	 and	 students)	 at	 Ca’	 Foscari	 University	 of	 Venice	 perceive	 their	 role	

within	the	recent	trend	of	offering	courses	in	English	at	university,	and	how	they	

evaluate	their	personal	experience	with	this	worldwide	phenomenon.	Likewise,	this	

study	investigates	their	opinion	on	the	differences	between	teaching	and	learning	

in	 English	 or	 in	 Italian,	 and	 whether	 teaching	 in	 English	 brings	 about	 some	

problems,	such	as	the	deterioration	of	the	quality	of	teaching,	the	L1	domain	loss,	

and	other	drawbacks,	as	it	has	been	suggested	in	numerous	pieces	of	research	and	

articles	(see	chapter	2.2.).		

A	questionnaire	was	submitted	to	students	from	different	degree	courses	in	English,	

as	well	as	to	the	students	who	follow	the	same	parallel	courses	in	Italian.	The	aim	

was	to	identify	the	reasons	why	students	decided	to	follow	the	Italian-Taught	course	

or	the	parallel	English	version,	to	verify	their	satisfaction	and	obtain	their	opinion	

on	 various	 aspects	 related	 to	 their	 own	 method	 of	 studying	 and	 learning.	 The	

questionnaire	related	to	English-Medium	Instruction	courses	was	longer,	given	the	

fact	that	these	students	were	asked	some	more	detailed	questions	regarding	their	

evaluation	of	their	own	level	of	English	as	well	as	that	of	their	lecturers,	along	with	

other	questions	on	specific	aspects	of	the	lessons	they	follow.		

Likewise,	 professors	 were	 interviewed	 in	 order	 to	 obtain	 information	 on	 their	

general	 point	 of	 view	 on	 the	 phenomenon	 of	 English-Medium	 Instruction,	 their	

methods	of	teaching	and	assessing,	their	experience	in	teaching	both	in	Italian	and	

in	English,	 their	own	perceived	 level	of	English	as	well	as	 the	students’	 language	

competencies	and	problems	related	to	language.		

The	first	chapter	of	the	study	deals	with	the	main	issue	when	attempting	to	address	

EMI:	the	issue	of	terminology.	EMI,	CBI,	CLIL,	ILCHE	and	EMEMUS	are	the	acronyms	

we	will	refer	to	by	delineating	the	differences	between	them.	Generally	speaking,	
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the	main	differentiating	factors	are	whether	there	is	a	reference	to	the	language	of	

study	(EMI	≠	CLIL),	whether	there	is	a	single	or	dual-focused	approach	(language	

and	content)	and	whether	the	education	sector	is	specified	(pre-tertiary	or	tertiary	

education).		

ETPs	 bring	 about	 many	 advantages,	 but	 it	 is	 important	 not	 to	 lose	 sight	 of	 the	

possible	drawbacks	it	may	engender.	The	second	chapter	tackles	precisely	the	pros	

and	cons	of	EMI	in	the	literature.	On	the	whole,	the	advantages	mostly	referred	to	

are:	the	“internationalisation	at	home”	factor,	that	is,	to	make	it	possible	for	local	

students	 to	 live	 an	 international	 environment	 and	 learn	 English	 without	 going	

abroad;	 the	 attractiveness	 EMI	 confers	 to	 universities,	 which	 are	 thus	 more	

interesting	 and	 also	 more	 accessible	 for	 foreign	 students;	 the	 increase	 in	 the	

international	 reputation	 of	 universities	 due	 to	 EMI,	 and	 other	 such	 advantages.	

Conversely,	 the	 possible	 drawbacks	 of	 EMI	 are	 the	 so-called	 “domain	 loss”,	 the	

alleged	detrimental	effect	of	EMI	on	the	quality	of	teaching	and	learning	and	finally	

the	supposed	“elitism”	it	brings	about.		

The	third	chapter	starts	to	narrow	the	focus,	and	it	gives	a	brief	overview	of	EMI	in	

Europe	 by	 looking	 at	 how	 it	 developed	 since	 the	 establishment	 of	 the	 European	

Union	in	1992	and	how	it	is	implemented	nowadays.	There	will	be	a	focus	on	tertiary	

education,	 although	 the	 secondary	 education	 sector	 is	 sometimes	 tackled	 too	 in	

order	to	provide	a	more	detailed	picture	of	the	overall	situation.	In	particular,	the	

two	 sub-chapters	 delve	 into	 the	 policies	 that	 the	 European	 Union	 introduced	 in	

order	to	promote	multilingualism,	and	the	North-South	divide	between	the	Member	

States	regarding	the	expansion	of	EMI.		

In	the	fourth	chapter	the	focus	narrows	some	more	by	presenting	the	situation	of	

EMI	in	Italy,	that	is	the	country	where	the	present	study	is	based.	More	local	policies	

are	discussed,	 and	 some	 studies	on	 the	 geographical	distribution	of	EMI	 courses	

throughout	the	country	are	presented.	In	Italy,	too,	there	is	a	sort	of	North-South	

divide	as	regards	the	expansion	of	EMI,	and	this	chapter	delves	into	the	issue,	also	
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providing	the	literature	which	demonstrates	this	phenomenon	and	tries	to	explain	

the	origins	of	the	geographical	divide.		

The	fifth	chapter	narrows	the	focus	once	again	to	the	university	where	the	present	

study	was	conducted,	that	is	the	Ca’	Foscari	University	of	Venice.	Its	establishment	

dates	 back	 to	 1868,	 and	 right	 from	 its	 birth	 it	 included	 the	 study	 of	 foreign	

languages,	unambiguous	proof	of	an	international	conception	of	the	University.	This	

section	analyses	the	internationalisation	policies	and	the	efforts	of	providing	EMI	

courses	 since	 the	 first	 one	 was	 implemented	 in	 the	 academic	 year	 2008/2009.	

Furthermore,	 it	 tries	 to	give	an	original	 insight	 into	some	of	 the	EMI	courses	 the	

University	 provides	 by	 looking	 into	 the	 reasons	 behind	 the	 creation	 and	 the	

structuring	of	some	of	the	ETPs.	This	was	made	possible	thanks	to	the	interviews	

with	the	Presidenti	dei	collegi	didattici	(heads	of	the	faculty	councils),	which	was	the	

first	step	of	the	study.	It	was	found	that	some	degree	courses	were	born	for	very	

different	reasons,	and	while	some	of	them	were	structured	similarly	to	their	Italian	

version,	some	others	were	not.	

The	literature	review	ends	with	the	fifth	chapter,	while	the	sixth	starts	to	delineate	

the	case	study	of	the	present	research,	by	outlining	the	design	of	the	study	and	the	

research	 questions.	 As	 previously	 mentioned,	 the	 study	 collected	 data	 from	

lecturers	and	students,	by	interviewing	the	former	and	submitting	questionnaires	

to	the	latter.	Here	the	various	steps	that	led	to	the	designing	of	the	main	tools	are	

summarised.	Furthermore,	the	last	sub-chapter	also	provides	a	description	of	the	

method	of	analysis	used	by	the	researcher.		

Chapter	 7	 provides	 the	 analysis	 of	 the	 results	 of	 both	 the	 interviews	 and	 the	

questionnaires.	As	far	as	the	lecturers	are	concerned,	their	answers	are	presented	

by	dividing	 them	 into	 sub-chapters	and	outlining	 the	general	opinions	 that	were	

extrapolated.	The	results	of	the	students	questionnaires	instead	are	divided	into	two	

main	subsections,	which	deal	with	English-medium	 instruction	courses	and	 their	

Italian-medium	counterparts.		
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Finally,	chapter	8	discusses	the	results	by	joining	together	and	comparing	students’	

and	lecturers’	opinions	on	EMI.	Eight	subsections	were	designed	in	order	to	group	

the	main	themes	that	will	be	outlined:	motivations	for	studying	through	ETP	or	ITP,	

lecturers’	English	 language,	EMI	 in	 the	different	disciplines,	 Increasing	workload,	

interaction	in	class,	EMI	lecturers’	tasks,	Improved	students’	English	competencies	

and,	 finally,	 a	 subsection	 on	 the	 perceived	 differences	 in	 teaching	 and	 learning	

through	Italian	or	through	English.	
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1.	EMI,	CBI,	CLIL,	ICLHE,	EMEMUS:	SOME	TERMINOLOGY	

	
Being	a	relatively	new	phenomenon,	EMI	shows	a	lack	of	a	suitable	definition	and,	

above	all,	a	lack	of	consensus	among	scholars	on	the	terminology	to	be	used.	EMI,	

CBI,	CLIL,	ICLHE,	EMEMUS	are	but	a	few	acronyms	that	refer	to	the	use	of	English	in	

educational	 settings.	 In	 the	 next	 paragraphs,	 each	 one	 of	 these	 terms	 will	 be	

described	to	ascertain	the	possible	differentiating	factors,	before	focusing	on	EMI.		

Content-Based	 Instruction	 (CBI),	 at	 first	 glance,	 does	 not	 seem	 to	 refer	 to	 any	

language	 education	 aims.	However,	Met	 (in	Macaro,	 2018b:	 21)	 indicates	 CBI	 as	

“commonly	 used	 to	 describe	 approaches	 to	 integrating	 language	 and	 content	

instruction”.	 What	 Macaro	 pointedly	 argues	 is	 that	 there	 is	 no	 specification	

whatsoever	in	any	definition	of	CBI	as	to	who	the	students	are	or	where	they	are	

studying.	Nevertheless,	it	is	possible	to	infer	that	CBI	in	most	cases	refers	to	students	

who	 live	 in	 anglophone	 countries,	 especially	 in	 the	 United	 States,	 thus	 in	 places	

where	English	is	the	L1	of	the	majority	of	the	population,	though	not	for	the	students	

themselves.	We	will	soon	see	how	this	specification	of	the	language	used	outside	the	

formal	educational	environment	 is	one	of	 the	differentiating	 factors	between	 the	

various	terms.	Similar	to	CBI,	in	the	literature	it	is	possible	to	find	also	the	term	CBLT	

(Content-Based	 Language	 Teaching),	 that	 instead	 specifies	 in	 its	 acronym	 the	

language	issues	that	are	connected	with	it.		

Content	and	Language	Integrated	Learning	(CLIL)	is	the	most	widely	used	term	and,	

along	with	EMI,	the	most	referred	to	(Costa,	2016;	Dearden,	2014;	Björkman,	2010,	

Doiz	 et	 al.,	 2013;	Macaro,	 2018b;	 Strotmann	 et	 al.,	 2014,	 and	many	 others).	 The	

European	Commission	(2014b),	as	well,	acknowledges	the	presence	and	importance	

of	CLIL	 in	 the	different	European	school	 systems	and	 interestingly	 includes	CLIL	

among	 the	 types	 of	 bilingual	 education,	 together	 with	 “immersion”	 and	

“submersion”.	Immersion	programs	entail	a	kind	of	education	aimed	at	teaching	a	

country’s	 second	 language	or	minority	 language	and	were	born	 in	Canada	 in	 the	

1970s	 by	 providing	 students	 with	 “immersive”	 learning	 situations	 in	 French.	
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Instead,	 “submersion”	 refers	 to	 the	 teaching	 of	 curricular	 contents	 to	 immigrant	

children	through	a	language	that	is	their	L2,	but	which	is	the	L1	of	the	majority	of	

the	population	 in	 the	country	where	 they	moved.	Finally,	CLIL	can	be	defined	by	

using	a	quotation	from	Nikula	et	al.	(2013:	70):	“an	educational	approach	in	which	

a	foreign	language	is	used	as	the	medium	of	instruction	to	teach	content	subjects	for	

mainstream	students”.	This	definition	however	does	not	explain	the	CLIL	approach	

thoroughly.	 In	 fact,	 as	 the	 acronym	 suggests,	 CLIL	 is	 an	 educational	 approach	

whereby	the	language	is	not	just	used	as	the	means	of	instruction,	as	the	definition	

would	suggest,	but	rather	it	is	one	of	the	two	learning	objectives.	This	dual	focus	on	

language	 and	 content	 is	 another	 important	 differentiating	 factor	 between	 the	

various	approaches.	Furthermore,	it	is	worth	noticing	that	CLIL	in	its	name	does	not	

make	any	reference	to	which	language	should	be	used	to	teach,	contrary	to	EMI.		

Similar	to	CLIL,	some	scholars	(e.g.	Costa	&	Coleman,	2013;	Costa,	2016)	also	use	the	

acronym	 ICLHE	 (Integrating	 Content	 and	 Language	 in	 Higher	 Education),	 that,	

however,	refers	specifically	to	Higher	Education	settings.	In	fact,	as	Macaro	(2018b:	

27)	points	out,	CLIL	in	Europe	has	been	usually	referred	to	pre-tertiary	education,	

but	more	recently	there	have	been	considerable	efforts	to	introduce	it	in	HE	too	by	

using	 this	 other	 term.	 Another	 interesting	 feature	 of	 the	 acronym	 ICLHE,	 again	

noticed	by	Macaro	(2018b),	is	that	it	uses	the	progressive	aspect	(“integrating”)	in	

place	of	 the	past	participle	 (“integrated”),	 thus	suggesting	 the	 idea	of	an	ongoing	

process	rather	than	a	stable	situation.	In	2010	the	ICLHE	association	was	founded	

and	has	now	its	own	website	(www.iclhe.org).	

Finally,	one	of	the	labels	that	is	less	adopted	is	EMEMUS	(English-Medium	Education	

in	Multilingual	University	Settings).	Dafouz	and	Smit	(2014)	propose	this	acronym	

that	 is	 “semantically	 wider,	 as	 it	 does	 not	 specify	 any	 particular	 pedagogical	

approach	or	research	agenda”	(p.	399)	and	refers	 to	multilingual	universities	 “as	

sites	where	bilingual	or	multilingual	education,	whether	official	or	unofficial,	partial	

or	comprehensive,	pedagogically	explicit	or	implicit,	may	be	represented”	(p.	399).	

This	term	does	define	the	language	to	be	used,	that	is	English,	and	Dafouz	and	Smit	

give	 a	 reason	 for	 this:	 English	 plays	 an	 important	 role	 as	 academic	 language	 of	
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teaching	 and	 learning	 and,	 possibly	 even	 more	 importantly,	 it	 is	 the	 “means	 of	

international	communication	across	professions	and	trade”	(p.	399).		

There	is	a	plethora	of	other	different	labels,	but	the	key	differences	among	these	are:	

whether	there	is	a	reference	to	the	language	of	study,	whether	there	is	a	single	or	

dual-focused	 approach	 (language	 and	 content),	 whether	 the	 education	 sector	 is	

specified	 (pre-tertiary	 or	 tertiary	 education).	 Some	 authors	 use	 these	 different	

labels	 in	 an	 unproblematic	 fashion,	 mixing	 more	 than	 one	 in	 the	 same	 paper	

(Macaro,	2018b:	22).		

Let	us	now	come	to	the	label	we	will	adopt	in	this	study.	Very	few	attempts	were	

made	in	the	literature	to	thoroughly	define	English-Medium	Instruction	(EMI),	as	

Macaro	 indicates	 (2018b:	 16-18).	We	 can	 infer	 from	 its	 acronym	 that	 there	 is	 a	

reference	to	the	language	of	study,	English,	which,	at	first	sight,	appears	only	to	be	

used	 as	 the	medium	of	 instruction,	 to	 deliver	 the	 subject	 content.	 These	 are	 the	

features	that	distinguish	EMI	from	the	widely-used	CLIL,	because,	as	we	previously	

mentioned,	the	latter	makes	no	reference	to	the	language	to	be	used	and	has	a	dual-

focused	 approach	 (see	 Coyle,	 Hood	 &	 Marsh,	 2010).	 Strotmann	 et	 al.	 (2014)	

adequately	 explain	 that	 EMI	 focuses	 on	 content	 learning,	 leaving	 the	 learning	 of	

English	 implicit;	 instead,	 CLIL	 places	 emphasis	 on	 “the	 integrative	 nature	 of	

multilingual	education”	(p.	93),	showing	a	dual	aim:	learning	content	and	language.		

The	 University	 of	 Oxford,	 supported	 by	 the	 British	 Council,	 conducted	 a	

comprehensive	and	 insightful	 study	on	English	Medium	 Instruction	globally,	 and	

provided	the	definition	of	EMI	we	will	henceforth	refer	to:	

	
The	use	of	the	English	language	to	teach	academic	subjects	in	countries	or	jurisdictions	
where	the	first	language	(L1)	of	the	majority	of	the	population	is	not	English	(Dearden,	
2014:	4).		

	
We	may	add	to	this	definition	the	specification	that	the	academic	subject	must	be	

other	than	language	itself	to	be	considered	proper	EMI.	Therefore,	for	the	purposes	
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of	the	present	study,	we	will	focus	on	the	tertiary	education	setting	only,	although	

EMI	has	sometimes	been	used	also	into	secondary	education	settings.		

Although	in	this	study	we	are	using	primarily	the	term	EMI,	we	will	sometimes	use	

also	pieces	of	research	and	articles	on	CLIL,	if	the	focus	is	on	teaching	through	the	

medium	of	English.	In	fact,	we	have	seen	that	the	differences	between	EMI	and	CLIL	

in	some	cases	tend	to	be	blurred,	and	it	is	surely	interesting	to	take	into	account	also	

some	CLIL	studies,	when	English	is	the	language	to	be	studied.		
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2.	BENEFITS	AND	DRAWBACKS	TO	EMI	

	
It	is	no	news	that	we	are	in	the	era	of	globalisation	and	internationalisation,	thanks	

to	the	advances	in	transportation	and	communication.	It	is	a	process	that	has	been	

taking	place	for	hundreds	of	years,	but	during	the	last	150	years	it	has	been	growing	

at	an	unprecedented	pace1.	Besides,	Mehmed	(2018:	602)	states	that	(referencing	

Ricento,	2012):		

the	spread	and	growth	of	English	as	a	major	language	of	international	communication	
can	be	attributed	to	a	shift	in	world	economics	along	with	its	increasingly	prevalent	use	
in	trade	and	information	exchange.	

	
This	 change	has	 an	 impact	 also	 on	 the	 internationalisation	of	 tertiary	 education,	

where	English	 is	used	as	 the	most	common	 foreign	 language	at	universities.	 It	 is	

surely	 still	 a	 controversial	 issue	 whether	 this	 is	 a	 positive	 or	 negative	 effect	 of	

globalisation,	despite	the	fact	that	many	pieces	of	research	weighed	up	both	pros	

and	cons	of	this	process,	as	it	will	be	described	in	the	following	chapters.		

	

2.1.	REASONS	FOR	THE	IMPLEMENTATION	OF	EMI	

	
At	universities,	institutions	and	stakeholders	in	general	provide	various	reasons	in	

favour	of	the	implementation	of	EMI	programmes.	The	two	most	mentioned	reasons	

are	student-oriented:	as	for	domestic	students,	English-Taught	Programmes	(from	

now	on	ETPs)	represented	both	a	way	of	strengthening	the	students’	international	

profile	 to	 prepare	 them	 for	 the	 global	 market	 (also	 referred	 to	 as	

“internationalisation	at	home”),	and	also	a	means	of	removing	language	obstacles	

for	incoming	foreign	students	(Wäcther	and	Maiworm,	2014:	18).	Besides,	with	the	

																																																

1	http://www.bbc.co.uk/schools/gcsebitesize/geography/globalisation/globalisation_rev1.shtml	
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rise	of	international	rankings,	institutions	are	also	encouraged	to	provide	courses	in	

English	 to	 increase	 their	 international	 reputation	and	 try	 to	get	 to	 the	 top	of	 the	

ranking	 list.	 In	 fact,	 the	 indicators	used	 in	 such	 rankings	 reward	 the	presence	of	

international	students	in	the	institutions	(Gazzola,	2017),	who	are	more	inclined	to	

study	 in	 universities	 that	 provide	 courses	 in	 English.	 The	 fact	 of	 improving	

universities’	 national	 and	 international	 profile	 is	 also	 highly	 connected	 to	 the	

internationalisation	 policies	 that	 institutions	 have	 implemented.	 Indeed,	 these	

policies	brought	 to	a	deeper	understanding	of	what	 is	needed	 for	 the	mobility	of	

both	 domestic	 and	 foreign	 students	 (Aguilar,	 2017:	 722).	 As	 Airey	 (2003:	 47)	

observes,	 English	 is	 the	 language	 of	 the	 academy,	 because	 the	 vast	 majority	 of	

academic	 papers	 are	 written	 in	 this	 language;	 for	 this	 reason,	 it	 would	 be	

indispensable	to	equip	students	with	the	skills	for	mastering	this	language,	also	in	

order	 for	 them	to	have	access	 to	 the	most	recent	academy	research.	Surprisingly	

enough,	among	other	minor	reasons	there	is	the	motivation	of	improving	students’	

English	 language	 competencies.	 Other	 minor	 reasons	 include:	 to	 promote	

interculturality,	 and	 the	motivation	 to	 assist	 students	 from	developing	 countries	

(Costa	and	Coleman,	2013).		

A	survey	conducted	in	Italy	by	Costa	and	Coleman	(2013)	from	the	department	of	

Languages	at	The	Open	University	in	the	UK	provides	a	very	useful	insight	into	the	

reasons	 behind	 the	 institutions’	 decision	 of	 implementing	 ETPs	 in	 Italy.	 In	 their	

study,	Italian	institutions	were	invited	to	provide	their	main	reasons	for	introducing	

ETPs:	among	the	38	universities	which	responded	to	the	questionnaire,	32%	of	the	

participants	answered	“to	 improve	international	profile”,	24%	“to	prepare	Italian	

students	for	the	global	market”,	21%	“to	attract	foreign	students”,	8%	“to	improve	

national	 profile”,	 another	 8%	 “to	 improve	 English	 language	 proficiency”,	 5%	 “to	

promote	interculturality”	and	finally	1%	both	“to	assist	students	from	developing	

countries”	 and	 “other	 reasons”	 (Costa	 and	 Coleman,	 2013:	 11).	 Thus,	 from	 this	

survey,	 it	 appears	 that	 in	 Italy	 the	 largely	 economic	 need	 of	 improving	 the	

international	 profile	 of	 the	 institutions	 seems	 to	 prevail	 over	more	 didactic	 and	

pedagogic	reasons,	such	as	preparing	domestic	students	 for	 the	global	market	or	

improving	their	English	skills.		 	
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2.2.	REASONS	AGAINST	THE	IMPLEMENTATION	OF	EMI	

	
It	is	surely	interesting	to	analyse	also	the	other	side	of	the	coin:	the	drawbacks	to	

implementing	 EMI	 in	 HE.	 In	 fact,	 along	 with	 the	 manifold	 positive	 outcomes	 of	

introducing	ETPs,	some	doubts	still	linger	over	other	aspects	that	may	discourage	

the	fact	of	shifting	to	EMI.		

One	 of	 the	 major	 concerns	 is	 the	 so-called	 “domain	 loss”,	 that	 is,	 the	 possible	

detrimental	effects	that	teaching	only	through	the	medium	of	English	could	have	on	

the	home	language.	Dearden	and	Macaro	(2016)	state	that	the	rapid	expansion	of	

EMI	may	 lead	 to	 “a	 situation	where	 no	 academic	 textbooks	 are	 published	 in	 the	

home	language	with	the	linguistic	and	social	consequences	that	this	might	entail”	(p.	

458).	However,	they	also	point	out	the	lack	of	appropriate	research	monitoring	the	

effects	of	EMI	on	the	lecturers’	and	students’	L1.	Furthermore,	Motta	in	his	paper	

“Nine	and	a	half	reasons	against	the	monarchy	of	English”	(2017:	99)	asserts	that	

the	spread	of	EMI	in	Italy	is	leading	to	an	impoverishment	of	the	Italian	language;	in	

particular,	he	argues	that	the	exclusion	of	Italian	from	higher	education	cannot	but	

weaken	and	undermine	it,	reducing	its	lexical	richness	and	possibly	depriving	it	of	

entire	sets	of	specific	words,	often	already	suffering	from	the	abuse	of	Anglicisms.		

Another	major	 concern	 is	 the	 alleged	detrimental	 effect	 of	 EMI	on	 the	quality	 of	

teaching.	 Gazzola	 (2017)	 reports	 on	 a	 study	 conducted	 in	 Austria	 on	 139	

undergraduate	 students,	which	 proved	 that	 they	 can	 learn	 better	 in	 their	 native	

language.	Macaro	 (2018b:	75),	 instead,	makes	 reference	 to	a	 study	on	university	

teachers	in	Korea	who	feel	that	EMI	“might	create	a	barrier	to	content	learning”	and	

to	 another	 study	 in	 Turkey	which,	more	 importantly,	 refers	 to	 the	 possibility	 of	

covering	the	content	material	more	quickly	in	the	native	tongue.	This	concern	is	also	

connected	to	the	more	general	problem	of	English	proficiency,	both	on	the	part	of	

the	teachers	and	on	the	part	of	the	students.	In	fact,	as	far	as	teaching	is	concerned,	

Motta	(2017:	97)	argues	that,	when	speaking	a	language	different	from	our	mother	

tongue,	certain	details	and	shades	of	meaning	and	thought	can	be	lost.	Interestingly,	

he	makes	 a	 difference	 between	 situations	where	 the	 goal	 is	 just	 straightforward	
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communication,	 and	 teaching.	 The	 former	 can	 be	 successful	 even	 without	 a	 full	

mastery	 of	 the	 language,	while	 the	 latter	 presupposes	 “full	 or,	 one	might	 argue,	

unlimited	possession	of	 the	 linguistic	resources	used”	(p.	97)	 in	order	to	provide	

training,	education	and	to	carry	out	research.	In	fact,	also	Vinke	(1995,	in	Klaassen	

and	De	Graaf,	2001:	282)	states	that	lecturers	are	able	to	cover	less	material	in	the	

allotted	time	when	the	teaching	is	in	English	as	opposed	to	when	the	teaching	is	in	

their	mother	 tongue.	Macaro	 (2018b:	 76)	 also	 refers	 to	 a	 Dutch	 study	 in	which	

professors	 admitted	 that	 teaching	 through	 English	was	 associated	with	 “a	more	

limited	 vocabulary,	 less	 flexibility,	 and	 a	 reduction	 in	 types	 of	 pedagogical	

activities”.	 Issues	 in	 language	proficiency	are	also	raised	 in	the	study	by	Wächter	

and	Maiworm	(2014),	who	report	that	the	low	level	of	English	proficiency	was	one	

of	the	main	reasons	for	not	offering	ETPs.		

