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ABSTRACT 

 

 

POWER AND LANGUAGE USE IN EMI CLASSROOMS IN TÜRKİYE AND 

SOUTH KOREA: A MIXED-METHODS APPROACH TO EVALUATING 

STUDENT-PROFESSOR DYNAMICS 

 

 

CHO, David Hayoung 

M.A., The Department of English Language Teaching 

Supervisor: Assist. Prof. Dr. Müge GÜNDÜZ 

Co-supervisor: Dr. Işıl Günseli KAÇAR 

 

 

July 2026, 212 pages 

 

 

This study investigated how power distance, language use, identity, and face shape 

student-professor relationships in two English-medium instruction (EMI) settings: a 

face-to-face classroom in Türkiye and an online classroom in South Korea. Adopting 

a convergent mixed-methods design and a maximum-variation logic, the study 

integrated survey data from 83 students, interviews with ten students and two 

professors, and classroom observations. Quantitative data were analyzed through 

descriptive statistics, reliability analysis, and Pearson correlations. The interview and 

classroom observation data were analyzed using reflexive thematic analysis. The 

analysis examined how English bridged, reshaped, or reinforced hierarchy and how 

participants negotiated respect, participation, academic roles, and relational identities 

through English and linguistic resources. The findings showed that hierarchy remained 

present in both contexts and English reduced visible linguistic marking of status but 

did not remove professors’ institutional authority. Qualitative findings suggest that 

English’s hierarchy-softening effect was more apparent in interactions with foreign 

interlocutors than with local professors. Turkish students’ use of hocam within English 

interaction demonstrated that local terms could be used to preserve respect, warmth, 
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and institutional belonging. Participation was shaped by concerns about academic 

competency in English and peer judgment. Face-to-face instruction increased both 

embodied relational resources and public exposure, whereas the online setting enabled 

controlled visibility while preserving professor interactional control. The study 

concludes that EMI is a relational and cultural environment that reshapes, rather than 

removes, the negotiation of hierarchy, identity, and belonging. 

 

Keywords: English-Medium Instruction (EMI), Student-Professor Dynamics, 

Power Distance, Face Negotiation Theory, Politeness Theory 
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Temmuz 2026, 212 sayfa 

 

 

Bu çalışma, güç mesafesi, dil kullanımı, kimlik ve yüz olgusunun öğrenci–öğretim 

üyesi ilişkilerini nasıl şekillendirdiğini araştırmaktadır. Araştırma, Türkiye’de yüz 

yüze ve Güney Kore’de çevrim içi yürütülen İngilizcenin öğretim dili olduğu (EMI) 

iki sınıf ortamında yürütülmüştür. Eş zamanlı karma yöntem deseni ve maksimum 

çeşitlilik mantığı benimsenen çalışmada, 83 öğrenciden toplanan anket verileri, 10 

öğrenci ve iki öğretim üyesiyle gerçekleştirilen görüşmeler ve sınıf gözlemleri 

bütünleştirilmiştir. Nicel veriler betimsel istatistikler, güvenirlik analizi ve Pearson 

korelasyonları kullanılarak analiz edilmiştir. Görüşme ve sınıf gözlemi verileri ise 

refleksif tematik analiz kullanılarak çözümlenmiştir. Analizde, İngilizcenin 

hiyerarşiyi nasıl azalttığı, yeniden şekillendirdiği veya pekiştirdiği ve katılımcıların 

saygı, katılım, akademik roller ve ilişkisel kimlikleri İngilizce ve diğer dilsel 

kaynaklar aracılığıyla nasıl müzakere ettikleri incelenmiştir. Bulgular, hiyerarşinin her 

iki bağlamda da varlığını sürdürdüğünü ve İngilizcenin statünün görünür dilsel 
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işaretlenmesini azalttığını, ancak öğretim üyelerinin kurumsal otoritesini ortadan 

kaldırmadığını göstermiştir. Ayrıca, nitel bulgular İngilizcenin hiyerarşiyi yumuşatıcı 

etkisinin, her iki ülkedeki öğretim üyeleriyle gerçekleştirilen etkileşimlere kıyasla 

yabancı muhataplarla olan etkileşimlerde daha belirgin olduğu sonucunu ortaya 

koymuştur. Türk öğrencilerin İngilizce etkileşimlerde hocam hitap biçimini 

kullanmaları, yerel ifadelerin saygıyı, sıcaklığı ve kurumsal aidiyeti korumak 

amacıyla kullanılabildiğini göstermiştir. Öğrencilerin derse katılımı, İngilizce 

akademik yeterliğe ve akran değerlendirmesine ilişkin kaygılarla şekillenmiştir. Yüz 

yüze öğretim hem bedensel ve ilişkisel kaynakları hem de kamusal görünürlüğü 

artırırken, çevrim içi ortam öğretim üyesinin etkileşimsel kontrolünü sürdürerek 

katılımcılara görünürlüklerini denetleme olanağı sağlamıştır. Çalışma, öğretim dili 

olarak İngilizcenin hiyerarşi, kimlik ve aidiyet müzakeresini ortadan kaldırmak yerine 

yeniden şekillendiren ilişkisel ve kültürel bir ortam olduğu sonucuna ulaşmıştır. 

 

Anahtar Kelimeler: Öğretim Dili Olarak İngilizce (EMI), Öğrenci-Öğretim 

Üyesi İlişkileri, Güç Mesafesi, Yüz Müzakere Kuramı, Nezaket Kuramı 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1. Background of Study 

English-medium instruction (EMI) has become an increasingly visible feature 

of nearly all levels of education in non-English speaking countries (Bolton et al., 2024; 

Dearden, 2014). EMI, generally defined as the use of English to teach academic 

subjects in contexts where English is not the first language of the majority of the 

population (Dearden, 2014; Macaro et al., 2018), is different from general English 

language teaching. English is not the object of learning, but also the medium through 

which other disciplinary subjects are delivered, discussed, and assessed. EMI has 

increasingly been adopted across Asia, Europe, and other continents as universities 

seek to increase international visibility, attract international students, improve global 

rankings, and strengthen graduate employability in wider contexts (Bolton et al., 2024; 

Macaro et al., 2018; Lasagabaster, 2022). Recent European mapping, for example, 

identified approximately threefold growth in English-taught programs between 2013 

and 2023–2024 (Wingrove et al., 2025). 

EMI is often presented as a practical response to globalization (Dearden, 2014; 

Hultgren et al. (2025); Macaro et al., 2018). However, the shift from a local language 

to English can reshape classroom dynamics including participation, access to 

knowledge, and the roles of the students and professors (Airey, 2012; Dafouz & Smit, 

2016; Sahan et al., 2021). EMI may influence who feels confident to speak, whose 

linguistic resources are valued, how authority is expressed, and how students and 

professors position themselves in relation to each other (Hultgren et al., 2025; Sahan 

et al., 2021). As a result, it should not be understood only as a language policy but also 

as a sociolinguistic environment in which language, power, and identity converge.  

This issue is particularly significant in higher education because student-

professor relationships are not socially neutral (Komarraju et al., 2010). Those 
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relationships are already embedded within broader cultural expectations concerning 

authority, deference, and classroom participation (Hofstede et al., 2010). Professors 

hold institutional power as the experts, evaluators, and representatives of academic 

knowledge, while students are positioned as learners whose participation, performance, 

and academic identity are shaped through interactions with these professors 

(Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). Positive relationships between student and faculty 

have been associated with stronger motivation, achievement, and sense of belonging 

(Komarraju et al., 2010).  

Classroom modality represents another contextual condition that may shape 

student-professor relationships. A recent scoping review of 80 higher education studies 

defined high-quality online interpersonal interaction as the extent to which 

participants perceive that they are building valuable relationships and knowledge 

together, emphasizing that relational connection depends on intentional interactional 

design (Lupascu et al., 2026). Although online learning environments may reduce 

spontaneity, embodied feedback, and other interpersonal cues which may increase 

students’ sense of distance from the professor, meta-analytic evidence shows that an 

educator’s strong presence, clear organization, responsiveness, and direct guidance are 

positively associated with students’ perceived learning and satisfaction (Caskurlu et 

al., 2020). Social presence, or the extent to which instructors and students are 

perceived as responsive people within the online setting, is associated with perceived 

learning and satisfaction (Richardson et al., 2017). So online modalities do not 

necessarily produce weaker student-professor relationships, but its quality may 

depend on intentional and meaningful opportunities for interaction. 

Student-professor relationships, however, are also influenced by broader 

cultural expectations about hierarchy, respect, politeness, and what is considered 

appropriate classroom behavior (Hofstede et al., 2010). As a result, the classroom 

context is not just a place of learning disciplinary content, but also a social space where 

authority and respect are communicated, maintained, challenged, or negotiated 

(Hofstede et al., 2010). One useful concept for understanding these hierarchical 

expectations is the Power Distance dimension. Hofstede et al. (2010) define this theory 

as “the extent to which the less powerful members of institutions and organizations 

within a country expect and accept that power is distributed unequally” (p. 61). This 

dimension is commonly represented through the Power Distance Index (PDI), which 

assigns countries a score indicating the extent to which unequal power relations are 
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accepted and normalized within society. In the academic context, higher power 

distance may be reflected by teacher-centered classroom norms, students challenging 

instructor authority less, formal address practices, and expectations that students 

receive permission before speaking (pp. 69-71). In societies where respect for teachers 

and elders is culturally emphasized, such as Japan, South Korea, China, and Türkiye, 

the professor-student relationship may carry meanings that move beyond the 

conventional classroom interaction. In these contexts, students may hesitate to ask 

questions, challenge authority, or speak spontaneously because these actions may be 

interpreted through cultural expectations of deference and respect (pp. 69-71).  

Power Distance may help understand the general patterns of a culture, but 

context-specific interactions can be more thoroughly understood through Politeness 

Theory and Face Negotiation Theory. Brown and Levinson’s (1987) politeness 

framework explains how speakers manage face, which includes the desire to be 

approved of and recognized by others and the desire to avoid imposition. It also draws 

attention to how relative power, social distance, and the seriousness of an imposition 

shape the politeness strategies selected in an interaction. In student-professor 

interactions, therefore, participation such as asking questions, disagreeing, or 

requesting assistance may be treated as potentially face-threatening acts because they 

can challenge the professor’s authority or expose the student’s uncertainty.  

Face Negotiation Theory more broadly emphasizes that face concerns and 

facework strategies are shaped by cultural orientations, including power distance 

(Ting-Toomey, 2015). This suggests that a student’s hesitation, indirectness, silence, 

or careful wording may function as strategies to protect their own social image or 

acknowledge the professor’s status. Although Power Distance helps explain the 

broader attitudes of people at the national level, it is limited in interpreting student-

professor dynamics at the interactional level. The three frameworks are therefore 

complementary rather than interchangeable. Power Distance helps identify the broader 

cultural expectations that surround unequal institutional roles. Face Negotiation 

Theory explains how those expectations shape a participant’s self-face and other-face, 

while Politeness Theory identifies the specific linguistic and interactional strategies 

through which those concerns are managed in practice. Face Negotiation Theory 

serves as a bridge between the macro-level cultural orientation described by Power 

Distance and the micro-level interactional practices examined through Politeness 

Theory. These perspectives together help connect broad cultural expectations of 
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hierarchy with the specific communicative choices through which respect, authority, 

and participation are negotiated in classroom interaction. 

Cross-cultural communication research further demonstrates that classroom 

interaction is also shaped by culturally and institutionally learned expectations about 

proper communication. For example, an analysis of intercultural university seminars 

showed that Japanese and Australian participants differed in their orientations toward 

speech and silence, with silence sometimes functioning as a politeness strategy rather 

than disengagement or a lack of knowledge (Nakane, 2006). This suggests that 

students and professors may interpret certain actions differently, depending on their 

cultural expectations. Qiu and Fang (2022) found that students perceived native 

English-speaking content teachers as sometimes lacking intercultural competence 

while local Chinese teachers were considered more culturally attuned to students’ 

learning difficulties, suggesting that the professor’s cultural and linguistic background 

can influence the dynamics of student-professor relationships. These issues are 

relevant to the broader EMI context because the use of English may not necessarily 

remove participants’ culturally established expectations regarding appropriate 

communication and classroom practice. Multisite research has also shown that English 

assumes different roles across EMI institutions and remains embedded within cultural 

and institutional practices (Baker & Hüttner, 2017). Therefore, culture should also be 

treated as an influence on how classroom communication is produced and interpreted.  

The comparison between Korean, Turkish, and English languages is significant 

for this reason. Korean contains a highly developed system of honorifics through 

which social hierarchy, age, status, and relational distance are marked (Brown & 

Levinson, 1987, pp. 276-278). Turkish does not have the same degree of honorific 

complexity embedded in its grammar as Korean, but it still encodes respect through 

the formal second-person pronoun siz, its corresponding verb agreement, address 

terms, and pragmatic softening strategies (Lewis, 2000). English, by contrast, relies 

more heavily on titles, modal verbs, indirectness, tone, and contextual politeness 

strategies due to its relatively limited grammatical marking of hierarchy (Brown & 

Levinson, 1987).  

As a result, the use of English as the language of instruction in South Korean 

and Turkish EMI classrooms may shape how students and professors navigate respect, 

authority, and relational distance; this does not mean that English automatically makes 

classroom relationships more equal. Instead, English may make hierarchy less 
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grammatically visible while still leaving deeper cultural and institutional expectations 

of respect intact (Bourdieu, 1991, p. 75). For example, students may be unsure whether 

they sound respectful enough when speaking to professors (Rose et al., 2020). Existing 

hierarchies may also reappear through address terms, gestures, peer evaluation, and 

shifts between English and the local language (Dafouz & Smit, 2016). Contrastingly, 

in some cases, English may allow students to feel less constrained and more willing 

to participate (Macaro et al., 2018).  

The previous research suggests that EMI may influence a plethora of things 

such as participation, confidence, and roles. Cross-cultural and online-learning studies 

further show that cultural expectations shape aspects of classroom interaction like 

silence, questioning, turn-taking, and relational interactions. These different aspects, 

however, have generally been considered separately rather than through an integrated 

account in EMI. Although Power Distance may help explain some of the general 

cultural expectations in the academic setting, it does not fully account for the moments 

of politeness, management of face, and relational risk involved in the more complex 

EMI context. The addition of Face Negotiation Theory and Politeness Theory provides 

a significant lens through which specific interactions can be better understood, but 

their combined application to student-professor relationships in EMI remains limited. 

This theoretical gap combining macro-level cultural understanding and micro-level 

relational interactions is covered through the present study.  

Another related linguistic and methodological gap concerns what happens to 

student-professor dynamics when English becomes the communicative language in 

the class. In this case, the effects of English on students’ interactions when it provides 

different resources for marking respect are also insufficiently understood. The present 

study, additionally, examines the Turkish and South Korean EMI context. 

Methodologically, the integration of survey responses, student and professor 

interviews, as well as classroom observations is a significant addition to existing 

research that often utilizes only self-reported perceptions. Lastly, by accounting for 

contextual factors such as modality, class size and type, and institutional setting, the 

present study addresses several gaps and provides a more comprehensive explanation 

of how power, language, identity, and face interact together within student-professor 

relationships in the EMI context.  

The two research sites in this study were not treated as directly matched 

national cases but as substantially varied EMI contexts. One site was a face-to-face 
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Business Administration setting in Türkiye, which included a large compulsory course 

and a smaller elective course. The other site was an online Economics course 

conducted through Zoom in South Korea. Rather than attempting to eliminate those 

naturally occurring differences, the study treated them as analytically valuable through 

maximum-variation logic, which involves examining cases that differ across relevant 

dimensions to identify both context-specific manifestations of a phenomenon and 

important, recognizable patterns across varied conditions (Palinkas et al., 2015). Since 

Türkiye and South Korea have relatively similar national PDI scores, recurring 

patterns of professor authority, deference, participation, or respect across these 

maximally variance settings may be interpreted as consistent with broader cultural 

expectations concerning academic hierarchy (Hofstede et al., 2010), while the specific 

ways in which these things are expressed are also shaped by modality and other 

contextual factors. Ultimately, the study examines the student-professor dynamic 

within each setting individually while considering whether similar hierarchical 

concerns remain visible through different linguistic, pedagogical, and interactional 

practices.  

1.2. Problem Statement  

Student-professor relationships are an important dimension of higher 

education because the quality of these relationships can influence students’ 

motivation, achievement, engagement, and sense of belonging (Hagenauer & Volet, 

2014; Komarraju et al., 2010; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). Students’ willingness to 

participate, seek assistance, ask questions, and disagree is shaped partly by how they 

perceive their professor’s authority, accessibility, and response to their contribution. 

In EMI settings, these relational interactions may become more complex because 

students and professors must manage academic interaction through English while also 

responding to cultural and institutional expectations related to hierarchy, respect, and 

appropriate classroom conduct.   

Although the expansion of EMI has generated much research on its efficacy in 

language improvement, language-related challenges, stakeholder perceptions, and 

internationalization, comparatively less attention has been given to EMI as a relational 

environment in which authority, politeness, face, and participation are continuously 

negotiated between students and professors (Macaro et al., 2018; Rose et al., 2026). 

While Power Distance offers a broad framework about cultural expectations in the 



7 

academic setting, Brown and Levinson’s (1987) Politeness Theory and Ting-

Toomey’s (2015) Face Negotiation Theory provide more interactionally focused 

perspectives that power distance alone cannot comprehensively explain. These 

theories focusing on the interaction show how power, face concerns, and relational 

risk may influence practices such as silence, hesitation and indirectness as well as 

questioning, disagreeing, and careful wording. The unresolved problem is how 

students and professors communicate and negotiate that hierarchy through English 

within particular classroom conditions and national contexts.  

The issue of student-professor communication and negotiation through 

English is particularly relevant in Türkiye and South Korea. Both settings contain 

culturally recognizable expectations about academic authority and respect, yet the 

relationships are enacted through different linguistic and interactional resources. Their 

respective languages differ considerably in the ways of expressing formality, 

deference, and relational distance, while English provides comparatively fewer 

grammatical markers of hierarchy. Therefore, when English becomes the medium of 

instruction and interaction, culturally familiar forms of respect may become less 

available while the underlying authority of the professor may still remain intact.   

 The present study addresses this gap by examining student-professor 

relationships within two unique EMI settings and contexts. The Turkish site consists 

of in-person courses at a public university, while the South Korean site consists of an 

online course at a private university. Their contexts also differ in discipline, class size, 

participation methods, and available interactional resources. By applying a maximum-

variation logic, the study analyzes each context individually and examines how the 

same broad relational concerns may be revealed under varied conditions (Palinkas et 

al., 2015). The purpose is not necessarily to attribute these differences exclusively to 

national culture or modality but to identify how power distance, politeness, face 

concerns, and English use interact within specific contextual conditions to shape 

student-professor interactions while also seeking emerging patterns that transcend the 

variations, pointing to the greater effects of power distance. 

1.3. Purpose of the Study 

The primary aim of this study is to investigate how power, language, identity, 

and face are negotiated within student-professor relationships in two contextually 

distinct EMI settings: a face-to-face university classroom in Türkiye and an online 
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university classroom in South Korea. The selection of these two settings follows a 

maximum-variation logic, intending to capture a wide range of contextual, cultural, 

and instructional differences in order to explore how hierarchical relationships are 

shaped under contrasting conditions. The study examines each setting in relation to its 

own cultural, institutional, and linguistic conditions rather than comparing the two 

sites as directly comparable. At the same time, the study seeks to unveil the cultural 

patterned expectations about hierarchy, respect, and deference that may still be visible 

despite the variations between the two contexts. These recurring patterns may indicate 

that broader cultural orientations persist beyond the differences present in this study.   

The study seeks to examine how the cultural dimension of Power Distance 

influences students’ and professors’ perceptions of authority, participation, respect, 

and appropriate boundaries. It also investigates how the use of English, as a language 

with relatively limited grammatical honorific marking, may bridge, reshape, or 

reinforce existing hierarchical relationships in each EMI context, particularly focusing 

on how it shapes visibility of status, creates uncertainty regarding appropriate 

politeness, or enables participants to establish alternative forms of respect and 

relational positioning.  

Furthermore, the study aims to explore how students and professors negotiate 

their cultural and academic identities and relational roles through their choice of 

language, forms of address, interaction practices, politeness strategies, and face 

management. Lastly, it examines how the face-to-face Turkish and online South 

Korean classroom settings shape the interactional expression of power, respect, and 

face-saving. Through the integration of survey data, student and professor interviews, 

and classroom observations, the study aims to provide a multidimensional account of 

how hierarchical relationships are experienced and interactionally managed in EMI 

classrooms.  

This study seeks to answer the following research questions: 

(1) How does the cultural dimension of Power Distance influence student-

professor relationships in: 

a. a face-to-face EMI classroom setting in Türkiye? 

b. an online EMI classroom setting in South Korea?  

(2) In what ways does the use of English, as an international language with 

relatively limited grammatical honorific marking, bridge, reshape, or 

reinforce hierarchical dynamics within student-professor relationships in: 
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a. a face-to-face EMI classroom setting in Türkiye? 

b. an online EMI classroom setting in South Korea?  

(3) How do students and professors negotiate their cultural and academic 

identities and relational roles in relation to language use and perceived 

power dynamics in: 

a. a face-to-face EMI classroom setting in Türkiye?  

b. an online EMI classroom setting in South Korea?  

(4) How do face-to-face Turkish and online South Korean classroom settings 

shape the processes of power dynamics, identity negotiation, and face-

saving strategies in the EMI context?   

1.4. Significance of the Study 

The significance of the study lies in its focus on the relational and interactional 

dimensions of EMI. Existing research has shown the value of student-professor 

relationships in their ability to instill motivation, academic achievement, institutional 

belonging, and other benefits when students experience positive relationships with 

their professors. Much of the EMI literature has focused primarily on language 

proficiency, learning outcomes, instructional challenges, and institutional 

internationalization. Though these areas are important, EMI serves as a relational and 

social ecology in which students and professors must continuously enact respect, 

relational distance, and culturally appropriate behavior. Examining these processes is 

essential because the quality of student-professor relationships can influence the 

students’ willingness to engage, ask questions, seek assistance, and develop a sense of 

belonging within the classroom.  