This	 is	 also	 true	 for	 the	 students:	EMI	may	have	a	detrimental	 effect	 also	on	 the	

quality	of	learning,	both	as	a	consequence	of	the	alleged	low	quality	of	teaching,	and	

also	 due	 to	 the	 low	 level	 of	 English	 proficiency	 on	 the	 part	 of	 the	 students	

themselves.	As	Clark	suggests,	in	those	situations	where	the	same	course	is	provided	

both	in	Italian	and	in	English,	the	students	following	the	ETP	risk	“falling	behind”	

their	 colleagues	 studying	 in	 Italian	 (2018:	 564).	 We	 will	 go	 more	 into	 detail	

regarding	this	last	issue	in	the	following	chapters.		

Another	 concern	 with	 respect	 to	 the	 introduction	 of	 EMI	 regards	 the	 supposed	

“elitism”	 it	brings	about.	Although	 this	 issue	was	raised	mainly	 in	 relation	 to	 the	

secondary	sector	by	Bruton	(2011),	it	has	then	moved	to	the	tertiary	sector	and	is	

certainly	worth	mentioning	here.	It	is	claimed	that	students	who	follow	ETPs	have	

been	previously	selected,	 in	a	way	or	another.	Macaro	(2018b)	quotes	a	study	by	

Lueg	and	Lueg	(2015)	where	three	hypotheses	were	tested	(114):	

	
1.	Students	from	a	higher	socio-economic	status	background	were	more	likely	to	choose	
EMI;	the	higher	the	socio-economic	status	background,	the	more	students	expected	EMI	
to	provide	them	with	employability.	
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2.	The	higher	their	English	proficiency,	 the	more	 likely	were	they	to	choose	the	EMI	
route;	 the	 higher	 the	 socio-economic	 status	 background,	 the	more	 they	 considered	
English	important	as	an	international	language	

3.	 The	higher	 the	 expectation	 of	 barriers	 or	 problems	 associated	with	EMI,	 the	 less	
likely	the	students	were	to	choose	the	EMI	route.	

	
These	hypotheses	were	confirmed	by	the	study,	leading	to	the	conclusion	that	“EMI	

can	lead	to	social	inequalities	and	perpetuate	divisiveness”;	however,	it	is	also	stated	

that	“these	deleterious	effects	can	be	mediated	by	policy	and	practice	intervention”	

(114).		
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3.	EMI	IN	EUROPE	

	
For	 the	purposes	and	width	of	 the	present	 study,	we	will	 focus	on	 the	European	

context.	 EMI	 is	 growing	 rapidly	 in	 Europe.	 It	 was	 first	 implemented	 in	master’s	

degree	courses:	according	to	a	study	conducted	by	Wächter	and	Maiworm	(2014)	in	

Europe	 in	2001	there	were	725	master’s	programs	 in	English,	 then	 increasing	 to	

2389	in	2007,	raising	to	as	much	as	8089	in	2014	(p.	16).	The	European	Association	

for	 International	 Education,	 instead,	 analysed	 the	 numbers	 for	 ETBs	 (English-

Taught	Bachelor	Programs)	 in	order	 to	understand	whether	 it	was	undergoing	a	

similar	upward	trend	(Sandström	and	Neghina,	2017).	By	using	the	data	from	the	

StudyPortals	database	and	by	conducting	semi-structured	interviews	in	six	different	

countries,	they	provided	the	results	that	can	be	seen	in	the	graph.		

Graph	 1.	 Distribution	 of	 ETBs	 and	 ETMs	 by	 country.	 [Source:	 StudyPortals,	 in	 Sandström	 and	
Neghina,	2017:	10].	
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Although	ETMs	(English-Taught	Master	Programs)	were	developed	before	ETBs	in	

almost	all	universities,	 there	are	 some	exceptional	 cases	 in	which	ETMs	resulted	

from	ETBs	 (Sandström	and	Neghina,	 2017:	 10).	 It	 is	worth	mentioning	 also	 that	

ETMs	are	generally	more	popular:	ETBs	constitute	only	27%	of	the	total	(p.	10).	Let	

us	now	go	back	in	time	and	see	how	it	all	began.	

	

3.1.	EMI	POLICIES	IN	EUROPE	

	
	
One	of	the	main	shared	objectives	of	the	European	Union	in	the	last	two	decades	has	

been	 the	 effort	 to	 boost	 international	 mobility	 of	 students.	 In	 fact,	 since	 the	

establishment	of	the	European	Union	in	1992	through	the	Maastricht	Treaty,	it	 is	

possible	to	identify	four	initiatives	aimed	at	developing	language-related	policies,	as	

Macaro	points	out:	the	“mother	tongue	plus	two	other	languages”	policy,	“Content	

and	 Language	 Integrated	 Learning”,	 the	well-known	 “Erasmus	 Programme”	 and,	

finally,	the	“Bologna	Process”	(2018b:46).	

The	 first	 policy	 was	 introduced	 in	 2003,	 when	 Europe	 consisted	 of	 “just”	 18	

countries.	The	document	started	by	stating	that:	

The	European	Union	is	home	to	450	million	people	from	scores	of	different	cultural	and	
linguistic	communities.	The	Union	and	each	of	its	Member	States	are	multilingual	and	
multicultural	societies.		

Encouraging	 the	 learning	of	 languages	not	 only	 forges	 links	between	 the	 citizens	of	
Europe,	 but	 also	 helps	 to	 build	 up	 the	 feeling	 of	 being	 European.	 A	 knowledge	 of	
languages	 is	 one	 of	 the	 basic	 skills	 which	 all	 European	 citizens	 require.	 It	 is	 a	
prerequisite	for	full	participation	in	the	new	professional	and	personal	opportunities	
which	are	opening	up	to	Europe’s	citizens.	(CEE,	2003)	

	
Thus,	 according	 to	 the	 document,	 a	 great	 importance	 is	 to	 be	 given	 to	

multilingualism	(see	p.	63).	In	fact,	the	policy	owes	its	name	(“Promoting	Language	

Learning	and	Linguistic	Diversity”)	to	one	of	the	main	aims	cited	in	the	document,	

that	is	to	make	sure	that	EU	citizens	learn	two	other	languages	besides	their	mother	
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tongue	(p.	45).	Interestingly	enough,	Higher	Education	is	deemed	to	be	one	of	the	

most	important	players	in	this	effort	to	promote	multilingualism	(p.	48).	

Content	 and	 Language	 Integrated	 Learning	 (CLIL),	 which	 we	 have	 already	

mentioned	above,	originated	in	the	mid-1990s	(Coyle	et	al.,	2010)	and	had	not	yet	

been	 adopted	 as	 part	 of	 a	 widespread	 European	 Union	 policy.	 However,	 it	 was	

mentioned	several	times	in	documents	dealing	with	multilingualism,	until	in	2006	a	

document	 bearing	 the	 European	 Commission	 logo	 (Eurydice	 2006)	 entitled	

“Content	 and	 Language	 Integrated	 Learning	 (CLIL)	 at	 School	 in	 Europe”	 was	

published.	 The	 document	 measured	 the	 scale	 of	 development	 of	 the	 CLIL	

phenomenon	 in	 European	 primary	 and	 secondary	 schools,	 in	 particular	 raising	

some	important	issues	related	to	the	accessibility	of	CLIL	programmes	for	students	

(pp.	21,	51-54).		

Turning	 our	 attention	 to	 HE	 initiatives,	 the	 first	 and	 well-known	 project	 to	 be	

mentioned	 is	 the	ERASMUS	 (European	Region	Action	Scheme	 for	 the	Mobility	 of	

University	Students)	Programme.	Its	 implementation	in	1987	fostered	temporary	

mobility,	but	also	promoted	the	degree	mobility,	which	is	the	study	of	a	full	degree	

in	 another	 country	 (see	 European	 Commission,	 2014a).	 In	 order	 to	 remove	 any	

possible	barrier	to	student	mobility,	the	EU	introduced,	among	other	novelties,	ECTS	

(European	Credit	Transfer	and	Accumulation	System),	that	is	a	“common	exchange	

currency”	(Wächter	and	Maiworm,	2014:	25).	It	is	interesting	to	note	the	extent	to	

which	this	programme	grew:	in	its	first	year,	3,244	students	experienced	a	period	of	

study	in	the	11	countries	that	agreed	to	participate.	By	2011	the	number	of	students	

who	had	participated	in	the	Erasmus	Project	raised	to	nearly	three	million	and	by	

2014	 more	 than	 2,389	 universities	 participated	 in	 the	 programme	 (European	

Commission,	2014a).	It	should	be	underlined	that	this	initiative,	which	continues	to	

have	enormous	success,	was	created	to	promote	plurilingualism.	In	fact,	students	

during	their	period	of	mobility	abroad	were	highly	exposed	to	the	local	language	of	

the	 host	 country.	 However,	 the	 most	 popular	 destinations	 were	 Spain,	 France,	

Germany,	Italy	and,	above	all,	the	UK	(European	Commission,	2012),	probably	also	
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because	these	are	the	countries	whose	languages	are	the	mostly	spread	or	known	in	

Europe.		

Another	 step	 towards	 the	promotion	of	 internationalisation	and,	 in	particular,	of	

multilingualism	 in	 Europe	 has	 been	 the	Bologna	 Process	 started	 in	 1999.	 It	was	

initially	intended	to	have	a	clear	plurilingualist	mandate;	however,	Macaro	argues	

that	 “resulting	 student	 mobility	 appears	 to	 have	 had	 completely	 the	 opposite	

outcome”	(2018b:	4).	It	should	be	remembered	that	one	of	the	main	reasons	for	the	

implementation	of	the	ETPs	is	to	attract	foreign	students,	who	otherwise	would	be	

discouraged	from	leaving	for	mobility	in	places	where	the	local	language	is	unknown	

to	 them.	Although	 this	 is	 certainly	 true,	 a	possible	drawback	 is	 the	 fact	 that	EMI	

indicates	 English	 as	 the	 exclusive	 medium	 of	 instruction:	 what	 about	 the	

multilingualism	 advocated	 by	 the	 European	 Commission?	 If	 the	 language	 of	

instruction	is	English	only,	mobility	students	are	no	longer	encouraged	to	learn	the	

language	of	the	country	in	which	they	move	to	study	As	Unites	points	out	(2014:4),	

the	European	Union	actively	promotes	multilingual	learning	but	at	the	same	time	

many	of	its	policies	in	the	last	two	decades	promoted	the	monolingual	use	of	English.		

	
In	 Europe,	 as	 for	 the	 rest	 of	 the	 world,	 the	 obvious	 points	 of	 reference	 for	 the	
exponential	 growth	 of	 EMI	 are	 globalisation	 of	 economic	 structures,	
internationalisation	 of	 education,	 and	 changing	 demographics.	 The	 greater	
interconnectivity	 resulting	 from	 increased	 flows	 of	 people,	 goods,	 and	 services	
necessitates	the	increased	use	of	a	language	that	everyone	can	communicate	in	without	
expensive	translation	and	interpreting	services	(Macaro,	2018b:	5).	

	
English	has	become,	not	only	in	the	European	Union,	but	also	in	the	rest	of	the	world,	

the	international	lingua	franca.	The	education	system	must	respond	to	this,	and	that	

is	one	of	the	main	reasons	for	the	exponential	growth	of	EMI.	However,	English	as	a	

lingua	 franca	 is	 itself	 propelled	 through	 all	 these	 changes	 in	 economics	 and	

interconnectivity:	it	is	a	“push-and-pull”	effect,	because	“the	relationship	between	

English	and	globalisation	is	mutually	supportive”	(Macaro,	2018b:	6).		
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3.2.	A	NORTH-SOUTH	DIVIDE		

	
There	 are	 clearly	 notable	 differences	 among	 regions	 in	 Europe	 regarding	 the	

expansion	of	EMI.	In	particular,	scholars	refer	to	the	so-called	“North-South	Divide”	

(Wächter	 and	 Maiworm,	 2002:	 27;	 2007:	 26;	 2014:	 16;	 Dimova,	 Hultgren	 and	

Jensen,	 2015:	 3):	 The	Alps	 seem	 to	 be	 a	European	 “English-medium	watershed”,	

dividing	the	more	“Englishised”	Northern	countries	from	the	Southern	ones,	which	

still	lag	a	bit	behind	as	far	as	the	provision	of	ETPs	is	concerned.	This	division	was	

first	 noted	 in	 the	 analysis	 by	 Wächter	 and	 Maiworm	 in	 the	 2002	 study,	 then	

confirmed	both	in	the	2007	and	in	the	2014	updated	versions	(respectively	on	page	

27,	26	and	16).		

	

	

Table	1.	Comparison	by	regions2	(Source:	Wächter	and	Maiworm,	2017:	38)	

																																																

2	The	countries	included	in	the	survey	were:	Baltic	region	(Estonia,	Latvia,	Lithuania),	Central	East	
Europe	(Czech	Republic,	Hungary,	Poland,	Slovenia,	Slovak	Republic),	Central	West	Europe	(Austria,	
Belgium,	 Germany,	 Switzerland,	 the	 Netherlands),	 Nordic	 region	 (Denmark,	 Finland,	 Iceland,	
Norway,	 Sweden),	 South	 East	 Europe	 (Bulgaria,	 Croatia,	 Cyprus,	 Greece,	 Romania,	 Turkey),	 and	
South	West	Europe	(France,	Italy,	Portugal,	Spain).	(Wächter	and	Maiworm,	2017).	



	 23	

	
As	table	1	suggests,	there	are	considerable	differences	as	to	the	spread	of	English-

Taught	Programmes	by	region	and	size	of	enrolment.	The	Nordic	countries	display	

the	 highest	 percentages:	 61%	 of	 institutions	 offer	 a	 Bachelor’s	 and/or	 Master’s	

degree	 course	 entirely	 taught	 in	 English,	 20%	 of	 the	 sum	 total	 of	 programmes	

provided	at	university	are	taught	through	the	medium	of	English,	and	over	5%	of	

students	are	enrolled	in	ETPs.	The	Baltic	and	the	Central	regions	follow,	while	the	

Southern	 regions	 show	 a	 notably	 different	 scenario:	 around	 18%	 of	 institutions	

offer	a	Bachelor’s	and/or	Master’s	degree	ETP	course,	just	over	2%	of	programmes	

are	in	English,	and	less	than	1%	of	students	are	enrolled	in	an	ETP.	Notwithstanding,	

within	the	individual	regions	some	differences	can	be	registered,	and	in	some	cases	

the	contrast	can	be	substantial.	For	instance,	Cyprus	is	one	of	the	countries	with	the	

best	provision	of	ETPs,	although	it	geographically	belongs	to	South-East	Europe.		
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4.	EMI	IN	ITALY	

	
The	 internationalisation	 process	 in	 Italy	 has	 slow,	 similarly	 to	 other	 Southern	

European	countries.	What	 is	more,	 a	 survey	conducted	 in	2012	by	 the	European	

Commission	 placed	 Italy	 second	 from	 last	 among	 27	 EU	 nations	 as	 regards	 self-

reported	competence	in	an	L2.	Notably,	this	country	too,	as	Europe	at	a	macro	level,	

displays	a	North-South	divide,	not	only	 in	 terms	of	multilingualism	and	 language	

competences,	but	also	from	an	economic	perspective	(Costa	and	Coleman,	2013:	6).		

Notwithstanding,	 since	 the	 1990s	 many	 educational	 reforms	 have	 been	

implemented	in	Italy	to	improve	the	knowledge	of	foreign	languages	throughout	the	

country:	the	learning	of	English	from	primary	school	(European	Commission,	2012:	

27)	is	perhaps	one	of	the		most	important	and	well-known	reforms,	along	with	the	

introduction	of	CLIL	as	a	compulsory	approach	in	various	kinds	of	high	schools.		

As	far	as	Higher	Education	is	concerned,	Italy	introduced	its	first	ETPs	in	1992	in	

Northern	 private	 universities.	 Subsequently,	 the	 year	 2004	 produced	 a	 steady	

growth	and	in	2010	the	number	of	ETPs	increased	yet	again	(Costa	and	Coleman,	

2013:	10)	thanks	to	the	Legge	Gelmini	240/2010,	which	aimed	at		

	
boosting	internationalisation	through	an	increased	mobility	of	teachers	and	students,	
integrated	 study	 programmes,	 interuniversity	 cooperation	 initiatives	 for	 study	 and	
research	purposes,	 and	 the	 implementation	 […]	 of	 teaching,	 study	programmes	 and	
selection	procedures	in	a	foreign	language.3		

	

																																																

3	My	translation.	The	original	version	is:	“rafforzamento	dell'internazionalizzazione	anche	attraverso	
una	 maggiore	 mobilità	 dei	 docenti	 e	 degli	 studenti,	 programmi	 integrati	 di	 studio,	 iniziative	 di	
cooperazione	 interuniversitaria	per	attività	di	 studio	e	di	 ricerca	e	 l'attivazione,	nell'ambito	delle	
risorse	umane,	finanziarie	e	strumentali	disponibili	a	legislazione	vigente,	di	insegnamenti,	di	corsi	
di	 studio	 e	 di	 forme	 di	 selezione	 svolti	 in	 lingua	 straniera”	 (source:	
http://www.camera.it/parlam/leggi/10240l.htm)	
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In	Italy	(at	the	moment	of	writing),	according	to	the	most	up-to-date	list	of	ETPs,	the	

Universitaly	website4,	there	are	59	universities	which	offer	ETPs	and	a	sum	total	of	

397	 degree	 courses	 in	 English	 mainly	 offered	 at	 the	 Master’s	 level	 and	 of	 the	

duration	of	approximately	2	years.	In	2015,	the	institutions	offering	ETPs	were	52	

and	there	were	245	ETP	courses	(Helm,	2017:	14),	already	displaying	a	remarkable	

72%	increase	with	respect	to	the	previous	year.	From	2015	to	the	present	year,	then,	

Italian	ETPs	have	registered	a	62%	(+152)	increase,	validating	the	slower	but	still	

notable	increase	in	EMI	in	Italy.		

Costa	 and	 Coleman’s	 nationwide	 survey	 in	 2012	 identified	 a	 higher	 uptake	 of	

English	taught	programmes	in	northern	Italian	universities	(public	and	private),	and	

reveals	a	lack	of	training	courses	available	for	academic	staff	and	a	dependence	on	

traditional	teaching	styles	and	content	instruction	which	are	rarely	student-centred.	

Furthermore,	they	note	that	in	Italy	EMI	is	a	top-down	phenomenon,	that	is,	it	does	

not	arise	from	the	needs	felt	by	lecturers	but	rather	by	the	institutional	decisions	of	

the	university	administrations.	

In	this	respect,	there	has	been	a	heated	debate	on	EMI	at	the	Politecnico	di	Milano	in	

2012	that	echoed	worldwide:	the	case	featured	both	in	the	BBC	and	The	New	York	

Times5 ,	 to	 name	 but	 two	 news	 broadcasts.	 The	 rector	 of	 the	 public	 university	

wanted	 to	have	all	 its	Master	and	PhD	courses	 in	English	 language	only,	 starting	

from	2014.	He	met	with	fierce	resistance	both	on	the	part	of	the	teachers	and	on	the	

part	of	the	students.	The	rector	called	upon	internationalisation	reasons:	he	feared	

that	by	providing	Italian-Taught	courses	the	institution	risked	isolation	and	would	

not	be	able	to	compete	at	an	international	level	(Coughlan,	2012).	The	100	members	

of	the	faculty	who	opposed	him,	for	their	part,	claimed	that	it	is	wrong	in	principle	

to	force	teachers	and	students	to	teach	and	learn	in	English	in	their	native	country.	

																																																

4	https://www.universitaly.it/index.php/cercacorsi/universita?lingua_corso=en#a31		
5 	https://www.bbc.com/news/business-17958520	 (BBC)	
https://www.nytimes.com/2012/06/11/world/europe/11iht-educside11.html	(NY	Times)	
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A	 recent	 verdict	 (29/01/18)	 declared	 the	 rector’s	 initiative	 unconstitutional	 for	

numerous	 reasons:	 it	 violates	 article	 n.	 6	 of	 the	 Constitution,	 which	 protects	

minority	languages,	and	Royal	Decree	1592	from	1933	which	establishes	Italian	as	

the	 official	 language	 of	 University;	 it	 would	 be	 detrimental	 to	 the	 libertà	

d’insegnamento,	or	teaching	freedom;	and,		last	but	not	least,	it	would	put	the	Italian	

language	 in	 a	 subordinate	 position	 with	 respect	 to	 a	 foreign	 language 6 .	 	 A	

compromise	seems	to	have	been	reached,	with	the	Politecnico	di	Milano	website	now	

displaying	courses	provided	both	in	English	and	in	Italian.	

	 	

																																																

6	https://www.giustizia-
amministrativa.it/cdsintra/cdsintra/AmministrazionePortale/DocumentViewer/index.html?ddocn
ame=6RRRYBGTYVS7DABC5SMNSYVZUQ&q.		
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5.	EMI	AT	CA’	FOSCARI	

	
Ca’	 Foscari	 University	was	 founded	 on	 August	 1868	 as	 the	 “Scuola	 Superiore	 di	

Commercio”	(Advanced	School	for	Commerce)	by	a	group	of	innovative	and	learned	

scholars	of	the	time:	Luigi	Luzzati,	Edoardo	Deodati	and	Francesco	Ferrara.	It	was	

the	 first	 Italian	 institution	 to	 deal	 with	 advanced	 education	 in	 Business	 and	

Economics.	 What	 is	 more,	 right	 from	 its	 birth	 it	 included	 the	 study	 of	 foreign	

languages,	unambiguous	proof	of	an	international	conception	of	the	University.	In	

the	 academic	 year	 2008/09,	 the	 first	 ETP	 was	 implemented:	 Economics	 and	

Management.	 In	 Ca’	 Foscari’s	 Internationalisation	 policies,	 it	 is	 declared	 that	

(Gamba,	2012:	12-13):		

	
Internationalization,	in	its	different	aspects,	 is	one	of	the	university	priorities,	as	per	
what	 is	 detailed	 in	 the	 strategic	 plan	 and	 in	 the	 three-year	 plan.	
Its	main	aims	are	both	to	put	Ca’	Foscari	 in	a	prestigious	network	of	universities,	 in	
order	to	give	our	students	and	professors	the	possibility	to	study	and	grow	up	culturally	
and	professionally	in	important	universities	all	over	the	world	and	in	the	meantime	to	
create	an	international	environment	for	study	and	research	in	Ca’	Foscari,	attracting	
professors	and	students	from	abroad,	and	creating	international	didactic	products	and	
research	 projects.	
The	development	of	internationalization	has	to	give	our	university	an	higher	position	
in	the	most	important	international	university	rankings	and	in	the	evaluation	criteria	
of	MIUR	and	ANVUR.		

Therefore,	these	are	the	specific	aims	we	can	select:	

- to	encourage	international	research	projects,	aiming	at	entering	the	most	qualified	
international	networks;	

- to	recruit	the	best	international	students	and	professors;	

- to	increase	mobility	for	students,	professors	and	staff;	

- to	 develop	 international	 double	 and	 joint	 degree	 programmes,	 for	 all	 levels	
(bachelor,	master	degree,	PhD),	and	to	increase	English	language	courses;	

- to	 increase	 Ca’	 Foscari	 visibility	 and	 international	 attractiveness,	 for	 research	
activities	and	international	rankings	and	educational	syllabus;	
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- to	attract	financial	sources	from	internationalization	programmes.	

There	are	currently	19	Bachelor’s	and	Master’s	degree	programmes	at	Ca’	Foscari.	

It	is	worth	noting	that,	in	the	Strategic	Plan	2016-2020,	among	the	objectives	set	for	

2020,	the	University	aims	to	“Raise	the	percentage	of	English-Taught	Programs	to	

20%,	 spread	uniformly	on	 the	different	 subject	 areas”	 (p.	12)	7	[italics	mine]	 and	

“Increase	Ca’	Foscari’s	International	student	enrolments	from	5%	to	at	least	10%”	

(p.	12).	

This	willingness	to	boost	the	presence	of	ETPs	at	Ca’	Foscari	is	also	associated	with	

a	strong	effort	on	the	part	of	the	University	to	improve	the	quality	of	these	type	of	

courses.	In	fact,	in	the	academic	year	2013/14	a	project	called	“Koiné”	was	launched	

at	 the	 Department	 of	 Management,	 with	 the	 aim	 of	 offering	 a	 series	 of	 lectures	

concerning	English	and	EMI	and,	upon	request,	a	support	service	for	the	teaching	

and	 the	 administrative	 staff	 of	 the	 Department.	 Then,	 in	 2015,	 the	 Ca’	 Foscari	

Schoold	for	International	Education	(SIE)	created	for	the	Department	of	Economics	

a	full-fledged	course	entitled	“Academic	Lecturing”,	based	on	specific	requests	that	

emerged	thanks	to	a	questionnaire.	The	project	then	developed,	and	the	course	was	

also	 offered	 at	 the	 Department	 of	 Philosophy	 and	 Cultural	 Heritage	 (DFBC),	 the	

Department	of	Environmental	Sciences,	Informatics	and	Statistics	(DAIS),	and	the	

Department	 of	 Molecular	 Sciences	 and	 Nanosystems	 (DSMN).	 The	 scientific	

coordinator	 of	 this	 project	 is	 Professor	 Carmel	 Mary	 Coonan,	 along	 with	 her	

research	 team	made	up	of	 doctor	Ada	Bier	 and	doctor	Elena	Borsetto.	 Professor	

Coonan	 explains	 the	 essence	 of	 the	 course:	 “Saper	 farsi	 comprendere	 durante	 la	

lecture	 in	 lingua	 inglese,	 saper	 gestire	 la	 lingua	 come	 strumento	 metodologico	

durante	 la	 lezione,	 saper	 introdurre	 e	 gestire	materiali	 in,	 e	 attraverso,	 la	 lingua	

inglese,	o	utilizzare	le	TIC,	sono	solo	alcuni	dei	diversi	aspetti	che	il	corso	affronta”8.	