This study is significant also because the use of English does not simply 

replace one language medium with another. This change may alter the linguistic 

resources through which hierarchy and respect are made visible or expressed. In 

cultural contexts where honorifics, indirectness, or other status-sensitive forms are 

conventionally used, interaction in English may make hierarchy less explicit. 

However, the reduced grammatical marking of status does not necessarily eliminate 

hierarchy but may shift the expression of authority and respect toward address terms, 

participation patterns, embodied behavior, or locally meaningful linguistic resources. 

Investigating these processes provides a more nuanced understanding of the role of 

English in the EMI context.  
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The study is also significant because it brings together the concepts of Power 

Distance, Face Negotiation Theory, and Politeness Theory as complementary 

analytical perspectives. Power Distance provides the broader cultural context for 

understanding expectations of hierarchy within the academic sphere. Face Negotiation 

Theory helps explain how participants manage their social image, avoid conflict, and 

minimize relational vulnerability. Politeness Theory additionally provides a more 

focused interactional lens for examining how respect, deference, and relational 

distance are enacted and communicated. Combining these frameworks allows the 

connection of a broader cultural framework with specific linguistic and interactional 

practices through which hierarchy is managed and negotiated.   

Lastly, the inclusion of both face-to-face and online EMI classrooms provides 

additional insights into the impact of modality. Physical classrooms and online 

platforms provide different opportunities for visibility, participation, turn-taking, and 

communication. By examining the Turkish and South Korean settings separately while 

also considering their contextual variation, the study demonstrates how cultural 

expectations interact with language, course structure, and classroom modality. 
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CHAPTER 2 

 

 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

2.1. Student-Professor Relationships in Higher Education 

2.1.1. Importance of Student-Professor Relationships 

Student-professor relationships constitute an important aspect of the higher 

education experience because teaching and learning occur within an academic and 

interpersonal environment. Professors influence whether students feel recognized as 

legitimate participants through their accessibility, responsiveness, classroom 

communication, and treatment (Hagenauer & Volet, 2014; Pascarella & Terenzini, 

2005). This relationship can be understood as an academic relationship shaped by 

institutional authority, interpersonal communication, academic expectations, and 

students’ growing sense of belonging to the university community (Hagenauer & 

Volet, 2014). Although university students are expected to act more independently 

compared to younger students, their interactions with professors are a significant 

factor for their overall growth. Despite their importance, student-professor 

relationships remain less systematically examined in higher education than in primary 

and secondary educational settings, particularly as multidimensional and context-

dependent relationships (Hagenauer & Volet, 2014). 

Research has connected student-faculty interaction with several academic and 

psychological outcomes. One study found that particular forms of faculty interaction 

were associated with students’ academic self-concept, motivation, and achievement 

(Komarraju et al., 2010). Another study showed that student-professor interaction was 

related to classroom engagement, which ultimately related to cognitive skills 

development (Kim & Lundberg, 2016). Snijders et al. (2020) found that affective 

commitment and conflict within student-faculty relationships were associated with 

students’ dedication, absorption, and vigor, showing that the perceived quality of the 

relationship may have implications, as well. Together, these findings suggest that 
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student-professor relationships influence how they engage in and meaningfully 

connect with their academic environment.  

2.1.2. Shaping Student-Professor Relationships 

The nature of the relationship between student and professor is not just 

important, but shaped and influenced through various factors. Professors occupy 

institutional roles that give them responsibility over organizing the structure of the 

course, evaluating student performance, and establishing expectations for classroom 

participation. But at the same time, students interpret professors through interpersonal 

qualities such as accessibility, responsiveness, care and trust. Hagenauer et al. (2023) 

describe this relationship as professional and interpersonal dimensions. The 

professional dimension concerns the educational roles of professors, including 

instruction, feedback, academic support, and responsibility for learning. The 

interpersonal dimension includes relational qualities through which these roles are 

enacted such as approachability, care, trust, fairness, and mutual respect. These two 

dimensions are inseparable because students’ interpretation of the professor is 

influenced by how they communicate with and how they respond to them. Likewise, 

professors’ attempts to establish interpersonal closeness are bounded by their 

evaluative and institutional responsibilities.  

Another study showed that the effects of the relationship also depend on how 

students perceive the relational environment. Tormey (2021) provides a 

multidimensional account of student-teacher relationships based on three 

interconnected dimensions: affection or warmth, attachment or safety, and assertion 

or power. Warmth concerns feelings of goodwill, care, and interpersonal affiliation. 

Safety is related to whether students feel relationally secure and trustworthy to 

participate, seek guidance, and expose uncertainty. Power concerns the participant’s 

position within the relational hierarchy. This idea prevents a positive student-professor 

relationship from being reduced to friendliness, further suggesting that multiple 

factors collectively shape the multifaceted student-professor dynamic.  

 Classroom modality may also shape the quality of the student-professor 

relationship. The scoping review by Lupascu et al. (2026) found that high-quality 

online interactions with intentional interactional design helped participants perceive 

that they are building valuable relationships and knowledge together. Glazier (2016) 

found that an instructor-led rapport-building intervention in online courses was 
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associated with improved retention and academic performance, while Kaufmann and 

Vallade (2022) similarly demonstrated the importance of rapport and classroom 

climate for students’ experiences of connection and loneliness in online learning. 

Other meta-analytic evidence showed that an educator’s strong presence, 

responsiveness, and direct guidance are positively associated with students’ perceived 

learning and satisfaction (Caskurlu et al., 2020). As seen in the literature, online 

modalities do not automatically produce weaker student-professor relationships, but 

specific practices suited to the affordances and limitations of the modality may 

influence its quality.  

With the addition of a new language like English in this already complex 

academic environment, the student-professor relationship can become more complex. 

As in any other classroom, students and professors must manage their educational 

roles, but with an additional factor of a language that may not offer the same 

communicative fluency, emotional expressiveness, or culturally familiar resources as 

their first language (Dearden, 2015; Macaro et al., 2018). Language proficiency, 

confidence, and school policies can impact how students approach professors, ask 

questions, disagree, remain silent, or participate in the classroom (Airey, 2011; Kim 

et al., 2014).  

One reason for this complexity is that disciplinary competence and English-

language fluency do not necessarily develop at the same level. Although students must 

learn disciplinary content, terminology, and meaning-making practices in the English 

language, students experience difficulty expressing their knowledge precisely in 

English (Airey, 2012, Kim et al., 2014). Students may require additional time to 

formulate responses, hesitate to ask questions, or simplify an idea that they would 

otherwise elaborate in their first language. As a result, students who possess relevant 

disciplinary knowledge may nevertheless appear less confident or academically 

incapable during classroom interactions (Evans & Morrison, 2011). Other studies in 

the EMI field have repeatedly identified linguistic proficiency as an important factor 

influencing comprehension, confidence, and students’ ability to engage in class 

discussions (Airey, 2011; Evans & Morrison, 2011; Kim et al., 2014). English, 

therefore, mediates the display and recognition of academic competence.  

The use of English can similarly affect how professors perform authority, 

knowledge, and interpersonal interactions (Airey, 2011). Those who are highly 

knowledgeable and capable of delivering the content in their native language may feel 
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less spontaneous, less humorous, and emotionally constrained when teaching in 

English (Airey, 2011). Some university lecturers even experience changes in their 

teaching practices when moving from their native language to English, including a 

more restricted linguistic repertoire and changed classroom communication (Airey, 

2011). Specific to the South Korean context, Kim (2013) found that teaching through 

English can require instructors to negotiate their professional identities and reconsider 

how to manage their relationships with students. The additional factor of a foreign 

language, therefore, affects both students and professors though in different ways.  

The relational effects of EMI also depend on the way the professor practices 

his teaching pedagogically and interactionally. Professors may reduce linguistic and 

relational barriers by allowing sufficient response times, simplifying questions, 

clarifying terminology, and focusing on the content of the students’ contributions 

rather than the fluidity of their speech (Macaro et al., 2018). These methods help 

communicate that students are legitimate contributors even when their English may 

be lacking (Evans & Morrison, 2011). By contrast, expectations of immediate 

responses, rapid speech, public correction, or minimizing opportunities for 

clarification may increase students’ self-consciousness and reinforce the perceived 

distance between the students and professor (Kim et al., 2014; Macaro et al., 2018). 

Therefore, pedagogical choices in EMI are relational choices because they influence 

how students perceive communication with the professors. This aspect further 

highlights the complexity of student-professor relationships specifically in EMI 

contexts.  

Student-professor relationships in EMI classrooms are thus shaped by multiple 

factors at multiple levels. Not only do cultural factors influence how engaged the 

students are or how relationships are managed, but linguistic proficiency, pedagogical 

practice, institutional policy, and other expectations of academic authority all play a 

role in the student-professor relationships of EMI. English may create new 

opportunities for graduates in the wider global perspective, but within the class itself, 

it may increase uncertainty and communicative inequality (Evans & Morrison, 2011).  

 Taken together, student-professor relationships, especially in EMI, should be 

understood as academic, interpersonal, affective, and also hierarchical relationships 

whose quality depends on various interpersonal and external circumstances. These 

factors that shape student-professor relationships operate within broader structures of 

culturally situated expectations of appropriate interaction. Understanding these 
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dynamic relationships therefore requires more than identifying whether they are 

supportive, distant, or engaging, but also examining how hierarchy is perceived, 

managed, and negotiated. The present study addressed these interconnected 

dimensions through three complementary theoretical perspectives: Power Distance, 

Face Negotiation Theory, and Politeness Theory. The following section introduces 

these three frameworks and explains how they are integrated to analyze student-

professor interaction in EMI classrooms.  

2.2. Theoretical Framework of the Present Study 

The present study primarily draws on Power Distance, Face Negotiation 

Theory, and Politeness Theory to analyze student-professor relationships in EMI 

classrooms. These frameworks were selected because they address three 

interconnected dimensions of the relationship. Power Distance provides a broader 

cultural and institutional lens for examining expectations of authority and unequal 

relational roles (Hofstede et al., 2010). Face Negotiation Theory explains how students 

and professors manage competence, respect, and relational vulnerability within those 

unequal relationships (Ting-Toomey, 2005). Politeness Theory provides a more 

specific interactional lens for understanding the linguistic and communicative 

strategies through which face concerns and hierarchical distance are managed (Brown 

& Levinson, 1987). The frameworks are first discussed separately and are 

subsequently integrated to demonstrate how they jointly operate as the theoretical 

framework of the study.  

2.2.1. Power Distance  

Power Distance (PD) is a key dimension in Hofstede’s National Culture Model, 

defined as “the extent to which the less powerful members of institutions and 

organizations within a country expect and accept that power is distributed unequally”; 

it is described based on the value system of the less powerful (Hofstede et al., 2010, 

p. 61). PD does not simply measure the objective amount of inequality within a 

country. Instead, it concerns the extent to which unequal distributions of authority are 

expected, accepted, or legitimized (pp. 61-62). Therefore, in relatively large-power-

distance societies, differences in status may be treated as a normal feature and those 

in subordinate positions may expect ones with greater authority to assume 

responsibility and provide necessary direction (p. 61). Contrastingly, in small-power-
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distance societies, institutional inequality may still exist but subordinates would 

generally expect consultation, accessibility, and chances to question those in authority 

(p. 61). 

According to Hofstede, hierarchical relationships are woven into cultural and 

social life. In large-power-distance settings, patterns of deference toward parents and 

elders may permeate into other institutional relationships, including those between 

teachers and students. This suggests that hierarchy in the academic field is not 

expressed only through formal institutional authority but may also appear through 

culturally informed expectations of deference, responsibility, and interpersonal 

conduct. Since the teacher-student relationship is one of several socially organized 

relationships between parties who have unequal but complementary roles, patterns 

learned within the family may be transferred into the school setting. 

In Hofstede’s comparison, relatively large-power-distance classrooms tend to 

emphasize teacher-centered education, order, and transfer of knowledge from a 

respected teacher. Teachers are treated with “respect or even fear,” and older teachers 

may be accorded greater respect than younger teachers. In classrooms, the teacher is 

generally expected to initiate communication, establish paths that students should 

follow, and keep strict order; they are expected to provide authoritative guidance. 

Students, on the other hand, generally speak when invited to do so (Hofstede et al., 

2010, p. 69). Speaking spontaneously, contradicting the teacher, or openly criticizing 

the teacher may be viewed as less appropriate. (Hofstede et al., 2010, p. 69). 

Contrastingly, relatively small-power-distance classrooms place more emphasis on 

student initiative, two-way communication, and openness to questioning or 

contradicting the teacher (Hofstede et al., 2010, p. 69-70). Essentially, teachers treat 

students as basic equals (Hofstede et al., 2010, p. 69).  

Power Distance is especially relevant to student-professor relationships 

because professors possess institutional authority to organize interaction, evaluate 

student performance, allocate participation opportunities, and establish conduct 

standards. Therefore, students’ willingness to question, disagree, initiate interaction, 

or reveal uncertainty may be shaped partly by how they understand the professor’s 

authority and their own role as a student. In EMI classrooms, these expectations may 

become more complex because interaction occurs through English, while participants 

may continue to orient toward locally familiar understandings of academic hierarchy.  
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National PDI scores should be treated as contextual indicators rather than 

descriptions of every individual within a country. Applying national-level scores 

directly to individual behavior risks an ecological fallacy by assuming that 

relationships observed at the national level operate in precisely the same way at the 

individual or institutional level (Brewer & Venaik, 2014). Therefore, in the present 

study, PD is used as a framework for examining broader expectations about authority 

and relational hierarchy rather than as a deterministic explanation of participant 

behavior. 

2.2.2. Face Negotiation Theory 

Ting-Toomey’s Face Negotiation Theory (FNT) provides a relevant 

conceptual framework for examining how relational hierarchy, identity negotiation, 

and certain cultural expectations affect the dynamics in EMI classroom settings. FNT 

argues that individuals across various cultures try to maintain and negotiate their 

“face,” or in other words, their social self-image, during interactions (Ting-Toomey, 

2015). In settings where identity and competence are vulnerable to threat like an EMI 

classroom environment, moments of face exposure may become significant as 

professors and students attempt to navigate authority, linguistic proficiency, and 

culturally shaped expectations of appropriate conduct.   

FNT distinguishes among three concepts: self-face, other-face, and mutual-

face. Self-face concerns involve protecting one’s own desired image, while other-face 

concerns involve protecting the dignity or standing of another participant. Mutual-face 

concerns involve maintaining the relationship or the public image shared by the 

participants. In interactions, participants may seek to maintain their own face as well 

as the other’s face, while professor’s may seek to maintain authority while avoiding 

unnecessarily humiliating students.  

Ting-Toomey and Kurogi (1988) suggest that cultural orientations, like Power 

Distance, shape face concerns and facework tendencies. FNT therefore provides a 

culturally grounded lens for examining why students may regulate participation, avoid 

public disagreement, behave humbly before professors, or experience uncertainty 

when communicating through English. Oetzel and Ting-Toomey (2003) also found 

that face concerns served as an important mechanism through which cultural 

orientations influenced conflict-management behavior. Their findings support the 
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broader premise that culture does not directly determine behavior but that its influence 

is mediated through participants’ concerns about self-image, others, and relationships. 

As a result, face concerns are particularly relevant to classroom participation 

because speaking exposes students to evaluation not only as language users but also 

as learners and relational participants. Research on second-language willingness to 

communicate has shown that perceived communicative competence, language anxiety, 

confidence, academic competence, classroom environment, and relationships with 

instructors can influence students’ readiness to speak (Feng, 2024; Liu & Jackson, 

2008; Peng & Woodrow, 2010). These concerns may become especially salient in 

EMI classrooms, where students’ contributions can expose both their disciplinary 

understanding and their ability to communicate in English. 

Viewed through Face Negotiation Theory, decisions to answer, disagree, ask 

for clarification, or remain silent may involve the management of multiple face 

concerns. Students may attempt to protect their own face by avoiding linguistic or 

academic embarrassment, preserve the professor’s face by limiting overt disagreement 

or challenge, or maintain mutual-face by sustaining an appropriately respectful 

classroom relationship (Ting-Toomey & Kurogi, 1998). EMI interaction research also 

indicates that teacher questions, responses, and feedback are organized in ways that 

influence participation and relational positioning (Duran & Sert, 2019). Nevertheless, 

these bodies of research have generally examined willingness to communicate, silence, 

anxiety, and classroom interaction separately but have rarely investigated how these 

concerns intersect as forms of facework within EMI student–professor relationships. 

2.2.3. Politeness Theory 

Brown and Levinson’s (1987) Politeness Theory provides a more specific 

framework for examining how participants linguistically manage face and relational 

distance. The concept of face distinguishes “positive face,” which refers to a person’s 

desire for recognition and approval from “negative face,” which refers to the desire 

for freedom from imposition. Certain actions, such as requests, disagreement, 

correction, criticism, or refusal, may threaten one or both dimensions of face. Speakers 

may therefore use positive politeness, negative politeness, indirect or off-record 

strategies, direct bald-on-record forms, or avoid the face-threatening act altogether.  

In student-professor relationships, routine academic communication contains 

actions that carry different levels of imposition and relational risk. In these 
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interactions, the unequal institutional relationship influences how these acts are 

phrased and interpreted because the relative power of the participants, their social 

distance, and the perceived weight of the imposition affect the degree of politeness 

that is considered suitable (Brown & Levinson, 1987).   

In EMI interaction, politeness is also connected to the communicative 

resources that are available in English. Students and professors may need to 

communicate respect through certain titles, hedging, indirectness, or strategic silence 

rather than relying on their local language. Empirical EMI research demonstrates that 

teachers use hedging, delays, gaze, body position, and other multimodal resources 

when displaying disagreement or dissatisfaction with student answers (Duran & Sert, 

2019). Research on teacher questions in Turkish EMI classrooms likewise shows that 

question design shapes student involvement and the opportunities available for 

interaction (Genç & Yüksel, 2021). These findings show that EMI classroom 

relationships are partly constructed through pragmatic interactions rather than only 

through formal institutional roles. 

2.2.4. Integration of the Three Frameworks in EMI Interaction 

The three frameworks work together to understand the student-professor 

relationship. They operate at different but interconnected analysis levels. While Power 

Distance provides a macro-level lens for understanding shared expectations 

concerning professor authority, student deference, and relational inequality, the other 

two operate at the interpersonal level. FNT provides a relational lens for examining 

how these expectations create concerns about dignity, competence, embarrassment, 

respect, and the maintenance of the relationship. Politeness Theory provides a micro-

level pragmatic lens for examining the communicative strategies enacted at the 

interaction level. 

For example, a student’s hesitation to question a professor may be first 

understood by Power Distance as an orientation toward unequal authority. FNT can 

explain the students’ concern about appearing incompetent or disrespectful while 

Politeness Theory can identify how the student manages these risks through 

indirectness, hedging, or avoidance. Similarly, a professor’s correction of a student 

can be examined as an exercise of institutional authority, a potential threat to their face 

and a communicative act whose impact depends on tone and directness.  
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The integration of the three frameworks is particularly appropriate for EMI 

because English may have an effect on the visible linguistic expression of hierarchy 

but not necessarily on the underlying cultural expectations. At the same time, EMI 

classroom practices are not singular or uniform. Research demonstrates substantial 

variation in language choice and student-teacher interaction between institutions, 

courses, and professors (Sahan et al., 2021). As such, the integrated framework 

permits each EMI setting to be examined on its own terms while directing attention to 

the same three relational dimensions of authority, face negotiation, and politeness 

performance.  

2.3. Student-Professor Interaction in EMI 

2.3.1. EMI Growth, Internationalization, and Classroom Ecology 

EMI is generally understood as the use of English to teach academic subjects 

other than English itself in settings where English is not the majority first language 

(Macaro et al., 2018). This definition distinguishes EMI from general English 

language teaching because English is not the object of instruction, but rather the 

medium through which disciplinary content is taught. Students in EMI classrooms are 

expected to learn business, economics, science, engineering, or other academic 

subjects through English, despite it not being their first language.  

The expansion of EMI in higher education has accelerated across non-

Anglophone higher education fields especially in the countries of Asia and Europe, 

where English-medium instruction has become tied to competitiveness and 

internationalization (Bolton et al., 2024; Lasagabaster, 2022; Wingrove et al., 2025). 

Dearden (2014) described the expansion of EMI as a “growing global phenomenon” 

while Macaro et al. (2018) documented the rapid increase of EMI research. Recent 

global mapping and systematic synthesis confirm EMI provision and research have 

developed significantly (Bolton et al., 2024; Rose et al., 2026; Wingrove et al., 2025). 

It was also reported that EMI research has grown so rapidly that an updated systematic 

review selected and analyzed 196 empirical studies published between 2016 and 2023 

(Rose et al., 2026). These studies focused on language outcomes, content learning, 

and language-related challenges specifically in EMI higher education. The rapid 

growth in scale of this research indicates that EMI has shifted from being a specialized 
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institutional program to a widespread major area of inquiry in higher education 

research.  

The rapid growth of EMI indicates that it has shifted from being a specialized 

institutional program to a widespread feature of higher education. Airey (2020) 

highlights that EMI has moved to a more mainstream and theoretically developed field 

of research, suggesting that EMI education is now concretely experienced in 

classrooms by content lecturers and students. In other words, due to its expansion, 

EMI should be understood through daily classroom practices that emerge when 

professors and students teach, learn, question, remain silent, and negotiate in English 

(Sahan et al., 2021). 

The spread of EMI is closely connected to internationalization of higher 

education. Universities often adopt EMI programs to attract international students, 

increase academic mobility, improve their global rankings, and prepare graduates for 

international employment (Bolton et al., 2024; Lasagabaster, 2022). In this sense, the 

global expansion of EMI is therefore tied to both institutional aspiration and the 

transformation of the classroom practice. At the institutional level, since English is 

often associated with international academic prestige, the implementation of EMI is 

an institutional strategy to pave way to an improved global status and ranking (Bolton 

et al., 2024; Hultgren et al., 2025). At the classroom level, English shapes the 

conditions under which students engage, professors explain academic content, and 

relationships are managed interactionally.  

 However, the adoption of EMI can create a gap between internationalization 

goals and actual classroom practices. While EMI is promoted as a segue to global 

academic success, its effectiveness depends largely on whether or not students and 

professors are adequately supported in using English for disciplinary education. 

Rouaghe et al. (2026) identify increasing recognition for the need for support for 

English for Academic Purposes (EAP), academic literacy development, discipline-

specific language training, and programs for faculty development. This is significant 

because EMI cannot be reduced to just a change in the language of instruction, but 

institutions must provide the appropriate support necessary for students and professors 

to function effectively in the new EMI environment.  

 Such broader understanding of EMI is particularly relevant for the present 

study. Because faculty-student interaction shapes students’ academic self-concept, 

motivation, belonging, and achievement, shifts in EMI classroom communication may 
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impact how academic relationships are formed (Komarraju et al., 2010). When 

universities adopt EMI, professors may need to adjust their teaching strategies, 

classroom language, pacing, and interactional style while students must engage with 

academic content through English while simultaneously managing expectations 

related to participation, confidence, politeness, and respect. Therefore, EMI should be 

understood as an institutional change that has ripple effects in the daily interactional 

life of the students in the classroom.  

Although EMI is often introduced institutionally as a change in the language 

of instruction, it is better understood as a broader educational arrangement that 

reshapes the classroom environment. Changes in classroom communication, 

disciplinary learning, institutional roles, and participation identities are just a few 

aspects of changes that come with an implemented EMI program. Although Dearden 

(2014) and Macaro et al. (2018) define EMI in relation to the use of English to teach 

academic subjects in a context where English is not the majority first language, this 

definition alone does not fully capture how EMI functions inside a complex, 

multilingual classroom setting. Dafouz and Smit (2016) argue that the increasing use 

of English in higher education should be interpreted in light of the broader 

internationalization of universities and therefore suggest the term “English-Medium 

Education in Multilingual University Settings” (EMEMUS) (p. 399) because it better 

captures the multilingual and ecological complexity of English-medium education 

than the narrower label of EMI. They identify EMI as not only a choice of language 

but as an institutional, disciplinary, and interactional ecology where students and 

professors interact. This is an important distinction for the present study because 

Turkish and South Korean EMI classroom settings are not monolingual spaces. 

Rather, they are multilingual and culturally layered spaces in which English, Turkish, 

Korean local norms of respect, professor authority, and student identities interact 

simultaneously.   

A study at Swedish universities examining how English and Swedish are 

commonly used in the teaching and learning of a number of disciplines showed that 

disciplinary learning is inseparable from disciplinary language learning (Airey, 2012). 

These are inseparable because students must learn not only disciplinary content, but 

also the specialized discourse, terminology, and meaning-making practices through 

which that discipline is communicated. From this perspective, content lecturers are 

not simply transferring knowledge through English but also modeling how knowledge 
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is explained, questioned, and evaluated in English within a discipline. Airey (2020) 

develops this point by elaborating that EMI often intensifies communicative 

challenges already present in monolingual classrooms because lecturers may 

underestimate the role of language in disciplinary learning. Recent EMI research 

continues to emphasize the need for discipline-sensitive language support and literacy 

development for students and lecturers (Hong & Basturkmen, 2024; Wingate, 2025). 

The ecological understanding of EMI is especially relevant to this study 

because English becomes part of the classroom ecology through which knowledge, 

participation, authority, and relationships are negotiated (Dafouz & Smit, 2016), as 

well as the way through which knowledge is explained and learned, and institutional 

expectations are performed (Airey, 2012). As Airey (2012) elaborates, students do not 

only learn in English but also learn the terminology through which knowledge is 

communicated. Student-faculty interactions are also managed and experienced in EMI 

settings (Sahan et al., 2021), showing that EMI should be understood as a dynamic 

ecosystem in which language, content, expectations, and interpersonal interactions are 

deeply connected.  

2.3.2. Participation and Silence as Relational Practices 

 Classroom participation in higher education has been defined in several ways, 

including preparation, attendance, attentive listening, contribution to discussion, 

communication skills, and engagement in group activities (Dancer & Kamvounias, 

2005; Fritschner, 2000); it is not simply a measure of how frequently students speak. 

Participation is more so a socially organized practice through which students express 

their knowledge, make themselves visible to others, and claim a place within the 

academic community (Rocca, 2010). Other studies have shown that the social and 

organizational conditions of the classroom also influence how participation is 

expressed by the students. Fassinger’s (1996) study of college classroom participation 

found that factors such as personal confidence, class size, peer interaction, norms, and 

emotional climate affected students’ willingness to contribute in class. She found also 

that professors may influence participation indirectly through interactional conditions 

they establish. As such, participation should be understood as an outcome of the 

relationship among students, professors, tasks, and the classroom structure rather than 

the individual characteristics of the students (Rocca, 2010; Weaver & Qi, 2005).  
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 These relational dimensions are significant in EMI classrooms because 

students are required to communicate disciplinary knowledge through another 

language. Studies of EMI higher education have documented the difficulties with 

speaking, asking questions, and participating in discussions, even among students who 

have already met English-proficiency requirements (Evans & Morrison, 2011; 

Kamaşak et al., 2021). These studies show that understanding the course content in 

English does not necessarily translate to ease of formulating immediate and precise 

answers. Rather, students may need to interpret questions, recall disciplinary 

knowledge, organize a response, and select suitable English expressions to produce 

the proper answer. These difficulties are also compounded by the fact that 

participation comes with relational risk. Research on willingness to communicate 

show that students’ decisions to speak are influenced by perceived communicative 

competence, anxiety, motivation, and perception of the classroom environment (Peng 

& Woodrow, 2010). In other words, how students’ contributions may be viewed by 

others influences whether or not students participate in class. This means that even 

when professors formally invite questions, students may not view the environment as 

sufficiently safe to accept the invitation and contribute.  

 Other factors that influence participation is the students’ English proficiency 

as well as the professor’s organization of the classroom interactions. In a South Korean 

university EMI study, Lee (2014) found that some students appeared anxious, avoided 

eye contact, and shrunk away from group discussions even when formal opportunities 

existed. Students with stronger English skills benefited more from the activities while 

those with weaker language skills remained less involved. Additionally, she found that 

lecture-centered teaching styles, insufficient opportunities for interaction, limited 

learning activities, and other factors also contributed to low participation. These 

findings suggest that participation is shaped jointly by students’ linguistic resources 

as well as the professors’ organization of the class structure.  

 Silence is another form of relational practice which should be interpreted 

cautiously. Although classroom silence is usually associated with passivity or 

disengagement, research shows that it may serve multiple cognitive, emotional, and 

interpersonal, and communicative functions (Harumi, 2011). Harumi’s (2011) study 

of Japanese university students found that learners and teachers attributed different 

meanings to silence; students could remain silent because they were processing 

information, uncertain about how to express an idea, reluctant to provide an inaccurate 
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response, or concerned about the consequences of speaking. Maher and King (2023) 

explain that anxious learners may predict negative social consequences from speaking 

such as embarrassment, criticism, or peer evaluation. As a result, they may use silence 

as a response to avoid this discomfort. They further explain that anxiety and silence 

may be bidirectional – anxiety can inhibit speech, while remaining silence may 

increase anxiety because of their awareness that they are not participating when 

opportunity arises (Maher & King, 2023). Taken together, silence can be interpreted 

in multiple ways, not just as passivity or a lack of understanding. In EMI classrooms, 

silence may protect students from immediate exposure while also limiting 

opportunities, preventing confidence from developing. Silence should be examined, 

therefore, as a complex relational practice rather than reducing it to a simple 

conclusion of lack of understanding or passivity.  

 The relational meaning of silence also depends on how it is interpreted by the 

professor. The professor may interpret the behavior of silence as lack of preparation, 

weak motivation, failure to understand the material, or unwillingness to engage even 

though the student’s perspective may be different (Harumi, 2011). When professors 

interpret silence as a negative reason without properly investigating, students may feel 

judged or overlooked (Harumi, 2011).  

 Cultural expectations may also influence how participation and silence are 

understood, but are not complete explanations for individual behavior. Cultural norms 

may shape students’ understandings of respectful listening, interruption, 

disagreement, and conduct, but those norms operate within classroom and 

interpersonal conditions. Nakane (2007) demonstrates that silence in second language 

classrooms is shaped by interactional demands and expectations rather than cultural 

traits; Liu (2002) shows that Chinese students’ restraint varies across contexts and is 

influenced by pedagogical practices; Morita (2004) illustrates how patterns of 

participation among international students are negotiated over time within specific 

classroom communities rather than their cultural background. All of these studies 

point to how cultural expectations certainly influence how participation and silence 

are understood, but they are not complete explanations for individual behavior.  

 Overall, participation and silence can ultimately be understood as relational 

practices because they affect how students and professors communicate with one 

another. This is significant in the present study because power dynamics are not 

measurable through interviews or observations but are most visibly seen through 
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interactions between students and the professor in the classroom. Participation or 

silence serve as important relational markers, as participation creates opportunities for 

recognition, feedback, and clarification while silence may increase communicative 

distance, conceal students’ linguistic difficulties, or represent reflection, anxiety 

management, or active listening. Neither participation nor silence has a fixed meaning 

independent of its context. Rather, their significance depends on the demands of EMI, 

behavior of the professor and students, organization and modality of the classroom, 

and expectations of the academic interaction (Fassinger, 1995; Harumi, 2011; Lee, 

2014; Maher & King, 2023). 

2.4. EMI and Academic Hierarchy in Türkiye and South Korea 

English Medium Instruction (EMI) has become one of the most visible signs 

of internationalization in modern higher education (Bolton et al., 2024; Lasagabaster, 

2022). Macaro et al. (2018) define EMI as “the use of the English language to teach 

academic subjects other than English itself in countries or jurisdictions where the first 

language of the majority of the population is not English” (p. 2).  

The growth of EMI can be understood within broader transformations in higher 

education globally. These transformations include globalization, international student 

mobility, university ranking systems, graduate employability, and competition. As 

Lasagabaster (2022) explains, EMI has become closely associated with the 

internationalization of higher education because more universities have adopted 

English-medium instruction programs in order to attract international students, 

strengthen global visibility, and prepare graduates for international professional fields. 

Similarly, Rose et al. (2026), in their updated systematic review, found that the growth 

of EMI research has increased significantly since Macaro et al.’s (2018) review, with 

Asia and Europe receiving considerable attention. This expansion reflects a growth of 

EMI programs alongside of institutional growth in English-taught provision (Bolton 

et al., 2024; Wingrove et al., 2025).  

EMI, therefore, is the broad educational context in which the present study is 

located. The global expansion of EMI suggests the increasing value of studying the 

implications of EMI as more than just a mere language policy in higher education. As 

EMI expands globally, it becomes increasingly important to examine not only why 

universities adopt English-medium programs, but also how English reshapes 

classroom communication, disciplinary learning, and academic participation. This 
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broad foundation is necessary before narrowing the scope of the discussion to Türkiye 

and South Korea, where EMI interacts with the local cultural expectations of respect, 

social hierarchy, professor authority, participation, and identity negotiation.   

2.4.1. EMI in Türkiye 

Türkiye’s expansion of EMI should be understood within a broader higher 

education internationalization agenda. In recent decades, Türkiye has taken grand 

strides in increasing internationalization, seeing remarkable growth in both the 

recruitment of international students and the proliferation of EMI programs, which 

have expanded at unprecedented rates (Yüksel et al., 2022). The Council of Higher 

Education (2025) reports that Türkiye currently hosts approximately 350,000 

international students and ranks number eight globally in international student 

enrollment. Research further indicates that over the past twenty years, the number of 

EMI programs in Turkish higher education has nearly quadrupled, a consequential 

reflection of the government and universities’ great strain to enhance global 

competitiveness and attract a more diverse student body (Yüksel et al., 2025).  

EMI education in Türkiye has deeper institutional roots in a few highly 

selective universities. EMI was incorporated into Turkish higher education beginning 

in the 1950s, most notably through Middle East Technical University, which was 

established in 1956 as Türkiye’s first university to incorporate EMI (Karakaş, 2019). 

Soon after, EMI education also became firmly established at institutions such as 

Boğaziçi University (Yüksel et al., 2024). Over time, programs in English 

subsequently expanded across both public and private universities as English became 

increasingly associated with internationalization, academic prestige, and access to 

global academic and professional networks (Selvi, 2014; Yüksel et al., 2024). This 

policy development over decades has produced a diverse national landscape that hosts 

fully English-medium programs, partial English-medium programs, and fully Turkish-

medium programs that incorporate English-language courses, materials, or academic 

support (Başıbek et al., 2014; Kurt & Bayyurt, 2024; Sert, 2008).  

In addition to institutional expansion, Turkish EMI research has shown that 

students face practical classroom challenges when learning academic content through 

English, such as difficulties in comprehension and classroom participation (Soruç & 

Griffiths, 2019). Recent studies have also examined policy implementation, classroom 

practices, and the tensions between English-only and multilingual pedagogies 
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(Kamaşak et al., 2021), while other studies have revealed how EMI in Türkiye has 

shaped classroom practices, with translanguaging often emerging as a pedagogical 

tool to bridge gaps in language proficiency between students and faculty (Karakaş, 

2023). Another study found that students’ attitudes toward translanguaging in Turkish 

partial EMI programs differed by academic discipline and English proficiency level, 

suggesting that translanguaging needs may vary depending on both linguistic 

competence and the disciplinary context (Yüksel et al., 2025). Collectively, these 

developments underscore that this nation, similar to South Korea, is situated within a 

broader trend of implementing and utilizing EMI as well as international recruitment 

as a strategic pathway to position its universities as a more globally competitive higher 

education system.  

Evidence from Turkish universities suggests that language-related difficulty is 

not as linear or simple as perhaps understood. One study found that Turkish students 

found challenges across multiple areas such as academic speaking, listening, reading, 

and writing, with the degree and type of difficulty varying based on the disciplinary 

context (Kamaşak et al., 2021). This shows that an admission-level language 

certification alone does not guarantee a student’s readiness for full EMI immersion at 

the university level, and therefore, the need for academic-language support. These 

findings also suggest why instructors’ choices of explanation, questioning, pacing, and 

use of Turkish can have implications for students’ classroom experience.  

Classroom research has begun to show how broad policy tensions are visible 

in daily interactions. Duran and Sert (2019) found that instructors’ turn design and 

response to student contributions influence whether disagreement, correction, and 

knowledge claims are treated as acceptable. Another Turkish EMI study showed that 

teacher questions can open or restrict space for extended student talk in the classroom 

(Genç & Yüksel, 2021). Despite these challenges, EMI may also offer benefits that 

extend beyond language development. As Cinkara and Yüksel (2024) found, 

graduates of Turkish EMI programs have associated EMI study with greater access to 

professional opportunities and transnational networks, although these benefits were 

not experienced equally by all students.  

2.4.2. EMI in South Korea 

In South Korea’s attempt to become the Northeast Asian hub through 

recruiting international students, the government’s early push since the 2000s to 
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increase internationalization in higher education has had a significant impact on the 

increase in EMI courses in universities throughout the country. As of 2023-2024, 

South Korea hosts over 200,000 international students, and the government has 

launched the Study South Korea 300K plan to attract 300,000 foreign students by 2027 

(Ministry of Education – Republic of South Korea, 2023). To support this goal and to 

raise global competitiveness, many universities are expanding their “English-taught 

programs” in more integrated ways – not only lecture delivery, but also tutorials, 

reading lists, services, and co-curricular activities in English (Times Higher 

Education, 2023).  

Historically, EMI in South Korea was government-driven from the initial 

stages. The Study South Korea Project of 2004 and the Development Plan for Studying 

in South Korea started in 2008 tied financial incentives directly to EMI, with the 

number of EMI courses rising from 9,000 in 2006, accounting for only 2.2% of total 

courses, to nearly 30% of courses by the year 2014 (Yu, Yao, & Cheng, 2023). To 

take a few universities as examples, the proportion of EMI at Korea University rose 

from 10% in 2002 to nearly 40% in 2010, while Sungkyunkwan University reached 

42.3% in 2017; some majors were even taught entirely in English (Yu et al., 2023).  

Prestigious universities such as Korea University, Yonsei University, KAIST, 

and UNIST adopted aggressive EMI policies, in some cases, making English the 

official language of instruction for nearly all professional and liberal arts courses. With 

regulations of “English-only” teaching, professors are often required to strictly adhere 

to university policies that allowed for 100% English usage in the classroom. During 

the early expansion of EMI, universities like Korea University required 

undergraduates to complete multiple EMI courses before graduation, while KAIST 

and GIST ran on EMI-dominant curricula (Byun et al., 2011). Overall, while the pace 

of EMI expansion in South Korean universities has seen fluctuation over the years, 

EMI remains central to South Korea’s strategy to recruit international students and 

enhance global university prestige, signified by the steady growth of the population of 

foreign students and EMI courses offered at universities.  

The rapid institutionalization of EMI, however, did not consistently produce 

positive pedagogical outcomes. National and institutional ambitions frequently 

outpaced the linguistic readiness of students and faculty, creating tension between 

internationalization goals and the practical academic infrastructure of content teaching 

in English (Byun et al., 2011). Similarly, Kim (2011) found that professors and 
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students reported slower content coverage, reduced comprehension, and difficulty 

sustaining English interactions in class despite recognizing the benefits for English 

development and global competitiveness. These findings suggest that the true success 

of EMI development and expansion depends not merely on the proportion of courses 

labeled as English-medium but also on the support provided for pedagogical 

preparation and language development for those courses. Although early mandatory 

EMI policies created challenges due to uneven language proficiency among students 

and faculty, following reforms introduced quality management structures and systems, 

professional training for instructors, and broader international recruitment strategies 

(Yu, et al., 2023).  

Recent research further complicates the image of South Korean EMI. A survey 

of 1,333 students at four elite South Korean universities found that students regularly 

used both Korean and English, especially during peer communication and in managing 

difficult academic content (Ahn, 2024). Research on engineering students has also 

shown that L1 use can support comprehension and learning rather than indicating 

failure to comply with EMI policy (Kim et al., 2017). Another study cautions that 

unequal English proficiency in EMI settings may shape whose input is heard and 

valued, thereby creating forms of inequality (Williams & Stelma, 2022). As a result, 

EMI in South Korea should be understood not just as a competitive strategy at the 

institutional and national level, but also as a multilingual and relational space in which 

participation, academic authority, and access are continually negotiated.  

The context of educational disciplines also seems important. In STEM-

oriented institutions such as KAIST, English provides greater access to articles, 

studies, and research from wider global resources and networks. However, it can also 

intensify the cognitive demands placed on students and instructors (Jo et al., 2024). 

This tension is relevant to this study, especially because students’ willingness to ask 

questions, challenge ideas, or seek clarification may be dependent on English 

proficiency as well as disciplinary expectations and established cultural norms.  

2.4.3. Hierarchy and Academic Relationships in Türkiye 

Turkish education systems are shaped by the cultural expectations of respect 

and authority. Türkiye’s relatively high national PDI score of 66 suggests a cultural 

climate in which unequal institutional roles may be considered legitimate and in which 

students may expect professors to guide them for knowledge, direction, and classroom 
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order (Hofstede et al., 2010). However, this authority in Türkiye should not be 

simplified to automatic distance or instructor control, as Turkish accounts often 

combine status inequality with personal involvement, protection, and relational 

closeness (Göktürk et al., 2021).  

 Evidence for institutional hierarchy is provided by various studies. Çalışkan 

and Zhu (2019) found that students identified hierarchy as the dominant organizational 

culture, especially in relation to organizational leadership and institutional priorities. 

Their accounts emphasized control, formal procedures, and distance from university 

leadership, suggesting that Turkish students encounter hierarchy through 

organizational structure and the university culture itself. In another phenomenological 

study of doctoral students simultaneously employed as research assistants at a Turkish 

university, findings showed that participants found supervisors as guiding, instructive, 

and supportive figures (Sever & Ersoy, 2017). Additionally, some described the 

relationship through friendship and a family, while others criticized excessive personal 

involvement. Although doctoral supervision differs from undergraduate settings, the 

findings demonstrate that academic hierarchy in Türkiye may operate through a 

combination of expertise, dependence, care, and institutional authority rather than 

through social distance alone.  

 In Göktürk et al.’s (2021) qualitative study of 53 Turkish university students 

in a foreign language preparatory program, five local Turkish teachers, and five native 

English-speaking teachers, researchers found that students associated local Turkish 

teachers more strongly with respect, authority, and classroom order. At the same time, 

however, students also expected local teachers to provide both academic and personal 

guidance, become involved in their lives, and establish relationships resembling that 

of a parent and child. Local teachers were perceived as more personally involved than 

the native English-speaking teachers, who tended to restrict their relationships. These 

findings further suggest that academic authority in Türkiye may be a blend of respect, 

authority, and order while simultaneously demonstrating care, accessibility, and 

responsibility toward the students (Göktürk et al., 2021).  

 Academic authority in Turkish universities is nevertheless neither static nor 

uniform. Interviews with academics from public and private universities in one study 

found that institutional commercialization may significantly affect the balance of 

authority between student and faculty (Atalay, 2018). In some private universities, 

academics reported that neoliberal ideologies have influenced students to increasingly 
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position themselves as customers who could demand continuous accessibility, 

complain directly to senior administrators, and influence institutional evaluations of 

teaching staff (Atalay, 2018). The student-consumer model may partially reverse the 

traditional academic hierarchy that places professors in the position of authority. As a 

result, academic authority in Türkiye must be understood as varying across private 

and public institutions and as being presently shaped by broader changes in higher 

education.  

2.4.4. Hierarchy and Academic Relationships in South Korea 

Similar to Türkiye, South Korean education systems are also shaped by 

cultural expectations of respect and authority. Although South Korea’s PDI score of 

60 is slightly lower than Türkiye’s score of 66, these national scores do not fully 

capture how hierarchy is expressed within particular social institutions. In the South 

Korean educational context, respect for teachers and deference to academic authority 

have also been historically reinforced by Confucian traditions, which position 

education as a morally significant activity and teachers as figures deserving 

considerable respect. 

Confucianism has played an important role in South Korean society not only 

as a religious or philosophical belief system but also as an organizing principle for 

social, political, familial, and educational life for centuries (Lee, 2001; Kim & Park, 

2000). Originating from the teachings of Confucius, Confucianism promoted moral 

conduct through defined hierarchical obligations and relational roles (Yao, 2000). 