Ca’	Foscari	University,	thanks	to	this	Academic	Lecturing	course,	is	at	the	forefront	

																																																

7	https://www.unive.it/pag/fileadmin/user_upload/inglese/pdf/2016_10_06_strategic_plan.pdf		
8	https://www.unive.it/pag/9929/		
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in	 supporting	 the	 teaching	 and	 administrative	 staff	 to	 keep	 pace	 with	 the	 EMI	

phenomenon.	

The	present	study	also	tried	to	obtain	some	more	information	on	EMI	at	Ca’	Foscari	

University	by	 looking	 into	the	reasons	behind	the	creation	and	the	structuring	of	

some	of	the	ETPs	offered	by	the	University.	This	was	made	possible	thanks	to	the	

interviews	with	 the	Presidenti	 dei	 collegi	didattici	 (heads	of	 the	 faculty	 councils),	

which	was	the	first	step	of	the	study	(see	the	following	chapter).	It	was	found	that	

some	degree	courses	were	born	for	very	different	reasons,	and	while	some	of	them	

were	structured	similarly	to	their	Italian	version,	some	others	were	not.	Let	us	look	

at	two	interesting	cases.	

The	 degree	 course	 in	 Economics,	 Markets	 and	 Finance	 is	 basically	 the	 English	

equivalent	of	the	Italian	degree	course	called	Economia	e	Commercio.	As	the	head	of	

the	faculty	council	(presidente	del	collegio	didattico)	of	the	Department	stated	during	

the	 interview,	 «Buona	 parte	 degli	 esami	 corrisponde	 pienamente,	 anche	 come	

programmi,	 ovviamente	 con	 alcuni	 adattamenti	 che	 derivano	 dalla	 natura	 delle	

materie	o	alcune	volte	da	esigenze	organizzative».	That	is,	the	majority	of	the	exams	

of	the	English	programme	fully	correspond	to	the	exams	that	are	to	be	found	in	the	

Italian	 version.	 However,	 some	 subjects,	 because	 of	 their	 very	 nature	 or	 due	 to	

organizational	reasons,	are	slightly	different.	For	instance,	law	subjects	often	take	

on	a	national	connotation,	thus	it	is	not	possible	to	render	the	same	exact	course	in	

English:	 the	 ETP,	 then,	 focuses	 more	 on	 comparisons	 between	 legal	 aspects	 in	

different	nations.		

	Another	 example	 is	 the	 ETP	 in	 Environmental	 Sciences,	 called	 Global	

Environmental	Change	which	does	not	have	a	corresponding	 Italian	version.	The	

two	 Italian	programmes,	 in	 fact,	are	called	Controllo	e	Risanamento	dell’Ambiente	

and	Valutazione	e	Gestione	dei	 Sistemi	Ambientali.	These	 three	different	 curricula	

were	born	five	years	ago,	with	the	intention	of	making	the	courses	more	specializing.	

At	the	beginning,	the	MA	in	Environmental	Sciences	used	to	be	too	generic,	in	that	

graduate	students	had	the	possibility	to	choose,	among	the	subjects	they	studied	in	
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their	Bachelor’s	degree,	which	ones	they	wanted	to	focus	on	at	Master	level.	Instead,	

nowadays,	students	can	choose	among	three	different	curricula	which	are	defined	

by	the	geographical	area	they	want	to	delve	into,	from	a	smaller	and	more	specific	

domain,	to	a	wider	and	more	global	one.	Global	Environmental	Change,	as	the	name	

itself	suggests,	is	the	curriculum	with	a	broader	view	on	Environmental	Sciences.	It	

takes	as	its	subject	of	study	the	whole	world,	and	for	this	reason	it	was	conceived	as	

an	ETP:	by	its	own	nature	it	required	to	be	taught	in	an	international	language.	
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6.	DESIGN	OF	THE	STUDY	&	RESEARCH	QUESTION	

	
The	present	study	was	carried	out	in	a	medium	sized	public	university	in	Northern	

Italy:	Ca’	Foscari	University	of	Venice.	The	aim	of	the	study	was	to	map	the	size	and,	

in	 particular,	 the	 effectiveness	 of	 EMI	 in	 this	 University	 by	 interviewing	 some	

lecturers	 and	 by	 submitting	 a	 questionnaire	 to	 students	 who	 follow	 ETPs.	 In	

particular,	the	focus	was	on	those	EMI	courses	which	have	a	parallel	Italian	version	

(e.g.	 Economia	 aziendale	 and	 Business	 Administration	 and	 Management).	 Thus,	

those	programmes	which	are	to	be	found	only	in	English,	for	instance	the	one	on	

Philosophy,	International	and	Economic	Studies	(PISE)	or	Conservation	Science	and	

Technology	for	Cultural	Heritage,	among	others,	were	not	included	in	the	study.	The	

reason	behind	this	choice	lies	in	the	research	questions:		

• What	 are	 the	 perceived	 differences	 between	 an	 Italian	 course	 and	 the	

parallel	English	version?	Is	the	ETP	course	perceived	as	more,	less	or	equally	

effective	both	by	students	and	teachers?		

• What	are	the	pros	and	cons	of	ETPs	according	to	students	and	teachers?		

• Why	should	students	choose	to	study	in	English	or	in	Italian?	

Furthermore,	even	 the	degree	courses	within	 the	Departments	of	Languages	and	

Culture,	 or	 International	 Studies	 and	 Globalisation	 were	 not	 taken	 into	

consideration,	 in	order	to	remain	true	to	the	definition	of	EMI	which	has	already	

been	provided:	the	academic	subject	of	the	course	should	be	other	than	language	

itself	in	order	to	be	considered	proper	EMI	(see	chapter	1).	The	degree	courses	to	

be	found	within	these	departments,	instead,	while	certainly	also	dealing	with	other	

subjects,	have	a	strong	focus	on	the	language	itself.		

The	study	presents	a	mixed	method	approach	to	research:	the	interviews	were	used	

primarily	to	gain	qualitative	information,	while	the	questionnaires	were	structured	

so	as	to	gain	more	quantitative	information,	but	in	both	cases	some	information	of	
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the	opposite	type	was	occasionally	gathered	(for	example	through	the	open-ended	

questions	in	the	questionnaire).		

	

6.1.	DATA	COLLECTION:	LECTURERS	

	
The	first	step	for	the	lecturer	interviews	was	setting	up	a	meeting	with	the	Presidenti	

dei	collegi	didattici	(heads	of	the	faculty	councils)	of	the	different	degree	courses,	

both	to	investigate	their	own	personal	experiences	and	beliefs	on	EMI	and	to	request	

their	permission	to	interview	some	of	the	professors	of	their	courses.	An	email	was	

sent	to	each	of	them	and	just	one	professor	did	not	answer.	Thus,	a	total	number	of	

six	 professors	 were	 interviewed	 between	 June	 and	 August	 2018,	 and	 the	

conversations	were	recorded9	and	transcribed.	These	consultations	also	led	to	the	

creation	of	 a	 “snowball	 sampling”	 (Dörnyei,	2007:	98):	 each	professor,	being	 the	

head	of	the	faculty,	identified,	among	the	entire	teaching	staff,	suitable	colleagues	

who	could	be	interviewed.	In	particular,	they	were	asked	to	pinpoint	those	members	

who	possibly	had	previous	experience	in	teaching	through	Italian	the	same	course	

they	now	teach	through	English.		

The	 suggested	 people	 were	 thus	 contacted	 via	 mail	 and	 appointments	 were	

arranged	in	order	to	discuss	their	perceptions,	beliefs	and	experiences	with	EMI.	It	

was	clearly	explained	to	them	in	the	email	that	the	interviews	would	be	conducted	

for	research	purposes	and	that	the	information	would	have	been	used	anonymously.	

A	total	number	of	14	emails	were	sent	to	professors	from	different	degree	courses,	

both	 at	 Bachelor’s	 and	 at	Master’s	 level,	 and	 seven	 answers	were	 received.	 The	

seven	 interviews	(see	table	1)	were	carried	out	between	September	and	October	

2018;	they	were	audio	recorded	and	transcribed.	

																																																

9	The	recordings	lasted	for	a	total	time	of	119	minutes,	with	an	average	of	20	minutes	per	interview.	
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	 Department	 B/M	 Rec.	time	 Transcript	
words	

Lecturer	1	(L1)	

Female	
Economics	 M	 22:38	 2.096	

Lecturer	2	(L2)	

Male	

Environmental	
Sciences	 M	 19:55	 1.208	

Lecturer	3	(L3)	

Female	
Management	 B	&	M	 28:43	 1.996	

Lecturer	4	(L4)	

Male	
Economics	 B	&	M	 17:57	 1.456	

Lecturer	5	(L5)	

Male	
Management	 B	&	M	 17:47	 1.315	

Lecturer	6	(L6)	

Male	
Economics	 M	 14:13	 1.454	

Lecturer	7	(L7)	

Female	
Economics	 B	&	M	 27:43	 2.490	

Table	2.	List	of	interviewed	lecturers.		

	
As	can	be	seen	from	Table	2	above,	the	list	of	interviewed	lecturers	specifies:	the	

gender	 of	 the	participants;	 the	 departments	 to	which	 they	 belong;	whether	 they	

teach	Bachelor	(B)	or	Master	(M)	courses,	or	both;	the	duration	of	the	recordings	

and	the	number	of	words	transcribed.	The	length	of	the	recordings	range	between	

17	minutes	and	28	minutes.	The	 interviews	were	semi-structured,	because	 there	
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were	some	standard	open-ended	questions	which	were	asked	to	every	lecturer,	but	

also	the	conversation	was	left	to	flow	freely	on	the	basis	of	what	the	lecturer	felt	was	

important	or	because	of	 interesting	points	 that	may	have	been	raised	during	 the	

interview	(see	the	outline	of	the	interview	in	Appendix	1).	

	

6.2.	DATA	COLLECTION:	STUDENTS	

	

In	order	to	gain	quantitative	data	from	students,	a	questionnaire	was	devised	using	

the	Google	Forms	tool	(see	Appendix	2).	It	was	addressed	to	students	studying	both	

Italian	 and	 English	 courses,	 but	 just	 when	 both	 options	 were	 available,	 thus	

excluding	the	courses	which	have	only	the	Italian	or	only	the	English	version.	The	

majority	of	 the	questions	were	close-ended	but	also	a	 few	open-ended	questions	

were	posed.	After	the	first	question	asking	for	the	name	of	the	respondent’s	degree	

course,	 the	 second	 question	 inquired	 about	 the	 language	 used	 as	 medium	 of	

instruction	for	the	degree	programme	they	follow.	If	the	course	was	an	ETP,	Google	

Forms	 would	 direct	 the	 respondent	 to	 the	 questions	 strictly	 related	 to	 English	

Medium	 courses.	 Instead,	 if	 the	 course	 was	 delivered	 in	 Italian,	 the	 rest	 of	 the	

questionnaire	would	be	about	 courses	delivered	 in	 the	mother	 tongue.	Thus,	 the	

final	result	was	one	questionnaire	with	two	different	possible	paths	depending	on	

the	degree	course	of	the	student	answering.	

The	 questionnaire	 was	 devised	 after	 a	 strong	 research	 of	 the	 literature	 and	

following	the	research	questions	on	the	perceived	differences	between	Italian	and	

English	courses.	Moreover,	some	students	were	asked	their	opinion	on	EMI	before	

circulating	the	questionnaire	and	interesting	issues	arose.	For	instance,	there	was	a	

perceived	feeling	among	students	who	studied	Italian	Taught	courses	that	the	ETPs	

were	less	in-depth	and	less	specific	with	respect	to	the	content	they	should	delve	

into.	To	understand	the	validity	of	this	point,	question	number	3	of	the	EMI	section	

and	question	number	2	of	the	Italian	Taught	Programme	section	were	formulated	

(see	Appendix	2).	Some	other	questions,	 such	as	question	number	19	of	 the	EMI	
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section	were	drawn	from	a	questionnaire	of	the	PhD	study	English	as	a	Medium	of	

Instruction	at	an	Italian	Engineering	Faculty:	An	Investigation	of	Structural	Features	

and	Pragmatic	Functions	(Francomacaro,	2011:	178).		

Another	step	before	circulating	the	questionnaire	was	validating	the	instrument	by	

testing	it	out	among	a	small	target	group	which	consisted	of	peers	and	friends	at	Ca’	

Foscari.	They	were	asked	to	fill	it	in	and	suggest	some	revisions.	On	the	basis	of	their	

feedback,	the	questionnaire	was	slightly	adjusted	by	changing	some	questions	that	

might	 have	 been	 ambiguous	 and	 by	 revising	 the	 structure	 of	 the	 whole	

questionnaire.		

At	 the	 beginning	 of	 the	 questionnaire	 it	was	 specifically	 stated	 that	 the	 answers	

would	 remain	 anonymous,	 that	 information	 would	 be	 gathered	 for	 research	

purposes	 only	 and	 that	 it	 would	 not	 be	 published.	 It	 was	 also	 specified	 that	

information	 would	 be	 treated	 according	 to	 Italian	 law	 on	 privacy	 196/03	 and	

European	law	GDPR	2016/679.		

The	 questionnaire	 was	 then	 administered	 online,	 specifically	 on	 the	 Facebook	

platform,	where	a	lot	of	groups	of	students	from	Ca’	Foscari	University	were	to	be	

found.	The	 survey	was	posted	on	numerous	groups	of	different	dimensions:	 “Ca’	

Foscari”	 (10.020	 members),	 “Ca’	 Foscari	 –	 Dipartimento	 di	 Economia	 e	

Management”	 (2566	members),	 “Economia	 e	 Gestione	 delle	 Aziende	 2017/2019	

Università	Ca’	Foscari”	(287	members),	“FMAM	course	Ca’	Foscari”	(219	members)	

and	many	others.	Some	of	these	groups	were	specific	to	a	single	course	(e.g.	FMAM	

course)	 or	 degree	 course	 (e.g.	 Economia	 e	 Gestione	 delle	 Aziende),	while	 others	

were	 more	 general	 (e.g.	 “Ca’	 Foscari”	 group).	 In	 the	 more	 general	 groups,	 the	

questionnaire	 was	 posted	 along	 with	 a	 descriptive	 message	 indicating	 who	 the	

targets	 of	 my	 research	 were.	 The	 goal	 was	 to	 reach	 100	 answers	 to	 the	

questionnaire.		

	

6.3.	METHOD	OF	ANALYSIS	
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The	chosen	research	method,	as	previously	mentioned,	was	 the	mixed	approach,	

that	is	the	approach	which	combines	quantitative	(QUAN)	and	qualitative	(QUAL)	

data.	 In	 particular,	 the	 lecturers’	 perspectives	 were	 investigated	 through	 semi-

structured	interviews,	while	the	students’	opinions	were	collected	through	a	Google	

Forms	questionnaire.	The	reasons	behind	this	choice	are	manifold	and	are	based	on	

the	QUAL/QUAN	distinction	that	will	be	presented	here	below.		

Qualitative	data	collection	is	characterised	by	an	“emergent”	nature	(Dörnyei,	2007:	

37),	 that	 is,	 it	 is	 not	 tightly	 prefigured,	 and	 it	 is	 open	 to	 various	 responses	 and	

answers.	 To	 investigate	 lecturers’	 opinion	 there	 was	 a	 need	 for	 this	 type	 of	

flexibility,	 because	 what	 was	 asked	 of	 them	 was	 their	 experiences	 and	 beliefs	

(“insider	meaning”,	 Dörnyei,	 2007:	 38),	 deprived	 of	 those	 preconceptions	which	

may	be	present	in	the	case	of	quantitative	data	collection.	Lecturers	are	expected	to	

be	more	 informed	about	 the	phenomenon	of	EMI,	while	 students	 following	ETPs	

may	have	no	prior	 knowledge	 on	 the	 issue,	 so	 they	have	 to	 be	 guided	more,	 for	

example	 by	 giving	 them	 more	 fixed	 answers	 among	 which	 to	 choose	 (QUAN).	

Moreover,	qualitative	research	usually	takes	more	time	than	quantitative	research,	

and	it	refers	to	much	smaller	samples	(Dörnyei,	2007:	38).	Lecturers	at	university	

are	less	numerous	than	students,	who	in	fact	reach	the	number	of	21.000	in	all	the	

departments	 of	 Ca’	 Foscari	 University.	 In	 order	 for	 the	 study	 to	 be	 statistically	

relevant,	then,	the	sample	of	students	should	be	much	higher	than	the	teachers’,	as	

is	 the	 case	 in	 the	 present	 study	 (respectively	 100	 to	 6),	 and	 it	 requires	 a	

standardised	 procedure.	 Last	 but	 not	 least,	 the	 quantitative	 research	 applied	 to	

investigate	students’	opinions	may	allow	the	data	to	be	more	generalisable.		

As	for	the	method	of	analysis,	after	having	recorded	and	transcribed	the	interviews,	

they	were	analysed	trying	to	identify	common	themes	and	interesting	issues	that	

emerged,	 which	 were	 then	 divided	 into	 different	 macro	 areas	 (e.g.	 English	

competencies,	transition	Italian	to	English,	and	so	on),	so	as	to	make	the	data	more	

easily	 comparable.	 Pertinent	quotations	were	 extracted	 from	 the	 transcripts	 and	

inserted	in	the	present	study	to	give	voice	to	the	lecturers	who	participated,	and	to	
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try	and	validate	certain	statements.	To	guarantee	the	anonymity	of	the	lecturers	and	

at	the	same	time	to	be	able	to	cite	them	in	the	study,	each	professor	was	given	a	code	

which	we	will	refer	to	throughout	the	study	(see	table	2).		

The	responses	to	the	questionnaire	automatically	generated	graphs	and	tables	to	be	

analysed,	 thanks	 to	 the	 Google	 Forms	 tool.	 The	 questionnaire	 was	 composed	 of	

closed-ended	multiple-choice	items,	Likert	scales,	some	sentence	completion	items	

and	short-answer	optional	questions	investigating	students’	experiences	and	beliefs	

on	learning	through	the	medium	of	English	and	of	Italian.	Personal	questions	(age,	

gender	and	so	on)	were	left	at	the	end	of	the	questionnaire,	as	indicated	by	Dörnyei	

when	describing	the	best	item	sequence	(2007:	111).		 	
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7.	ANALYSIS	OF	RESULTS	

	
The	data	collected	was	to	investigate	three	research	questions:		

• What	 are	 the	 perceived	 differences	 between	 an	 Italian	 course	 and	 the	

parallel	English	version?	Is	the	ETP	course	perceived	as	more,	less	or	equally	

effective	both	by	students	and	teachers?		

• What	are	the	pros	and	cons	of	ETPs	according	to	students	and	teachers?		

• Why	should	students	choose	to	study	in	English	or	in	Italian?	

Following	careful	analysis	of	the	two	sources	of	data,	interviews	and	questionnaires,	

some	issues	have	emerged	and	are	presented	herewith.	Pertinent	quotations	from	

transcripts	 and	 from	 the	 open-ended	 questions	 from	 the	 questionnaire	 were	

selected	and	included	in	the	analysis.		

	

7.1.	RESULTS:	TEACHER	INTERVIEWS	

	
The	seven	interviews	to	lecturers	disclosed	interesting	issues,	both	emerging	from	

the	 structured	 questions	 and	 from	 statements	 apparently	 not	 connected	 to	 the	

outline	of	the	interviews	(see	appendix	1).	Thus,	the	different	lecturers’	answers	to	

the	 fixed	 questions	will	 hereafter	 be	 presented,	 along	with	 the	 other	 issues	 that	

came	to	light.	The	answers	to	the	same	questions	were	gathered	together	in	order	

for	them	to	be	easily	comparable	and	they	were	given	a	common	headline.	

	

7.1.1.	TRANSITION	ITALIAN	TO	ENGLISH	TEACHING	AND	SUBJECT	CONTENT	
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None	of	the	seven	lecturers	involved	in	the	interview	found	it	difficult	to	move	from	

teaching	in	their	mother	tongue	to	teaching	in	English.	In	fact,	three	lecturers	(L3,	

L6	and	L7)	 revealed	 it	was	quite	 the	opposite	 for	 them:	 they	 started	 teaching	 in	

English	and	they	were	then	faced	with	the	challenge	of	rendering	the	same	course	

in	Italian.	Two	lecturers	(L2,	L4)	claimed	it	is	easy	for	them	to	prepare	lessons	in	

English,	given	that	it	is	the	language	of	the	academy.	Furthermore,	L1,	L4	and	L7	also	

explained	 that	 the	 textbook	 they	 used	 when	 teaching	 in	 Italian	 was	 actually	 an	

international	book	translated	into	Italian;	thus,	also	from	this	point	of	view	there	

were	 absolutely	 no	problems	 for	 them	when	moving	 to	 the	English	 course:	 they	

simply	 started	 adopting	 the	 original,	 non-translated	 version.	 Only	 lecturer	 3	

acknowledged	a	difference	when	teaching	in	Italian	rather	than	in	English:		

	
L3:	Percepisco	una	più	facile	varietà	terminologica	a	mia	disposizione,	una	maggiore	
ricchezza	in	termini	di	esposizione,	espressione,	utilizzo	di	termini	[…];	anziché	usare	
la	stessa	strada	per	spiegare	quella	cosa,	ne	posso	usare	dieci	diverse.	

	
Four	out	of	7	lecturers	(L1,	L2,	L7,	L4)	also	made	reference	to	the	preparation	of	the	

classes,	 that	 is,	 to	 the	 moment	 before	 the	 actual	 lesson:	 the	 preparation	 of	 the	

speech,	the	PowerPoint	slides,	and	so	on.	They	explained	that	the	courses	in	Italian	

and	 in	 English	 in	many	 cases	 were	 very	 similar,	 but	 differed	 for	 one	 important	

aspect:	examples	and	case	studies.	In	fact,	while	the	Italian	courses	seem	to	be	more	

focused	on	the	situation	in	Italy,	the	courses	in	English	are	broader,	in	the	sense	that	

they	tend	to	make	comparisons	between	countries.	Lecturer	7,	however,	explains	

that	 the	 textbook	 she	 used	 for	 the	 Italian	 course	was,	 as	 already	mentioned,	 an	

international	 textbook,	 but	 she	 specified	 that	 the	 editor	 of	 the	 Italian	 version	

inserted	some	 local	examples.	The	 “challenge”	 then,	 she	revealed,	was	 to	use	 the	

original,	non-translated	version,	while	occasionally	adding	some	local	examples	and	

case	studies,	because	in	her	subject,	currently,	there	are	no	English	textbooks	that	

make	reference	to	the	situation	in	Italy.	As	opposed	to	the	other	lecturers,	then,	she	

appears	to	be	interested	in	making	also	local	examples.	Finally,	it	is	certainly	worth	

mentioning	 that	 3	 out	 of	 7	 lecturers	 (L5,	 L7	 and	 L2)	 had	 previous	 international	
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experience	 in	 teaching	before	coming	to	Ca’	Foscari;	 for	 this	reason,	 they	declare	

absolutely	no	problems	in	teaching	in	English.	

Another	important	issue	in	the	literature,	connected	to	what	we	have	already	seen,	

is	whether	the	subject	content	is	somehow	affected	by	the	language	used.	It	is	quite	

difficult	to	compare	programmes,	to	verify	and	understand	the	differences	between	

Italian	courses	and	their	English	versions,	especially	if	one	is	not	an	expert	of	the	

field.	 However,	 it	 is	 certainly	 interesting	 to	 hear	 from	 professors	 who	 have	

experience	in	teaching	both	in	Italian	and	in	English,	whether	they	feel	that	using	a	

language	other	than	their	and	their	students’	mother	tongue	may	affect	the	content	

of	the	lessons.	Interestingly,	the	answers	were	varied.	Many	lecturers	(L2,	L3,	L4,	L7	

and	L6)	made	reference	to	their	own	discipline,	stating	whether	or	not	it	is	highly	

dependent	on	language.	In	fact,	some	topics	such	as	derivatives	do	not	depend	solely	

on	 the	 vehicular	 language	 to	 be	 taught,	 because	 their	 foundation	 lies	 instead	 on	

formal	mathematical	language.	Other	subjects,	such	as	political	economy,	are	very	

much	dependent	on	the	language	and	the	local	situation	of	Italy.	Lecturer	2	states	

that	the	subject	he	teaches	is	very	much	quantitative,	so	«language	is	not	important»	

(L2).	Lecturers	4	and	6	share	a	similar	opinion.	Lecturer	7,	instead,	states	that	it	is	

easier	to	teach	in	Italian	because	her	subject	is	highly	dependent	on	the	language	

and	 the	 Italian	 case	 studies.	 Lecturer	 1	makes	 reference	 to	 a	 particular	moment	

when	one	of	her	colleagues,	who	teaches	the	same	course	as	her	but	in	Italian,	asked	

her	 to	replace	him	for	one	 lesson.	She	explains	 that	 it	was	not	a	problem	for	her	

because	 she	would	 only	 have	 to	 teach	 in	 Italian	 the	 lesson	 that	 she	would	 have	

taught	 the	 following	week	 in	 English,	 this	 being	 a	 proof	 of	 the	 fact	 that	 the	 two	

courses	run	parallel.	However,	she	reports	having	felt	that	in	Italian	she	could	cover	

more	material	and	go	quicker	 than	she	usually	does	 in	 the	course	she	 teaches	 in	

English.		