Principles such as respect for authority, reverence towards elders, and filial piety found 

in Confucianism permeated through the whole of society, establishing a vertical model 

of social interaction that extended from the family to all domains of public life (Kim 

& Park, 2000; Yao, 2000). Confucian values became embedded into South Korean 

society because of its institutionalization during the Joseon Dynasty (1392-1910), 

when Neo-Confucianism functioned as the principal moral and political ideology of 

the state (Lee, 2001; Deuchler, 1992).  

 The influence of Confucianism was prominent in several sectors of South 

Korean society, especially education. As Hyun (2001) elaborated, the familial 

structures served as the foundational model for all aspects of South Korean society. 

Teacher-student relationships came to resemble parent-child relationships in their 

emphasis on authority, obligation, care, and indebtedness (Kim & Park, 2000; Lee, 
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2001). The first formal institution of elite education in South Korea, Taehak, or the 

National Confucian Academy was established in 372 CE, which taught Chinese 

writing, classical texts, history, and literature (Lee, 2001). Later, educational 

institutions and civil-service examination systems further connected academic 

achievement with social status and governmental authority (Kim & Park, 2000). 

Success in the examination system was not only a path to social visibility, but a major 

expression of filial duty, reinforcing the moral and social functions of education within 

a Confucian framework (Hyun, 2001). The historical emphasis on academic 

achievement significantly contributed to South Korea’s current culture of rigorous 

study, high competition, and deep respect for educational authority figures (Hyun, 

2001).  

 Confucian hierarchy was based on relationality and reciprocity, as students 

were expected to respect and obey teachers as if they were their parents, while teachers 

were expected to cultivate, guide, and care for students as if they were their children 

(Lee, 2001; Kim & Park, 2000; Hyun, 2001). Furthermore, Lee (2001) describes South 

Korean higher education as historically characterized by age-ranking, status-conscious 

communication, paternalism, and a hierarchical culture in the institution. Within this 

cultural backdrop, teachers exercise authority resembling that of parents and students 

understand themselves as indebted to teachers for their expertise, guidance, and 

opportunities (Lee, 2001; Hofstede, 1986).  

 This structure gives seniority and age particular significance. In South Korea, 

rank, age, and position traditionally influence patterns of seating, address, 

communication, and decision-making in South Korean academic settings (Lee, 2001). 

Younger members are expected to recognize and honor the status of older members, 

and honorific, respectful language is expected to help make these status differences 

visible in the interaction. Therefore, academic respect is connected to a broader system 

in which age, expertise, and seniority are all socially linked to shape the institutional 

environment (Kim & Park, 2000).  

 Despite the influences of Confucianism in the South Korean education context, 

it should not be treated as a fixed, cultural force that determines present classrooms. 

Western educational values and newer practices now coexist with older Confucian 

expectations, making South Korean higher education more complex than a traditional 

model would suggest (Lee, 2001). Contemporary students and professors may accept, 

reject, or reinterpret hierarchical traditions depending on the institution, discipline, 
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teaching philosophy, and perhaps the language of interaction. Studies show that South 

Korean higher education reflects a hybrid cultural model where Western academic 

norms and traditional Confucian values intersect (Kim & Park, 2000; Marginson, 

2011; Park & Chesla, 2007). These studies demonstrate that hierarchical respect and 

relational obligations remain influential, but they are constantly negotiated with 

changing educational norms and environments shaped by internationalization and 

changing student expectations through the generations.  

2.4.5. Contextual Variation Across the Two EMI Settings 

South Korea and Türkiye provide two distinct higher-education settings in 

which EMI has been promoted in connection with internationalization, global 

visibility, institutional prestige, and international student recruitment. In both 

countries, prominent universities have played important roles in normalizing EMI 

education. However, EMI implementation in both settings has revealed tensions 

between institutional language policies and classroom practice. Even within officially 

EMI programs, professors may strategically draw on Turkish or Korean to facilitate 

explanation, interaction, and classroom management, while students’ ability to benefit 

from EMI may vary according to their proficiency, disciplinary background, and prior 

educational opportunities (Ahn, 2024; Kamaşak et al., 2021). 

 In these two countries, EMI has developed through distinct institutional and 

historical pathways. In Türkiye, EMI is associated with internationalization and 

academic prestige, but it has developed through a more layered institutional history 

that includes long-established EMI universities alongside newer full- and partial-EMI 

programs across public and private institutions (Kırkgöz & Karakaş, 2022; Kurt & 

Bayyurt, 2024; Yuksel et al., 2025). In South Korea, its expansion has been closely 

associated with centrally encouraged internationalization initiatives, university 

branding, institutional competitiveness, and highly visible English-only policies, 

particularly within prestigious universities (Ahn et al., 2024; Byun et al., 2011; Piller 

& Cho, 2013). English therefore functions as valuable asset in both settings, although 

the institutional conditions under which EMI has been introduced and sustained are 

not identical. 

 The two settings also differ in the cultural and linguistic resources through 

which student–professor relationships are organized. In both South Korea and Türkiye, 

classroom interaction is shaped by culturally recognizable expectations concerning 
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authority, respect, and appropriate participation, but these expectations are not 

necessarily expressed in the same ways (Hofstede et al., 2010). Language choice can 

influence who participates, how students address professors, and how authority and 

relational distance are communicated in classroom interaction (Tollefson & Tsui, 

2004). The introduction of English may therefore alter the linguistic and interactional 

resources available for expressing respect, deference, accessibility, and interpersonal 

closeness without necessarily eliminating the relational norms established within 

either context (Jenkins, 2014; Macaro et al., 2018). EMI is consequently approached 

in this study not as a factor that automatically reduces hierarchy, but as an interactional 

condition through which authority and respect may be reproduced, modified, or 

renegotiated. The ways in which Korean, Turkish, and English provide different 

resources for communicating respect are examined in the following section.  

 Classroom modality provides an additional source of contextual variation. The 

South Korean course examined in this study was conducted online, whereas the 

Turkish courses were conducted face to face. This difference affects how participation, 

engagement, and relational accessibility become visible. In online classrooms, 

cameras, microphones, written chat, connectivity, and platform-mediated turn-taking 

shape how students contribute and how professors recognize participation. Face-to-

face classrooms, by contrast, provide embodied interactional resources such as gaze, 

posture, physical proximity, and immediate responses from the wider classroom group 

(Castelli & Sarvary, 2021; Hampel & Stickler, 2012). Modality is therefore treated as 

an important meso-level contextual condition rather than as a neutral background 

variable. 

 As such, the Turkish and South Korean settings are not treated as directly 

comparable national units or as opposing cultural types. They are contextually 

juxtaposed as distinct EMI settings in which several broadly relevant pressures – 

including internationalization, academic hierarchy, multilingual practice, and 

participation – intersect under different conditions. Findings are therefore examined 

separately within each setting before shared and context-specific patterns are 

considered across the cases. This approach makes it possible to explore how authority, 

identity, participation, and relational closeness are negotiated without assuming that 

any observed difference can be attributed exclusively to the country or that English 

affects power relations uniformly across EMI environments. 
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2.5. Linguistic Resources for Respect in Turkish, Korean, and English 

Respect is not encoded through identical linguistic resources across languages. 

Although politeness and respect can be expressed in any language, languages differ in 

the extent to which social relations are marked grammatically, lexically represented, 

or pragmatically assumed (Shibatani, 2006). More specifically, honorifics are 

linguistic forms that mark distinctions such as status, age, authority, or relational 

distance while politeness encompasses a more general range of communicative 

strategies to manage interpersonal relationships (Shibatani, 2006). The following 

sections highlight where and how each language makes respect linguistically available 

to the speakers, not comparing whether Korean, Turkish, or English speakers are more 

respectful.  

2.5.1. Turkish Politeness and Address Forms 

Turkish is not generally classified as a language with an extensive system of 

grammaticalized honorific speech levels. Tekmen (2022) notes that Turkish lacks the 

multiple hierarchical verb paradigms seen in East Asian honorific languages. 

Speakers, therefore, express humility and respect through several lexical, 

grammatical, and pragmatic devices, but it does not require speakers to select among 

an array of sentence-final speech levels found in Korean.  

Turkish achieves a distinction in address through the selection of the second-

person pronouns sen and siz. The term sen generally represents an intimate “you,” 

whereas siz may function as either the plural “you” or a formal and respectful form for 

a single addressee. Pronoun choice also affects verbal agreement, as illustrated by sen 

geliyorsun and siz geliyorsunuz, both meaning “you are coming” but differing in their 

representation of familiarity and formality (Tekmen, 2022). Turkish speakers can also 

draw on lexical address forms and titles such as bey (mister), hanım (miss), doktor 

(doctor), and hocam (my teacher) (Keshavarz, 2022).  

Tekmen (2022) further demonstrates how Turkish can express politeness 

through pragmatic softening strategies like indirectness, passivization, and 

impersonalization. For example kapı kapanıyor (“the door is closing”) uses an 

intransitive verb to neutralize agency and soften command. Similarly, sigara içilmez 

(“smoking is not done”) uses an impersonal passive form to depersonalize the 

statement (p. 107), presenting a prohibition as a general rule rather than someone 

directly telling people to not smoke. These linguistic forms produce a respectful or 



37 

less imposing tone to minimize directness rather than by grammatically elevating the 

addressee as seen in Korean.  

Address forms constitute an important means through which Turkish students 

recognize professors’ institutional status while negotiating interpersonal closeness. In 

university contexts, the term hocam is widely used when directly addressing 

instructors and cannot be understood as a simple equivalent of the English title 

professor. One study found that hocam was the most frequently reported form used by 

Turkish speakers when orally addressing instructors in English (Uyar & Yaman, 

2024). Participants associated the term with both respect and sincerity, suggesting that 

it can simultaneously acknowledge academic authority and establish relational 

warmth. Keshavarz (2022) describes its interactional meaning moves beyond the 

literal translation and elaborates the word as a multidimensional address form that 

relays respect, professional recognition, intimacy, or even distance, depending on the 

context. Therefore, the use of hocam in otherwise English interactions demonstrates 

that students may retain culturally familiar resources when English does not provide 

an equivalent form carrying the same range of academic and interpersonal meanings. 

In EMI classrooms, hocam may therefore help students preserve a recognizable 

student identity, express institutional belonging, and manage the balance between 

deference and approachability.  

These findings show that Turkish speakers do not necessarily abandon Turkish 

markers even when speaking English. Rather, they may borrow from the Turkish 

lexical resource and retain Turkish expectations concerning titles and respect. 

Academic respect may therefore be expressed in hybrid practices rather than 

exclusively through either one lingual politeness system.   

2.5.2. Korean Honorifics and Hierarchical Speech 

 Korean has a rich morphological honorific system where honorific features 

appear at multiple syntactic domains. Case particles, verb endings, lexical choices, 

speech styles, and address terms can all contribute to the expression of social relations. 

Hong (2013) elaborates that Korean provides a greater number of grammatical 

domains through which honorific meanings can be expressed.  

 Korean politeness is often described through several interrelated domains, 

including style of speech, referent honorification, terms of address, and lexical 

honorification (Cho, 2022). Addressee honorification is generally expressed through 
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sentence-final speech-style endings that show the speaker’s orientation toward the 

interlocutor. Referent honorification can be expressed through the suffix –(u)si-, 

honorific particles such as -kkeseo, and specialized lexical forms. Titles may also take 

the honorific suffix -nim (Hwang, 1991; Yoon, 2004). Resultingly, respect in the 

Korean language is not confined to a single title or polite expression but can be 

distributed across several parts of the same utterance (Cho, 2022).  

 The selection of resources depends on the relationship between the speaker, 

addressee, and person being discussed. Other factors such as age, institutional 

position, familiarity, and formality also contribute to how a sentence is constructed 

(Cho, 2022; Shibatani, 2006). Korean honorification distinguishes between respect 

directed toward an addressee and respect directed toward a referent, even when the 

two are the same person (Hong, 2013; Sohn, 2002). This distinction is particularly 

important in academic interaction because when a Korean student speaks to a 

professor, the relationship may be represented through the choice of address term, 

sentence ending, subject-honorific morphology, and honorific vocabulary. 

Interactions therefore require continual attention to the participants’ positioning in the 

relationship. The Korean language system supplies speakers with recurrent 

grammatical choices through which authority, distance, and deference can be 

displayed.  

 Since Korean encodes hierarchical respect structurally through honorifics, 

shifting from Korean to English reduces the availability of some of the explicit 

grammatical markers through which speakers usually represent hierarchy. In English, 

students and professors must rely more heavily on titles, indirectness, tone, and 

hedging devices. This linguistic difference may require participants to reconsider how 

they communicate respect when interactions take place in English rather than Korean.  

Address practices in South Korea also demonstrate how locals demonstrate 

their respect. Korean speakers commonly address university professors as 교수님 

(gyosunim), combining the occupational title gyosu (“professor”) with the honorific 

suffix -nim. Kim and Cho (2022) found that professor-based forms were 

overwhelmingly preferred by both undergraduate and graduate students because they 

communicated courtesy and explicitly acknowledged the professor’s academic status. 

Forms corresponding more closely to “teacher” were associated with greater relational 

familiarity but were less commonly selected as the standard form of direct address. 



39 

The routine use of gyosunim therefore reinforces the professor’s institutional identity 

and makes the hierarchical relationship linguistically explicit. In an EMI context, 

however, students must communicate through English while continuing to orient 

toward these established expectations of academic respect. The use, translation, 

modification, or absence of gyosunim can consequently provide evidence of how 

students negotiate culturally familiar hierarchy when English offers fewer resources 

for conventional address forms. 

 Nevertheless, the reduced availability of honorifics in EMI should not be 

interpreted as the automatic disappearance of hierarchy. Studies on EMI and 

multilingual interactions have shown that speakers usually carry over culturally 

grounded norms of hierarchy and respect even when using English as the medium of 

communication (Jenkins, 2014; Kirkpatrick, 2011). In Korean academic settings, 

studies have shown that students continue to orient toward age- and status-based 

norms even when speaking English with the utilization of indirectness, hesitation, or 

avoidance of disagreement (Park, 2017). Even when speakers use English, they may 

continue to position themselves towards Korean relational expectations and instead 

communicate respect through English titles, cautious requests, silence, apologies, or 

gratitude (Park, 2017). These findings align with broader findings in pragmatics 

studies where politeness norms are not replaced but reconfigured across languages 

(House, 2003; Spencer-Oatey, 2008). Although the linguistic medium changes the 

available resources, it does not alone determine how student-professor relationships 

are understood.  

2.5.3. English and the Limited Grammatical Marking of Hierarchy 

 English differs from Turkish and Korean in that it has comparatively limited 

grammaticalized marking for hierarchy. Hong (2013) explains that English does not 

possess verbal honorific morphology, case markers, or noun inflections comparable to 

those available in Korean. Nevertheless, English speakers express respect and 

humility through pragmatic and discourse-level strategies. Whereas Korean 

honorification can be marked at multiple morphological and syntactic levels, English 

politeness is communicated through sentence structure, lexical selection, address 

terms, and indirectness.  

Leech (2007) demonstrates how English conveys various degrees of politeness 

through a gradation (p. 179):  
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1. Will you stand over there?  

2. Would you stand over there?  

3. Would you mind standing over there?  

4. Would you mind standing over there for a second?  

5. I wonder if you’d mind just standing over there for a second.  

These examples show how English speakers can increase perceived politeness 

through modal verbs, interrogative verbs, hedges, and greater syntactic distance from 

a direct imperative. Hong (2013) similarly identifies indirectness and mitigation, 

modal verbs such as could and would, and indirect declaratives like I wonder if... as 

strategies for expressing deference.  

 Speakers can also use titles such as professor, doctor, sir, or ma’am because 

English possesses conventional titles and respectful address forms. What English lacks 

compared to Turkish or Korean is the dense and recurrent grammaticalization of 

status. Respect, therefore, is not absent, but less encoded in the internal morphology.  

2.6. English as a Potential Mediator of Hierarchical Distance 

 In Turkish and South Korean educational contexts, relationships between 

professors and students may be marked by culturally recognizable forms of respect 

and deference. In relatively large-power-distance educational settings, instructors are 

treated as figures of authority and wisdom while students are expected to wait for 

professors to initiate communication (Hofstede et al., 2010). Against this background, 

the shift from Turkish or Korean to English may obscure some linguistic cues through 

which hierarchy is normally displayed. Because English serves as a new linguistic 

resource with fewer obligatory grammatical distinctions for respect and deference, 

EMI may make hierarchical distance less linguistically visible and permit more 

informal interaction.  

These dynamics were recognized in Japanese EMI contexts, where Sugimoto 

(2021) found that the use of English in the classroom challenged traditional roles and 

status markers embedded in Japanese academic discourse. In Turkish EMI contexts, 

English-only policies without a certain level of sensitivity was found to incite tension 

in the cultural and relational dynamics between student and professors (Yüksel et al., 

2022, p. 9). 

 A study by Li and Guo (2012) provides some evidence that sustained 

engagement with English may result in lower-power-distance classroom practices. 
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Comparing 14 Chinese university English teachers with 12 teachers of other subjects, 

the researchers found that the English teachers had significantly lower measured 

power distance than non-English teachers (p. 229). Classroom observations also 

suggested that English teachers used more open-ended questions, indirect requests, 

humor, and offered more opportunities for students to speak. Li and Guo attributed 

these differences partly to the teachers’ more extensive use of English and the cultural 

practices involved through the process.   

Outside the academic context, another study of multinational teams in the 

German automotive industry similarly found that the use of English could reduce the 

perceived visibility of hierarchy (Tenzer & Pudelko, 2016). Participants noted that 

English restricted some of the status distinctions available through other languages 

like German and Japanese, while the use of first names contributed to a more relaxed 

and egalitarian atmosphere (p. 54).  

However, the same study showed that English proficiency differences could 

cause power inequalities. Employees with lower English proficiency reported feeling 

inhibited when addressing superiors whereas those with higher proficiency felt 

positioned more in a place of power (p. 54). Similarly, Hoy (2017), in a case study of 

an EMI content-based course in Japan, found that native English speakers and highly 

proficient L2 speakers of English dominated classroom discussions, while Japanese 

L2 learners occupied rather marginal positions. Although the professor implemented 

strategies like Community of Practice (COP) aimed at fostering participation for 

lower-proficiency students, the power still generally rested with native speakers who 

tended to assert their dominance. These studies show that although the structure of 

English may soften overt status marking, it did not eliminate formal authority and 

could redistribute power based on linguistic proficiency.  

The findings for the effects of English on hierarchy are mixed and highly 

context-dependent. Therefore, English should not be conceptualized as inherently 

egalitarian or an automatic social flattener. Though English may mediate hierarchical 

distance by reducing visible grammatical status marking, local cultural expectations, 

institutional roles, and unequal levels of English proficiency may preserve or 

redistribute hierarchical relations. The relevant question for the present study is 

therefore how English bridges, reshapes, or reinforces hierarchical relationships 

between students and professors in their respective contexts.  
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2.7. Comparing Linguistic Resources for Academic Respect 

English primarily expresses politeness through pragmatic strategies. Turkish 

occupies an intermediate structural position, utilizing second-person pronouns and 

corresponding verbal agreements together with address terms. Korean, by contrast, 

has a highly grammaticalized system through which respect and hierarchy is 

expressed. All three languages permit speakers to behave respectfully, though they 

differ substantially in the location, frequency, and obligation of the resources available 

for expressing social relations.  

Table 2.1 summarizes the linguistic resources through which English, Turkish, 

and Korean express respect and social hierarchy. Although all three languages employ 

pragmatic strategies and lexical forms of respect, they differ in the extent to which 

hierarchy is grammatically encoded. English relies primarily on pragmatic and lexical 

resources, Turkish includes limited grammatical marking through the sen and siz 

distinction and associated verbal agreement, and Korean integrates honorification 

more extensively across speech levels, verb morphology, particles, and address forms 

(Hong, 2013; Sohn, 1999; Tekmen, 2022). 

Table 2.1 Linguistic Resources for Respect in English, Turkish, and Korean 

Aspect English Turkish Korean 

Pragmatic Respect Strategies Present Present Present 
Honorific Nouns or Lexical Honorifics Present Present Present 
Formal vs. Informal Address Distinctions Absent Present Present 
Verb Endings Encoding Formality Absent Limited Present 
Honorific Verb Forms Absent Limited Present 
Obligatory Hierarchy Marking Absent Limited Present 
Dedicated Honorific Particles or Markers Absent Absent Present 

Note. “Present” indicates that a conventionalized linguistic resource is available; 

“Limited” indicates that the resource exists but is restricted in scope or is not generally 

obligatory; and “Absent” indicates the absence of a dedicated grammaticalized form. 

The comparison is synthesized from Hong (2013), Sohn (1999), and Tekmen (2022). 

When English becomes the medium of instruction, respect is not simply 

removed from interactions but redistributed. Though some local grammatical markers 

become unavailable, other forms such as titles, indirectness, apology, and silence may 

become more prominent. In some cases, participants may preserve local resources 

through hybrid means (Uyar & Yaman, 2024). EMI should therefore be approached 
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as a multilingual and relational space in which participants select, combine, and 

reinterpret different resources for portraying respect.   

2.8. Gaps in the Literature and Rationale for the Present Study 

While EMI has expanded rapidly across international higher education and 

considerable research has explored the ramifications of EMI implementation, 

language proficiency, learning outcomes, stakeholder perceptions, and policy 

adoption, comparatively fewer studies have examined how language use in the EMI 

context shapes traditional power relations, relational dynamics, and identity 

constructions between students and instructors. Macaro et al. (2018) found that EMI 

research was generally dominated by studies of teachers’ and student beliefs’ and 

noted an “almost total absence” of cross-institutional or cross-national comparison 

(pp. 64-65). They also noted a fragmented understanding of classroom interaction. The 

updated systematic review by Rose et al. (2026), which synthesized 196 empirical 

studies between 2016 and 2023, similarly noted that EMI research remains strongly 

concerned with language outcomes, content learning, and language-related challenges. 