	
L1:	Mi	sono	trovata,	quando	ho	paragonato	le	due	lezioni,	che	in	quella	ora	e	mezza	in	
cui	l’ho	fatto	in	italiano	ho	fatto	più	roba,	perché	tanto	avevo	italiani	davanti	e	potevo	
parlare	ad	una	velocità	normale	senza	aver	paura	che	non	mi	capissero.	Quindi	di	fatto	
sono	riuscita	a	coprire	più	materiale.	
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In	fact,	while	teaching	in	English	she	has	to	proceed	more	slowly	while	explaining	

and	so	she	is	forced	to	remove	some	content;	in	fact,	she	says	she	goes	a	little	less	

in-depth	with	issues	that	are	not	central	to	the	programme.	Although	this	fact	could	

be	 considered	 quite	 controversial,	 the	most	 striking	 answer	 received	 during	 the	

interviews	was	given	by	lecturer	7,	who	seems	to	hold	a	very	different	opinion	than	

his	colleagues.	She	asserts	that	she	goes	slower	teaching	in	Italian	than	she	does	in	

English,	mainly	because,	in	her	own	words:	

	
L7:	l’inglese,	di	suo,	è	una	lingua	più	sintetica,	soggetto-verbo-complemento	oggetto	e	
fine.	È	uno	stile	completamente	diverso.	In	inglese	in	3	minuti	hai	detto	tutto,	quindi	il	
problema	semmai	è	cercare	di	arricchire	e	 fare	degli	esempi.	L’italiano	 invece	è	una	
lingua	 più	 ricca	 nella	 sintassi,	 per	 cui	 ci	 metti	 di	 più	 e	 poi	 in	 italiano	 siccome	 è	
chiaramente	più	facile	per	quanto	uno	sappia	l’inglese,	finisce	che	fai	più	esempi,	più	
riferimenti	istituzionali,	prendi	degli	esempi	dalla	realtà…	

	
Another	reason	she	adds	to	support	her	first	assertion	is	that	when	teaching	through	

English,	lecturers	tend	to	prepare	more	and	structure	the	lesson	better,	due	to	the	

considerable	 effort	 it	 demands.	 This	 is	 in	 line	with	 some	 findings	which	will	 be	

discussed	in	the	next	chapter	(see	ch.	8.8.).		

	

7.1.2.	REASONS	FOR	TEACHING	THROUGH	EMI	

	
Question	#3	sought	to	investigate	the	lecturers’	opinion	about	the	reasons	why	EMI	

was	implemented	in	their	university.		
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As	the	pie	chart	shows,	the	two	most	cited	reasons	are	“to	prepare	students	for	the	

global	market”	(33%)	and	“to	attract	foreign	students”	(33%),	thus	corroborating	

previous	 findings	 in	 the	 literature.	 	 According	 to	 lecturers,	 EMI	 can	 give	 local	

students	an	international	profile	that	would	prepare	them	to	work	either	in	Italy	or	

abroad.	At	the	same	time,	English-taught	courses	may	be	useful	to	remove	barriers	

for	foreign	students	who	otherwise	would	not	come	to	study	in	Italy	because	of	the	

language	issue.	Two	professors	(L1	and	L4)	also	mentioned	the	fact	that	English	has	

become	the	 language	of	 the	academic	environment,	 so	 teaching	 in	English	would	

come	as	 a	 consequence.	Only	Lecturer	6	 seemed	 to	be	 aware	of	 the	 existence	of	

university	rankings,	that	led	him	to	refer	to	the	university’s	international	profile	as	

one	of	the	reasons	for	the	implementation	of	English-taught	courses.	Moreover,	he	

made	 a	 thought-provoking	 point	 by	 saying	 that	 it	 is	 more	 challenging	 for	 the	

lecturers	 to	 teach	 in	English	(«è	più	stimolante	per	noi	 [i.e.	docenti]	 insegnare	 in	

inglese»).	Finally,	only	Lecturer	2	mentioned	the	improvement	of	English	language	

competencies	as	a	reason	to	support	EMI.	

	

7.1.3.	BENEFIT	FOR	STUDENTS	

	

33%

33%

13%

7%

7%
7%

REASONS FOR EMI

To prepare students for the global market To attract foreign students

Because English is the language of the academy To improve English language competencies

Because teaching in English is more stimulating To improve the university's international profile
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As	for	the	question	about	whether	EMI	is	deemed	to	be	beneficial	to	the	students,	

lecturers	held	different	opinions,	although	they	generally	tended	to	be	in	favour,	as	

it	was	expected.	Three	lecturers	(L3,	L5	and	L6)	expressed	their	certainty	about	the	

benefits	 of	 EMI,	 as	 it	may	 lead	 students	 to	 a	 higher	 degree	 of	 employability,	 for	

example	because:		

	
L3:	 le	 nostre	 discipline	 si	 confrontano	 sempre	 a	 livello	 internazionale,	 e	 qualsiasi	
organizzazione	 ormai	 non	 ha	 confini	 entro	 cui	 svolgere	 la	 propria	 attività,	 anche	 le	
aziende	piccole	si	muovono	sempre	a	livello	europeo,	a	livello	internazionale.	

	
Two	other	 lecturers	 (L2	 and	L4)	 stated	 that	 they	believe	EMI	 to	be	beneficial	 to	

students.	Lecturers	1	and	7,	 instead,	expressed	mixed	feelings.	They	answered	to	

question	n°4	respectively:	«it	makes	no	difference»	(L1)	and	«I	think	there	are	pros	

and	cons»	(L7).	Lecturer	1	in	particular	argued	that	if	a	student	is	not	going	to	move	

from	Italy	to	seek	employment,	then	it	makes	no	difference	whether	he	studies	in	

Italian	or	in	English.	She	explains	that	she	considers	the	language	«neither	a	plus	nor	

a	 minus»	 (L1),	 in	 the	 sense	 that	 the	 same	 concepts	 may	 be	 conveyed	 in	 every	

language.	However,	she	clarifies	 that	EMI	could	be	very	useful	 for	 those	students	

who	want	to	go	abroad	or	even	to	work	for	a	multinational	company.	Lecturer	7,	

instead,	expressed	the	same	argumentation	that	Lecturer	4	used	to	prove	that	EMI	

is	beneficial	to	students.	For	lecturers	4	and	7,	EMI	courses	seem	to	entail	a	sort	of	

“self-selection”.	To	Lecturer	4	this	is	positive,	as	it	may	lead	to	the	creation	of	a	class	

of	students	who	are	highly	motivated	and	who	are	willing	to	work	hard.	Lecturer	7,	

instead,	describes	this	fact	from	another	point	of	view;	to	her,	the	students	in	EMI	

feel	 like	a	select	group	of	people,	as	 if	 they	were	“the	elect”,	 in	the	teacher’s	own	

words.	According	to	Lecturer	7,	this	presupposition	may	also	lead	the	students	to	

feel	more	prepared	than	the	students	following	the	Italian	courses,	but	in	some	cases	

it	is	actually	the	opposite.	Notably,	one	problem	she	encounters	is	their	incapacity	

to	explain	in	Italian	the	concepts	they	learn	in	English,	an	issue	which	has	to	be	faced	

by	lecturers	and	researchers	as	well.		
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7.1.4.	ENGLISH	COMPETENCIES		

	
A	highly	debated	issue	in	the	literature	is	whether	students	following	EMI	courses	

can	actually	 improve	 their	English	 skills.	That	 is	why	question	5	 investigates	 the	

lecturers’	opinion	about	it.	As	expected,	the	resulting	predominant	answer	was	that	

professors	mostly	 observed	 that	 their	 students	 seem	 to	 improve	 their	 language	

skills	by	following	the	courses	in	English.	Interestingly,	other	lecturers	gave	answers	

which	cast	doubts	on	this.	Specifically,	the	first	reaction	of	Lecturer	5	to	the	question	

was:	“I	think	they	don’t	[improve	their	English	skills]	(L5)”.	He	then	clarified	what	

he	meant,	arguing	that	students	following	ETPs	do	learn	the	specific	language	of	the	

subject	they	study,	but	they	may	not	improve	their	general	English	competencies.	

To	 overcome	 the	 problem,	 he	 tries	 to	 provide	 students	 with	 some	 teamwork	

exercises	and	to	make	them	deliver	a	presentation	in	front	of	their	peers,	so	that	

they	are	encouraged	to	be	more	involved	and	practice	their	general	English	skills	

too.	 Lecturer	 1	 answered	 quite	 similarly,	 pointing	 to	 the	 fact	 that,	 being	 highly	

exposed	 to	 the	 language,	 students	 will	 inevitably	 improve	 their	 English	 skills.	

Nonetheless,	 many	 professors	 (L7,	 L2,	 L5)	 struggled	 to	 answer	 to	 the	 question,	

explaining	 that	 they	 have	 difficulty	 in	 understanding	 whether	 their	 students	

improve	their	English	because,	in	most	cases,	they	only	have	the	chance	to	talk	to	

them	during	the	final	exam	and	not	during	the	course.		

As	for	the	level	of	English	they	perceive	in	their	classes,	some	lecturers	say	there	is	

a	very	high	level,	and	sometimes	some	students	display	a	higher	level	than	their	own	

professor.	 Lecturer	 3	makes	 an	 interesting	 point,	 stating	 that	 she	 feels	 that	 her	

students	of	the	Bachelor’s	Degree	course	have	higher	English	skills	than	those	from	

the	 Master’s.	 A	 reason	 for	 this,	 she	 explains,	 may	 be	 that	 the	 two	 courses	 are	

different,	 the	 latter	 being	 more	 traditional	 and	 less	 “popular”	 than	 the	

corresponding	Italian	version	of	the	Master’s	Degree	course.		

Regarding	 the	 desired	 level	 of	 English	 on	 the	 part	 of	 the	 students,	 Lecturer	 1	

remarks	the	huge	effort	it	takes	for	students	to	follow	lessons	in	a	language	different	
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than	their	mother	tongue.	She	explains	that	students	must	have	the	necessary	level	

of	 English	 to	 make	 it	 possible	 for	 them	 to	 pay	 attention	 to	 subsequent	 lessons	

without	losing	concentration.	She	also	observes,	along	with	Lecturer	5,	that	the	most	

important	 competence	 they	 cannot	 do	without	 is,	 indeed,	 comprehension,	while	

they	can	be	less	well-versed	in	writing.	Lecturer	4	expands	on	this	point,	arguing	

that	students	must	be	strong	in	general	communication	skills,	and	she	adds	that	they	

must	be	confident	with	 their	own	English	skills,	even	when	they	might	not	be	so	

strong.	 	 Lecturer	2,	 along	with	 lecturer	4	 and	7,	 affirms	 that	 the	 level	 of	English	

required	of	the	students	depends	on	the	subject	being	taught.	According	to	him,	for	

example,	 in	 a	 discipline	 largely	 based	 on	 mathematical	 formulae,	 the	 students’	

English	 skills	 do	 not	 matter.	 Instead,	 the	 disciplines	 he	 defines	 as	 “descriptive”	

require	 a	 deep	 knowledge	 of	 the	 language.	 Lecturer	 5	 also	 broaches	 the	 issue,	

ironically	citing	England’s	national	poet:	«l’inglese	economico	è	anche	relativamente	

più	 facile,	non	stiamo	 insegnando	Shakespeare,	quindi	questo	di	 sicuro	agevola».	

Lecturer	3	instead	states	that	the	subject	she	teaches	is	characterised	by	a	technical	

language	 that	 even	 the	 students	 who	 are	 proficient	 in	 English	 must	 study.	 The	

matter	of	whether	EMI	is	more	applicable	to	some	disciplines	in	particular	rather	

than	 others	 is	 already	 debated	 in	 the	 literature,	 as	 we	will	 see	 in	 the	 following	

chapter	(see	ch.	8).	Only	Lecturer	3	refers	to	the	Common	European	Framework	of	

Reference	 for	Languages	 (CEFR,	see	COE,	2011),	explaining	 that	 the	students	are	

required	 to	 own	 a	 B2	 level	 in	 English	 before	 having	 access	 to	 the	 EMI	 courses,	

although	she	expresses	some	doubts	on	the	effective	reliability	of	the	B2	certificates	

that	some	of	the	students	possess.		

As	far	as	their	own	level	of	English	is	concerned,	instead,	some	lecturers	called	into	

question	the	CEFR.	Lecturer	3	states	that	she	owns	a	proficiency	certificate,	but	she	

makes	 no	 reference	 to	 other	 colleagues.	 Lecturer	 6	 instead	 does	 refer	 to	 other	

professors,	 saying	 that	 many	 of	 them	 are	 reported	 to	 have	 a	 “terrible”	 level	 of	

English,	so	he	presumes	there	is	no	level	of	English	required	of	professors	to	teach	

through	EMI	(«Mi	dicono	che	altri	docenti	l’inglese	lo	parlano	in	modo	allucinante,	

per	cui	direi	che	non	c’è	proprio	alcun	filtro	per	ora»).	However,	he	suggests	it	would	

be	appropriate	that	every	professor	owns	a	minimum	B2	level.	Lecturer	5	makes	
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reference	to	content	and	vocabulary	as	the	areas	where	professors	should	be	fully	

competent,	 along	with	 fluency.	 The	 remaining	 lecturers	 only	 commented	 on	 the	

various	degrees	of	“good”	level	of	English	that	teachers	should	own,	without	going	

much	into	details.	The	level	of	English	owned	by	professors	is	also	an	issue	which	

will	be	raised	when	analysing	the	students’	questionnaires	(see	ch.	7.2).	

	

7.1.5.	EVALUATION	AND	LESSON	CONTENT	

	
Questions	8	and	9	of	 the	questionnaire	were	aimed	at	 investigating,	respectively,	

whether	 lecturers	 sometimes	 focus	 on	 the	 English	 language	 during	 class	 and	

whether	they	tend	to	assess	their	students	in	English	during	the	final	exams.	The	

seven	lecturers’	answers	to	these	questions	were	along	the	same	line.	They	mainly	

answered	 that	 they	 do	 not	 asses	 their	 students	 from	 a	 language	 point	 of	 view,	

although	some	of	them	admitted	that	since	students	with	a	higher	level	of	English	

tend	 to	 speak	 and	write	more	 effectively,	 also	 their	 exams	 finally	 receive	 better	

marks.	For	instance,	Lecturer	5	stated	that	he	appreciates	when	students	are	able	to	

explain	themselves	well	in	English,	but	he	tries	to	evaluate	only	the	knowledge	of	

the	subject	content:	

	

L5:	Mettiamola	così:	apprezzo	se	l’inglese	di	uno	studente	è	migliore	di	un	altro,	ma	la	
valutazione	che	devo	fare	è	più	sui	contenuti.	Quindi	valuto	i	contenuti,	ma	è	chiaro	che	
la	presentazione	è	più	efficace	se	lo	studente	ha	un	livello	più	alto	di	inglese,	è	più	fluida.	

	
As	for	question	8,	the	answers	were	more	varied,	but	lecturers	generally	stated	they	

do	 not	 focus	 on	 the	 English	 language	 because	 they	 do	 not	 regard	 themselves	 as	

language	teachers.	Lecturer	1	argues:	«	Insegnamento	in	lingua	inglese	vuol	dire	che	

insegno	nella	 lingua	 inglese	anziché	nella	 lingua	 italiana.	 Io	non	ho	 il	 tempo,	non	

sono	 un’esperta».	 Likewise,	 lecturer	 2	 clearly	 states	 «Non	 faccio	 il	 professore	 di	

inglese».	This	clearly	proves	that	we	are	dealing	with	EMI	and	not	with	CLIL	(see	ch.	

8	for	the	discussion).	However,	all	the	other	lecturers	(3,	4,	5,	6	and	7)	state	that	they	
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sometimes	 explain	 some	 English	 terminology.	 Both	 Lecturers	 6	 and	 7	 also	

occasionally	describe	some	idiomatic	phrases	in	English	and	try	to	compare	them	to	

the	Italian	translation.	Lecturer	6	in	particular	admits	that	the	idiomatic	phrases	he	

occasionally	 presents	 during	 the	 lesson	 are	 not	 strictly	 connected	 to	 the	 subject	

content.		

	

7.1.6.	FUTURE	OF	EMI	

	
Professors	were	also	asked	their	opinion	on	what	EMI	will	be	like	in	ten	years’	time,	

and	on	which	aspects	the	research	questions	about	EMI	should	focus.	As	for	the	first	

issue,	five	out	of	seven	lecturers	believe	EMI	courses	will	grow,	while	the	other	two	

are	unsure	about	the	future	of	EMI	in	Italy	because	they	both	feel	that	institutions	

are	taking	a	step	backwards.	In	particular,	Lecturer	2	makes	a	connection	with	the	

nationalist	movements	that	are	spreading	in	Europe,	stating	that:	

	
L2:	in	questi	ultimi	anni	i	movimenti	che	mettono	al	centro	gli	interessi	nazionali	sono	
in	tutta	Europa	in	espansione	quindi	chissà	questo	che	cosa	vorrà	dire	anche	per	l’uso	
della	lingua	nelle	istituzioni,	nell’università.	

	
Also	Lecturer	1	refers	to	political	interests,	arguing	that	EMI	will	presumably	grow	

unless	 it	 will	 be	 prohibited	 at	 the	 political	 level.	 To	 support	 this	 statement,	 she	

mentions	the	case	of	the	Politecnico	di	Milano,	which	was	previously	discussed	(see	

ch.	4),	adding	that	there	should	be	a	middle	way	between	completely	avoiding	EMI	

and	 having	 all	 courses	 exclusively	 in	 Italian,	 that	 is,	 offering	 both	 paths	 and	 let	

students	decide	what	degree	course	they	want	to	follow.	Interestingly	enough,	she	

states	that	it	is	not	right	to	abolish	English	because	it	is,	according	to	her,	the	modern	

lingua	 franca,	 as	were	Greek	and	Latin.	We	will	 see	 in	 the	 following	chapter	 that	

some	scholars	draw	careful	distinctions	between	the	roles	of	these	languages	(see	

chap.	8).	Another	relevant	opinion	which	emerged	from	the	first	question	is	the	one	

expressed	 by	 Lecturer	 4,	 who	 distinguishes	 the	 future	 of	 the	 different	 courses	
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according	to	the	subject	matter.	As	previously	mentioned,	some	lecturers	feel	that	

EMI	is	more	appropriate	to	some	courses	than	to	others	(L2,	L4,	L7).	On	this	basis,	

also	 the	 growth	 of	 EMI	 should	 allegedly	 vary	 according	 to	 the	 disciplines.	 In	

particular,	Lecturer	4	suggests	that	law	disciplines	will	largely	still	be	in	Italian	in	

ten	 years’	 time,	 while	 the	 economic	 disciplines	 will	 predominantly	 shift	 to	 EMI.	

Finally,	 only	Lecturers	1	 and	3	 express	 their	 own	personal	 opinion	on	 the	 issue,	

explaining	that	they	hope	there	will	not	be	an	utter	shift	to	EMI,	although	they	are	

in	favour	of	its	growth.		

With	regard	to	the	research	questions	and	problems	in	EMI,	many	lecturers	referred	

to	 the	 so-called	 “domain	 loss”	 which	 was	 already	 tackled	 above	 (see	 ch.	 2.2).	

Lecturer	3	reveals	 that	 learning	exclusively	 in	English	may	be	a	problem	when	 it	

comes	to	explaining	the	same	concepts	in	Italian;	she	states	that	most	students	end	

up	 not	 being	 able	 to	 use	 their	 own	 mother	 tongue	 in	 the	 discipline	 they	 are	

specialising	 in.	 To	 overcome	 this	 issue,	 she	 wants	 to	 introduce	 a	 glossary	 of	

economic	terminology	in	Italian.		This	is	the	most	straightforward	argument	related	

to	 “domain	 loss”.	 Some	 other	 issues	 related	 to	 this	 topic	 emerged.	 For	 instance,	

Lecturer	3	states	that	EMI	in	her	discipline	engenders	a	“domain	gain”	rather	than	a	

“domain	loss”.	In	fact,	she	explains:		

	
L3:	Attualmente	la	regolamentazione	che	viene	applicata	per	la	redazione	dei	bilanci	
nelle	 aziende	 è	 una	 regolamentazione	 internazionale.	 Per	 cui	 è	 più	 importante	 che	
anche	 gli	 italiano	 conoscano	 la	 documentazione	 com’è	 stata	 scritta	 all’origine	 per	
poterla	interpretare	ed	applicare.	Per	cui	il	“domain	loss”	in	questa	materia	diciamo	che	
è	 più	 un	 “domain	 gain”,	 nel	 senso	 che	 è	 necessario.	 Insegnando	 in	 lingua	 inglese	
abbiamo	modo	di	essere	partecipativi	anche	nei	processi	proprio	di	formulazione	delle	
regole.	

	
Lecturer	2	instead	tackles	the	issue	from	yet	another	perspective.	He	states	that	all	

the	 educational	 system	 is	 concerned	 with	 the	 “domain	 loss”	 we	 are	 allegedly	

experiencing.	According	to	him,	the	problem	begins	even	before	university:	
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L2:	Il	discorso	del	“domain	loss”	riguarda	tutta	la	scuola:	se	gli	studenti	ci	arrivano	con	
un	bagaglio	di	conoscenza	della	lingua	e	della	letteratura	italiana	minore	di	quella	che	
avevamo	noi	20-30	anni	fa,	poi	arrivano	all’università	e	tutto	si	svolge	in	inglese	è	chiaro	
che	questo	potrebbe	rappresentare	una	perdita,	ma	il	problema	non	si	risolve	abolendo	
l’inglese	ma	 piuttosto	 ci	 sarebbe	 bisogno	 di	 tornare	 ad	 un	maggiore	 impegno	 nelle	
scuole,	nel	liceo.	Se	lei	vede	è	un	trend	un	po’	negativo	perché	i	nostri	padri	citavano	a	
memoria	intere	frasi	latine	e	greche,	noi	già	insomma	vacilliamo,	non	vorrei	che	i	nostri	
figli	 parlassero	 solo	 un	 inglese	maccheronico,	 un	 jargon,	 e	 non	 sapessero	 più	 quasi	
niente	 della	 nostra	 lingua.	 Secondo	 me	 il	 problema	 c’è	 ma	 non	 lo	 vedo	 tanto	
nell’università	quanto	in	quello	che	viene	prima.	

	
Lecturer	7	broaches	another	thought-provoking	issue	on	the	quality	of	teaching.	She	

says	it	is	quite	«frustrating»	to	teach	in	English	because	it	requires	a	greater	effort	

that	is	rarely	acknowledged.	In	fact,	she	states	that	more	attention	should	be	payed	

when	it	comes	to	schedule	the	classes,	because	two	subsequent	classes	in	English	

are	exhausting	both	for	the	students	to	follow,	and	for	the	professor	to	teach.	She	

admits	 that	 when	 she	 finds	 herself	 in	 this	 situation,	 she	 inevitably	 delivers	 the	

second	 class	 in	 a	 perceivable	 lower	 quality	 than	 the	 first	 one.	 Furthermore,	 she	

mentions	the	questionnaires	that	students	have	to	fill	in	at	the	end	of	each	course.	

According	to	her	experience,	EMI	teachers	generally	get	lower	evaluations	because	

of	 the	 clear	 difficulties	 they	 have	 to	 face	 when	 preparing	 and	 delivering	 their	

lessons,	and	this	has	a	great	discouraging	effect.		

	
L7:	Per	cui	il	docente	non	è	particolarmente	incentivato	a	fare	corsi	in	inglese,	se	vuoi	
ci	può	essere	una	valorizzazione	così	“reputazionale”:	come	lo	studente	si	sente	avanti	
ed	eletto	perché	studia	in	inglese,	così	l’insegnante.	Però	al	di	là	di	quello	a	volte	è	un	
po’	frustrante.	

	
Finally,	 two	 lecturers	 (L5,	 L6)	 also	 mention	 the	 English	 proficiency	 of	 their	

colleagues,	 stating	 that	 some	 of	 them	may	 have	 not	 reached	 a	 suitable	 level	 for	

teaching	confidently	in	English.	We	will	see	in	the	following	chapter	(see	ch.	8.2.)	

that	this	issue	was	also	raised	by	the	students.		
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7.2.	RESULTS:	STUDENTS’	QUESTIONNAIRE	

	
The	students’	responses	were	analysed	mainly	thanks	to	the	graphs	and	tables	that	

were	 automatically	 produced	 by	 the	 Google	 Forms	 tool.	 Open-ended	 questions,	

instead,	made	 it	 possible	 to	 gain	 useful	 extra	 information	 to	 integrate	 the	 close-

ended	 questions,	 and	 insightful	 comments	 were	 extracted	 and	 inserted	 in	 the	

present	study.	Given	the	fact	that	the	questionnaire	was	subdivided	into	two	main	

sections	concerning	English-Medium	and	Italian-Medium	Instruction,	the	answers	

will	 hereafter	 be	 presented	 separately.	 In	 particular,	 53,5%	 of	 the	 respondents	

follows	a	degree	course	in	Italian,	while	the	remaining	46,5%	follows	an	ETP.		

Although	questions	about	students’	general	 information	were	asked	at	the	end	of	

the	questionnaire,	 for	reasons	that	were	previously	mentioned	(see	ch.	6.3),	here	

they	 will	 be	 presented	 at	 the	 beginning	 in	 order	 to	 give	 an	 overview	 of	 the	

respondents’	characteristics.	Let	us	start	with	the	students	who	stated	they	follow	

an	EMI	degree	course	(46,5%	of	the	total	number	of	respondents).		
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7.2.1.	EMI	SECTION	

	

	

Graph	2.	Age	of	respondents.	

	
As	the	above	table	shows,	the	age	range	goes	from	19	to	31	years	old,	with	a	peak	of	

10	 people	 (20.8%)	 of	 the	 age	 of	 22	 years	 old.	 As	 for	 gender,	 64,6%	 of	 the	

respondents	are	female,	while	35,4%	are	male.	The	vast	majority	(37/48,	77,1%)	of	

the	 students	 are	 Italian,	 but	 there	were	also	11	 responses	 from	 foreign	 students	

coming	 from:	 Philippines,	 France,	 Spain,	 Ghana,	 Jordan,	 Pakistan	 (2),	 Russia,	

Macedonia	and	Ukraine	(2).	Only	one	of	these	students	is	an	Erasmus	student.	As	for	

the	question	on	how	long	they	were	attending	 their	degree	course	at	 the	 time	 in	

which	they	took	the	questionnaire,	13	respondents	(27,1%)	were	in	their	first	year,	

23	(47,9%)	were	in	their	second	year,	9	(18,8%)	are	in	their	third	year,	two	(4,2%)	

were	in	their	fourth	year	and	just	one	(2,1%)	had	been	attending	it	for	more	than	

five	years.	

Besides	 general	 information	 questions,	 the	 first	 question	 investigating	 on	EMI	 is	

presented	in	the	following	graph:	
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Graph	3.	Reasons	for	choosing	EMI.	