These areas have established important knowledge about whether EMI programs 

function effectively and how students and professors experience English-medium 

education. However, they provide a less complete account of EMI as a social and 

relational environment in which authority, respect, participation, and interpersonal 

roles are continuously negotiated. Recent EMI scholarship has called for more 

interdisciplinary research that situates EMI within wider political, economic, social, 

and educational structures rather than treating it only as a language learning or 

instructional issue (Hultgren et al., 2025).  

Consequently, a central gap is relational and sociolinguistic rather than simply 

pedagogical. Though existing studies provide valuable evidence about whether 

students can sufficiently understand disciplinary content in English, develop 

proficiency, and overcome language difficulties, they do not fully explain what 

happens to the social relationship between the student and the professor. Student-

professor relationships are already characterized by unequal institutional roles: 

professors control important aspects of classroom organization and assessment, while 

students must determine when and how they can appropriately ask questions, express 

uncertainty, disagree, or seek assistance. In EMI, these interactions may become more 

complicated because participants are simultaneously managing disciplinary 



44 

knowledge, English proficiency, and culturally shaped expectations of hierarchy and 

politeness. The present study responds to this gap by treating the student-professor 

relationship itself as the central object of analysis rather than considering relational 

dynamics only as secondary consequences of language proficiency or instructional 

effectiveness. 

A related theoretical gap concerns the limited integration of broader cultural 

hierarchy with the interpersonal and linguistic organization of classroom interaction. 

Power Distance has frequently been used to describe general differences in 

educational authority, participation, and teacher-centeredness. However, PDI scores 

alone cannot explain how hierarchy is reproduced, softened, or reconfigured locally 

within student-professor relationships. Similarly, although research on face and 

politeness provides important explanations of embarrassment, deference, and 

communicative mitigation, these concepts have not been consistently integrated with 

Power Distance in EMI research. As a result, there remains insufficient understanding 

of how broad expectations of authority become visible through specific student-

professor interactional practices. The present study addresses this gap by combining 

Power Distance, Face Negotiation Theory, and Politeness Theory into an integrated 

framework that makes it possible to examine hierarchy as both a culturally informed 

institutional structure and an interactional process visible through participation rights, 

address forms, silence, correction, hedging, and other strategies for maintaining face 

and respect.   

The existing literature also contains unresolved gaps related to how academic 

respect is reconstructed when participants communicate through a language that 

provides different resources for marking hierarchy. Linguistic research shows that 

Turkish, Korean, and English differ considerably in their grammatical, lexical, and 

pragmatic resources for expressing formality, social distance, and deference (Hong, 

2013; Keshavarz, 2022; Shibatani, 2006). Turkish communicates respect through 

pronoun selection, verb morphology, titles, address terms, tone, and culturally 

meaningful forms such as hocam. Korean, on the other hand, contains an extensive 

honorific system through which speakers continuously orient to age, rank, and 

relational position. English relies more heavily on titles, modality, hedging, 

indirectness, and other pragmatic strategies. Although these linguistic differences are 

well documented, they have seldom been connected empirically to sustained student-

professor interaction in EMI classrooms. Describing honorific systems does not 
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explain how participants behave when familiar native resources become less available. 

Further research is therefore needed to explain whether English reduces, shifts, or 

reinforces visible hierarchy, respect, and authority within the relationship.  

This cross-linguistic gap is evident in the EMI literature of both Türkiye and 

South Korea. Turkish EMI research has produced important findings on policy 

development, student attitudes, translanguaging, instructional practices, and language-

related challenges (Kamaşak et al., 2021; Kırkgöz et al., 2023; Soruç & Griffiths, 

2018), yet limited attention has been given to how English interaction affects 

culturally recognizable practices of academic respect. Similarly, research in South 

Korean higher education has extensively examined EMI policy expansion, 

internationalization, program effectiveness, language proficiency, and the linguistic 

challenges experienced by students and professors (Bolton et al., 2023; Byun et al., 

2011; Piller & Cho, 2013). Nevertheless, less is known about how the contrast between 

Korean honorific practices and English-mediated communication affects the 

enactment of professor authority, student deference, and relational distance. In both 

contexts, the unresolved issue is how respect is redistributed across the linguistic, 

pragmatic, embodied, and relational resources available to participants. 

Face-related dimensions of EMI participation also require further 

investigation. Existing research has established that students’ willingness to 

communicate is influenced by language proficiency, anxiety, confidence, and 

relationships with instructors while research on classroom silence has shown that 

limited verbal participation may also reflect deference, fear of evaluation, and less 

visible forms of engagement (Feng, 2024; Liu & Jackson, 2008; Peng & Woodrow, 

2010). However, these concerns have seldom been examined together as forms of 

facework within EMI student-professor relationships. In particular, limited attention 

has been given to how students balance self-face, professor-oriented other-face, and 

mutual-face when interacting in the classroom setting. The present study addresses 

this gap by examining participation as situated face negotiation rather than interpreting 

speech as engagement and silence as disengagement by default. 

Classroom modality is another underexamined aspect to these relational 

practices. Studies have focused on how online environments can reduce spontaneous 

interaction while creating alternative channels of communication, as well as the 

importance of professor presence, warmth, openness, and deliberate interactional 

support in maintaining engagement (Ahn & Park, 2020; Lim et al., 2022). However, 
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to the best of the researcher’s knowledge, modality has rarely been incorporated into 

an integrated analysis of hierarchy, face, and politeness. It remains insufficiently 

understood how online and face-to-face environments provide different resources for 

displaying participation, managing public exposure, expressing deference, and 

responding to professor authority. The present study does not treat modality as an 

isolated variable, but it is examined as one contextual condition shaping how 

interactions are seen and managed within each setting.  

EMI identity research has demonstrated that teaching through English can 

influence professors’ professional self-perceptions, emotional experiences, and 

acceptance or resistance of an EMI teacher identity (Dafouz, 2018; Gronchi & 

Hopkyns, 2025), yet less attention has been given to how student and professor 

identities are constructed in relation to one another through classroom interaction. It 

remains unclear how students negotiate being competent English users, legitimate 

participants, and respectful students at the same time, or how professors balance 

identities as content experts, authority figures, and supportive instructors. The present 

study therefore uses identity negotiation and interactional positioning as supporting 

concepts to examine how these identities emerge through audience, language choice, 

participation, forms of address, and classroom modality. 

The empirical design of existing EMI research presents an additional gap in 

the literature. Rose et al. (2026) reported that 151 of the 196 studies in their review 

collected data only from students, whereas substantially fewer included both students 

and teachers. Identity-focused EMI research has also relied heavily on interviews and 

other forms of self-report, with fewer studies incorporating classroom recordings or 

observation (Gronchi & Hopkyns, 2025). Professor perspectives are equally important 

because they may interpret approachability, authority, language choice, and student 

silence differently from students. The present study responds to this through a mixed-

methods design combining student survey responses, interviews with both students 

and professors, and classroom observations. This combination enables broader 

patterns to be considered alongside participants’ interpretations and observed 

interactional practices. 

Finally, EMI studies are frequently conducted within a single institution or 

relatively homogeneous research setting. Macaro et al. (2018) identified the scarcity 

of cross-institutional and cross-national EMI research, but the need is not simply for 

more direct national comparisons. The Turkish and South Korean settings in the 
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present study differ across several dimensions such as modality, institution, discipline, 

course type, class size, and professor gender and characteristics. Therefore, the 

settings are not treated as matched cases. Instead, each setting is analyzed separately 

in relation to the same research questions, while their substantial contextual 

differences permit a maximum-variation interpretive logic. This approach allows the 

study to distinguish context-specific manifestations from relational patterns that recur 

despite variation. Recurring findings across heterogeneous settings cannot be treated 

as statistically generalizable, but they may provide theoretically meaningful evidence 

of processes that are not confined to one modality, institution, or national environment. 
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CHAPTER 3 

 

 

3. METHODOLOGY 

 

3.1. Research Design 

This study adopted a convergent mixed-methods design to examine how power 

distance, language use, and identity negotiation shape student-professor relationships 

in EMI classrooms of Türkiye and South Korea. A mixed-methods design utilizes the 

combination and integration of both quantitative and qualitative data within the study 

so that the strengths of both are drawn to more comprehensively examine the problem 

(Creswell, 2009; Johnson et al., 2007). The quantitative portion of the present study 

included a student survey while the qualitative portion was comprised of semi-

structured interviews with students and professors along with classroom observations 

of EMI classrooms. Both were conducted within the same overall phase of the research 

then analyzed through appropriate procedures of each data type, after which it was 

integrated into the interpretation of the findings.  

A convergent design, described in earlier mixed-methods terminology as 

“concurrent triangulation strategy” (Creswell, 2009), was selected because the study 

examines aspects that can be both measured through patterns and social interactions. 

The survey data is intended to identify broader tendencies in the participants’ 

perception of professor authority, identity, English use, hierarchical distance, and 

respect negotiation while interviews help explain how they interpret relationships, 

how respect and deference are enacted, or how students and professors negotiate their 

cultural, academic, and relational roles. Classroom observations also provide 

additional evidence of interactional practices such as participation, silence, turn-

taking, professor responses, and language choice. The combination of these forms of 

evidence for this study allows for broader patterns as well as contextual depth 

(Creswell, 2009).  
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After the data collection process, the quantitative and qualitative data were 

analyzed separately, after which the findings were integrated according to each 

research question (Fetters et al., 2013). Instead of presenting all quantitative data and 

the qualitative data as isolated sets of findings, the results were organized around each 

research question. Since relevant evidence was drawn from one or more appropriate 

data sources, not every data source was equally used to contribute to each research 

question. Quantitative data were used with the purpose of examining broader patterns 

or cross-context comparisons whenever relevant while interview and classroom 

observation data were used in greater proportion for questions regarding identity 

negotiation, relational positioning, classroom interaction, and the mediation of these 

processes in the EMI context.  

The mixed-methods design was further guided by Hofstede’s Cultural 

Dimensions Framework, particularly the dimension of power distance. This served as 

the overarching framework for examining expectations situated in each culture 

concerning authority and hierarchy (Hofstede et al., 2010). Face Negotiation Theory 

and Politeness Theory functioned as principal supporting frameworks for interpreting 

how students and professors claimed, resisted, accepted, or assigned cultural, 

academic, and relational identities through interactions (Brown & Levinson, 1987; 

Ting-Toomey, 2005). In total, these theoretical frameworks informed the 

interpretation of the study as the mixed-methods design instructed how the 

quantitative and qualitative evidence was collected, analyzed, and integrated.   

3.2. Research Site, Classroom, and Participants Contexts 

 This study was conducted in selected undergraduate EMI contexts in Türkiye 

and South Korea. This section provides only the context needed to understand the 

selection of the research sites and the interpretation of the data. The Turkish university 

selected was a public university, whereas the South Korean university was a private 

university. 

 The two sites were purposively selected for their relevance to the study rather 

than as representative examples of all universities or EMI classrooms in their 

respective countries. Instead, these sites represent distinct, established EMI 

environments where English was used to teach disciplinary content even though it was 

not the primary language of most local students. Both institutions provided access to 

undergraduate students, professors, and the classroom interactions. The study focused 
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on social science courses because these settings provided relevant opportunities to 

examine relational practices, classroom participation, and student-professor dynamics. 

However, the cases were not treated as matched or directly comparable. Variation in 

national context, institution, course characteristics, classroom modality, and 

participation composition was retained rather than controlled, allowing for each 

setting to be analyzed as a distinct EMI case.  

3.2.1. Classroom Contexts 

The Turkish component of the present study was conducted at Anatolia 

Technological University (ATU), a pseudonym for a public research university 

regarded as one of Türkiye’s most prestigious institutions; it is also internationally 

recognized for its strong emphasis on science, engineering, and social sciences. ATU 

is also a fully EMI institution. The focal site was the Department of Business 

Administration. Classroom observations were conducted in person in two different 

undergraduate courses taught by the participating professor: a large, required course 

held in an auditorium-style classroom and a smaller elective course held in a more 

compact classroom. The two classrooms differed in size, layout, student density, and 

interactional opportunities. Embodied gestures of student-professor interactions such 

as turn-taking, posture, eye contact, and management of the space were observable 

because it was in-person.  

As for the Korean component of the study, participants were from Seoul 

Central University (SCU), a pseudonym for a private research university listed as one 

of South Korea’s most prestigious universities. Unlike the Turkish context, the focal 

site was the Department of Economics taught online in which English was the medium 

of instruction. During the data collection period, the online setting allowed interaction 

through the microphone and chat box. Students’ cameras were always turned off due 

to prior misuse of educational footage in the Korean higher education system. The 

online format shaped the interactional environment because of limited access to bodily 

gestures, eye contact, posture, and seating behavior normally visible in a physical 

classroom setting. However, the chat box offered an additional channel through which 

students could communicate and interact with the professor without verbally speaking 

up. These conditions were unique to the Korean classroom context rather than a 

condition introduced by the researcher.  
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3.3. Participants and Sampling  

The study used a multistage, nonprobability sampling strategy for the 

convergent mixed-methods design (Creswell, 2009). The students were drawn from 

the naturally occurring university courses at each site, not a random pool of 

undergraduate students from the university. As informed by Teddlie and Yu (2007), 

different but related sampling procedures were used for the quantitative and qualitative 

components. The institutional sites and participating professors were purposively 

selected based on their relevance to the research questions and their ability to provide 

access to the EMI classrooms (Palinkas et al., 2015). The students who participated in 

the survey were recruited through convenience sampling with voluntary participation 

(Etikan et al., 2016) while students and professors selected for interviews were 

purposively selected because of their direct involvement and experience with the 

phenomenon under study (Palinkas et al., 2015). The use of these different sampling 

procedures for quantitative and qualitative data is appropriate because each sample 

serves a distinct function within the design of the study (Creswell, 2009; Teddlie & 

Yu, 2007).  

The study involved three main participant groups: students for survey 

participation, student interviewees, and professor interviewees. The total quantitative 

sample was comprised of 83 undergraduate students enrolled in EMI courses at the 

two participating institutions. 50 Turkish students studying at ATU and 33 South 

Korean students studying at SCU each enrolled in their respective focal classroom 

participated in the study. Five student interviewees who were part of the focal 

classroom of each respective country were interviewed. Each professor participant 

was a professor of the focal classrooms. The 10 participants from each country in the 

pilot administration of the survey were excluded from the main sample because their 

responses were only used to evaluate the clarity and contextual appropriateness of the 

survey items. 

Table 3.1 summarizes the participant groups and how they contributed to the 

present study. The numbers shown in the table represent the participation in each data 

source. The professor interviewees were the instructors of the focal classroom 

contexts.  
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Table 3.1 Overview of Participant Groups and Data Sources 

Participant Group Türkiye South Korea Total Data Contribution 
Survey Participants 

 
50 33 83 Quantitative survey data 

Student Interviewees 

 
5 5 10 Qualitative interview data 

Professor Interviewees 1 1 2 Qualitative interview data 

Pilot Study Participants 10 10 20 
Instrument piloting only;  

excluded from main 

analysis 

Note. Pilot study participants were separate from the main survey sample and were 

excluded from all subsequent analyses. Participant-group totals should not be 

combined to calculate the overall number of unique participants because some 

interview participants also participated in the survey. 

3.3.1. Student Survey Participants 

 All student participants had experience receiving university-level academic 

education through English. The survey sample was obtained through convenience 

sampling with voluntary response. The students were recruited from the accessible 

focal EMI courses in cooperation with the professor. They were recruited exclusively 

from the focal classrooms examined in the study and therefore represented the broader 

student populations from which the interview participants were subsequently selected. 

The Turkish participants were enrolled in Business Administration EMI courses 

delivered face-to-face, whereas South Korean participants attended an Economics 

course delivered online through Zoom. All participants provided informed consent 

before completing the survey or taking part in the interviews.   

Although international students were present in the EMI environments at both 

institutions, they were not included in the main data set. The reason for excluding 

international students from the primary data analysis was not because their 

experiences were irrelevant, but because their inclusion would shift the focus away 

from the comparison between Turkish and South Korean nationals.  

Table 3.2 summarizes the self-reported English proficiency of the survey 

participants. Overall, participants in both national groups reported moderate to high 

levels of English proficiency. In the Türkiye sample, 82.0% of participants identified 

as upper-intermediate, advanced, or near-native, compared with 66.7% of the South 

Korean participants. No South Korean participant reported near-native proficiency, 

while one-third reported intermediate proficiency. These distributions provide 
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relevant contextual information for interpreting participants’ experiences of 

communication and participation in EMI classrooms. 

Table 3.2 Self-Reported English Proficiency of Survey Participants 

Self-Reported Proficiency Türkiye, n (%) South Korea, n (%) 

Near Native 9 (18.0) 0 (0.0) 

Advanced 17 (34.0) 14 (42.4) 

Upper-Intermediate 15 (30.0) 8 (24.2) 

Intermediate 9 (18.0) 11 (33.3) 

Total 50 (100.0) 33 (100) 

Note. Values represent n (%). English proficiency levels were self-reported by 

participants. Türkiye, n = 50; South Korea, n = 33. 

3.3.2. Student Interview Participants 

The qualitative student sample consisted of ten undergraduate students, five 

from Türkiye and five from South Korea. The Turkish participants were Business 

Administration students at ATU and the South Korean participants had experience 

with EMI courses in Economics and Business Administration at SCU. These students 

were purposively selected because they were part of the focal classroom, had direct 

experience of EMI, and could provide detailed accounts of the focus of this study. 

Selection also sought a balanced representation of genders and prioritized students 

who had demonstrated engagement and participation during the classroom 

observations, as they were expected to provide rich and informative interview data. 

The demographic and educational backgrounds of the student interviewees are 

summarized in Table 3.3.  

Table 3.3 Profile of Student Interview Participants 

Pseudonym Country Gender Age Year of Study Field of Study 

Batuhan Türkiye Male 23 Third Business Administration 

Bekir Türkiye Male 22 Third Business Administration 

Damla Türkiye Female 22 Third Business Administration 

Hasan Türkiye Male 26 Third Business Administration 

Sevgi Türkiye Female 23 Fourth Business Administration 

Haeun S. Korea Female 25 Fourth Business Administration 

Hyunwoo S. Korea Male 28 Fourth Business Administration 
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Table 3.3 (continued) 

Pseudonym Country Gender Age Year of Study Field of Study 

Jiho S. Korea Male 25 Fourth Business Administration 

Minji S. Korea Female 22 Third Economics 

Soojin S. Korea Female 27 Fourth Economics 

Note. All participant names are pseudonyms. Ages and years of study reflect 

participants’ status at the time of data collection. 

3.3.3. Professor Participants 

 The two faculty members who participated in the study were professors 

representing each institution. They were purposively chosen for this study because 

they had both been teaching EMI courses in the undergraduate disciplinary context for 

more than 10 years and were in the field of Social Science. Their role was important 

in facilitating access to the students and class sites, whether face-to-face or through 

online means. Both professor participants provided informed consent before taking 

part in the interviews. 

Professor Nehir, a pseudonym for the Turkish female professor at ATU, is an 

instructor in the Department of Business Administration. At the time of study, she was 

50-59 years old and had approximately 35 years of teaching in EMI. Her academic 

background included extensive education through English, including graduate-level 

education in the United States. She had therefore had a well-established academic and 

professional history of education and teaching in English. Professor Nehir was the 

instructor for both of the courses in the classroom observations of this study.  

Professor Jimin, a pseudonym for the South Korean male professor at SCU, is 

an instructor in the Department of Economics. At the time of the study, he was 40-49 

years old with approximately 14 years of EMI teaching experience, having begun 

teaching in English in 2013. He also taught EMI courses in Türkiye as a visiting 

professor for more than five years. His cross-contextual academic background allowed 

him to describe experiences teaching in English in South Korean and Turkish higher 

education contexts. The focal South Korean course was his Economics course 

conducted through an online platform.   

 Neither professor was selected as statistically representative of all professors 

in their respective institutions or countries. They were selected because of their rich 

professional experience, classroom responsibilities, and willingness to participate in 
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the study. Differences in the professors’ disciplinary backgrounds, institutional 

contexts, teaching experience, and linguistic backgrounds were treated as contextual 

characteristics of the two cases rather than as variables for direct comparison. Their 

general profiles are summarized in Table 3.4.  

Table 3.4 Profile of Professor Participants 

Characteristic Professor Jimin Professor Nehir 

Country South Korea Türkiye 

Gender Male Female 

Age range 40-49 50-59 

Academic field Economics Business Administration 

Field of study Business Administration Business Administration 

EMI teaching experience 14 years 35 years 

Note. Professor names are pseudonyms. Age ranges and EMI teaching experience 

reflect participants’ self-reported information at the time of data collection; teaching-

experience figures are approximate. EMI = English-medium instruction. 

3.4. Data Collection Instruments 

3.4.1. Likert-Type Item Student Survey 

In order to examine broader patterns in student perception of classroom 

hierarchy, interactions in English, identity and respect, and student-professor 

relationships, a 25 Likert-type item survey was constructed for the study. Each 

statement was rated on a five-point scale from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly 

agree). The survey was developed for the present study because no single existing 

instrument adequately addressed the intersecting dimensions of power distance, 

student-professor relationships, identity positioning, and the effects of English on 

influencing relational hierarchy in the Turkish and South Korean EMI contexts.  

The 25 items of the instrument were both adapted from previous validated 

psychometric scales and constructed through theory-driven ideas specific to this study. 

Items and constructs were adapted from the Yoo et al.’s (2011) Power Distance 

subscale of the Cultural Values Scale (CVSCALE); Horwitz et al.’s (1986) Foreign 

Language Classroom Anxiety Scale (FLCAS); and Ryan and Wilson’s (2014) 

Professor-Student Rapport Scale (PSRS). Additional theory-based items were 

constructed by the researcher to address aspects of EMI interaction that were not 

sufficiently represented in these scales.  
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From the three original scales, individual items relevant to the research 

questions were chosen, recontextualized, and combined with additional researcher-

developed items. Since item modification may change what an instrument measures, 

the internal consistency was independently evaluated using data from the main study 

as described in Section 3.6.1 (Boateng et al., 2018).   