	
We	can	observe	from	the	graph	above	that	the	majority	(51,1%)	of	the	total	number	

of	students	chose	an	EMI	degree	course	because	they	believe	it	can	open	up	more	

career	 and	 job	 opportunities,	 corroborating	 previous	 evidence	 (see	 ch.	 8).	 The	

second	 most	 selected	 option	 (14,9%)	 referred	 to	 the	 fact	 that	 English	 is	 the	

international	language	of	the	subject	they	study.	Five	students	(10,6%)	answered	

that	they	chose	EMI	because	they	want	to	work	abroad,	and	other	five	that	it	was	

because	 they	do	not	speak	 Italian.	Only	 three	students	 (6,4%)	answered	 that	 the	

reason	 was	 to	 improve	 their	 English,	 and	 other	 three	 that	 EMI	 offered	 specific	

courses	they	were	more	interested	in.		

Question	number	2	will	be	analysed	at	the	end	because	it	is	an	open-ended	question.	

Let	us	now	move	to	question	number	3,	that	investigated	the	students’	opinion	on	

whether	they	feel	they	will	learn	the	disciplinary	contents	as	well	as	their	colleagues	

studying	in	Italian.	The	majority	of	the	respondents	answered	“yes”	(57,4%).	Two	

of	them	also	added	comments	on	this:	one	student	specified	that	they	will	learn	the	

contents	as	well	as	their	colleagues,	although	it	will	required	a	higher	effort;	another	

student	instead	referred	to	the	fact	that	he/she	sometimes	finds	it	«difficult	to	find	

the	right	words	in	Italian,	when	talking	about	specific	arguments».	On	the	contrary,	
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17	students	(36,2%)	answered	just	“No”,	while	two	students	(4,2%)	also	added	they	

«will	 learn	 the	 contents	 much	 better»	 than	 their	 colleagues	 studying	 in	 Italian.	

Finally,	just	one	student	(2,1%)	answered	«I	don’t	know».		

Questions	 4	 and	 5	 investigate	 the	 students’	 self-evaluation	 of	 their	 own	 level	 of	

English	at	the	beginning	of	the	course.	The	same	questions	were	subsequently	asked	

with	reference	to	the	time	in	which	they	answered,	to	understand	their	perception	

of	their	own	improvement.		

	

	

	

	

	

Graph	4.	Students’	self-evaluation	(general	English),	going	from	“poor”	(1)	to	“excellent”	(5).	

	
	
As	the	graph	4	above	shows,	the	majority	of	the	respondents	(48,9%)	answered	that	

they	would	evaluate	their	own	level	of	general	English	at	the	grade	of	4	out	of	5,	

which	means	 they	 believe	 they	 have	 a	 “fair”	 level	 of	 English.	 Other	 13	 students	

(27,7%)	selected	the	medium	grade	(“good”),	while	9	people	(19,1%)	self-evaluated	
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at	the	maximum	grade	(5),	which	means	that	they	rate	their	own	level	of	general	

English	as	“excellent”.	Only	two	students	evaluated	their	own	level	of	English	with	a	

grade	of	2	out	of	5	(“satisfactory”),	and	no	one	chose	the	lowest	grade	(“poor”).		

	
Graph	5.	Students’	self-evaluation	(specific	skills).	

	
Going	 more	 into	 detail	 with	 four	 specific	 categories	 of	 skills	 (listening,	 reading,	

writing	and	speaking),	question	n°5	investigated	the	students’	evaluation	of	their	

own	skills	on	the	basis	of	 the	CEFR.	The	results	 in	graph	5	show	that	 there	 is	no	

clear-cut	distinction	between	the	self-evaluations	of	the	different	skills,	that	is,	there	

is	no	one	skill	where	students	consider	 to	be	remarkably	stronger.	However,	 the	

writing	skills	appear	to	be	slightly	lower	than	the	other	three,	in	that	more	students	

chose	 the	option	B1+	(7)	and	 less	students	 the	C1	(13)	and	C2	(4)	 levels.	On	 the	

whole,	the	B2	(upper	intermediate)	level	was	by	far	the	most	selected	option	in	all	

the	four	categories,	followed	by	the	C1	(advanced).	

It	was	also	asked	to	the	students	if,	before	starting	the	course,	they	felt	they	had	the	

suitable	level	of	English	to	attend	it.	The	graph	below	reports	their	beliefs:	
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Graph	6.	Students’	opinion	on	their	level	of	English	before	the	beginning	of	the	course.	

	
As	illustrated	in	graph	6,	the	majority	of	the	students	(51,1%)	report	they	had	no	

doubts	that	their	level	of	English	would	be	suitable	to	follow	the	course.	Likewise,	

42,6%	of	the	respondents	declare	their	language	competencies	were	good	enough.	

Only	three	students	(6,4%)	admitted	they	did	not	have	the	sufficient	level	to	start	

an	EMI	course,	but	two	of	them	wanted	“to	give	it	a	try”,	while	one	respondent	said	

he/she	“could	work	on	it”.		

Questions	7	and	8	are	similar	to	questions	5	and	6,	but	the	referencing	time	changes.	

It	was	meant	to	ask	students	to	evaluate	their	own	level	of	English	after	at	least	one	

year	 following	 the	 EMI	 programme.	 The	 researcher	 wanted	 to	 investigate	 their	

perception	 of	 their	 own	 improvement	 in	 English,	 which	may	 be	 due	 to	 the	 EMI	

course.		
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Graph	7.	Students’	self-evaluation	(general	English),	going	from	“poor”	(1)	to	“excellent”	(5).	

	
What	can	be	immediately	inferred	is	that	no	one	selected	grade	2	(“satisfactory”),	

while	 in	 graph	 4	 two	 people	 (4,3%)	 chose	 that	 option.	 Also,	 grade	 3	 (“good”)	

decreased	 from	 13	 responses	 (27,7%)	 to	 just	 3	 (6,4%).	 Grade	 4	 (“fair”)	 instead	

increased	from	23	responses	(48,9%)	in	graph	4	to	27	(57,4%)	in	graph	7.	Finally,	

grade	5	 (“excellent”)	nearly	doubled	 from	9	 responses	 (19,1%)	 in	 graph	4	 to	17	

(36,2%)	in	graph	7.	Thus,	on	the	whole,	it	seems	like	students	believe	their	English	

skills	have	improved	after	following	the	EMI	courses.	

Likewise,	graph	8,	here	below,	which	is	about	the	students’	specific	skills,	show	a	

similar	 trend.	 While	 graph	 5	 presented	 a	 predominance	 of	 responses	 (in	 grey)	

indicating	the	B2	level	(upper	intermediate),	graph	8	reports	that	a	higher	number	

of	students	selected	the	option	corresponding	to	the	C1	(advanced)	level.	This	fact	

is	more	evident	in	the	answers	about	the	listening,	reading	and	speaking	skills.	For	

instance,	as	far	as	the	listening	skills	are	concerned,	the	B2	level	selection	lowered	

from	24	to	13	answers	(-11),	the	C1	level	increased	from	14	to	23	(+9)	and	the	C2	

from	7	to	12	(+5).	Instead,	it	is	less	clear	with	the	writing	skills,	where	the	B2	level	

decreased	from	23	to	20	answers	(-3),	the	C1	level	increased	from	13	to	21	(+8)	and	
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the	C2	level	from	4	to	6	(+2).	The	general	trend,	however,	is	towards	a	perceived	

improvement	of	the	students’	English	skills.		

	

	

Graph	8.	Students’	self-evaluation	(specific	skills).		

	
Surprisingly,	a	noticeable	mismatch	is	also	evident	between	these	two	graphs	(n°5	

and	 n°8).	 While	 graph	 5	 showed	 only	 one	 selection	 of	 the	 B1-	 grade	 (low	

intermediate)	in	listening	and	one	selection	in	speaking,	in	graph	8	we	can	notice	

there	 are	 also	 1	 grade	 B1-	 response	 in	 reading	 and	 two	 in	 writing	 skill.	 Some	

respondents	must	have	given	a	 lower	evaluation	 to	 their	own	 level	of	English	 in	

reading	and	writing	at	least,	if	we	assume	that	the	selection	of	B1-	in	listening	and	

speaking	came	from	the	same	person	who	made	this	choice	in	question	5	(but	this	

may	not	be	the	case).		

Question	 9	 investigated	 the	 students’	 perception	 on	 the	 differences	 in	 their	

classmates’	level	of	English.	25	students	(53,2%)	answered	that	they	do	feel	there	

are	big	differences	in	the	students’	level	of	English,	while	22	(46,8%)	stated	they	do	

not	 perceive	 this	 difference.	 Question	 11	 instead	 investigates	 the	 students’	
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perception	of	the	professors’	level	of	English,	using	the	same	scale	as	graphs	4	and	

7.	

	

	

Graph	9.	Evaluation	of	the	professors’	level	of	English.	

	
By	comparing	the	graph	above	with	graphs	4	and	7,	it	is	possible	to	note	a	general	

tendency	 among	 students	 to	 give	 lower	 evaluations	 to	 professors	 than	 to	

themselves.	In	particular,	if	compared	to	graph	7,	we	can	notice	that	professors	are	

given	 grade	 2	 (“satisfactory”)	 by	 four	 respondents	 (8,5%)	 while	 no	 student	

attributed	grade	2	to	oneself;	the	majority	of	students	(55,3%)	attributed	grade	3	

(“good”)	 to	 professors,	 while	 only	 6,4%	 of	 students	 attributed	 this	 grade	 to	

themselves;	instead,	the	vast	majority	of	students	(57,	4%)	attributed	themselves	

grade	4	and	just	27,7%	gave	this	grade	to	professors;	finally,	8,5%	of	respondents	

assigned	 the	 maximum	 grade	 (“excellent”)	 to	 their	 lecturers,	 versus	 a	 higher	

percentage	 (36,2%)	of	 the	 same	respondents	assigning	 this	grade	 to	 themselves.	

This	 trend	 is	 in	 line	 with	 studies	 conducted	 in	 other	 countries,	 which	 will	 be	

discussed	in	the	next	chapter.	In	fact,	question	n°12	was	aimed	at	asking	explicitly	

the	somehow	subconscious	effect	that	the	professors’	level	of	English	may	have	on	

the	students’	feelings	of	how	competent	he	or	she	might	be	in	his	or	her	subject.		
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Graph	10.	Result	of	students’	perceptions	on	the	influence	of	English	over	professors’	competence.	

	
As	graph	10	shows,	44,7%	of	the	students	answered	they	do	believe	the	professors’	

level	of	English	 influence	their	perception	of	 their	competence.	 Instead,	31,9%	of	

respondents	firmly	state	this	is	not	the	case	for	them.	Finally,	23,4%	of	the	students	

are	unsure	about	it.		

This	opinion	could	not	be	further	 investigated	through	question	n°13,	which	was	

meant	 to	 understand	 the	 discrepancy	 between	 the	 different	 levels	 of	 English	 of	

professors.	The	vast	majority	of	 students	 (85,1%)	answered	 that	 there	 is	a	great	

discrepancy	 indeed,	while	14,9%	stated	that	 they	do	not	perceive	this	difference.	

However,	the	data	cannot	be	interpreted	because	of	a	lack	of	explanations	on	the	

part	of	the	students.	

In	the	 following	section	of	 the	questionnaire,	entitled	“Info	on	 lectures”,	question	

n°14	concerns	notetaking.	The	great	majority	of	the	respondents	(91,7%)	answered	

that	 they	 do	 take	 notes,	 and	 in	 English.	 Only	 one	 person	 (2,1%)	 answered	 that	

he/she	takes	notes	in	Italian.	Finally,	three	students	(6,3%)	stated	that	they	do	not	

take	notes	at	all.	This	question,	along	with	many	others,	was	also	asked	to	students	
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following	the	Italian-Taught	courses,	and	the	two	set	of	answers	will	be	compared	

and	discussed	in	the	following	chapter	(see	ch.	8).		

Question	15	asked	whether	students	record	the	 lessons.	This	 is	another	question	

which	was	asked	also	to	students	following	the	degree	course	in	Italian.	The	results	

are	presented	in	the	graph	below.	50%	of	the	respondents	stated	they	never	record	

the	lessons.	The	other	50%	does	record	the	lessons:	12,5%	always	does,	while	the	

remaining	37,5%	record	only	the	most	difficult	courses.	

	

	

	Graph	11.	Results	of	students	recording	during	lessons.	

	
Those	students	who	answered	that	they	do	record	the	lessons	were	also	asked	why	

they	did	so.	14	respondents	(60,9%)	stated	they	record	because	they	do	not	want	to	

miss	anything	of	what	the	professor	says.	Four	students	(17,4%)	answered	that	it	is	

“because	professors	talk	too	fast”.	One	person	(4,3%)	said	the	reason	is	he/she	is	

not	good	at	taking	notes,	and	another	student	said	he/she	finds	it	difficult	to	follow	

the	 lessons	 in	English.	Three	students	chose	 the	option	 “other”	and	gave	various	

reasons,	such	as:	“non	perdermi	nulla	di	importante	della	lezione”,	“to	take	notes	in	

a	better	way,	re-listening	at	class	helps	students	to	focus	on	main	issues	and	not	just	

write	explanations	which	can	be	easily	read	from	the	slide	professor	provides	us”	
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[sic]	and	“it	will	definitely	help	students	in	recalling	the	lessons	and	how	it	[sic]	is	

explained	by	the	Professors”.		

Even	if	 just	one	student	responded	that	he/she	records	the	lesson	because	of	the	

English	medium,	when	asked	whether	they	would	record	the	lessons	if	they	were	

delivered	in	Italian,	52,2%	of	them	answered	they	would	not.	This	may	seem	a	sign	

that	 English	 can	 indeed	 represent	 a	 challenge	 for	 them.	Anyway,	 32,6%	of	 them	

answered	they	would	record	the	lessons	also	if	they	were	in	Italian.	Finally,	15,2%	

of	students	responded	that	they	maybe	would	do	it,	but	they	are	not	sure	about	it.		

Question	18	considers	the	use	of	Italian	by	professors	in	EMI	courses.	32	students	

(66,7%)	 state	 that	 their	 professors	 never	 use	 Italian	 in	 class.	 10	 respondents	

(20,8%)	affirm	that	their	lecturers	do	use	Italian	sometimes	in	order	to	check	the	

students’	 comprehension	 of	 the	 content.	 Seven	 students	 (14,6%)	 say	 that	 their	

professors	 happen	 to	 use	 Italian	 to	 give	 some	 extra	 information,	 for	 instance	

information	 about	 the	 final	 exam.	 Finally,	 4	 respondents	 (8,3%)	 reply	 that	

professors	do	use	Italian	when	it	comes	to	explaining	difficult	concepts.	

Graph	12	below	represents	question	19,	which	is	composed	of	various	Likert	scales	

investigating	 the	 students’	 opinions	 on	 different	 aspects	 of	 the	 lectures.	 These	

statements	were	drawn	from	a	questionnaire	of	the	PhD	study	English	as	a	Medium	

of	 Instruction	 at	 an	 Italian	 Engineering	 Faculty:	 An	 Investigation	 of	 Structural	

Features	 and	 Pragmatic	 Functions	 (Francomacaro,	 2011:	 178),	 except	 the	 last	

statement.	Let	us	analyse	the	responses	to	each	one.		

- “Overall	 the	 speed	 of	 delivery	 is	 appropriate”.	 The	 majority	 of	 the	

respondents	 (64,5%)	answered	 they	agree	with	 this	 statement.	 8,3%	said	

they	“disagree”,	18,8%	“nor	agree	nor	disagree”	and	another	8,3%	“strongly	

agree”.	This	question	may	have	created	problems	with	the	generalisation	it	

required.	It	may	be	the	case	that	some	professors	deliver	their	lessons	at	an	

appropriate	speed	while	others	are	too	fast.		
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- “I	would	understand	the	lecture	better	in	my	native	language”.	31,3%	

answered	 they	 “disagree”	 with	 this	 statement,	 and	 14,6%	 “strongly	

disagree”,	for	a	total	of	45,9%	of	students	who	generally	disagree	with	this	

statement.	22,9%	of	 the	students	answered	they	“nor	agree	nor	disagree”,	

and	another	22,9%	“agree”.	Just	8,3%	“strongly	agree”,	for	a	total	of	31%	of	

students	who	generally	agree	with	the	statement.	Thus,	the	majority	of	the	

students	do	not	consider	the	language	to	be	a	major	contributor	or	obstacle	

to	the	understanding	of	lectures.	

	

- “I	would	prefer	a	native-speaker	of	English	as	a	lecturer”.	As	expected,	

the	 majority	 of	 the	 students	 agree	 with	 this	 statement:	 45,8%	 of	 them	

“strongly	 agree”	 and	 18,8%	 “agree”,	 with	 a	 total	 of	 64,6%	 of	 students	

generally	 agreeing.	 Just	 four	 respondents	 (8,3%)	 generally	 disagree	 (with	

one	 student	 strongly	 disagreeing).	 13	 students	 (27,1%)	 did	 not	 give	 any	

straightforward	answer,	saying	they	“do	not	agree	nor	disagree”.		

	

- “The	topic	of	the	lecture	is	so	challenging	that	the	language	used	does	

not	influence	my	understanding	of	the	lecture”.	Twenty	students	(41,7%)	

answered	they	“nor	agree	nor	disagree”.	Of	the	other	answers,	17	students	

generally	agree	(2	of	them	strongly	agree)	versus	11	students	who	generally	

disagree	(2	of	them	strongly	disagree).		

	

- “The	contents	of	the	lecture	remain	secondary	since	I	concentrate	on	

the	language	so	much”.	21	students	(43,8%)	stated	they	strongly	disagree	

with	 this	 statement,	 and	other	 16	 students	 (33,3%)	disagree,	 indicating	 a	

clear	 disagreement.	 In	 fact,	 just	 one	 student	 (2,1%)	 agrees,	 while	 the	

remaining	10	respondents	(20,8%)	neither	agree	nor	disagree.		

	

- “It	is	difficult	to	follow	the	lecture,	but	it	has	little	or	nothing	to	do	with	

the	 language	 used”.	 The	 answers	 to	 this	 statement	 are	 interesting	 to	

analyse.	 In	 fact,	 four	 people	 (8,3%)	 strongly	 disagree	 and	 15	 disagree	

(31,3%),	with	a	total	of	19	students	(39,6%)	disagreeing,	indicating	that		
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Graph	12.	Results	of	Likert	scales	investigating	the	students’	opinions	on	lectures.	
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language	 may	 have	 a	 role	 in	 their	 ability	 to	 understand	 the	 lecture.	 14	

students	 answered	 they	 “nor	 agree	nor	disagree”.	 Finally,	 15	 respondents	

(31,3%)	“agree”.	No	student	answered	he/she	“strongly”	agrees.	

- 	“I	feel	more	comfortable	in	class	knowing	my	professor	is	not	a	native	

speaker	 of	 English	 as	 I	 am	 not”.	 The	 majority	 of	 the	 students	 (60,4%)	

answered	 they	 generally	 disagree	 with	 this	 statement	 (22,9%	 “strongly	

disagree”,	 37,5%	 “disagree”).	 Just	 8	 respondents	 (16,7%)	 said	 they	 agree,	

while	the	remaining	22,9%	answered	they	“nor	agree	nor	disagree”.		

	

As	far	as	the	characteristics	of	a	“good”	lecture	are	concerned,	students	could	give	

their	opinion	in	question	21.	It	is	a	multiple-choice	question,	and	students	were	let	

free	to	choose	more	than	one	option.		

	

	

Graph	13.	Contributor	to	a	“good”	lecture.	

	
As	graph	13	shows,	“clarity	of	ideas”	is	by	far	the	most	selected	(89,6%)	among	the	

four	 possibilities.	 Second	 comes	 “interaction”	 (22,9%),	 followed	 by	 “choice	 of	

vocabulary”	(12,5%)	and	finally	pronunciation	(6,3%)	seems	not	to	have	a	strong	

role	in	making	a	“good”	lecture.	
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Questions	 from	22	to	27	were	also	asked	to	the	students	 following	Italian-taught	

courses,	 in	 order	 to	 compare	 the	 different	 responses	 regarding	 asking	 and	

answering	to	questions	in	class.		

	

	

Graph	14.	Professors	asking	questions	in	EMI	lectures.	

	
As	illustrated	in	graph	14	here	above,	56,3%	of	the	respondents	said	that	lecturers	

sometimes	ask	questions	in	class,	and	29,2%	of	the	students	stated	that	professors	

ask	them	very	often.	Just	14,6%	of	the	students	said	lecturers	rarely	ask	questions	

in	class,	and	no	answer	was	given	as	“no,	never”.	This	question	is	complementary	

with	the	next	one,	which	investigates	the	issue	on	the	part	of	the	students	to	see	if	

they	reply	to	questions	posed	by	lecturers	during	the	lessons.	
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Graph	15.	Answering	questions	in	EMI	lectures.	

	
The	 graph	 shows	 that	 37,5%	 of	 the	 students	 rarely	 answer	 to	 questions	 during	

lessons;	 31,3%	 state	 that	 they	 “sometimes”	 do;	 22,9%	 admit	 they	 never	 answer	

questions,	and	8,3%	state	they	very	often	do	it.	The	combination	of	“rarely”	and	“no,	

never”	answers	constitutes	the	majority	of	students	(60,4%),	indicating	that	there	

is	a	sort	of	resistance	to	answering	questions.	The	reason	for	this	was	investigated	

in	question	24,	which	asked	to	those	students	who	answered	“no”	or	“rarely”	why	it	

is	so.	They	were	given	the	possibility	of	selecting	more	than	one	option.	

As	a	result,	16	students	(57,1%)	indicated	that	their	shyness	is	the	reason	why	they	

do	 not	 answer	 questions	 in	 class;	 12	 students	 (42,9%)	 stated	 they	 are	 afraid	 of	

giving	 the	wrong	answer;	 five	 (17,9%)	are	afraid	of	 their	classmates’	 judgement;	

four	(14,3%)	state	there	are	not	so	many	opportunities	to	answer	questions;	two	

students	(7,1%)	say	they	generally	do	not	know	the	answer,	and	only	two	students	

say	that	they	do	not	feel	confident	speaking	in	English;	one	student	(3,6%)	admits	

he	 or	 she	 generally	 does	 not	 pay	 attention	 in	 class.	 Three	 students	 selected	 the	

option	 “other”	 and	 explained	 their	 own	 reasons:	 “I	 need	 time	 to	 elaborate	 the	

concepts”,	 “no	need	 to”	 and	 “I	want	 to	hear	others	 first”.	 From	 these	 answers,	 it	

seems	that	students	do	not	deem	language	an	obstacle	when	it	comes	to	answering	

questions,	because	the	majority	of	the	options	selected	have	indicated	psychological	
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reasons,	instead	of	linguistic	ones.	This	is	proved	also	by	question	25,	whose	graph	

here	below	shows	 that	45	 students	out	of	28	 (93,8%)	answered	 that	 replying	 to	

questions	 in	 class	 “is	 not	 a	 matter	 of	 language	 issues”.	 No	 student	 answered	

“definitely	yes”,	and	only	3	students	(6,3%)	answered	“probably	yes”.	

	

	

	

Graph	16.	Students’	opinion	about	in	answering	questions	in	Italian-taught	lectures.	

	
Likewise,	the	same	kind	of	questions	were	posed	regarding	asking	questions.	

	

Graph	17.	Asking	questions	in	EMI	lectures.	
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As	the	above	pie	chart	shows,	41,7%	of	the	students	say	they	“rarely”	ask	questions	

in	 class,	 29,2%	 sometimes	 do,	 14,6%	 never	 do,	 12,5%	 “just	 when	 the	 lesson	 is	

finished”	and	just	one	student	(2,1%)	answered	he/she	often	asks	questions	in	class.	

As	 for	the	reasons	behind	the	answers	“no,	never”	(14,6%),	“rarely”	(41,7%)	and	

“just	when	the	lesson	is	finished”	(12,5%),	also	in	this	case	the	predominant	reason	

is	shyness	(15	students,	45,5%).	However,	tightly	close	comes	the	motivation	“I	am	

afraid	 my	 question	 would	 be	 considered	 a	 silly	 one”	 (12	 students,	 36,4%).	 10	

students	(30,3%)	explain	they	do	not	want	to	disturb	and	interrupt	the	lesson.	Three	

people	(9,1%)	answered	that	there	are	not	so	many	occasions	of	asking	questions,	

and	another	 three	students	answered	 that	 they	do	not	 feel	confident	speaking	 in	

English.	Two	students	(6,1%)	stated	they	are	afraid	of	their	classmates’	judgement,	

and	one	stated	he/she	does	not	generally	pay	attention	in	class	(who	may	probably	

be	the	same	person	who	gave	the	same	answer	in	question	24).	Five	people	selected	

the	option	“other”	and	gave	their	explanations:	“need	to	re-read	my	notes	at	home	

before	asking	questions”,	“I	tend	to	understand	most	of	the	concepts”,	“I	don’t	have	

questions”,	“I	focus	on	the	explained	by	prof	“[sic]	and	“I	have	nothing	to	ask	about”.	

Here	again	it	seems	that	students	are	not	discouraged	by	language	issues,	and	this	

is	 proved	by	 the	 following	question	 too	 (question	28,	 see	 graph	18).	 86%	of	 the	

respondents	answered	it	 is	not	a	matter	of	 language	issues,	while	14%	answered	

they	probably	would	ask	more	questions	if	the	course	were	in	Italian.	This	is	a	lower	

percentage	of	students	answering	that	“it	is	not	a	matter	of	language”,	in	comparison	

with	 the	 percentage	 in	 graph	 16	 (93,8%),	 but	 still	 it	 can	 be	 considered	 quite	

interesting	to	compare	the	two	set	of	answers.	
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Graph	18.	Difference	in	asking	questions	in	Italian.	

	
To	further	understand	which	could	be	the	aspects	that,	according	to	research,	may	

be	perceived	as	problematic	for	students	during	English-taught	lectures,	question	

n°29	investigated	what	“irritates”	students	the	most	when	it	comes	to	lectures.		

	

	

Graph	19.	Irritating	factors	in	an	English-taught	lecture.	
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Among	the	reasons	which	can	cause	irritation	during	EMI	lectures,	“Lack	of	fluency	

and	clarity”	was	the	most	selected	answer	(60,4%)	and	it	represents	the	majority	of	

respondents.	 The	 following	 most	 selected	 option	 was	 “pronunciation	 mistakes”	

(20,8%),	followed	by	“poor	vocabulary”	(14,6%).	Interestingly,	“grammar	mistakes”	

only	amount	to	4,2%	of	respondents.		

Question	30	investigated	whether	the	respondents	study	only	through	English	study	

materials.	Just	one	student	reported	that	professors	sometimes	provide	some	Italian	

study	material.	 The	 others	 seem	 to	 study	 exclusively	 through	 English	materials,	

whether	provided	by	their	professors	or	retrieved	by	themselves.		

	

	

Graph	20.	Language	of	the	study	materials.	

	
As	far	as	the	satisfaction	with	the	course	that	students	chose,	they	were	asked	to	

rate	their	overall	satisfaction	with	it	in	question	n°31.	The	same	question	was	asked	

to	students	following	the	Italian-taught	programs.		

	



	 71	

	

Graph	21.	Overall	students’	satisfaction	with	EMI	courses.		

	
As	we	can	see	from	graph	21,	43,8%	of	the	students	reported	the	course	they	chose	

is	 “okay,	 just	what	 I	 expected”;	 39,6%	 of	 them	 gave	 a	more	 positive	 evaluation,	

saying	the	course	is	“good,	better	than	I	expected”,	while	12,5%	were	very	satisfied	

with	 the	course,	 saying	 it	was	“excellent,	much	better	 than	 I	expected”.	Only	 two	

respondents	(4,2%)	said	they	rate	it	“sufficiently,	worse	than	I	expected”.	No	one	

chose	the	answer	“poorly,	much	worse	than	I	expected”.		

In	order	to	complete	this	question,	it	was	also	asked	to	students	whether	they	would	

choose	the	same	course	if	they	could	go	back	in	time.		
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Graph	22.	Students’	opinion	on	their	choice	to	follow	an	EMI	course.	

	
It	 seems	 quite	 positive	 that	 68,8%	 of	 the	 respondents	 answered	 they	 would	

definitely	choose	EMI	again,	and	27,1%	said	they	would	likely	make	the	same	choice.	

Only	 two	people	 (4,2%)	answered	 that	 it	 is	unlikely	 they	would	 choose	 to	 study	

through	EMI	again.		

Finally,	it	is	possible	to	read	some	of	the	answers	that	students	gave	to	the	optional	

open-ended	 question	 which	 investigated	 their	 opinion	 on	 EMI	 and	 on	 the	

differences	they	perceive	between	studying	in	English	and	studying	in	Italian.	Out	

of	a	total	of	33	responses,	only	the	comments	that	are	more	relevant	for	the	purpose	

of	this	study	were	selected	and	hereafter	presented:	

	
Sicuramente	un	corso	in	lingua	permette	di	mantenere	un	alto	livello	di	inglese	ma	allo	
stesso	tempo	è	una	limitazione	perché	spesso	gli	argomenti	sono	trattati	in	modo	più	
"superficiale"	 e	 meno	 approfondito.	 Un'altra	 limitazione	 è	 il	 livello	 di	 inglese	 e	 la	
pronuncia	degli	insegnanti	che	a	volte	non	sono	il	massimo.	

	
This	student,	after	following	an	EMI	course,	reports	that	the	contents	are	treated	in	

a	more	“superficial”	way	in	English.	Furthermore	he/she	mentions	the	professors’	
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level	of	English	which	sometimes	is	not	adequate,	according	to	him/her	and	others,	

as	it	can	be	seen	in	the	following	comments	below:	

	
It	seems	like	some	of	the	professors	haven't	met	the	minimum	B2	level	requirement...	

	

Il	corso	è	organizzato	molto	bene	e	le	materie	sono	molto	interessanti.	Dovrebbero	però	
far	 fare	 specifici	 corsi	 di	 inglese	 ai	 docenti	 che	 sono	molto	 preparati,	 ma	 che	 sono	
fortemente	limitati	nelle	spiegazioni	a	causa	dello	scarso	livello	di	inglese”.	

	

Teachers	are,	on	average,	not	as	good	as	they	would	be	if	they	were	teaching	Italian.	

	

Studiare	attraverso	materiali	 in	 lingua	 inglese	ha	un	discreto	vantaggio	per	 il	 futuro	
lavorativo	 ma	 alcune	 lezioni	 impartite	 da	 insegnanti	 non	 madrelingua	 non	 sono	
all'altezza.	

	

Since	its	about	international	stuff	and	globalization	it	worth	having	it	in	English,	only	
professors	 should	 actually	 know	 how	 to	 explain	 complicated	 things	 in	 another	
language.	

	

I	 think	 the	 english	 level	 should	 really	 be	 tested	 before	 students	 take	 the	 test	 to	 be	
admitted	on	the	course.	Sometimes	lessons	appear	as	"easier"	because	of	the	medium	
english	language	level	owned	by	the	students	while	it	should	be:	if	a	student	chooses	a	
totally	 english	 taught	 course,	 he/she	 knows	 what	 it	 has	 to	 be	 done	 with	 and	 the	
language	 shouldn't	be	an	obstacle.	Plus	 some	professors	do	not	 really	 speak	a	good	
english	and	it	is	sometimes	a	demotivating	factor.	

	
Again,	 the	 professors’	 level	 of	 English	 seems	 to	 be	 an	 obstacle.	 However,	 these	

respondents	also	mention	the	students’	 level	of	English	which	is	not	adequate,	 in	

their	opinion.	

	
Alle	volte	mi	rendo	conto	che	non	dominando	l’inglese	come	l’italiano,	alcune	sfumature	
si	perdono..	vale	per	me	quanto	per	le	spiegazioni	dei	professori	
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An	 interesting	 issue	 regarding	 “internationalisation	 at	 home”	was	 raised	 by	 this	

student	(see	the	following	comment).	In	fact,	many	scholars	in	favour	of	EMI	is	also	

considered	 a	 way	 for	 students	 who	 cannot	 afford	 going	 abroad	 to	 live	 a	 more	

international	experience	(see	ch.	2).	However,	it	seems	like	in	many	cases	this	does	

not	happen,	given	the	fact	that	the	majority	of	the	students	speak	the	same	language.	

	
The	most	difficult	part	of	attending	a	course	in	English	is	that	you	are	surrounded	by	
Italians	so	you	speak	your	mother	tongue	most	of	the	time.	

	
The	 following	 comment	 should	 be	 analysed	 together,	 as	 they	 state	 opposite	

concepts.	Generally,	the	most	common	thinking	is	that	studying	in	English	is	harder.	

However,	the	other	three	statements	below	are	in	contrast	with	the	general	opinion	

on	the	issue,	and	they	seem	to	consider	the	syntax	of	English	simpler	to	understand	

than	the	Italian	one	(this	opinion	is	also	held	by	one	of	the	interviewed	lecturers,	see	

chap.	7.1.):	

	
It	 is	 a	 challenge	 cause	you	will	 never	be	 able	 to	 express	 yourself	 as	well	 as	 in	 your	
mother	tongue,	so	you	have	to	work	harder.	

	

I	think	that	studying	in	English	is	easier	because	in	this	language	there	are	less	words	
to	express	a	concept.	Moreover,	all	the	scientific	literature	is	already	in	English.		

	

Il	modo	di	spiegare	i	concetti	dei	libri	inglesi	risulta	molto	meno	verboso	e	più	diretto.	
Personalmente	mi	risulta	più	semplice	capire	i	concetti	in	questo	modo.	

	

Professors	of	English	taught	courses	in	general	use	a	simpler	vocabulary	rather	than	in	
Italian	courses,	but	maybe	it	is	due	to	the	structure	of	the	English	language,	that	is	in	
general	simpler	in	syntax	than	Italian.		
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The	following	student	manages	to	compare	the	two	courses	both	from	the	point	of	

view	of	content	and	of	the	methodology.	In	fact,	besides	explaining	that	the	course	

in	Italian	is	more	specific	to	the	subject,	while	the	course	in	English	is	more	general,	

he/she	 also	 delves	 into	 the	 complicated	 matter	 of	 methodology:	 according	 to	

him/her,	 the	 Italian	 course	 is	 more	 “traditional”	 and	 less	 “hands-on”	 than	 the	

English	counterpart.		

	
una	grande	differenza	che	ho	notato	rispetto	al	corso	in	italiano	è	l’approccio	e	lo	studio	
a	 corsi	 che	 trattano	materie	 giuridiche.	 Ad	 esempio,	 nel	 rispettivo	 corso	 in	 italiano	
(economia	e	commercio)	trattano	in	maniera	più	approfondita	sia	il	diritto	privato	che	
pubblico,	 studiandolo	 dai	 rispettivi	 codici.	 Nel	 mio	 corso	 in	 inglese,	 invece,	 non	
esistendo	delle	referenze	testuali	vere	e	proprie,	sono	a	discrezione	del	professore	le	
fonti	di	studio	e	il	materiale	fornito	(principalmente	slides).	Gli	argomenti,	inoltre,	sono	
trattati	in	maniera	più	generale.	anche	l’approccio	alle	materie	di	studio	è	differente,	
poichè	noi	usiamo	un	metodo	più	“pratico”,	studiando	sia	case-study	che	la	teoria.	Nel	
corso	italiano,	invece,	l’approccio	è	più	tradizionale.	

	
Finally,	the	last	comment	shows	an	interesting	point	of	view	because	this	student	

explains	 that,	when	 teaching	 in	 Italian,	 professors	 are	more	 focused	 on	 content,	

while	 in	 English	 they	 are	 more	 lenient	 with	 students	 because	 of	 the	 language	

obstacle:	

	
I	onestly	[sic]	think	that	studying	in	Italian	is	even	more	difficult	compared	to	english	
language	studies:	by	speaking	in	italian,	professors	are	more	focused	on	notions	and	
contents,	always	"spotting	the	dirty"	while	by	speaking	in	English	they	seem	to	be	more	
"friendly"	because	the	language	may	be	an	obstacle	even	for	them	[…]	
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7.2.2.	ITALIAN-TAUGHT	PROGRAM	SECTION	

	
After	analysing	the	results	of	the	questionnaire	related	to	EMI,	this	section	is	about	

the	 students	 who	 are	 attending	 a	 programme	 in	 Italian.	 Let	 us	 start	 from	 the	

demographics,	as	it	was	done	in	the	EMI	section.		

	

	

	Graph	23.	Age	of	the	respondents	(ITP	group).	

	
As	 illustrated	by	graph	23,	 the	age	 range	of	 the	 respondents	goes	 from	19	 to	38	

years-old.	The	majority	of	 them	are	between	22	and	24	years-old.	As	 for	gender,	

72,2%	are	female	while	27,8%	male.	They	are	all	Italian	except	for	one	Moldavian,	

one	Ukrainian	and	one	Albanese.	We	can	immediately	observe	the	difference	with	

EMI	courses,	which	are	more	international	(see	“EMI	section”).	As	for	the	question	

on	“how	long	they	have	been	attending	the	present	degree	course”,	9	respondents	

(16,7%)	are	in	their	first	year,	20	(37%)	are	in	their	second	year,	19	(35,2%)	are	in	

their	 third	 year,	 four	 (7,4%)	 are	 in	 their	 fourth	 year	 and	 two	 (3,7%)	 have	 been	

attending	for	more	than	five	years.	

Besides	students’	general	information,	the	results	of	the	question	which	investigates	

the	reason	behind	the	choice	of	studying	through	Italian	can	be	seen	in	graph	24	
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here	below.	As	the	graph	shows,	19	students	(35%)	revealed	that	they	made	this	

choice	 because	 “in	 Italian	 you	 can	 go	 more	 in	 depth	 with	 each	 subject”;	 13	

respondents	 (24%)	 reveal	 they	 felt	 they	 had	 “poor	 English	 skills”;	 nine	 other	

students	(17%)	said	that	the	Italian-Taught	Program	offered	specific	courses	they	

were	more	interested	in,	thus	leaving	aside	the	linguistic	aspect;	five	respondents	

(9%)	 said	 they	 heard	 the	 English	 course	 was	 not	 as	 specialising	 as	 its	 Italian	

counterpart;	 finally,	 four	people	(7%)	answered	“because	I	want	to	work	in	Italy,	

not	abroad”.	The	remaining	four	students	chose	the	option	“other”,	and	gave	their	

own	explanations	for	choosing	the	course	in	Italian:	one	student	had	problems	with	

bureaucracy	(“ho	avuto	dei	contrattempi	con	la	certificazione	di	inglese”);	another	

respondents	affirmed	that	learning	in	English	results	more	difficult;	similarly,	one	

person	answered	that	in	Italian	he/she	can	process	the	content	more	easily;	finally,	

one	student	said	there	was	no	English	counterpart	for	his/her	course.	Generally,	the	

two	most	chosen	reasons	had	a	linguistic	focus.	
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Graph	24.	Reasons	for	choosing	an	Italian-Taught	Program.	

	
Question	n°	2,	as	question	n°	3	of	the	EMI	section,	investigated	the	students’	opinion	

on	whether	their	colleagues	studying	in	English	will	 learn	the	contents	as	well	as	

24%

7%

17%

35%

9%

2% 2% 2% 2%

1.	Why	did	you	choose	to	attend	an	Italian	
Taught	Program?	(Come	mai	hai	scelto	il	corso	in	

italiano?)

Because	of	my	poor	English	skills

Because	I	want	to	work	in	Italy,
not	abroad

Because	it	offered	specific
courses	I	was	more	interested	in

Because	in	Italian	you	can	go
more	in	depth	with	each	subject

Because	I	heard	the	English
version	is	not	as	specialising	as
the	Italian	one

Perché	ho	avuto	dei	contrattempi
con	la	certificazione	di	inglese,	e
una	volta	avuta	si	sono	esauriti	i
posti	del	corso.

In	inglese	risulta	più	difficile,
soprattutto	il	metodo	di	studio	e
di	memorizzazione	delle	cose

Riesco	a	metabolizzare	meglio	e
più	velocemente	i	concetti

Non	c'era	il	corso	equivalente	in
inglese
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they	do	by	studying	in	their	mother	tongue.	As	opposed	to	EMI	respondents,	who	

answered	 they	will	 learn	 the	 contents	 as	well	 as	 their	 Italian	 colleagues	 (53,2%	

“yes”),	the	majority	of	ITP	students	(59,3%)	believe	that	their	colleagues	studying	

in	English	will	not.	It	is	not	possible	to	establish	whether	their	belief	is	a	matter	of	

persuading	themselves	to	be	better	than	others,	or	whether	the	respondents	really	

put	into	question	their	own	choice.	However,	from	the	data	collected	so	far	it	seems	

possible	to	infer	that	students	who	study	through	EMI	do	not	feel	they	are	learning	

less	than	if	they	were	studying	in	Italian,	while	the	students	following	an	ITP	do	feel	

they	are	learning	more	than	they	would	have	learnt	by	studying	in	English.		

As	for	question	n°3,	students	were	asked	whether	they	happened	to	choose	some	

course	 in	English	 for	 the	elective	credits.	However,	only	8	respondents	out	of	54	

(14,8%)	did,	and	the	reason	 is	primarily	 to	 improve	 their	English.	 In	 this	regard,	

question	5	also	wanted	to	investigate	whether	the	students	following	ITP	studied	

only	 through	 Italian	 study	 materials.	 Interestingly	 enough,	 34	 students	 (63%)	

answered	 they	 study	 also	 through	 English	 study	 materials	 provided	 by	 their	

professors,	 and	 10	 (18,5%)	 said	 they	 look	 for	 extra	 materials	 in	 English	 for	

themselves.	The	vast	majority	of	students,	then,	study	also	through	English.	Only	10	

people	(18,5%)	said	they	study	exclusively	through	Italian	study	material.		

Similarly	to	question	n°31	of	the	EMI	section,	question	n°6	investigated	the	students’	

overall	satisfaction	with	their	course.	
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Graph	25.	Overall	students’	satisfaction	with	the	Italian-taught	course.	

	
As	it	can	be	seen,	44,4%	of	the	respondents	said	the	course	is	“good”,	better	than	

they	expected”;	37%	selected	the	option	“okay,	just	as	I	expected”;	9,3%	said	it	is	

“not	 quite	 as	 good”	 as	 they	 expected,	 7,4%	 are	 extremely	 satisfied;	 finally,	 one	

student	(1,9%)	is	dissatisfied	with	the	course.	If	we	compare	this	graph	to	the	one	

in	the	EMI	section	(graph	21),	we	can	note	that	the	sum	of	“good”	and	“okay”	votes	

is	 quite	 similar	 (83,4%	 EMI	 versus	 81,4%	 ITP),	 but	 ITP	 students	 selected	more	

“good”	 than	“okay”,	while	EMI	students	did	 the	opposite.	We	can	also	notice	 that	

there	are	no	dissatisfied	EMI	students,	while	there	is	one	in	this	section.	Also,	there	

are	more	 people	 extremely	 satisfied	 in	 the	 EMI	 course	 (12,5%)	 than	 in	 the	 ITP	

(7,4%).	
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Graph	26.	Choice	of	ITP	course.	

	
As	for	the	question	whether	students	would	make	the	same	choice	if	they	could	go	

back	 in	 time,	 while	 in	 the	 EMI	 section	 (graph	 22)	 the	 majority	 of	 the	 students	

(68,8%)	said	they	would	definitely	choose	EMI	again,	and	another	27,1%	said	they	

“likely”	would	do	it	again	(only	2	people	answered	that	it	is	“unlikely”	they	would	do	

it),	 the	 ITP	situation	 is	more	varied.	Only	37%	of	 the	students	would	“definitely”	

make	the	same	choice,	while	44,4%	would	“likely”	do	it	again.	Four	students	(7,4%)	

said	they	are	not	sure	about	it.	Four	other	students	(7,4%)	said	it	is	“unlikely”	that	

they	would	choose	an	ITP	again,	while	two	students	(3,7%)	are	certain	they	would	

not.		
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Graph	27.	Professors	asking	questions	in	Italian-taught	lectures.	

	
This	 graph	 is	 very	 similar	 to	graph	14	of	 the	EMI	 section.	This	means	 that	 there	

seems	to	be	no	difference	in	the	kind	of	interaction	that	professors	try	to	create	in	

the	Italian	and	in	the	English	courses.	In	fact,	50%	of	students	following	an	ITP	say	

professors	“sometime”	ask	questions	(it	was	56,3%	in	the	EMI	graph),	37%	say	they	

do	 it	 “very	 often”	 (29,2%	 in	 EMI)	 and	 13%	 said	 they	 “rarely”	 do	 it	 (14,6%	EMI,	

slightly	higher).		

As	with	the	fact	of	answering	to	professors’	questions	in	class,	graph	28	below	is	still	

similar	to	graph	15	in	the	EMI	section,	but	there	are	some	slight	differences	that	will	

be	here	indicated.	Surprisingly,	the	number	of	students	admitting	that	they	“rarely”	

reply	to	questions	in	class	represents	a	higher	percentage	in	the	ITP	section	(42,6%)	

than	 in	 the	 EMI	 section	 (37,5%,	 graph	 15).	 Also	 the	 percentage	 of	 respondents	

reporting	they	“never”	reply	to	questions	in	class	is	higher	in	the	ITP	section	(29,6%	

versus	22,9%	of	EMI	students	in	graph	15).	Thus,	the	combination	of	“rarely”	and	

“no,	never”	answers	constitutes	the	majority	of	students	(72,2%),	which	is	higher	

than	the	percentage	resulting	from	the	EMI	students	(60,4%,	-11,8%).		
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Graph	28.	Answering	questions	in	Italian-taught	programmes	(ITP	group).	

	
As	for	the	reasons	behind	the	choice	of	students	answering	“no”	(29,6%)	or	“rarely”	

(42,6%),	 the	 two	most	 selected	 options	 are	 the	 same	 as	 those	 indicated	 by	 the	

students	following	the	EMI	course,	but	the	percentages	are	different	between	the	

EMI	 and	 the	 ITP	 groups.	While	 the	 predominant	 reason	 in	 the	 EMI	 section	was	

“shyness”	(57,1%),	followed	by	“fear	of	giving	the	wrong	answer”	(42,9%),	in	the	

ITP	 section,	 instead,	 62,2%	 of	 students	 say	 they	 are	 “afraid	 of	 giving	 the	wrong	

answer”,	 while	 56,8%	 admit	 their	 “shyness”	 is	 what	 discourages	 them	 from	

answering.	 Of	 the	 remaining	 respondents,	 13,5%	 said	 there	 are	 not	 so	 many	

opportunities	to	ask	questions	(17,9%	EMI),	10,8%	said	they	generally	do	not	know	

the	answer	and	another	10,8%	said	they	are	afraid	of	their	classmates’	judgement.	

Three	students	selected	the	option	“other”	and	gave	their	own	explanations:	“no	one	

answers”,	“se	ci	sono	mani	alzate	lascio	a	loro	l’opportunità	di	rispondere”	and	“I	

like	listening	and	writing	notes”.		

As	with	asking	questions	instead,	the	following	graph	illustrates	the	answers:	
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Graph	29.	Asking	questions	in	Italian-Taught	programmes	(ITP	group).	

	
In	this	case,	the	situation	is	quite	different	from	the	EMI	section	(graph	14),	because	

35,2%	of	students	answered	they	“never”	ask	questions	in	class,	while	in	the	EMI	

group	this	percentage	lowers	to	14,6%.	Instead,	the	percentage	of	people	answering	

“rarely”	 is	 higher	 in	 the	EMI	 group:	 41,7%	 (graph	14)	 versus	33,3%	 (graph	29).	

However,	if	we	consider	the	answers	“no,	never”	and	“rarely”	together,	the	total	sum	

is	68,5%	versus	56,3%	of	answers	in	the	EMI	section	(-12,2%).		

As	for	the	reasons	why	students	answered	“no,	never”,	“rarely”	or	“just	when	the	

lesson	is	finished”,	the	predominant	answer	was	“because	I	do	not	want	do	disturb	

and	interrupt”	(45,9%),	followed	closely	by	“I	am	shy”	(43,2%)	and	“I	am	afraid	my	

question	would	be	considered	a	silly	one”	(37,8%).	These	three	answers	were	also	

the	most	selected	by	EMI	students,	but	with	different	percentages	(shyness	was	the	

predominant	 answer).	 In	 the	 ITP	 group,	 18,9%	of	 the	 respondents	 said	 they	 are	

afraid	 of	 their	 classmates’	 judgements,	 13,5%	 said	 there	 are	 not	 so	 many	

opportunities	to	ask	questions,	and	just	one	student	(2,7%)	said	he/she	generally	

does	not	pay	attention	in	class.		

Question	 13	 is	 similar	 to	 question	 14	 in	 the	 EMI	 section.	 Both	 questions	 asked	

students	whether	they	take	notes	in	class,	and	while	3	people	from	EMI	courses	said	
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they	do	not	take	notes,	no	one	from	ITPs	said	they	never	take	notes.	As	with	the	fact	

of	recording	the	lessons,	40,7%	of	the	students	following	Italian	courses	report	they	

never	do,	while	48,2%	say	they	sometimes	do	it.	Finally,	11,1%	of	the	respondents	

admit	they	always	record	lessons.	The	following	question	(n°	16)	investigated	the	

reasons	why	students	record	the	lessons.	The	predominant	answer	is	“I	don’t	want	

to	 miss	 anything	 the	 professor	 says”	 (76%),	 similarly	 as	 with	 the	 EMI	 group	

(60,9%),	followed	by	the	reason	that	“professors	talk	too	fast”	(16%).	Two	students	

also	admitted	they	record	lessons	because	they	are	not	good	at	taking	notes.		

The	 last	 part	 of	 the	 analysis	 concerns	 the	 open-ended	 questions	 (which	 were	

optional)	asking	for	general	opinions	on	the	phenomenon	of	EMI	and	the	differences	

that	students	perceive	between	studying	in	Italian	and	studying	in	English.	Fourteen	

responses	were	gathered,	but	just	the	most	relevant	will	be	presented	here:	

	
Tutte	le	università	dovrebbero	fare	tutti	i	corsi	solo	in	inglese.	Serve	per	il	lavoro.	

	
This	statement	is	quite	surprising	given	the	fact	that	it	comes	from	a	student	who	

chose	to	follow	a	course	delivered	in	Italian.	

	
In	italiano	tendenzialmente	si	approfondiscono	meglio	tematiche	legate	al	diritto	o	ad	
accounting,	mentre	nella	stessa	versione	del	corso	in	inglese	i	temi	vengono	trattati	più	
superficialmente	però	con	una	prospettiva	internazionale	o	interculturale.	

	
This	student	talks	about	English	courses	being	 less	 in-depth,	but	dealing	with	

more	international	matters.	

	
Penso	che	il	corso	in	inglese	non	sia	valorizzato	e	che,	in	generale,	non	venga	data	la	
giusta	 importanza	all'apprendimento	della	 lingua	 inglese.	 Soltanto	attraverso	 la	mia	
esperienza	Erasmus	ho	compreso	quanto	 l'inglese	sia	 importante	per	 lavorare	 in	un	
contesto	 sia	 nazionale	 che	 internazionale.	 Penso	 che	 Ca'	 Foscari,	 come	 molte	 altre	
università	italiane,	dovrebbe	trasmettere	ai	suoi	studenti	l'importanza	dell'inglese	e	di	
studiare	in	questa	lingua.	
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Studenti	che	seguono	il	corso	in	italiano	trovano	professori	italiani,	mentre	studenti	che	
studiano	 in	 inglese	 trovano	professori	 italiani	 che	 spesso,	 sebbene	alcuni	bravi,	non	
sanno	l'inglese	al	livello	dell'italiano	per	spiegarsi	e	spiegare	i	concetti	più	complessi	
delle	materie	che	trattano	

	

"Avete	 fatto	bene	a	scegliere	 il	 corso	di	 laurea	 in	 italiano,	perché	diciamoci	chiaro	e	
tondo	 le	 cose	 come	 stanno,	 essendo	 l'italiano	 la	 vostra	 e	 la	 nostra	 lingua	madre	 ci	
permette	di	esprimerci	meglio	quando	parliamo	tra	di	noi	e	di	approfondire	meglio	di	
conseguenza	gli	argomenti	trattati	nelle	lezioni"	(cit.	un	professore	alla	prima	ora	del	
primo	corso	di	laurea	magistrale)	

	
These	comments	tackle	the	issue	of	professors	being	able	to	explain	in	a	better	way	

in	Italian	rather	than	in	English.	It	is	interesting	that	the	second	student	remembers	

and	quotes	the	comment	one	of	his	professors	made	at	the	beginning	of	the	course,	

and	it	 is	 likewise	curious	that	this	professor	engaged	in	such	a	difficult	argument	

with	his	students.	