3.4.1.1. Source Instruments Selection 

The first source was the Power Distance Subscale of Cultural Values Scale, 

developed by Yoo et al. (2011) as a way to measure Hofstede’s five cultural 

dimensions at the individual level rather than the national level. The complete scale 

consists of 26 items measuring Hofstede’s cultural dimensions some items reflecting 

hierarchical acceptance, deference to authority, and centralized decision-making 

found in the power distance subsection of the CVSCALE were adapted for the study’s 

survey instrument. For example, “My professor has full control over what happens in 

class” closely aligns with the CVSCALE’s items on hierarchical expectations. Some 

items in the original scale expressed in general terms like “people in higher positions” 

and “people in lower positions (Yoo et al., 2011),” which were recontextualized as 

“professors” and “students.” 

 The second source, FLCAS, is a 33-item scale developed by Horwitz et al. 

(1986) used to measure the type of anxiety experienced in foreign language education 

settings. The dimensions of speaking-confidence and communication-apprehension 

were relevant to the study, so those items were selected and recontextualized to 

examine the students’ level of comfort when interacting with the professor in English 

(Horwitz et al., 1986).   

 The third source, called the PSRS-B, was developed by Ryan and Wilson 

(2010) and used to measure the perceptions of rapport, classroom engagement, and 

approachability between the professor and student. One example from the survey, “My 

professor encourages questions, comments, and discussion from the students” was 

closely adapted from the original scale item, “My professor encourages questions and 

comments from students” (Ryan & Wilson, 2010, p. 248). Other relational items in 

the study’s survey were informed more generally by the original scale’s 

conceptualization of rapport.  
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3.4.1.2. Item Adaptation and Contextualization 

 The items in the study’s survey scale were adapted in several ways. First, 

adaptations to the context of the present study were made without changing the central 

meaning of the original item. For example, the CVSCALE statement, “People in 

higher positions should make most decisions without consulting people in lower 

positions” (Yoo et al., 2011, p. 17) was reframed as “My professor has full control 

over what happens in class.” Similarly, the CVSCALE item stating, “People in lower 

positions should not disagree with decisions by people in higher positions” (Yoo et 

al., 2011, p. 17) was adapted to be, “In class, students are expected to accept the 

professor’s opinions without challenge.” These changes adapted the status position 

with the student-professor relationship to be more suitable for this study.   

 Another adaptation that was utilized was construct-based. This method drew 

on the underlying concept of an item in the original scale, but made more extensive 

changes to the wording or the scope. For example, items in FLCAS like “I feel 

confident when I speak in foreign language class” and “I feel very self-conscious about 

speaking the foreign language in front of other students” (Horwitz et al., 1986) 

informed statements in the study such as, “I feel comfortable asking my professor 

questions in English” and “I feel more comfortable listening than speaking in class.” 

These items retained the underlying concepts of confidence and apprehension but 

focused more on participation in a hierarchical professor-student interaction.  

 Lastly, some items were theory-driven and developed by the researcher 

because no suitable item existed in the source instruments. These items addressed 

topics of perceived formality of English, its effect on hierarchical distance, 

uncertainties and difficulties expressing respect without L1 resources and identity-

related changes when speaking English. These were necessary items included in the 

study’s survey because they helped examine specific aspects of the study like how a 

change in the medium of instruction might bridge, reinforce, or reshape hierarchy 

within student-professor interactions, or how different linguistic resources may 

influence politeness or identity negotiation. Some examples of these newly developed 

items to address this empirical gap are:  

Statement 17: Because English does not have clear language grammar for showing 

respect, it is difficult to express respect.  

Statement 19: Sometimes using English creates confusion about what is polite or 

impolite. 
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Table 3.5 summarizes the relationship between the established measures and 

the items in the administered survey. The survey numbers shown are the numbers used 

for the online version of the survey.  

Table 3.5 Established Instruments Informing the Survey 

Source 

Instrument 

Administered Items 

Informed 
Nature of Adaptation 

CVSCALE - 

Power Distance  

Q1, Q5, Q9, Q17, 

Q24 

Higher/lower status relationships 

recontextualized as professor-student 

relationships 

 

FLCAS Q2, Q4, Q13, Q16; 

partially Q8 and Q24 

Classroom speaking was adapted to asking 

questions, participating, and communicating 

with a professor in English 

 

PSRS Q21, partially on Q8, 

Q12, and Q16 

 

Q21 closely adapted; remaining were 

informed by rapport construct 

Theoretical 

Framework and 

Literature 

Q3, Q6, Q7, Q10, 

Q11, Q14, Q15, Q18, 

Q19, Q20, Q22, Q23, 

and Q25 

New items developed specifically for the 

sociolinguistic and relational focus of the 

study 

Note. Q = survey item number; CVSCALE = Individual Cultural Values Scale; 

FLCAS = Foreign Language Classroom Anxiety Scale; PSRS = Professor–Student 

Rapport Scale. “Partially informed” indicates that an item drew conceptually on the 

source instrument but was not directly adapted from its original wording. Items listed 

under “Theoretical Framework and Literature” were developed specifically for the 

present study rather than adapted from an established instrument. 

 A substantial proportion of the survey was developed specifically for the 

present study because the three source instruments measured related constructs but did 

not directly capture the study’s main sociolinguistic question about how the use of 

English mediates relational hierarchy between students and professors in the EMI 

context. The theory-driven items were not intended to reproduce an already existent 

scale but to construct items from the theoretical framework and literature review. 

These theories include power distance, identity and positioning, face and rapport 

management, politeness practices, and the effects of the use of the grammatically 

limited English language.  

For example, the study’s survey items number 3, 7, 11, 14, and 25 examined 

how students perceived English as reducing formality, changing the classroom 

atmosphere to be more egalitarian, or shaping the relationship between student and 

professor. The items did not assume that English automatically reduces hierarchy but 
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asked participants to evaluate and interpret the effects of using English through their 

own experience. Other items numbered 6, 10, 20, and 22 specifically addressed 

identity and role negotiation concepts, focusing on how students experienced 

themselves when speaking English. Items numbered 15, 18, 19, and 23 addressed 

perceived respect and politeness by targeting difficulty in expressing respect through 

English, uncertainty about English politeness, preference for L1 for expression, and 

intentional attempts for sounding polite. These types of items were constructed to 

investigate how students negotiate respect within the linguistic system of English. 

Since these items were developed by the researcher for this study, they were treated 

cautiously and internal consistency and usefulness were evaluated separately during 

the quantitative analysis process.  

3.4.1.3. Thematic Domains for Organizing the Instrument 

 During the development of the 25-item instrument, each item was organized 

into four thematic conceptual domains that served as a basis to ensure the survey 

represented the major research concerns. Following the data collection, analysis of the 

internal consistency revealed that the items were more appropriately represented by 

five narrower measures. These revised scales did not change the survey that the 

participants completed, but were just newly devised domains applied later.  

3.4.1.4. Survey Format and Scoring 

 The 25 statements were administered using a five-point Likert-type response 

format: 1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Neutral, 4 = Agree, and 5 = Strongly 

agree. The items were scattered throughout the survey rather than grouped together 

according to certain concepts to limit the possibility that participants may 

mechanically answer the items. Statement 21 was oppositely keyed relative to the 

authority-oriented items and statement 19 was oppositely keyed relative to items 

proposing English as reducing hierarchy.  

In addition to the Likert-type items, each participant reported their self-

assessed English proficiency. This is because the two research sites employ different 

systems for determining EMI readiness. In South Korea, students generally present 

internationally recognized test scores such as TOEFL, IELTS, or TOEIC, while 

students in Türkiye typically pass a proficiency exam offered by the university or 

complete a one-year English Preparatory program aligned with CEFR standards 
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(typically at the C1 or C2 level) before officially entering their academic coursework 

in English. Despite these differing assessment systems, both institutions require 

students to demonstrate a sufficient level of academic English proficiency showing 

they can succeed in an English-only academic environment, thereby minimizing major 

discrepancies between the two groups and allowing for reasonable comparisons.  

The proficiency categories were: Beginner, Intermediate, Upper-Intermediate, 

Advanced, and Near-native with a short description of its definition. This allowed all 

participants to report their perceived academic English level regardless of whether or 

not they had taken a standardized test. An additional item provided space for students 

with standardized testing scores to report the type of exam and their score, providing 

additional specificity where applicable.  

3.4.1.5. Pilot Testing and Item Refinement 

Before administering the full survey, the survey was piloted with ten students 

from each country context for a total of 20 students. The pilot students were those 

taught by the same professors but not included in the final survey sample. The pilot 

was used to evaluate whether the survey items were understandable, context-

appropriate, and reliable before full-scale data collection (van Teijlingen & Hundley, 

2001; Dörnyei & Taguchi, 2010).  

Pilot participants were invited to identify unclear or ambiguous wording of the 

survey. One Turkish participant reported difficulty interpreting an earlier version of 

Q10, “I try to adapt my speaking style in English to match my professor’s way of 

speaking.” She was uncertain whether “matching” referred to imitation of the 

professor’s language or adjusting speech in order to convey respect. Because the 

intention of the statement was related to respect-oriented presentation, the item was 

revised to, “I adjust the way I speak in English to sound respectful to my professor,” 

thereby narrowing the statement to one identifiable purpose and aligning it better with 

the study’s focus on respect negotiation.  

3.4.2. Semi-Structured Interview Guides  

Two semi-structured interview guides were developed for the qualitative 

component of the study, one for the student participants and one for the professor 

participants. Semi-structured interviews were chosen because they provide sufficient 

consistency for investigating common topics across different contexts while still 
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allowing the interviewer to ask for clarification, elaboration, and specific examples. 

In this structure, a core set of questions guides the interview while follow-up questions 

allow participants to explain their experiences and interpretations in greater detail 

(Kallio et al., 2016).  

 The interview guides focused on the topics addressed by the research questions 

in order for more detailed accounts of student-professor relationships in EMI 

classrooms to be evaluated. The questions were informed by the study’s three 

theoretical frameworks of Power Distance, Face Negotiation Theory, and Politeness 

Theory. At first, the guide started with introductory questions about the participant’s 

academic background, age, year of study, and prior experience with EMI. Then 

according to the theoretical framework, the interview examined students’ perceptions 

of relational hierarchy, identity negotiation, classroom participation, and the role of 

English in shaping student-professor relationships while it also addressed questions of 

politeness, language choice, face-related concerns. Some questions investigated the 

difference between online and in-person interactions. Some students who had 

experience abroad, including the United States, were also asked questions comparing 

their classroom experiences across those settings. 

Like the quantitative survey, the interview questions did not assume that 

English either reduced or reinforced hierarchy and instead invited participants to 

describe how the use of English appeared to reduce, strengthen, or reshape relational 

distance. The student guide focused on examining their perceptions and interactional 

choices while the professor guide focused on the enactment of authority, professional 

identity, language choice, and managing student participation. This structure allowed 

for better comparisons between how relationships were perceived by students and how 

they were managed by professors.  

Similar to the student interview guide, the professor interview guide first began 

with introductory questions about the professor’s academic background, years of 

teaching in EMI courses, and other general information relevant to the study. 

Questions focused on how professors understood and enacted academic authority, 

communicated respect, encouraged participation, and managed language choice in the 

EMI classrooms. Other questions explored the professor’s professional identity, 

perceptions of English’s effect on relational distance, and the influence of classroom 

modality. Using approximately parallel domains across student and professor guides 
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made it possible to compare how student-professor relationships were perceived by 

students and how they were interpreted by professors.  

3.4.3. Classroom Observation Protocol 

A semi-structured classroom observation protocol was developed to document 

interactions between students and professors in each EMI classroom context. These 

observations intended to supplement the self-reported experiences of the interview 

data by providing evidence of how participation, authority, language choice, and 

relational positioning were enacted through verbal and non-verbal interactions in real 

time. The protocol utilized predetermined observational categories with open space to 

flexibly record time-stamps and context-specific events (Cohen et al., 2018; Creswell 

& Poth, 2018), each adapted to their respective settings.  

 The observation protocol was informed by validated classroom discourse 

research emphasizing turn allocation, initiation of interactions, response patterns, wait 

time, and feedback (Seedhouse, 2004; Walsh, 2011). It was developed in alignment 

with the research questions and the specific features of the two EMI settings. 

Considering the modalities of the Turkish and Korean contexts, a common set of 

interactional categories was developed while modality-specific sections were created 

for each setting. Also, the observation protocol was informed by the theoretical 

framework employed in the study, which helped guide attention to displays of 

authority and deference, face-threatening and face-supportive interactions, and 

mitigation and indirectness.  

 For both settings, the focus of the observation was interactional practices 

related to student-professor relationships and classroom dynamics. Generally, 

common categories included who initiated the interaction, turn-taking, frequency and 

length of student contributions, correction and repair practices, feedback, and 

translanguaging practices. Other aspects included forms of address, politeness, 

hedging, and humor.   

 The face-to-face modality of the Turkish classroom observations allowed for 

seating location, body orientation, posture, professor movement, and use of the 

classroom space. These behaviors were recorded descriptively. The observations for 

the South Korean online classes used a similar observation scheme in which gestures 

related to physical movement or visible features were removed. The South Korean 

protocol was also adapted to the structure of online interactions, documenting 
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participation through the microphone, chat box, or other platform functions. Other 

aspects of the observation protocol included how the professor utilized the chat box 

for responses, delays in responses, and how different aspects of the online platform 

enabled or restricted participation. Research on online classrooms shows that online 

platforms provide several modes of interaction and that written chat can function as a 

significant channel of communication (Oittinen, 2023). 

 Because students’ cameras were off in the South Korean classes, the online 

protocol did not assess student posture, gaze, facial expressions, or other bodily 

gestures. For moments of silence, the researcher recorded the duration of the pause, 

the professor’s response, and the interaction before and after it. Moments of silence 

were not automatically treated as anxiety, respect, or disengagement.  

 During the classroom observations for both contexts, real-time interactions 

were recorded as a log along with a separate field-notes section. The times of notable 

moments were written down along with the initiator, interaction type, language used, 

and other significant features in a table form. The field notes were organized into two 

distinct sections, descriptive and analytic in order to reduce the risk of initial 

assumptions presented as direct observations (Creswell & Poth, 2018). Descriptive 

notes documented interactions in their natural settings along with the classroom 

context, participants’ actions, language choice, and sequences. Analytic memos were 

written separately to record initial interpretations, patterns, and possible connections 

to the research questions.  

3.4.4. Alignment of Instruments with the Research Questions  

The four data sets contributed to the research questions in complementary 

ways. The student survey was used to primarily identity broader patterns in students’ 

perceptions of authority, participation, interactional comfort, effects of English on 

hierarchy, and the negotiation of politeness and respect. The student and professor 

interviews provided primary interpretive evidence for how the participants 

experienced power, language use, identity, and relational roles within their respective 

EMI settings. Classroom observations supplemented these accounts by documenting 

how such interpretations were enacted through actions like participation, turn-taking, 

silence, language choice, and other interactional practices. Although the data sets 

informed the integrated interpretations of the findings, they contributed different 

amounts across the research questions. Research Question 3, which addresses the 
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negotiation of cultural and academic identities of the participants, was addressed 

primarily through the interview data because these concepts were not operationalized 

as a separate quantitative survey construct.  

For Research Questions 1-3, the evidence from Türkiye and South Korea was 

first analyzed separately in relation to each classroom setting. Research Question 4 

was then addressed through a broader interpretive synthesis of the interview and 

observational data. Because nationality, institution, course, professor, and classroom 

modality differed simultaneously across the two settings, the quantitative data were 

used only as supporting evidence for Research Question 4 rather than as a basis for 

attributing differences exclusively to modality. Because nationality, institution, 

course, professor, and classroom modality differed simultaneously across the two 

settings, the quantitative data were not used to answer Research Question 4, as the 

survey was not designed to isolate the effects of classroom modality from these other 

contextual differences. 

Table 3.6 Alignment of the Data Sets with the Research Questions 

RQ 
Student 

survey 

Student 

interviews 

Professor 

interviews 

Classroom 

observations 

1 Primary Primary Primary Primary 

2 Primary Primary Primary Primary 

3 Supporting Primary Primary Supporting 

4 — Primary Primary Primary 

Note. Primary indicates that the data set provided direct evidence used to answer the 

research question. Supporting indicates that the data set was used to contextualize, 

corroborate, or elaborate evidence obtained primarily through the other instruments. 

The Turkish and South Korean data were analyzed within their respective settings 

before broader cross-context patterns were interpreted. An em dash (—) indicates that 

the data set was not used directly to answer the research question.  

3.5. Data Collection Procedure 

Data were collected through the online student survey, semi-structured 

interviews with students and professors, and classroom observations in Türkiye and 

South Korea. The procedures were designed to obtain complementary evidence related 

to students’ perceptions, accounts of EMI relationships, and observed classroom 

interactions.  

Data collection was completed within one general phase of the convergent 

mixed-methods study. For practical purposes, the online survey was administered first, 
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followed by student and professor interviews and classroom observations. Despite this 

sequence, the quantitative and qualitative data sets were treated as complementary 

sources, and analyzed separately before subsequent integration (Creswell, 2013). 

3.5.1. Access, Participant Recruitment, and Informed Consent 

Access to the research sites was obtained through the participating professors. 

Students were invited to participate in the online surveys through announcements and 

direct communication with the researcher. Participation was voluntary and was not 

connected to students’ grades or academic standing.  

Digital consent was obtained at the beginning of the online survey. For both 

contexts, separate consent forms were obtained from each observation participant as 

well as interviewees, including the permission to audio record. Participants were 

informed of the study’s purpose and their right to withdraw at any point. Pseudonyms 

were used in the reporting of the interview findings to protect confidentiality. These 

procedures followed established ethical principles (British Educational Research 

Association, 2024).  

3.5.2. Survey Administration 

The final 25 Likert-type item survey was administered through Google Forms. 

Participants from both Türkiye and South Korea were able to complete the survey in 

a consistent and accessible format. The survey was given in English because it was 

the shared instructional language of the participating groups. The survey included 

demographic and academic-background questions, self-reported English-proficiency 

information, and the 25 five-point Likert-type items. 

No directly identifying information was collected through the survey. 50 

students studying in Türkiye and 33 students studying in South Korea responded, for 

a total of 83 valid responses. The responses were transferred to SPSS 27 for 

quantitative analysis.  

3.5.3. Interview Procedures 

Five students selected from each national context for a total of ten students 

participated in individual semi-structured interviews. Following the interview guide, 

the interview format allowed for the researcher to ask follow-up questions in order to 

understand experiences and examples in more detail. Where relevant, specific 
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incidents documented during the classroom observations were raised during the 

interviews so that students could explain how they interpreted those interactions and 

provide additional contextual detail. The interviews were conducted in English. 

Interviews in Türkiye were conducted in person while interviews with South Korean 

students were conducted online through Zoom. Each interview lasted approximately 

55 to 75 minutes. The participants gave consent for audio-recording, which was later 

used to transcribe the interview verbatim for analysis. 

One professor from each research context participated in an individual semi-

structured interview. Both professors were interviewed in-person in Türkiye. Specific 

classroom incidents documented during the observations were also discussed with the 

professors when relevant, allowing them to explain their interpretations of the 

interactions. The interviews were conducted in English, lasting approximately 70 

minutes each. The professors gave consent to audio-recording the interviews, which 

were transcribed verbatim for analysis.  

3.5.4. Classroom Observation Procedures 

All classroom observations were conducted as non-participant observations, 

focusing on interactional practices relevant to the research questions. Observations 

documented classroom behavior and interaction directly, rather than relying solely on 

interview accounts.  

At the Turkish site of ATU, approximately 10 hours of in-person observation 

were conducted across two undergraduate EMI courses taught by the same 

participating professor. Approximately five hours of classroom observations were 

conducted in the large, required course taught in an auditorium-style setting, while 

approximately five hours of classroom observations were conducted for the smaller, 

elective course. These two classroom contexts provided contrasting observation sites 

in terms of class size, layout, seating arrangement, and opportunities for interaction. 

A range of 74 to 83 students attended the observed session. The classroom had an 

estimated capacity of approximately 280 people. The professor used a wireless 

microphone to project her voice through speakers attached in various locations of the 

lecture hall. The researcher used the Hollyland Lark M2 Microphone to audio-record. 

One microphone was attached directly to the professor while another microphone was 

stationed at the center of the auditorium pointed towards the students to capture 
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classroom interaction. The researcher sat towards the side-back of the classroom and 

recorded structured field notes.  

The smaller elective course was conducted in a conventional classroom 

arranged in a U-shaped seating arrangement with rows that extended backwards, 

allowing for relatively close interaction between the professor and students. A range 

of six to nine students attended the observed sessions. The classroom capacity was 

approximately 21 people. With the consent of the professor and participating students, 

the sessions were audio-recorded using the Hollyland Lark M2 Microphone with one 

microphone attached directly to the professor and the other stationed at the teacher 

desk pointed towards the students to capture whole-class interactions. The researcher 

sat in the back row of the classroom and recorded field notes. 

Figure 3.1 presents the classroom layout of the large, required course 

observation site while Figure 3.2 presents the classroom layout of the smaller elective 

course observation site.  

 
Figure 3.1 Classroom Layout of the Turkish Compulsory Course Observation Site 

Note. The room contains nine seating rows with an estimated capacity of 

approximately 280 students. The instructor area includes a podium with the professor 

desk pushed to the side, projection screen, and chalkboard. Two entrances are located 

at the front sides of the classroom. 
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Figure 3.2 Classroom Layout of the Turkish Elective Course Observation Site 

Note. The room contains five semicircular seating rows with a capacity of 

approximately 21 students. The instructor area includes a podium, instructor table, 

projection screen, and chalkboard. Two entrances are located at the front sides of the 

classroom. 

At the South Korean site, approximately nine total hours of online observations 

were conducted through Zoom, including two full class sessions and two office-hour 

sessions. Because students kept their cameras turned off in accordance with privacy 

norms in South Korea, the observations focused on microphone-based exchanges, chat 

box responses, response timing, and other observable features of the online platform. 

No video or screen recordings were made and the sessions were documented through 

structured observation notes. With informed consent, voice recordings through the 

Hollyland Lark M2 were taken during the duration of the observations.  