	
Avendo	sempre	studiato	in	italiano,	prendere	appunti	in	inglese	risulterebbe	più	lento,	
fare	 i	 riassunti	 in	 inglese	 richiede	 maggior	 tempo	 perché	 bisogna	 comprendere	 le	
parole	 e	 cercarle	 nel	 vocabolario,	 cambia	 il	 metodo	 di	 memorizzazione	 delle	 cose	
perché	 non	 si	 è	 mai	 stati	 abituati	 a	 imparare	 e	 ripetere	 in	 inglese,	 pur	 sapendolo	
relativamente	bene.	

	

Ovviamente	studiare	in	Italiano	comporta	tempistiche	inferiori.	

	
These	two	comments	focus	on	time:	according	to	them,	it	takes	longer	to	study	the	

same	content	in	English	than	in	Italian.	

	
I	think	that	the	English	course	is	easier	for	the	language.	

	
It	 is	not	possible	 to	know	exactly	who	made	 this	 comment,	 it	 could	have	been	a	

student	who	 is	not	 Italian.	However,	 it	 could	be	 that	 this	student	holds	 the	same	

opinion	as	some	of	the	students	who	commented	in	the	previous	section	(see	chap.	
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7.2.1.)	 and	 who	 stated	 that,	 the	 English	 syntax	 being	 simpler,	 it	 is	 easier	 to	

understand	and	express	oneself	in	this	language.	
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8.	DISCUSSION	OF	RESULTS	

	

The	aim	of	the	present	study	was	to	investigate	the	students’	and	lecturers’	opinions	

on	EMI,	and	to	compare	EMI	and	non-EMI	courses.	As	a	result	of	the	insights	gained	

in	the	previous	chapter,	numerous	thought-provoking	issues	have	emerged.	Let	us	

now	discuss	some	interesting	points.	

	

8.1.	 MOTIVATIONS	 FOR	 STUDYING	 THROUGH	 EMI	 OR	 ITP	 AND	 OVERALL	
SATISFACTION	

	
Among	 the	 research	 questions	 of	 the	 present	 study,	 one	was	 precisely	meant	 to	

investigate	on	the	motivations	that	lie	behind	the	students’	choice	of	following	an	

EMI	course.	The	results	show	that	the	majority	(51,1%)	of	the	respondents	deem	it	

important	because	it	“opens	up	more	career	and	job	opportunities”.	This	is	in	line	

with	 previous	 research	 on	 the	 topic	 (Al-Bakri,	 2013;	 Fernández-Costales,	 2016;	

Francomacaro,	 2011;	 Simbolon,	 2018).	 Second	 came	 a	 similar	 issue:	

internationalisation.	 In	fact,	according	to	14,9%	of	the	respondents,	EMI	 is	useful	

because	English	is	the	international	language	of	the	subject	they	are	studying.	Also	

lecturers	 mentioned	 the	 alleged	 higher	 employability	 of	 EMI	 students	 and	 the	

internationalisation	benefit	when	asked	if	EMI	is	beneficial	to	learners.		

Thus,	learning	English	does	not	appear	to	be	the	direct	motivation	behind	the	choice	

of	 studying	 in	 this	 language.	However,	 the	higher	employability	 is	an	outcome	of	

learning	the	language:	in	such	a	globalised	world,	mastering	the	English	language	

gives	a	competitive	advantage.	One	study	by	Kym	&	Kym	(2014)	goes	against	the	

present	finding,	in	that	it	showed	that	students	chose	to	follow	an	EMI	course	first	

to	improve	their	language	skills	and	just	secondarily	for	the	job	market.	The	same	
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applies	to	the	study	by	Tatzl	(2011),	where	students	regarded	the	improvement	of	

English	language	schools	as	the	first	objective,	although	the	higher	employability	is	

also	deemed	as	one	of	the	most	important	benefits;	lecturers,	instead	mentioned	as	

the	 first	and	major	advantage	 the	alleged	higher	preparation	of	EMI	students	 for	

accessing	the	global	workplace	and	studies	(p.	256).	

As	 for	 the	motivations	 for	studying	 through	an	 Italian	Taught	Program,	 the	main	

reason	invoked	by	the	respondents	(35%)	is	related	to	academic	factors:	“in	Italian	

you	 can	 go	 more	 in	 depth	 with	 each	 subject”,	 that	 is,	 one	 allegedly	 learns	 the	

academic	subject	better.	However,	24%	of	the	students	also	stated	that	their	“poor	

English	skills”	was	a	hindrance,	and	that	would	reportedly	be	the	reason	why	they	

chose	to	study	a	degree	course	delivered	in	their	mother	tongue.	The	researcher	of	

the	present	study	could	not	find	any	other	study	dealing	with	the	motivations	for	

choosing	the	mother	tongue	degree	course	when	an	English	counterpart	was	also	

available.		

As	for	the	overall	satisfaction	with	the	degree	courses	they	follow,	both	ETP	and	ITP	

students	 were	 asked	 to	 express	 themselves	 on	 the	 issue.	 Of	 course,	 satisfaction	

depends	 on	 many	 variables,	 as	 Ackerley	 rightly	 highlights	 (2017:	 261),	 so	 the	

following	 results	 are	 not	 to	 be	 taken	 as	 being	 universally	 true,	 but	 rather	 as	

presenting	the	opinions	of	100	students	at	Ca’	Foscari	University	in	Venice.	Anyway,	

it	is	interesting	to	notice	that	there	is	not	a	great	divergence	between	the	ITP	group	

and	the	EMI	group	in	terms	of	satisfaction	(see	ch.	7.2.):	the	sum	of	“good”	and	“okay”	

responses	is	slightly	higher	in	EMI,	but	anyway	very	close	to	the	ITP	answers	(83,4%	

EMI,	 81,4%	 ITP);	 however,	 ITP	 students	 selected	 more	 “good”	 than	 “okay”,	 as	

opposed	to	ETP	students.	 It	 is	quite	reassuring	 that	no	EMI	students	reported	as	

being	“dissatisfied”,	while	just	one	ITP	students	did.	Finally,	there	are	slightly	more	

people	 extremely	 satisfied	 in	 the	EMI	 course	 (12,5%)	 than	 in	 the	 ITP	 (7,4%).	 In	

order	to	further	investigate	this	issue,	students	were	also	asked	if	they	would	chose	

the	same	medium	of	instruction	if	they	could	go	back	in	time.	The	EMI	group	seemed	

to	be	rather	satisfied,	in	that	68,8%	of	the	students	stated	they	would	“definitely”	

study	through	EMI	again,	and	another	27,1%	would	“likely”	make	the	same	choice.	
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Only	two	people	stated	it	is	“unlikely”	they	would	chose	English	as	the	medium	of	

instruction	 if	 they	 could	 go	 back	 in	 time.	 The	 Italian	 situation,	 instead,	 is	 more	

varied:	37%	of	the	students	would	“definitely”	study	a	course	in	Italian	and	44,4%	

of	them	would	“likely”	chose	ITP	again.	7,4%	of	the	respondents	stated	they	are	not	

sure	about	it.	Finally,	another	7,4%	stated	it	is	“unlikely”	they	would	chose	ITP	again,	

and	 3,7%	 are	 certain	 they	 would	 not.	 Thus,	 it	 seems	 that	 EMI	 respondents	 are	

generally	more	satisfied	with	their	choice	than	students	from	Italian-taught	courses.	

	

8.2.	LECTURERS’	ENGLISH	LANGUAGE	COMPETENCIES	

	
One	of	 the	 issues	 that	emerged	both	 from	the	 lecturers’	 interviews	and	 from	the	

students’	questionnaires	is	the	allegedly	not	sufficient	English	competencies	of	most	

of	 the	 teachers.	 In	 the	 open-ended	 question	 inside	 the	 questionnaire,	 several	

students	mentioned	this	problem:	“It	seems	like	some	of	the	professors	haven't	met	

the	 minimum	 B2	 level	 requirement”;	 “i	 docenti	 sono	 fortemente	 limitati	 nelle	

spiegazioni	 a	 causa	 dello	 scarso	 livello	 di	 inglese”,	 just	 to	 mention	 but	 two	

comments.	This	was	an	issue	raised	also	by	the	lecturers	themselves	regarding	some	

of	 their	 colleagues	 who	 do	 not	 master	 the	 language,	 according	 to	 them.	 	 This	

correlates	with	other	studies	which	deal	with	the	issue	of	the	insufficient	 level	of	

English	language	on	the	part	of	the	professors	(Costa	&	Coleman,	2013:	15,	Aguilar,	

Rodríguez,	2012:	190,	Fernández-Costales,	2016:	47).	In	fact,	some	lecturers	stated	

that	 one	 of	 the	 research	 questions	 and	 issues	 to	 work	 on	 in	 order	 to	 further	

implement	 EMI	 courses	 is	 the	 testing	 of	 language	 skills	 of	 professors.	 However,	

when	question	7	was	asked	(see	Appendix	1),	none	of	the	lecturers	could	state	what	

level	of	English	they	should	have	in	order	to	teach	through	the	medium	of	English.	

This	is	in	line	with	Dearden	and	Macaro’s	study	(2016),	which	reports	some	of	the	

interviewees’	 tentative	 answers	 to	 the	 issue	 (pp.	 470-471).	 Some	 lecturers	 also	

requested	language	support	in	the	form	of	courses,	and	this	is	already	provided	by	

Ca’	Foscari,	although	some	of	them	were	not	aware	of	its	existence	(L5	and	L6).		
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As	 far	 as	 students	 are	 concerned,	 in	 the	 questionnaire	 respondents	 generally	

evaluated	 the	 lecturers’	 level	 of	 English	 lower	 than	 they	 evaluated	 their	 own	

language	competencies	(see	graphs	7	and	9	above),	in	line	with	Clark’s	study	(2017:	

299)	in	which	over	half	the	respondents	considered	their	own	level	of	English	to	be	

better	than	their	lecturers’	English.	This	appears	to	be	a	considerable	insight,	in	that	

it	can	suggest	that	students	may	feel	they	cannot	learn	anything	related	to	language	

from	their	own	professors,	and	this	fact	might	discourage	them	from	taking	part	in	

the	EMI	course.	Also,	when	asked	whether	or	not	their	lecturers’	level	of	English	can	

somehow	 influence	 their	 perception	 of	 how	 competent	 he/she	 is	 as	 a	 subject	

teacher,	 44,7%	 of	 them	 answered	 that	 it	 maybe	 does,	 while	 another	 23,4%	

answered	it	maybe	does.	This	issue	was	already	raised	by	a	research	on	students’	

attitudes	to	lecturers’	English	(Jensen	et	al.,	2013:	87),	which	also	suggested	that	this	

“may	have	a	negative	impact	on	the	impression	the	students	have	of	the	academic	

level	of	the	institution	as	a	whole”	(Jensen	et	al.,	2013:	106).	Thus,	the	perception	of	

the	lecturers’	English	competencies	on	the	part	of	the	students	is	not	just	a	problem	

on	its	own,	but	it	entails	other	concerns.		

However,	the	fact	that	professors	and	students	share	the	same	L1	may	transform	an	

imperfect	level	of	English	into	a	positive	aspect.	In	fact,	some	research	(Bartik	et	al.,	

2010;	 Jenkins,	 2014)	 suggests	 that	 students	 feel	 less	 inhibited	 toward	 lecturers	

when	they	are	non-native	speakers:	“Because	my	English	isn’t	good,	I	was	glad	to	

hear	teachers	with	a	French	accent	[the	student’s	mother	tongue].	It	was	easier	to	

understand”;	“I	now	know	that	you	do	not	have	to	speak	English	perfectly	to	convey	

difficult	notions”	(Bartik	et	al,	2010:	10).	Further,	Fraser	(2006)	also	suggests	that	

when	students	and	lecturers	share	the	same	NNS	English,	this	leads	to	an	ease	of	

comprehension.	 Notwithstanding,	 the	 present	 study	 has	 not	 confirmed	 these	

findings.	In	fact,	when	students	were	asked	to	rank	in	the	Likert	scale	the	statement	

“I	feel	more	comfortable	in	class	knowing	my	professor	is	not	a	native	speaker	of	

English	as	I	am	not”,	the	majority	of	the	respondents	disagreed	(60,4%),	and	just	8	

students	said	they	agree,	while	the	remaining	22,9%	stated	they	do	not	agree	nor	

disagree.	 Conversely,	 64,6%	 of	 the	 respondents	 said	 they	would	 prefer	 a	 native	

speaker	of	English	as	a	teacher,	in	line	with	Francomacaro	(2011:	75-76),	Kym	and	
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Kym	(2014)	and	Clark	(2017:	299),	although	in	this	last	study	there	were	also	26%	

of	 students	 who	 were	 totally	 against	 NS	 lecturers.	 Thus,	 it	 seems	 that	 the	

respondents	to	the	present	study	do	not	regard	positively	the	fact	that	their	teachers	

are	 non-native	 speakers.	 However,	 one	 student	 did	 broach	 the	 issue	 when	

responding	to	the	open-ended	question	investigating	their	general	opinion	on	EMI.	

He	stated	that:		

	
by	speaking	 in	 italian,	professors	are	more	 focused	on	notions	and	contents,	always	
"spotting	 the	 dirty"	 while	 by	 speaking	 in	 English	 they	 seem	 to	 be	 more	 "friendly"	
because	the	language	may	be	an	obstacle	even	for	them.	

	
Inspired	 by	 Clark	 (2017),	 questions	 21	 and	 29	 also	 investigated	 the	 students’	

opinions	on	what	contributes	to	“good”	and	“bad”	lectures.	The	literature	suggests	

that	pronunciation	is	the	area	on	which	lecturers	feel	more	vulnerable	and	on	which	

students,	on	their	part,	are	more	judgemental	(Gundermann,	2014;	Ackerley,	2017;	

Guarda	&	Helm,	2017;	Costa,	2017).	However,	in	the	present	study,	pronunciation	

was	not	the	most	selected	option	by	students,	not	even	as	a	factor	contributing	to	a	

“good”	or	to	a	“bad”	lecture,	and	this	is	in	line	with	Clark’s	findings	(2017:	298-99).	

In	 fact,	 as	 can	 be	 seen	 in	 graphs	 13	 and	 19	 (see	 chap.	 7.2.1.),	 the	most	 selected	

contributors	 to	 a	 “good”	 lecture	 are:	 “clarity	 of	 ideas”	 (89,6%),	 followed	 by	

“interaction”	(22,9%),	“choice	of	vocabulary”	(12,5%)	and,	finally,	“pronunciation”	

(6,3%).	As	for	the	most	“irritating”	factors	in	EMI,	the	most	selected	reason	is	“lack	

of	 fluency	 and	 clarity”	 (60,4%),	 this	 time	 followed	 by	 “pronunciation	 mistakes”	

(20,8%),	“poor	vocabulary”	and,	finally,	“grammar	mistakes”.	This	is	also	in	line	with	

Clark’s	findings	(2017:	299).	

	

8.3.	EMI	IN	THE	DIFFERENT	DISCIPLINES	

	
An	 interesting	 issue,	 which	 has	 emerged	 from	 some	 of	 the	 lecturers	 who	

participated	in	the	study	(see	chap.	7.2),	is	the	general	opinion	that	some	disciplines	

are	more	suitable	to	be	taught	through	a	foreign	language	than	others.	The	impact	
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of	 the	different	 disciplines	 in	 teaching	has	 often	been	 examined	 in	 the	 literature	

(Neumann	&	Becher,	2002;	Christie	&	Maton,	2011).	More	recently,	this	issue	has	

also	been	tackled	in	relation	to	the	teaching	of	academic	courses	in	English	(Kuteeva	

&	 Airey,	 2014;	 Dafouz	 et	 al.	 2014;	 Macaro,	 2018a	 and	 2018b).	 An	 interesting	

analysis	of	the	difference	between	the	sciences	and	the	humanities	in	relation	to	EMI	

is	the	following:	

	
in	the	sciences	knowledge	is	seen	as	cumulative	and	resting	on	the	same	foundations	
and,	 as	 a	 result,	 sciences	 build	 an	 agreed	 ‘language’	 and	 specialist	 terminology	 […].	
Humanities,	 on	 the	 other	 hand,	 often	 create	 their	 own	 discourses	 through	 stylistic,	
syntactic	and	lexicogrammatical	features	[…].	It	is	therefore	easy	to	understand	why	the	
switch	between	languages	may	be	viewed	as	relatively	unproblematic	in	the	sciences,	
since	this	is	often	‘‘simply’’	a	question	of	translating	terminology.	By	the	same	token	it	
is	also	easy	to	appreciate	why	this	argument	is	less	acceptable	in	the	humanities	where	
such	 translation	 would	 also	 involve	 translation	 of	 stylistic,	 syntactic	 and	
lexicogrammatical	 features.	 This	 ‘translation’	 […]	 is	 a	 much	 less	 straightforward	
process,	often	involving	cultural	references	and	other	paralinguistic	factors	related	to	
disciplinary	knowledge-making	practices	(Kuteeva	and	Airey,	2014:	546).			

	
Macaro	 instead	 expresses	 the	 difference	 more	 directly,	 explaining	 that	 “some	

subjects	are	more	wordy	(require	more	language	to	communicate	the	content)	than	

others”	 (2018b:	81)	 and	Dafouz	 et	 al.	 (2014)	use	 the	distinction	 “hard”	 vs	 “soft”	

disciplines,	as	does	Macaro	in	his	other	study	(2018a).	

	

In	 the	 present	 study	 the	 lecturers	 seem	 to	 be	 aware	 of	 the	 difference	 between	

disciplines,	 but	 they	give	different	 explanations	 for	 this.	 For	 example,	 Lecturer	4	

replies	 in	 a	 way	 that	 is	 similar	 to	 Macaro’s	 concept	 on	 the	 difference	 between	

“wordy”	and	“non-wordy”	subjects	(2018b:	81).	At	the	same	time,	his	ideas	are	also	

in	accordance	with	Kuteeva	and	Airey	(2014:	546)	when,	in	his	interview,	he	makes	

reference	to	the	formal	mathematical	language:		

	
L4:	la	materia	è	abbastanza…diciamo	che	la	parte	verbale	ovviamente	è	importante	ma	
poi	anche	negli	esami	c’è	anche	una	parte	più	di	esercizi	 in	cui	c’è	un	 linguaggio	più	
formale,	 matematico,	 per	 cui	 la	 lingua	 non	 è	 importante. […]	 Il	 punto	 difficile	 è	 la	
traduzione	di	concetti	astratti	in	un	formalismo	matematico.	
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Lecturer	2	differentiates	between	“quantitative”	and	“discursive”	subjects	(«In	una	

disciplina	molto	quantitativa	puoi	seguire	un	corso	in	inglese	anche	senza	sapere	

l’inglese,	 mentre	 in	 una	 più	 discorsiva	 è	 essenziale	 una	 buona	 conoscenza»).	

Lecturers	4	and	7,	instead,	tackle	the	issue	from	yet	another	point	of	view:	according	

to	them,	some	subjects	are	more	dependent	on	the	local	context	(ex.	Law)	and	will	

thus	 be	 always	 delivered	 in	 the	 mother	 tongue,	 while	 some	 other	 subjects	 (ex.	

Economic	disciplines)	will	predominantly	shift	to	EMI.		

	

8.4.	INCREASING	WORKLOAD	

	
Another	 issue	 which	 emerged	 from	 both	 the	 interviews	 and	 some	 of	 the	

questionnaires	 is	 the	 increased	 workload	 EMI	 entails,	 both	 on	 the	 part	 of	 the	

teachers	and	of	the	students.	For	instance,	Lecturer	7	states	it	is	quite	«frustrating»	

to	teach	in	English	because	it	requires	a	greater	effort	that	is	rarely	acknowledged.	

In	fact,	she	states	that	more	attention	should	be	payed	when	it	comes	to	scheduling	

the	classes,	because	two	subsequent	classes	in	English	are	exhausting	both	for	the	

students	to	follow,	and	for	the	professors	to	teach.	She	also	admits	that	when	she	

finds	 herself	 in	 this	 situation,	 she	 inevitably	 delivers	 the	 second	 class	 in	 a	

perceivable	 lower	 quality	 than	 the	 first	 one.	 Furthermore,	 she	 mentions	 the	

questionnaires	that	students	have	to	fill	in	at	the	end	of	each	course.	According	to	

her	experience,	EMI	teachers	generally	get	lower	evaluations	because	of	the	clear	

difficulties	they	have	to	face	when	preparing	and	delivering	their	lessons,	and	this	

has	a	great	discouraging	effect.	The	fact	that	teachers	need	to	invest	more	time	in	

preparing	their	lessons	in	English	than	they	would	if	the	course	were	delivered	in	

their	 mother	 tongue	 has	 already	 been	 discussed	 in	 the	 literature	 (Airey,	 2011;	

Zydatiß,	2007,	in	Dallinger	et	al.,	2016;	Vinke,	1995).	In	particular,	Airey	(2011:44-

50)	as	well	broaches	the	issue	that	this	greater	effort	is	rarely	acknowledged	and	

taken	into	consideration	when	scheduling	the	lessons:	

	
This	extra	time	is	due	to	lecturers	looking	up	terms	and	phrases	and	planning	in	greater	
depth	than	they	would	in	L1.	However,	despite	this	shared	experience	that	preparation	
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takes	longer,	few	of	the	course	participants	had	been	granted	a	reduced	teaching	load	
to	compensate	 for	 this	extra	work.	 […]	Lecturers	need	 to	be	given	sufficient	 time	 to	
prepare	 for	 teaching	 in	English	and	course	administrators	need	to	acknowledge	this	
fact.		

	
For	 instance,	Dallinger	 et	 al.	 (2016:	 24)	 explain	 that	 in	Germany	 this	 problem	 is	

overcome	 by	 providing	 CLIL	 classrooms	 with	 an	 increased	 weekly	 number	 of	

lessons,	that	reach	up	to	50%	more	classes	than	their	non-CLIL	peers.	

However,	some	other	lecturers	do	not	seem	to	agree	with	this	view	(see	chap.	7.1.1.),	

pointing	 to	 the	 fact	 that	 it	 is	 in	 fact	 easier	 to	 teach	 in	 English	 because	 it	 is	 the	

language	 of	 the	 academic	 environment,	 because	 all	 the	 academic	 research	 is	

originally	 available	 in	 this	 language,	 including	 the	 textbooks.	 Also	 this	 other	

perspective	is	in	line	with	other	previous	studies	(Macaro,	2018b,	Hamid	et	al,	2013;	

Islam,	2013).	In	fact,	it	is	“the	availability	of	content	material	in	English	that	leads	

teachers	to	see	EMI	as	a	benefit”	(Macaro,	2018b:	89).		

As	for	students,	the	open-ended	questions	in	which	they	were	asked	to	express	their	

opinions,	ideas,	feelings,	doubts,	plans,	etc.	on	attending	a	course	entirely	through	

the	medium	of	English	revealed	some	interesting	comments	on	this	issue	(ex.	“It	is	

a	challenge	cause	you	will	never	be	able	to	express	yourself	as	well	as	in	your	mother	

tongue,	so	you	have	to	work	harder”,	“I’ll	will	probably	have	to	study	by	myself	a	

little	more	for	certain	subjects”).	This	is	in	line	with	other	studies	(ex.	Tatzl,	2011).	

	

8.5.	INTERACTION	IN	CLASS	

	
Both	the	EMI	and	the	ITP	sections	of	the	questionnaire	investigated	interaction	by	

asking	students	if	they	usually	record	lessons	and	answer/ask	questions	in	class.	As	

for	 the	 former,	 the	 percentages	 of	 ITP	 and	 EMI	 students	 recording	 lessons	 are	

similar,	 although	 it	 should	 be	 highlighted	 that	 there	 are	 slightly	 less	 students	

recording	in	EMI	(50%)	lessons	than	ITP	(59%),	while	the	opposite	situation	was	

expected.	As	 for	 the	 reasons	why	 students	 record	 lessons,	 only	 one	EMI	 student	
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answered	that	this	happens	because	of	the	English	medium.	However,	when	they	

were	asked	whether	they	would	record	lessons	if	these	were	in	Italian,	52,2%	of	the	

respondents	stated	they	would	not,	thus	suggesting	that	English	somehow	might	be	

a	hindrance.		

Regarding	the	fact	of	replying	to	questions	in	class,	graphs	15	and	28	(see	chap.	7.2.)	

are	very	similar.	Surprisingly,	the	number	of	students	admitting	that	they	“rarely”	

reply	 to	 questions	 in	 class	 is	 higher	 in	 the	 ITP	 section	 (42,6%)	 than	 in	 the	 EMI	

section	(37,5%).	The	same	occurs	with	the	answer	“never”	(29,6%	ITP	versus	22,9%	

EMI).	The	reasons	behind	the	students	choosing	the	options	“no”	or	“never”	were	

investigated,	 and	 only	 two	 students	 in	 the	 EMI	 section	 stated	 that	 they	 do	 not	

answer	 questions	 because	 they	 do	 not	 feel	 confident	 speaking	 in	 English.	 Thus,	

English	does	not	seem	to	be	a	hindrance	in	this	case	either,	as	corroborated	by	the	

answers	to	question	25,	where	93,8%	of	the	students	stated	they	would	not	reply	

more	if	the	course	were	in	Italian.		

Interestingly,	the	situation	with	“asking	questions	in	class”	is	quite	different	in	EMI	

and	ITP	section.	35,2%	of	ITP	students	answered	they	“never”	ask	questions	in	class,	

while	in	the	EMI	group	this	percentage	lowers	to	14,6%.	Instead,	the	percentage	of	

people	 answering	 “rarely”	 is	 higher	 in	 the	 EMI	 group:	 41,7%	 (graph	 14)	 versus	

33,3%	(graph	29).	However,	 if	we	consider	 the	answers	 “no,	never”	and	 “rarely”	

together,	 the	 total	 sum	 is	 68,5%	 versus	 56,3%	 of	 answers	 in	 the	 EMI	 section	 (-

12,2%).	Thus,	once	more	students	from	EMI	courses	seem	to	be	more	active	in	class	

than	ITP	students.	As	for	the	reasons	why	students	said	they	“never”	or	“rarely”	ask	

questions,	 it	 is	 worth	 mentioning	 only	 three	 students	 stated	 they	 do	 not	 ask	

questions	because	of	English	being	a	hindrance.		