3.5.5. Data Management and Confidentiality 

All survey files, interview and classroom observation recordings, transcripts, 

and observation notes were stored in a password-protected folder accessible only to 

the researcher. Personally identifying information was removed from the analytical 

materials and pseudonyms were used in transcripts, coding files, tables, and the 

reporting of findings. Quotations were reviewed to remove names or details that could 

reveal their identities. The data will be retained and securely destroyed in accordance 



69 

with the conditions of ethical approval and the established principles of confidentiality 

(BERA, 2024).  

3.6. Data Analysis 

 The data analysis procedures of analyzing the quantitative and qualitative data 

sets separately and then integrating them during the interpretation are consistent with 

the convergent mixed-methods design adopted in the study (Creswell, 2013). The 

quantitative analysis helped identify broader patterns in students’ perceptions of 

hierarchy, interaction, respect, and politeness in EMI while the qualitative analysis 

examined how the patterns were experienced and negotiated in the classroom context.  

 The contribution of the data set depended on the focus of the research question 

as seen in Table 3.6. Although the patterns found in the survey data were useful for 

questions concerning the general differences in perspective between Turkish and 

Korean participant groups, interviews and classroom observations provided more 

detailed evidence concerning language practices, identity positioning, relational roles, 

and face concerns. Integration occurred through the comparison of the data sets, 

allowing for the identification of convergent, divergent, and complementary areas 

(Fetters et al., 2013).   

3.6.1. Quantitative Data Analysis 

The results of the 25-item Likert-scale were analyzed using IBM SPSS 27 

Statistics. The final data set consisted of 83 student responses, including 50 

participants from Türkiye and 33 participants from South Korea. Before survey 

responses were exported from Google Forms, the data set was screened for incomplete 

responses, coding errors, and inconsistencies in the data entry.  

All quantitative analyses were conducted separately for the Turkish face-to-

face EMI context and the South Korean online EMI context. The two samples were 

not treated as directly comparable national groups because the settings differed 

simultaneously in institution, academic discipline, course structure, classroom 

modality, professor characteristics, and participant composition. The quantitative 

findings were therefore used to describe patterns within each participating context 

rather than to identify country effects. Accordingly, pooled means, pooled 

correlations, and inferential comparisons between the two samples were not used as 

the primary basis for interpreting the findings. 
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Descriptive statistics were first calculated separately for the 25 survey items in 

each context. For every item, the mean, standard deviation, observed minimum and 

maximum, skewness, and kurtosis were examined. The means and standard deviations 

were used to identify the items receiving the strongest and weakest levels of agreement 

within each sample, while skewness and kurtosis were reviewed to assess the 

distribution of responses and identify possible ceiling or floor effects. The Turkish and 

South Korean descriptive results were reported in separate tables so that each sample 

could be interpreted in relation to its own classroom, institutional, linguistic, and 

modality-related conditions. 

Composite-scale descriptives were also examined separately for the four 

retained survey dimensions: English-Mediated Egalitarian Classroom Climate, 

English-Mediated Interaction Comfort, Respect Negotiation in English, and English 

Politeness Ambiguity. These context-specific scale scores were used in the subsequent 

reliability and Pearson correlation analyses. Items that were not retained within a 

reliable composite scale remained available for individual descriptive interpretation 

when they directly addressed the research questions. 

3.6.2. Qualitative Data Analysis 

The student interviews, professor interviews, and classroom observation data 

were analyzed through reflexive thematic analysis with a hybrid deductive-inductive 

orientation following the general six-phase process developed by Braun and Clarke 

(2006). Thematic analysis was used because it provides a flexible procedure for 

identifying, organizing, and interpreting patterns across qualitative data sets. It was 

appropriate for the present study because the analysis required attention both to 

context-specific patterns within each classroom setting and to broader patterns 

recurring across different participant roles, national contexts, and classroom 

modalities. 

3.6.2.1. Data Preparation and Transcription 

The following presents the phases of the thematic analysis utilized for the 

study, but it is important to note that the researcher moved repeatedly between 

transcripts, codes, themes, observational evidence, and research questions as 

interpretations were refined in the process (Braun & Clarke, 2021).  
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Phase 1 involved becoming closely familiar with the qualitative data set. The 

transcribed interview recordings were checked against the recordings to ensure 

accuracy. After reading the student and professor transcripts multiple times and 

reviewing the classroom observation notes for both national contexts, initial 

annotation and analytic memos related to repeated expressions, classroom practices, 

and possible relationships between language, authority, and identity were recorded. 

The student interviews, professor interviews, and observation data sets were separately 

reviewed so that distinct characteristics were preserved.  

 Phase 2 involved generating systematic codes through the relevant segments 

of the transcripts and observation notes. Separate working codebooks were maintained 

for student interviews, professor interviews, and the classroom observations because 

they differed in perspectives. Common higher-order concepts were used across data 

sets when they appeared. Deductive codes that reflected the main concepts from the 

theoretical framework and research questions were used first, while inductive codes 

were then added, revised, edited, or combined as new patterns emerged from the data. 

The generated codes included both explicit and interpretive meanings.  

 Phase 3 involved generating themes from the initial codes. This step focused 

on broader patterns and shared meaning. For example, codes related to hesitation, fear 

of appearing disrespectful, or reluctance to disagree with the professor could be 

categorized under the broader theme of participation management under authority. 

Further comparisons were made between the two countries’ contexts, as well as online 

versus in-person modalities.   

Phase 4 involved reviewing and developing themes. Once candidate themes 

were produced, each theme was examined to see if it was internally coherent, 

adequately supported, and relevant to the research questions. Themes that were too 

broad were separated while the themes that were too similar were combined or 

reorganized. Particular attention was given to evidence that contradicted the dominant 

pattern. One example includes the evidence that English reduced visible hierarchy 

alongside other accounts that English increased anxiety and ambiguity. Classroom 

observation records were used to see if self-reported perceptions were visible in class 

physical interactions, though internal motivations may have remained unclear.  

Phase 5 involved defining, organizing, and naming the specific themes. Each 

theme was defined in relation to power, language, identity, or student-professor 

relationships. These themes were also associated with specific research questions to 
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ensure that the thematic analysis remained focused. It was found that one theme could 

contribute to multiple research questions when it demonstrated certain relationships 

between the questions.  

Lastly, Phase 6 involved preparing the written analysis and selecting pieces of 

data that explicitly illustrated the organized themes. Interview quotations were 

interpreted in relation to the general participant account while observational examples 

were included when they contributed in some way to the interview finding.  The final 

account included evidence from all three qualitative data sets, maintaining distinctions 

between the two contexts whenever necessary. In accordance with Braun and Clarke’s 

(2021) thematic analysis approach, themes were understood as the researcher’s 

interpretations and not as objective categories that emerged automatically from the 

transcripts.  

3.6.2.2. Application of the Theoretical Frameworks to Coding 

Based on the research questions and the study’s three theoretical principal 

frameworks – Power Distance, Face Negotiation Theory, and Politeness Theory – the 

qualitative analysis initially employed theoretically informed deductive coding. Power 

Distance directed attention to the distribution and enactment of authority, expectations 

of deference, participation rights, relational distance, and participants’ willingness to 

challenge, disagree, or question the professors. Face Negotiation Theory sensitized the 

analysis to concerns involving self-face, other-face, and mutual face. Especially in 

interactions involving participation, disagreement, correction, and evaluation, and the 

risk of appearing incompetent or disrespectful, Face Negotiation Theory provided a 

foundation for understanding these moments. Politeness Theory guided attention to 

the linguistic and interactional resources through which respect and relational 

positioning were communicated in each specific context, including indirectness, 

mitigation, address forms, hedging, humor, and tone.   

These theoretical concepts functioned as sensitizing lenses rather than fixed 

coding categories or predetermined themes. In the interview data, they guided the 

interpretation of participants’ reported experiences, perceptions, and interpretations of 

classroom interactions. For the classroom observations, this theoretical framework 

supported the analysis of how authority, face concerns, and politeness were enacted 

through visible practices. Alongside the deductive process, inductive coding was used 

to identify meanings, expressions, and patterns that were not comprehensively 
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represented by the initial theoretical concepts, which allowed the analysis to remain 

open and responsive to unexpected findings. Table 3.7 summarizes the application of 

the theoretical frameworks to each qualitative data set.  

Table 3.7 Application of the Theoretical Frameworks to the Qualitative Data 

Theoretical 

Framework 

Main Analytical 

Focus 

Application to 

Interviews 

Application to 

Classroom Observations 

Power 

Distance 

Authority, 

hierarchy, 

deference, 

participation 

Accounts of professor 

approachability, 

questioning, 

disagreement, and 

expected roles 

 

Turn control, student 

initiation, silence, 

questioning, and 

responses to challenges 

Face 

Negotiation 

Theory 

Self-face, other-

face, mutual face, 

facework 

Concerns about 

appearing incompetent, 

arrogant, or 

disrespectful 

 

Hesitation, avoidance, 

apology, repair, indirect 

disagreement, and face-

supportive responses 

 

Politeness 

Theory 

Respect, 

indirectness, 

mitigation, 

address practices 

Perceptions of 

appropriate wording, 

formality, address terms, 

and politeness in 

English 

Address forms, hedging, 

indirect requests, 

gratitude, apologies, 

humor, tone, and language 

choice 

 

Note. The frameworks served as complementary sensitizing lenses rather than as fixed 

or mutually exclusive coding categories. The examples listed in the table are 

illustrative rather than comprehensive. 

3.6.2.3. Qualitative Trustworthiness, Positionality, and Reflexivity 

 The trustworthiness of the qualitative findings was considered through Lincoln 

and Guba’s (1985, as cited in Creswell, 2013) credibility, transferability, 

dependability, and confirmability, which were applied in a way consistent with 

reflexive thematic analysis. The sustained engagement between the researcher, 

research questions, data, and theoretical framework meant that the quality of the 

qualitative findings was not equated with the elimination of researcher subjectivity, as 

argued by Braun and Clarke (2006, 2021).  

  Credibility was supported through the use of multiple qualitative sources such 

as interviews with students and professors, as well as EMI classroom observations. 

The evidence from these sources was compared across the participant groups, national 

contexts, and classroom settings, allowing for data-source triangulation. However, 

data-source triangulation did not assume that each one produced identically weighted 
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accounts; it enabled the researcher to check whether the accounts were supported, 

contradicted, or complicated by other evidence. Additionally, repeated reading of the 

transcripts and field notes along with the continual review and refinement process of 

themes supported close engagement with the data set.  

Transferability of this study was addressed by providing the necessary 

information about the institutional context, courses, classroom modalities, participant 

groups, and the broader EMI landscape in Türkiye and South Korea. This aspect was 

intended to enable readers to determine whether the findings are relevant to other EMI 

settings with similar contexts.  

 Dependability and confirmability were supported through the consistent and 

systematic documentation of the entire analytical process. An audit trail was 

maintained through the interview guides, observation protocols and field notes, 

transcripts, coding documents, revised codebooks, theme-development records, and 

major decisions throughout the analysis process. In line with reflexive thematic 

analysis, the codebooks were evolving records of interpretation while interview 

quotations and observation excerpts used in the findings demonstrated qualitative 

rigor (Braun & Clarke, 2021). 

 Member checking for both Turkish and South Korean students was used to 

support the credibility of the qualitative interpretations. Turkish and Korean 

participants were invited to review their interview transcripts and the researcher’s 

preliminary interpretations with particular attention to whether the materials 

adequately represented their experiences and intended meaning. Their feedback was 

treated as additional interpretive input rather than verification of the findings. Where 

participants clarified, elaborated, or questioned the researcher’s interpretations, the 

relevant transcripts, codes, and developing themes were reconsidered and revised 

when appropriate (Birt et al., 2016).  

 Additionally, the preliminary coding framework and developing themes were 

subjected to expert linguistic and cultural review. Two academics familiar with the 

Turkish linguistic and higher education context and one academic familiar with the 

South Korean linguistic and higher education context examined selected language 

excerpts, their English translations, their assigned codes, and corresponding thematic 

interpretations. Particular attention was given to the culturally embedded meanings 

related to hierarchy, address forms, politeness, identity positioning, and face 

management. To provide an additional assessment of interrater reliability, the 
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reviewers independently coded a selected sample of the Turkish and Korean data 

before their coding decisions were compared with those of the researcher. The purpose 

of this was to identify potential mistranslations or culturally inappropriate 

assumptions. Feedback from the reviewers was documented and used to refine code 

definitions, translations, and interpretations until the themes were collectively agreed 

upon.  

 Researcher reflexivity was especially significant because the study 

investigated cultural interpretations of hierarchy, respect, identity, and English use, 

where the researcher occupied a shifting insider-outsider position. The researcher, who 

is a native English-speaking international graduate student residing in Türkiye, 

possessed sustained familiarity with Turkish higher education and EMI while 

remaining culturally external to locally established norms of hierarchy and address. In 

relation to the South Korean context, the researcher was clearly positioned as an 

outside observer, having only experienced Korean culture for a few months in the past. 

These positions may have affected the interpretations of the data because proximity to 

one context and greater distance from another may create analytical insight as well as 

biases (Berger, 2015). As such, methodological quality was pursued through sustained 

engagement with the data, application of the theoretical framework, transparent 

documentation, and explicit acknowledgement of the researcher’s role in the 

production and interpretation of the findings.  
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CHAPTER 4 

 

 

4. RESULTS 

 

The overall quantitative findings for each national context were first presented 

as an overview of the general patterns within each country. The qualitative findings 

were organized and presented according to each research question. By doing this, the 

most relevant qualitative and quantitative evidence could be interpreted and analyzed 

in relation to a common analytical focus. As discussed in the methodology section, 

not every data set was used to answer every question to the same extent. Generally, 

most of the research questions were addressed with the student and professor 

interviews, while the survey and classroom observations were used where they directly 

supported, contextualized, or extended the interview findings.   

For Research Questions 1-3, evidence from the face-to-face Turkish setting 

and the online South Korean setting was first analyzed and reported separately. This 

preserved the distinct national, institutional, disciplinary, and modality-related 

conditions of each case and avoided treating the two settings as directly equivalent or 

attributing differences to a single factor. After the context-specific findings had been 

presented, an integrated interpretation identified broader patterns that recurred across 

the maximally varied settings, as well as differences that remained dependent on the 

context. Lastly, Research Question 4 drew specifically on this cross-context synthesis 

to examine how the two classroom settings shaped power dynamics, identity 

negotiation, and face-saving practices. 

4.1. Quantitative Findings 

Item-level descriptive statistics were calculated and reported separately for the 

Turkish face-to-face and South Korean online EMI samples. For each context, means 

and standard deviations were used to identify the survey items receiving the strongest 

and weakest levels of agreement, while the observed ranges, skewness, and kurtosis 

values were examined to describe response distributions and identify possible ceiling 
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or floor effects. Presenting the descriptive findings separately preserved the contextual 

distinctiveness of the two EMI settings and avoided interpreting pooled averages as 

representative of either sample. 

Context-specific reliability analyses were conducted separately for the Turkish 

and South Korean samples. Though the survey items were originally organized under 

four theoretical dimensions, reliability analysis determined that they were too broad 

and internally inconsistent to be used as composite scales. As a result, some of the 25 

items were reorganized into four narrower analytic scales based on theoretical 

coherence. Cronbach’s alpha was used to evaluate internal consistency for each 

context. This allowed for the quantitative data to use more reliable dimensions while 

still aligning with the focus of the study. Cronbach’s alpha values of .70 or higher 

were treated as evidence of acceptable internal consistency. However, alpha was not 

interpreted simply as an inflexible pass-fail criterion; it was interpreted in relation to 

the number of items along with the theoretical coherence of the scale.  

Pearson correlation analyses were conducted separately for the Turkish and 

South Korean samples to examine relationships among the four retained survey scales 

within each EMI context. The results are presented first for the Turkish face-to-face 

EMI context and then for the South Korean online EMI context. Given the context-

specific sample sizes, particularly the smaller South Korean sample, the correlations 

were interpreted as exploratory and were considered in relation to the interview and 

classroom observation findings. 

4.1.1. Turkish Face-to-Face EMI Context 

4.1.1.1. Item-Level Descriptive Findings 

Table 4.1 presents the item-level descriptive statistics for the Turkish face-to-

face EMI sample. The mean and standard deviation for each item indicate the level 

and variability of student agreement, while the observed minimum-maximum ranges, 

skewness, and kurtosis values describe the distribution of responses. The findings are 

interpreted as patterns within the Turkish context only. 
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Table 4.1 Descriptive Statistics for Survey Items in the Turkish Context 

Item Dimensions Min—Max M (SD) Skewness Kurtosis 

Q1 II 2—5 4.40 (.83) -1.324 1.104 

Q2 EMIC 1—5 2.46 (1.23) 0.539 -0.583 

Q3 II 1—5 2.86 (1.11) 0.288 -0.730 

Q4 EMIC 1—5 3.96 (1.20) -1.043 0.296 

Q5 II 1—5 2.60 (1.21) 0.258 -0.926 

Q6 II 1—5 2.88 (1.42) 0.264 -1.301 

Q7 EMECC 1—5 2.94 (1.30) -0.233 -1.227 

Q8 II 1—5 3.92 (1.10) -1.355 1.757 

Q9 II 1—5 2.12 (1.10) 1.191 1.080 

Q10 RNE 2—5 4.30 (.81) -1.086 0.801 

Q11 EMECC 1—5 3.66 (.94) -0.486 0.145 

Q12 II 2—5 4.54 (.76) -1.584 1.752 

Q13 II 1—5 3.98 (1.06) -0.817 0.384 

Q14 EMECC 1—5 2.76 (1.32) 0.241 -1.088 

Q15 EPA 1—5 3.32 (1.24) 0.028 -1.471 

Q16 EMIC 1—5 2.92 (1.19) 0.461 -0.374 

Q17 II 1—5 3.84 (1.20) -1.077 0.449 

Q18 RNE 2—5 4.08 (.99) -0.963 0.025 

Q19 II 1—5 4.10 (1.23) -1.354 0.981 

Q20 RNE 2—5 4.34 (.80) -1.204 1.231 

Q21 II 3—5 4.74 (.57) -2.119 3.568 

Q22 RNE 1—5 3.60 (1.23) -0.481 -0.983 

Q23 EPA 1—5 3.34 (1.19) -0.172 -0.872 

Q24 II 1—5 2.02 (1.06) 1.032 0.366 

Q25 EMECC 1—5 3.38 (1.23) -0.366 -0.584 

Note. N = 50. Response options ranged from 1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly 

agree. II = Independent Item; EMIC = English-Mediated Interaction Comfort; 

EMECC = English-Mediated Egalitarian Classroom Climate; RNE = Respect 

Negotiation in English; EPA = English Politeness Ambiguity. M = mean; SD = 

standard deviation. 

Within the Turkish sample, the highest item mean was recorded for Q21, “My 

professor encourages questions, comments, and discussions from students” (M = 4.74, 

SD = .57). This was followed by Q12, “The professor uses polite and encouraging 

language when responding to students” (M = 4.54, SD = .76), and Q1, “My professor 

has full control over what happens in class” (M = 4.40, SD = .83). Turkish students 

also reported high agreement with Q20, concerning the balance between respect and 

self-expression (M = 4.34, SD = .80), and Q10, concerning deliberate adjustment of 

English to sound respectful to the professor (M = 4.30, SD = .81). Taken together, 

these responses indicate that students strongly recognized the professor’s control over 
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the classroom while also perceiving the professor as encouraging and respectful. 

Students additionally reported deliberate efforts to communicate respect when 

interacting in English. 

The lowest Turkish mean was observed for Q24, “I feel hesitant to ask 

questions because of the professor’s authority” (M = 2.02, SD = 1.06), followed by 

Q9, “In class, students are expected to accept the professor’s opinions without 

challenge” (M = 2.12, SD = 1.10). Turkish students also reported relatively low 

agreement with Q2, which stated that English allowed them to express themselves 

more confidently than their native language (M = 2.46, SD = 1.23), and Q5, which 

stated that challenging the professor’s ideas would be disrespectful (M = 2.60, SD = 

1.21). Q14, which stated that English made the classroom feel less formal than their 

culture’s usual expectations, also received relatively low agreement (M = 2.76, SD = 

1.32). These findings suggest that although Turkish students recognized the 

professor’s authority, they did not generally report that this authority prevented 

questioning or required uncritical acceptance.  

In the Turkish sample, skewness values ranged from -2.119 to 1.191, while 

kurtosis values ranged from -1.471 to 3.568. Most items did not display substantial 

distributional irregularities, although Q21 showed pronounced negative skewness and 

elevated kurtosis. This pattern was consistent with the particularly high agreement and 

restricted response range for the item, as all responses fell between 3 and 5. The result 

indicates a ceiling effect for students’ perceptions that the professor encouraged 

questions, comments, and discussion. 

4.1.1.2. Reliability of the Revised Survey Scales 

The same revised survey scales and item compositions were used for both the 

Turkish and South Korean samples. However, because the two settings were examined 

as distinct contexts, internal consistency reliability was calculated separately for each 

dataset. This was a necessary step because reliability coefficients are sample-

dependent and may vary according to how participants within each context responded 

to the scale items. Table 4.2 presents the internal consistency of the four retained 

survey scales within the Turkish sample. Three scales demonstrated acceptable 

reliability, while one showed marginal internal consistency and was therefore 

interpreted cautiously. 
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Table 4.2 Reliability of the Revised Survey Scales in the Turkish Context 

Revised scale Items α Interpretation 

English-Mediated 

Egalitarian Classroom 

Climate 

Q7, Q11, Q14, 

Q25 
.681 

Marginal internal 

consistency 

English-Mediated 

Interaction Comfort 
Q2, Q4, Q16 .748 Acceptable 

Respect Negotiation 

in English 

Q10, Q18, Q20, 

Q22 
.705 Acceptable 

English Politeness 

Ambiguity 
Q15, Q23 .796 

Acceptable two-item 

index 

Note. N = 50. α = Cronbach’s alpha. English Politeness Ambiguity was retained as a 

two-item index. 

The English-Mediated Egalitarian Classroom Climate scale produced a 

Cronbach’s alpha of .681 in the Turkish sample. The scale therefore demonstrated 

marginal internal consistency in Türkiye. It was retained because its items were 

theoretically coherent and measured the extent to which English contributed to 

perceptions of a classroom environment as less strict, less formal, more equal, or more 

democratic. Findings involving this scale were interpreted with greater caution. 