These	results	differ	from	some	previous	studies,	which	suggested	that	EMI	lectures	

were	 less	 interactive	 than	mother	 tongue	 lessons	 (Airey,	 2011;	Björkman,	 2010;	

Airey	&	Linder,	2005;	Hellekjær,	2017;	Ackerley,	2017).	 In	particular,	Shaw	et	al.	

(2008,	in	Tatzl,	2011:	254)	report	that	“students’	questions	to	teachers	are	fewer	

and	simpler	when	English	is	used”	(270).	However,	the	findings	of	the	present	study	
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can	 be	 explained	 by	 relying	 on	 the	 “motivation”	 factor:	 as	 Bruton	 highlights,	

students	in	EMI	“have	been	selected	in	some	way	or	other”	(2011:	524).	Although	

he	provides	this	explanation	to	give	evidence	for	the	elitism	supposed	to	be	brought	

about	by	EMI,	he	also	explains	that	students	who	went	through	a	selection	process	

are	more	highly	motivated.	Also	Sylvén	and	Ohlander	(2014:99)	explain	that	EMI	

students	are	more	motivated.	Motivation	can	also	be	the	reason	why	in	the	present	

research	EMI	students	seem	to	be	more	active	during	the	 lessons,	along	with	the	

alleged	higher	risk-taking	on	the	part	of	EMI	students	(Dalton-Puffer,	2008,	in	Tatzl,	

2011:	253).		

	

8.6.	EMI	LECTURERS’	TASKS	

	
Another	issue	which	has	been	investigated	is	whether	EMI	(and	indeed	also	CLIL)	

lecturers	also	tackle	 linguistic	aspects	along	with	content	during	the	 lessons,	and	

whether	they	evaluate	their	students	English	competencies	in	the	final	exams.		

As	far	as	the	lessons	are	concerned,	lecturers	generally	tend	to	avoid	dealing	with	

language	aspects	and	 they	 just	 focus	on	 the	content.	A	statement	of	a	 lecturer	 in	

Costa's	study	is	emblematic	in	this	regard:	"The	first	lesson	I	made	a	premise:	that	I	

would	 teach	 them	 a	 course	 in	 English,	 not	 an	 English	 course"	 (2016:	 90).	 Some	

lecturers	 in	 the	present	study,	as	well,	have	expressed	 the	same	concept	 (see	ch.	

7.1.5.):	"Insegnamento	in	lingua	inglese	vuol	dire	che	insegno	nella	 lingua	inglese	

anziché	nella	lingua	italiana.	Io	non	ho	il	tempo,	non	sono	un’esperta";	"Non	faccio	il	

professore	di	inglese".	The	only	exception	to	this	way	of	thinking	are	lecturers	who	

occasionally	explain	 some	 technical	 terminology	or	 some	 idiomatic	phrases.	This	

was	already	suggested	by	Airey,	who	quoted	a	comment	of	one	of	the	participants	

of	his	study:	"maybe	it’s	not	our	job	to	correct	their	work	like	a	‘traditional’	English	

teacher.	Maybe	 it’s	 enough	 if	we	provide	 the	 students	with	 the	 typical	discourse	

language,	 e.g.	technical	 vocabulary	and	specialised	 expressions"	 (2011:	 47).	One	

lecturer	in	the	present	study	also	strikingly	admitted	that	the	idiomatic	phrases	he	

presents	at	the	end	of	his	lessons	are	not	connected	to	the	content.		
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As	for	the	final	exams,	the	lecturers	in	the	present	study	mainly	answered	that	they	

do	not	evaluate	language	but	just	content	(see	ch.	7.1.5.).	This	is	in	line	with	other	

findings	 (Costa,	 2013,	 2016;	 Tatzl,	 2011;	 Airey,	 2011,	 2012).		 However,	 in	 the	

present	study	some	lecturers	(ex.	L5)	admitted	that	language	does	affect	the	final	

exam	in	some	way,	because	the	students	who	possess	a	higher	level	of	English	are	

eventually	 able	 to	deliver	 a	more	effective	presentation	of	 the	 content.	Also,	 one	

lecturer	in	Costa's	study	explained	that,	although	he	does	not	pay	attention	to	the	

language,	 he	 does	 correct	mistakes,	 although	 this	 does	 not	 affect	 the	 final	mark	

(2016:	90).	Airey	also	suggests	that	teachers	might	feel	uncomfortable	correcting	

the	students'	English,	because	they	are	not	experts	in	the	language	(2011:	46).		

	

8.7.	IMPROVED	STUDENTS’	ENGLISH	COMPETENCIES	

	
Concerning	 the	 linguistic	 impact	 of	 English-medium	 taught	 courses	 on	 students,	

lecturers	generally	acknowledge	an	improvement	in	English	skills	due	to	the	high	

exposure	to	the	language	(ex.	L1:	“quando	sei	costretto	a	sorbirti	lezioni	in	inglese,	

quindi	 leggere	e	studiare	 in	 inglese	per	forza	migliori”).	This	 is	 in	 line	with	other	

findings	 (Pecorari	 et	 al.,	 2011;	Tatzl,	2011).	However,	 some	 lecturers	distinguish	

between	 students’	 progress	 on	 technical	 English	 language	 and	 colloquial	 and	

general	English	improvement	instead	(see	ch.	7.1.4.).	In	fact,	Dalton-Puffer	(2008:	

143)	explains	 that	receptive	skills,	 technical	vocabulary,	morphology	and	 fluency	

outcomes,	among	others,	can	favourably	affected	students’	language	skills,	whereas	

syntax,	writing,	informal	and	non-technical	language,	pronunciation	and	pragmatics	

remain	either	unaffected	or	indefinite.	Generally,	however,	lecturers	reported	that	

they	 find	 it	 difficult	 to	 evaluate	 their	 students’	 English	 competencies,	 and	

consequently	their	potential	improvement,	due	to	the	fact	that	they	only	have	the	

chance	to	talk	to	them	during	the	final	exam	and	not	during	the	course.	

In	the	questionnaire,	students	were	explicitly	asked	about	their	own	evaluation	and	

perceived	improvement	in	the	four	specific	areas	of	speaking,	listening,	writing	and	

reading	(see	ch.	7.2.1.).	 It	was	expected	that	receptive	skills	such	as	listening	and	
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reading	would	particularly	be	developed	in	EMI,	while	more	productive	skills	such	

as	 writing	 and	 speaking	 would	 undergo	 less	 improvements,	 as	 suggested	 by	

Dallinger	et	 al.	 (2016:	24).	Likewise,	Tatzl	 (2011:	256)	argues	 that	 speaking	and	

writing	 skills	 are	 the	most	 demanding.	 This	may	 be	 because	 students	 are	more	

exposed	to	receptive	skills	by	reading	textbooks	and	attending	lectures,	while	they	

are	generally	less	encouraged	to	improve	their	productive	skills	because	of	mainly	

monologic	 lectures	 and	 general	 low	 interaction	 (see	 also	 ch.	 8.5.).	 In	 fact,	

Francomacaro	 reported	 the	 results	 of	 a	 questionnaire	 submitted	 to	 Italian	

engineering	 students	 and	 she	 observed	 that	 speaking	 skills	 were	 the	 most	

problematic	ones	to	students,	followed	by	writing	skills	(2011:	72).	In	the	present	

study,	students	were	asked	to	evaluate	their	level	of	English	at	the	beginning	of	the	

course,	 and	 their	 level	 after	 at	 least	 one	 year.	 This	 question	 was	 aimed	 at	

understanding	if	students	perceive	they	have	improved	their	English	skills,	and	in	

particular	 it	 focused	 on	 the	 four	 skills	 we	 mentioned	 above	 (listening,	 reading,	

writing	and	speaking).	Interestingly	enough,	while	students’	general	self-evaluation	

in	the	four	skills	at	the	beginning	of	the	course	was	a	B2	level,	there	is	a	noticeable	

increase	in	their	own	self-evaluation	after	at	least	one	year	studying	through	EMI.	

In	fact,	graph	8	showed	the	main	grade	given	by	students	in	their	self-evaluations	

was	 C1	 in	 all	 four	 skills.	 Thus,	 students	 generally	 feel	 they	 have	 improved	 their	

English	 competence	 by	 following	 an	 EMI	 course.	 However,	 if	 we	 focus	 on	 the	

individual	skills,	 it	can	be	noted	that	the	writing	skill	 is	perceived	as	the	weakest	

both	 in	 terms	 of	 self-evaluation	 before	 beginning	 the	 course,	 and	 in	 terms	 of	

improvement	 since	 the	 start	 of	 the	 course	 (see	 ch.	 7.2.1.).	 Following	 the	writing	

skills,	 speaking	 skills	 are,	 as	 expected,	 the	 second	 weakest	 skills	 perceived	 by	

students,	although	this	is	less	evident	from	the	graphs.	On	the	whole,	however,	these	

results	show	that,	as	Tatzl	puts	it,	“such	an	integration	of	the	foreign	target	language	

into	 student	 life	and	university	education	 is	 thus	acknowledged	by	students	as	a	

feasible	approach”	(2011:	258).	

	

8.8.	PERCEIVED	DIFFERENCES	ITALIAN/ENGLISH	TEACHING	AND	LEARNING	
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When	 they	were	 first	 asked	 about	 perceived	 differences,	 lecturers	 generally	 felt	

there	was	no	difference	in	teaching	in	English	rather	than	Italian.	However,	going	on	

with	the	interview,	some	issues	arose,	such	as	the	fact	that	teaching	in	the	mother	

tongue	makes	it	easier	for	the	lecturer	to	improvise,	to	provide	examples,	to	give	

explanations	different	shades	of	meaning,	and	so	on.	There	is	a	considerable	amount	

of	literature	which	confirms	this	finding	(Airey,	2011;	Björkman,	2011;	Costa,	2016;	

Costa	&	Coleman,	2013;	Dimova	et	al.,	2015;	Pulcini	&	Campagna,	2015;	Tatzl,	2011;	

Tange,	2010;	Werther	et	al.,	2014).	 In	particular,	Lecturer	3	 in	 the	present	study	

provides	a	comment	which	exemplifies	this	problem:	

	
L3:	Percepisco	una	più	facile	varietà	terminologica	a	mia	disposizione,	una	maggiore	
ricchezza	in	termini	di	esposizione,	espressione,	utilizzo	di	termini	[…];	anziché	usare	
la	stessa	strada	per	spiegare	quella	cosa,	ne	posso	usare	dieci	diverse.	

	
Another	issue	connected	to	the	previous	one	and	highly	studied	in	the	literature	is	

whether	the	subject	content	is	somehow	affected	by	the	language	used.	Lecturer	1	

in	 the	 present	 study	 makes	 reference	 to	 a	 particular	 moment	 when	 one	 of	 her	

colleagues,	who	teaches	the	same	course	as	her	but	in	Italian,	asked	her	to	replace	

him	for	one	lesson.	She	explains	that	it	was	not	a	problem	for	her	because	she	would	

only	have	 to	 teach	 in	 Italian	 the	 lesson	 that	she	would	have	 taught	 the	 following	

week	 in	 English,	 this	 being	 a	 proof	 of	 the	 fact	 that	 the	 two	 courses	 run	parallel.	

However,	she	reports	having	felt	that	in	Italian	she	could	cover	more	material	and	

go	quicker	than	she	usually	does	in	the	course	she	teaches	in	English	(see	ch.	7.1.1.).	

This	is	in	line	with	a	study	conducted	in	Turkey	by	Kiliçkaya	(2000,	in	Macaro,	2018:	

75),	 where	 teachers	 asserted	 that	 using	 their	 mother	 tongue	 would	 enhance	

students’	 learning	because	they	could	cover	the	material	more	quickly.	Also	Tatzl	

(2011:	259)	mentions	 the	 issue	by	 indicating	 that,	as	a	consequence	of	extended	

clarifications	and	repetitions,	the	lecturers’	pace	in	covering	the	content	is	slower.	

In	 particular,	 one	 interviewee	 of	 Tatzl	 study	 in	 particular	 tried	 to	 estimate	 how	

much	time	might	be	reduced	by	using	English	as	the	medium	of	instruction	(MOI),	
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and	 suggested	 a	 reduction	 by	 20-40%	 compared	 to	 mother	 tongue	 instruction.	

Hincks	(2010)	provides	a	study	which	corroborates	the	time	reduction	estimated	by	

the	previously	mentioned	interviewee;	she	states	that:	

	
Let	us	consider	what	would	happen	if	the	results	of	this	study	were	extrapolated	from	
a	10-minute	presentation	to	a	45-minute	lecture.	If	the	rate	of	a	delivery	of	a	45-minute	
lecture	is	slowed	down	by	25%,	then	the	lecture	will	take	closer	to	an	hour	to	finish.	If	
information	is	omitted	from	the	L2	lecture	at	the	same	rates	as	were	found	in	this	study,	
then	a	45-minute	 lecture	could	 lack	as	much	as	60	pieces	of	 information	that	would	
have	been	mentioned	in	the	lecturer’s	first	language	(p.	16).	

	
Although	this	fact	could	be	considered	quite	controversial,	one	of	the	seven	lecturers	

interviewed	 in	 the	 present	 study	 (i.e.	 lecturer	 7)	 seems	 to	 hold	 a	 very	 different	

opinion	than	her	colleagues.	She	asserts	that	she	goes	slower	teaching	in	Italian	than	

she	does	in	English,	mainly	because,	in	her	own	words:	

	
L7:	l’inglese,	di	suo,	è	una	lingua	più	sintetica,	soggetto-verbo-complemento	oggetto	e	
fine.	È	uno	stile	completamente	diverso.	In	inglese	in	3	minuti	hai	detto	tutto,	quindi	il	
problema	semmai	è	cercare	di	arricchire	e	 fare	degli	esempi.	L’italiano	 invece	è	una	
lingua	 più	 ricca	 nella	 sintassi,	 per	 cui	 ci	 metti	 di	 più	 e	 poi	 in	 italiano	 siccome	 è	
chiaramente	più	facile	per	quanto	uno	sappia	l’inglese,	finisce	che	fai	più	esempi,	più	
riferimenti	istituzionali,	prendi	degli	esempi	dalla	realtà…	

	
Another	reason	she	adds	to	support	her	first	assertion	is	that	when	teaching	through	

English,	lecturers	tend	to	prepare	more	and	structure	the	lesson	better,	due	to	the	

considerable	effort	it	demands.	This	last	opinion	is	in	line	with	other	studies	(Airey,	

2011;	Zydatiß,	2007,	in	Dallinger	et	al.,	2016;	Vinke,	1995).	However,	the	fact	that	

English	would	allegedly	be	simpler	in	syntax	than	Italian,	and	thus	quicker	to	use	as	

MOI,	has	not	been	found	in	previous	literature	connected	to	EMI.	There	have	been	

studies	 which	 compared	 and	 contrasted	 languages	 (the	 so-called	 “contrastive	

rhetorical	patterns”	initiated	by	Kaplan,	1967	and	successively	debated).		

Another	quite	 interesting	 and	 striking	 statement	 comes	 from	Lecturer	3	 (see	 ch.	

7.1.6.),	who	commented	on	the	supposed	“domain	loss”	that	EMI	would	engender	in	
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the	 mother	 tongue.	 She	 states	 that	 English	 produces	 a	 “domain	 gain”	 instead,	

because:	

	
L3:	Attualmente	la	regolamentazione	che	viene	applicata	per	la	redazione	dei	bilanci	
nelle	 aziende	 è	 una	 regolamentazione	 internazionale.	 Per	 cui	 è	 più	 importante	 che	
anche	 gli	 italiano	 conoscano	 la	 documentazione	 com’è	 stata	 scritta	 all’origine	 per	
poterla	interpretare	ed	applicare.	Per	cui	il	“domain	loss”	in	questa	materia	diciamo	che	
è	 più	 un	 “domain	 gain”,	 nel	 senso	 che	 è	 necessario.	 Insegnando	 in	 lingua	 inglese	
abbiamo	modo	di	essere	partecipativi	anche	nei	processi	proprio	di	formulazione	delle	
regole.	

	

This	may	be	corroborated	by	another	statement	from	an	informant	in	Tatzl	(2011)	

study,	 who	 stated	 that	 EMI	 may	 lead	 to	 an	 enhancement	 of	 students’	 content	

knowledge	because	“English-speaking	programmes,	they	open,	you	know,	a	much	

wider	window,	ah,	to	the	world,	ah,	knowledge”	(p.	258).	
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CONCLUSIONS	

	
This	study	was	aimed	at	better	understanding	the	EMI	phenomenon	by	looking	at	

the	 perceptions	 of	 the	 main	 stakeholders	 (i.e.	 students	 and	 lecturers)	 in	 one	

university	based	 in	 the	North	of	 Italy,	Ca’	Foscari	University	of	Venice.	The	main	

research	questions	it	aimed	to	investigate	were:	

• What	 are	 the	 perceived	 differences	 between	 an	 Italian	 course	 and	 the	

parallel	English	version?	Is	the	ETP	course	perceived	as	more,	less	or	equally	

effective	both	by	students	and	teachers?		

• What	are	the	pros	and	cons	of	ETPs	according	to	students	and	teachers?		

• Why	should	students	choose	to	study	in	English	or	in	Italian?	

The	 three	 questions	 are	 intertwined.	 On	 the	whole,	 both	 students	 and	 lecturers	

seemed	 to	 hold	 quite	 a	 positive	 opinion	 of	 EMI	 courses	 in	 their	 university.	 In	

particular,	the	students’	overall	opinion	of	their	courses	was	more	than	satisfactory	

(see	ch.	8.1.),	and	it	was	even	higher	than	the	degree	of	satisfaction	reported	by	the	

students	 following	 Italian-taught	 degree	 programmes.	 As	 regards	 the	 opinions	

which	 the	 respondents	 hold	 on	 the	 ability	 of	 learning	 content	 in	 the	 different	

programmes,	the	majority	of	EMI	students	reported	they	would	learn	the	content	as	

well	as	their	colleagues	studying	in	Italian;	conversely,	the	majority	of	ITP	students	

stated	their	EMI	peers	would	not	learn	the	content	as	well	as	they	do.	Some	lecturers	

in	 the	present	study	generally	do	not	 regard	EMI	as	slowing	 the	pace	of	 lessons;	

however,	 others	 did	 express	 some	 concerns	 in	 this	 respect,	 stating	 that	 English	

makes	it	more	difficult	for	them	to	improvise	and	it	makes	the	lesson	slower.	Some	

lecturers	also	discussed	the	differences	in	implementing	EMI	in	disciplines	that	are	

more	dependent	on	language	rather	than	subjects	which	are	less	“wordy”	and	more	

based	 on	 mathematical	 formulae,	 for	 instance	 (see	 ch.	 8.3.).	 Thus,	 some	 of	 the	

professors	who	did	not	 find	 the	English	 language	 to	be	 a	hindrance	 for	 lectures,	

might	hold	that	opinion	because	of	the	characteristics	of	the	subject	they	teach.	As	

for	interaction,	while	it	is	generally	assumed	that	EMI	classes	diminish	the	number	
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of	questions	asked	and	answered,	the	present	study	seems	to	suggest	that	students	

following	 courses	 in	 English	 actually	 are	more	 interactive	 during	 the	 lessons.	 A	

reason	for	this	may	be	that	EMI	students	are	more	motivated,	since	they	have	passed	

a	 selection	 procedure,	 and	 thus	 are	more	 inclined	 to	 take	 risks.	 As	much	 of	 the	

literature	already	suggests,	EMI	certainly	involves	more	work	both	on	the	part	of	

the	lecturers	when	it	comes	to	prepare	the	lessons,	and	on	the	part	of	the	students	

when	it	comes	to	studying	for	the	exams.	One	of	the	main	disadvantages	brought	

about	 both	 by	 students	 and	 by	 lecturers	 is	 the	 insufficient	 level	 of	 English	

competencies	 on	 the	 part	 of	 the	 professors.	Many	 students	 in	 the	 questionnaire	

reported	their	own	English	skills	as	stronger	than	their	lecturers’.	This	is	certainly	

an	issue	that	is	worth	exploring	in	further	research.	Another	controversial	matter	

cited	in	many	pieces	of	research	is	which	tasks	professors	are	expected	to	fulfil:	are	

they	 simply	 content	 lecturers,	 or	 should	 they	 also	 somehow	 act	 as	 language	

advisers?	On	the	whole	professors	absolutely	do	not	regard	themselves	as	language	

teachers,	 and	 only	 occasionally	 provide	 students	 with	 explanations	 on	 technical	

vocabulary,	 but	 they	 do	 not	 deal	 with	 grammar,	 syntax	 or	 other	 aspects	 of	 the	

language.	In	connection	to	this	issue,	it	was	asked	whether	lecturers	should	evaluate	

their	students’	language	when	it	comes	to	final	exams.	As	expected,	lecturers	do	not	

take	into	account	language	aspects	in	their	evaluations.	However,	some	professors	

admitted	 that	 if	 students	 possess	 a	 high	 proficiency	 in	 English,	 they	 inevitably	

perform	better	at	the	exams.	Lecturers	and	students	were	also	asked	whether	EMI	

would	 improve	 students’	 level	 of	 English	 skills,	 and	 while	 lecturers	 were	 more	

dubious	about	this	matter,	students	seemed	to	be	more	confident	and	they	indicated	

that	 they	 perceived	 their	 English	 language	 skills	 to	 have	 improved.	 As	 for	 the	

reasons	why	students	would	chose	to	study	either	through	English	or	through	their	

mother	tongue,	the	present	study	suggests	that	students	would	deem	it	important	

to	improve	their	employability,	and	just	secondarily	to	improve	their	English	skills.		

These	 findings	 add	 to	 a	 growing	 body	 of	 literature	 and	 in	 particular	 small-case	

studies	on	EMI.	Our	data	suggest	that	EMI	at	Ca’	Foscari	seems	to	be	perceived	as	

having	more	advantages	than	drawbacks,	and	this	is	certainly	reassuring.	However,	

it	also	points	at	 some	 limitations	which	could	be	 further	examined,	 so	as	 to	help	
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improving	 the	 implementation	 of	 EMI,	 such	 as	 the	 need	 to	 improve	 lecturers’	

English	 skills	 or	 maybe	 educate	 students	 on	 the	 different	 kinds	 of	 accepted	

“Englishes”.	Also,	the	present	research	suggests	that	the	increasing	workload	that	

EMI	implies	should	be	acknowledged	and	taken	into	consideration	when	it	comes	to	

organising	the	lessons	slots,	trying	not	to	schedule	two	subsequent	lessons	in	EMI	

in	order	for	professors	to	rest	before	teaching	the	second	lecture.		

We	are	well	aware	that	there	are	some	limitations	to	the	present	research,	due	to	

the	fact	that	the	basis	for	this	study	were	perceptions	of	lecturers	and	students	and	

may	not	be	 reflective	of	 the	 real	 situation.	Also,	 some	parts	 of	 the	questionnaire	

could	have	been	devised	better	in	order	to	obtain	more	relevant	information.	For	

instance,	the	formulation	of	question	9,	which	investigated	the	students’	perception	

on	 the	 differences	 in	 their	 classmates’	 level	 of	 English,	 does	 not	 bring	 to	 any	

straightforward	 conclusion.	 In	 fact,	 it	 should	 have	 been	 completed	with	 another	

following	 question	 on	 the	 reasons	 why	 they	 feel	 this	 difference	 and	 on	 what	

consequences	they	believe	this	difference	might	entail.		

Certainly,	 further	work	needs	to	be	carried	out	to	establish	pros	and	cons	of	EMI	

courses,	given	their	increasing	implementation	worldwide.	In	particular,	it	would	be	

interesting	to	further	investigate	how	the	content	is	affected	when	the	same	course	

is	delivered	both	in	the	students’	mother	tongue	and	in	English,	perhaps	by	having	

a	narrower	focus	on	one	single	Italian	course	and	its	EMI	counterpart.	However,	the	

design	and	development	of	EMI	courses	will	still	be	challenging	for	years	to	come.	
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APPENDIX	1)	

Outline	 of	 the	 interview	with	 lecturers.	Most	 of	 the	 questions	were	 drawn	 from	

Dearden	and	Macaro’s	study	“Higher	education	teacher’s	attitudes	towards	English	

medium	instruction:	A	three-country	comparison”	(2016:	486).	

	

1) What	do	you	teach?	

2) Do	 you	 teach	 in	 English?	 Did	 you	 teach	 in	 Italian	 before?	 How	 did	 you	

experience	the	transition	from	teaching	in	Italian	to	teaching	in	English?	

3) Why	do	we	have	EMI	in	the	first	place?	What	are	you	trying	to	achieve	by	

teaching	in	English?	

4) Do	you	think	it’s	going	to	be	beneficial	to	the	students?	

5) Do	you	think	students	will	improve	their	English?	

6) Do	you	think	the	other	academic	subject	content	will	be	affected?	

7) What	level	of	English	do	teachers	and	students	need	to	respectively	teach	and	

learn	through	the	medium	of	English?	

8) Do	you	ever	focus	on	the	English	language	during	class?	

9) Do	you	assess	your	students	in	English?	Why?	

10) If	you	think	ahead,	in	10	years	time,	where	do	you	think	EMI	will	be?	

11) What	do	you	think	the	research	questions	are	in	EMI?		

12) Did	you	ever	take	part	in	the	Academic	Lecturing	courses?	
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The	questionnaire	 then	 took	 two	different	directions	based	on	 the	answer	 to	 the	

question	 “Is	your	degree	course	an	ETP?”.	 If	 the	 respondent	answered	 “Yes”,	 the	

questionnaire	would	pose	only	the	questions	connected	to	EMI	courses,	while	if	the	

respondent	answered	“No”,	the	questionnaire	would	move	on	to	questions	related	

to	Italian	degree	courses.		

	

	

	

The	two	different	paths	(ETP	or	ITP)	will	here	be	presented,	starting	with	ETP.	
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