The English-Mediated Interaction Comfort scale produced a Cronbach’s alpha 

value of .748 in Türkiye, indicating acceptable internal consistency. The scale was 

therefore retained for the context-specific analyses. Its items measured students’ 

confidence and comfort when communicating and interacting with professors through 

English. 

The Respect Negotiation in English scale produced a Cronbach’s alpha of .705 

in the Turkish sample. This result indicated acceptable internal consistency in Türkiye. 

Its items measured students’ deliberate efforts to express politeness, respect, and 

appropriate relational positioning when communicating with professors in English. 

Lastly, the two-item English Politeness Ambiguity Index, consisting of Q15 

and Q23, produced a Cronbach’s alpha value of .796 in Türkiye. The index therefore 

demonstrated acceptable internal consistency. The items measured students’ perceived 

difficulty and uncertainty in communicating politeness and respect through English.  
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4.1.1.3. Correlations Among the Revised Scales 

Table 4.3 presents the Pearson correlations among the four retained survey 

scales in the Turkish sample. The analysis examined how the scales were related with 

significant relationships interpreted cautiously alongside the qualitative findings. 

Table 4.3 Pearson Correlations for Revised Scales in Turkish Context 

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 

1. English-Mediated Egalitarian 

Classroom Climate 
3.19 0.87 —    

2. English-Mediated Interaction 

Comfort 
3.10 0.86 .424** —   

3. Respect Negotiation in English 4.08 0.69 −.244 −.440** —  

4. English Politeness Ambiguity 3.33 1.10 −.017 −.274 .391** — 

Note. N = 50. Pearson’s r coefficients are reported. All tests were two-tailed. The 

English-Mediated Egalitarian Classroom Climate scale demonstrated marginal 

internal consistency in the Turkish sample, α = .681; correlations involving this scale 

were therefore interpreted cautiously. *p < .05. **p < .01. 

In the Turkish face-to-face EMI context, English-Mediated Egalitarian 

Classroom Climate was positively correlated with English-Mediated Interaction 

Comfort, r = .424, p = .002, indicating that students who perceived the classroom 

climate as less formal also tended to report greater comfort interacting with the 

professor in English. English-Mediated Interaction Comfort was negatively correlated 

with Respect Negotiation in English, r = −.440, p = .001, suggesting that students who 

felt more comfortable interacting in English tended to report less deliberate effort to 

adjust their language in order to communicate respect. Respect Negotiation in English 

was also positively correlated with English Politeness Ambiguity, r = .391, p = .005. 

This indicates that students who experienced greater uncertainty about how to express 

politeness in English also tended to put more effort in respect negotiation. The 

remaining correlations in the Turkish sample were not statistically significant. 

4.1.2. South Korean Online EMI Context 

4.1.2.1. Item-Level Descriptive Findings 

Table 4.4 presents the item-level descriptive statistics for the South Korean 

online EMI sample. The means and standard deviations summarize students’ response 
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patterns, while the observed ranges, skewness, and kurtosis values describe the 

distribution of responses within this context. 

Table 4.4 Descriptive Statistics for Survey Items in the South Korean Context 

Item Dimensions Min—Max M (SD) Skewness Kurtosis 

Q1 II 2—5 3.64 (.90) -0.021 -0.693 

Q2 EMIC 1—5 2.09 (1.26) 0.719 -1.191 

Q3 II 1—5 2.36 (1.08) 0.766 -0.227 

Q4 EMIC 1—5 1.91 (1.01) 0.770 -0.561 

Q5 II 1—5 2.91 (1.10) 0.639 -1.183 

Q6 II 1—5 3.42 (1.06) -0.623 -0.690 

Q7 EMECC 1—5 3.30 (.85) 0.011 -0.609 

Q8 II 1—5 3.52 (.62) -0.904 -0.100 

Q9 II 1—5 2.55 (1.09) 0.106 -1.295 

Q10 RNE 2—5 3.82 (.95) -1.009 0.267 

Q11 EMECC 1—5 3.73 (.98) -0.690 -0.403 

Q12 II 2—5 4.27 (.63) -0.262 -0.524 

Q13 II 1—5 4.36 (1.17) -2.281 4.556 

Q14 EMECC 1—5 3.64 (1.17) -0.351 -1.350 

Q15 EPA 1—5 3.58 (.97) -0.337 0.235 

Q16 EMIC  1—5 2.73 (1.31) -0.265 -1.731 

Q17 II 1—5 3.30 (.68) -0.471 -0.726 

Q18 RNE 2—5 4.27 (.63) -0.262 -0.524 

Q19 II 1—5 4.18 (1.13) -1.209 0.020 

Q20 RNE 2—5 4.09 (.68) -0.111 -0.696 

Q21 II 3—5 4.64 (.49) -0.594 -1.757 

Q22 RNE 1—5 3.91 (1.10) -1.609 2.608 

Q23 EPA 1—5 4.12 (.82) -2.044 6.749 

Q24 II 1—5 2.45 (1.09) 0.353 -1.208 

Q25 EMECC 1—5 3.18 (1.21) -1.046 -0.650 

Note. N = 33. Response options ranged from 1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly 

agree. II = Independent Item; EMIC = English-Mediated Interaction Comfort; 

EMECC = English-Mediated Egalitarian Classroom Climate; RNE = Respect 

Negotiation in English; EPA = English Politeness Ambiguity. M = mean; SD = 

standard deviation. 

Within the South Korean sample, the highest item mean was observed for Q21, 

“My professor encourages questions, comments, and discussions from students” (M = 

4.64, SD = .49). Q13, “I feel more comfortable listening than speaking in class,” also 

received strong agreement (M = 4.36, SD = 1.17). Other highly rated items included 

Q12, concerning the professor’s polite and encouraging responses (M = 4.27, SD = 
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.63), and Q18, concerning students’ attempts to sound polite in English even when 

uncertain how to do so (M = 4.27, SD = .63). Students also reported high agreement 

with Q19, concerning greater comfort expressing respect in their native language (M 

= 4.18, SD = 1.13), and Q23, concerning confusion about what is polite or impolite in 

English (M = 4.12, SD = .82).  

The lowest South Korean mean was observed for Q4, “I feel comfortable 

asking my professor questions in English” (M = 1.91, SD = 1.01), followed by Q2, 

stating that English enabled more confident self-expression than the native language 

(M = 2.09, SD = 1.26). Q3, which stated that English made the student-professor 

relationship feel less formal and more equal, also received low agreement (M = 2.36, 

SD = 1.08). Relatively low means were additionally recorded for Q24, concerning 

hesitation caused specifically by professor authority (M = 2.45, SD = 1.09), and Q9, 

concerning the expectation that students accept professors’ opinions without challenge 

(M = 2.55, SD = 1.09).  

In the South Korean sample, skewness values ranged from -2.281 to .770, 

while kurtosis values ranged from -1.757 to 6.749. Several highly endorsed items 

showed negatively skewed distributions, particularly Q13 and Q23. Q13 also 

displayed elevated kurtosis of 4.556, while Q23 displayed kurtosis of 6.749, indicating 

that responses were strongly concentrated toward the agreement end of the scale.  

4.1.2.2. Reliability of the Revised Survey Scales 

As mentioned before, the same revised survey scales and item compositions 

were used for both the Turkish and South Korean samples but since the two settings 

were examined as distinct contexts, internal consistency reliability was calculated 

separately for each dataset. Table 4.5 presents the internal consistency of the four 

retained survey scales within the South Korean sample. Cronbach’s alpha values 

indicated acceptable to good reliability across all four scales. 

Table 4.5 Reliability of the Revised Survey Scales in the South Korean Context 

Revised scale Items α Interpretation 

English-Mediated 

Egalitarian Classroom 

Climate 

Q7, Q11, Q14, Q25 .824 Good  

English-Mediated 

Interaction Comfort 
Q2, Q4, Q16 .781 Acceptable  
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Table 4.5 (continued) 

Revised scale Items α Interpretation 

Respect Negotiation 

in English 

Q10, Q18, Q20, 

Q22 
.828 Good  

English Politeness 

Ambiguity 
Q15, Q23 .700 

Acceptable two-item 

index  

Note. N = 33. α = Cronbach’s alpha. English Politeness Ambiguity was retained as a 

two-item index. 

The English-Mediated Egalitarian Classroom Climate scale produced a 

Cronbach’s alpha of .824 in the South Korean sample. The scale therefore 

demonstrated good internal consistency in South Korea. Its items measured the extent 

to which English contributed to perceptions of a classroom environment as less strict, 

less formal, more equal, or more democratic.  

The English-Mediated Interaction Comfort scale produced a Cronbach’s alpha 

value of .781 in South Korea, indicating acceptable internal consistency. The scale 

was therefore retained for the context-specific analyses. Its items measured students’ 

confidence and comfort when communicating and interacting with professors through 

English. 

The Respect Negotiation in English scale produced a Cronbach’s alpha of .828 

in the South Korean sample. This result indicated good internal consistency in South 

Korea. The items measured students’ deliberate efforts to express politeness, respect, 

and appropriate relational positioning when communicating with professors in 

English. 

Lastly, the two-item English Politeness Ambiguity Index, consisting of Q15 

and Q23, produced a Cronbach’s alpha value of .700 in South Korea. The index 

therefore demonstrated acceptable internal consistency. The items measured students’ 

perceived difficulty and uncertainty in communicating politeness and respect through 

English.  

4.1.2.3. Correlations Among the Revised Scales 

Table 4.6 presents the Pearson correlations among the four retained survey 

scales in the South Korean sample. The analysis examined relationships among the 

scales within the South Korean online EMI context, with the findings interpreted as 

exploratory because of the relatively small sample size. 
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Table 4.6 Pearson Correlations for Revised Scales in South Korean Context 

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 

1. English-Mediated Egalitarian 

Classroom Climate 
3.46 0.86 —    

2. English-Mediated Interaction 

Comfort 
2.47 0.81 .382* —   

3. Respect Negotiation in English 4.02 0.69 −.194 0.283 —  

4. English Politeness Ambiguity 3.85 0.79 0.049 0.100 0.194 — 

Note. N = 33. Pearson’s r coefficients are reported. All tests were two-tailed. Because 

of the relatively small context-specific sample and the exploratory nature of the 

analysis, nonsignificant correlations should not be interpreted as evidence that no 

relationship exists. *p < .05. **p < .01. 

In the South Korean online EMI context, English-Mediated Egalitarian 

Classroom Climate was positively correlated with English-Mediated Interaction 

Comfort, r = .382, p = .028. This suggests that South Korean students who perceived 

English as contributing to a less formal classroom climate also tended to report greater 

comfort interacting with the professor in English. None of the other correlations 

reached statistical significance in the South Korean sample. These nonsignificant 

findings were interpreted cautiously because of the smaller sample size and were not 

taken as evidence that no relationships existed among the remaining survey 

dimensions.   

4.2. Qualitative Findings 

The qualitative findings below are organized according to the research 

questions, with relevant quantitative findings integrated where they provide relevant 

evidence. The interview and classroom observation data were analyzed thematically 

using the analytical framework summarized in Table 3.7. Power Distance, Face 

Negotiation Theory, and Politeness Theory served as complementary lenses rather 

than fixed or mutually exclusive coding categories. As a result, the analysis 

considered broader patterns related to authority, hierarchy, deference and 

participation while also considering interactional incidents related to face-work, 

relational risk, indirectness, mitigation, and address practices. These theoretical 

lenses are applied to the qualitative data in more detail within the findings for each 

research question. 
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4.2.1. RQ1a: Power Distance in Türkiye 

Research Question 1a: How does the cultural dimension of Power Distance 

influence student-professor relationships in a face-to-face EMI classroom setting 

in Türkiye?  

The Turkish findings showed that power distance did not take the form of a 

uniformly distant or authoritarian student-professor relationship. Students clearly 

recognized Professor Nehir's institutional authority and the existence of appropriate 

student-role boundaries, but they also described and demonstrated substantial 

opportunities to ask questions, participate, and develop relational closeness. The 

themes were developed through thematic analysis informed primarily by the Power 

Distance framework, which helped focus on aspects of authority, hierarchy, deference, 

participation, and perceived relational distance. Face Negotiation Theory and 

Politeness Theory were also used where relevant to interpret how these hierarchical 

relations were managed at the interaction-level. Three identified and developed 

themes are described in the following sections.  

4.2.1.1. Recognized Authority with Space for Questioning 

The first theme was related to students’ recognition of the professor’s role as 

an authority figure and their own role as a learner. Damla expressed this understanding 

directly by elaborating that “if you are a student, there are things you can do or you 

can say to your professor and you cannot.” Her statement indicated that engagement 

with the professor occurred within perceived boundaries that were considered 

appropriate academic conduct. Hasan made a similar distinction between institutional 

hierarchy and interpersonal distance, explaining, “Of course, they are higher than us 

in terms of knowledge and experience, but in a social environment, they don’t show 

us that hierarchy.” Although the students’ voices were not silenced by the authority, 

the professor’s position still carried institutional authority and the student was still 

expected to recognize that authority when deciding how to speak, disagree, or behave 

in class.  

The classroom observations provided visible evidence of this role asymmetry. 

In the large compulsory course, Professor Nehir regulated the beginning and ending 

of the lesson, controlled the pace of the classroom activity, selected students to speak, 

evaluated answers, and reprimanded when students violated expected conduct. For 

example, she consistently closed the entrance doors at the scheduled start of class and 
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admitted the late students together approximately 15 minutes from the start of class. 

When students were using their phones, or if students began packing their belongings 

before she had finished speaking, she stopped the lesson and addressed their behavior. 

In one interaction, she described punctuality and attention as reciprocal obligations, 

asking a rhetorical question, “Why should I respect people who don’t respect me?” 

These actions revealed that the professor possessed the recognized authority to 

manage the classroom.  

The quantitative findings clarified that recognition of authority did not 

translate into hesitation of asking questions or speaking up in class. Turkish students 

strongly agreed that the professor had full control over what happened in class, Q1, M 

= 4.40, SD = .83 while they generally disagreed that professor authority made them 

hesitant to ask questions, Q24, M = 2.02, SD = 1.06, or that students were expected to 

accept the professor's opinions without challenge, Q9, M = 2.12, SD = 1.10. They also 

reported relatively low agreement that challenging the professor's ideas would 

necessarily be disrespectful, Q5, M = 2.60, SD = 1.21. This is in line with what Damla 

stated when asked about challenging the professor in class: “If it’s about the lecture or 

about what he or she is teaching and if there is something that’s conflicting, at that 

point, I would definitely raise my hand and confront it.” Damla’s comment indicates 

that although she recognized her role as a student in front of a professor, she still has 

the ability to question and confront the professor whenever it felt necessary.  

4.2.1.2. Relational Authority as a Face-Sensitive Exercise of Power 

The second theme Professor Nehir’s authority was also characterized as 

relational. She carried the right to control the classroom and evaluate students, but 

regularly combined this authority with encouragement, accessibility, humor, and 

continued relational acceptance. The survey findings supported this interpretation 

strongly, as Turkish students reported very high agreement that the professor 

encouraged questions, comments, and discussion, Q21, M = 4.74, SD = .57, and that 

she used polite and encouraging language when responding to students, Q12, M = 

4.54, SD = .76. They also reported relatively high comfort asking the professor 

questions in English, Q4, M = 3.96, SD = 1.20.  

The students’ accounts supported this interpretation of relational authority. 

Sevgi described the professors in her department as “always encouraging us to speak,” 

including inviting students to ask questions after class and attend office hours. She 
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explained that this made her “much more comfortable to interact” with them. Hasan 

similarly stated that the professors did not judge students for weak English and were 

“encouraging us to talk more.” He described the department’s professors as “so 

sincere,” adding that “they really care about us, and if you show respect and care, they 

will give it back.” These accounts suggest that students experienced the authority of 

the professor alongside accessibility, reciprocal care, and encouragement. 

Classroom observations showed that the students were repeatedly invited to 

interact. Professor Nehir consistently asked follow-up questions, selected students by 

names whenever possible, and frequently created openings by asking expressions. The 

form of her authority varied with the immediate classroom conditions. In the large 

compulsory course, interaction was more tightly structured and correction was more 

publicly visible. In the smaller elective courses, however, students volunteered more 

readily and produced longer responses. Professor Nehir allowed greater 

conversational flexibility and opened up space for more discussion by asking 

questions such as, “Anything else?” These differences are examined more fully under 

the research question concerning classroom setting. For this section, the important 

point is that authority remained present in both courses, but was enacted with different 

degrees of direct control and flexibility.  

Professor Nehir's correction practices also revealed the connectedness of 

power, face, and politeness. Her acts of correcting behavior directly were an exercise 

of institutional authority that could threaten the student’s positive face. However, she 

frequently softened these interventions through humor, indirectness, and affectionate 

Turkish expressions such as çocuğum ("my child"), kızım ("my daughter"), canım 

("my dear"), and şekerim ("my sweetie"). She explained that the use of these words 

entails a message like, “You’re still my daughter. I didn’t like this, but you’re still my 

canim.” Hasan recognized this dual function, explaining that Professor Nehir might 

say, “Bana bak çocuğum. Ben kıskanıyorum” (“Look to me, child. I’m jealous”) while 

“teasing” students to regain their attention. When asked specifically about the 

affectionate address terms, Hasan stated, “When she uses those words, she feels more 

close to me. Okay, she is like us.” The correction therefore communicated disapproval 

while simultaneously signaling that the student remained relationally accepted.  
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4.2.1.3. Participation as a Face-Sensitive Practice  

The third theme concerned the way students managed the risks of speaking 

within a relationship in which the professor remained the institutional evaluator. The 

survey results showed that students did not generally attribute their hesitation directly 

to the professor's authority. Regardless, the interviews demonstrated that participation 

could still be relationally and academically risky. Batuhan explained that he might 

reconsider asking a question if he believed its wording could appear disrespectful. 

Damla similarly emphasized that she cared about whether the professor would 

understand her intended meaning correctly. These accounts suggest that the students 

considered first whether their contribution was academically correct and also socially 

appropriate.  

Other students described the risks of public participation. Bekir recalled giving 

an unsuccessful response in a large auditorium and experiencing “a cold sweat.” Sevgi 

described answering incorrectly and “curling down” in her seat out of embarrassment. 

Hasan similarly explained that preparing a longer answer could make him anxious and 

sweaty even when he knew that the professor would not judge his English. These 

accounts reflect the threats to academic self-face whenever they had to participate.  

Most Turkish students in the interviews directed more concern toward peer 

judgment than toward the professor. This is explored more in a later section, but it 

revealed that student silence or hesitation could not be explained solely by their fear 

of or deference to professor authority. The professor’s role formed only part of the 

interaction, but other aspects like linguistic uncertainty, public visibility, and 

anticipated peer evaluation also shaped the risk of participation.  

Overall, Power Distance influenced the Turkish student-professor relationship 

through the students’ recognition of the professor’s institutional authority and 

appropriate boundaries as a student, but it did not produce a necessarily distant 

classroom relationship. The professor’s authority, though recognized by the students, 

was exercised relationally which created space for questioning and participation.  

4.2.2. RQ1b: Power Distance in South Korea 

Research Question 1b: How does the cultural dimension of Power Distance 

influence student-professor relationships in an online EMI classroom setting in 

South Korea? 
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The South Korean findings showed that power distance was primarily 

expressed through recognition of a pre-existing order, careful management of when 

students entered the interaction, and a strongly professor-led organization of 

participation. Professor Jimin repeatedly encouraged students to respond and treated 

contributions supportively, yet students continued to prefer listening, delayed 

questioning, and participation within openings created by the professor. The themes 

were developed through thematic analysis informed primarily by the Power Distance 

framework, which focused specifically attention to professor control, student 

deference, and participation patterns. Face Negotiation Theory and Politeness Theory 

provided additional lenses for interpreting the students’ hesitation, indirectness, and 

general management of relational risk. The three identified items are discussed in the 

following sections.  

4.2.2.1. Hierarchy as a Pre-Existing Relational Order 

The Korean participants had an understanding that the student-professor 

relationship existed before any particular classroom exchange. Soojin expressed this 

by saying, “It's because I'm a student and they are a professor. That relationship is 

already formed.” Haeun also said, “We know that even if we talk to Korean professors 

in English, we know they are Korean and we know they are the people who we should 

respect.” They located hierarchy in the institutional and culturally understood roles of 

a student and a professor. The professor’s expertise, seniority, and authority were 

treated as part of the relationship’s prior structure.  

In his interview, Professor Jimin also made the role distinction explicit in front 

of his students. At the beginning of his courses, he told students not to address him by 

his first name and instructed them to use “Teacher” or “Professor.” This practice 

marked a boundary between friendliness and role equality. The professor could remain 

supportive and accessible while still requiring students to recognize his institutional 

position. This shows that the online EMI course operated within an already structured 

relational order based on the expectations of each others’ roles.   

One student, Hyunwoo, explained that students could freely present opposing 

arguments when it was logically developed and relevant. At the same time, he 

described many Korean students try to understand the professor’s logic, memorize it, 

and attempt to reproduce it during exams in order to obtain a strong grade. In his 

account, the professor’s explanation functioned as the principal path through the 
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course, while alternative ways were less central to the norm. His perspective shed light 

to students’ stronger orientation toward receiving, mastering, and reproducing the 

knowledge of the professor.  

The quantitative findings reflected this combination of accepting the 

professor’s authority while feeling free to participate and question. South Korean 

students agreed that the professor controlled classroom activity, Q1, M = 3.64, SD = 

.90. but they contrastingly reported relatively low agreement that students were 

expected to accept professors' opinions without challenge, Q9, M = 2.55, SD = 1.09, 

or that professor authority itself made them hesitant to ask questions, Q24, M = 2.45, 

SD = 1.09. These findings suggest that the professor's authority was recognized 

without automatically preventing students from disagreeing to or challenging their 

perspectives. 

4.2.2.2. Deference Through Timing and Professor-Led Participation 

Another theme was related to the timing of participation. Although questions 

were not regarded as inappropriate, Korean students explained that interrupting the 

professor with a question during their explanation could be interpreted as an 

interruption of the professor’s instructional activity. Soojin explained that Korean 

students commonly waited until after class because raising a hand while the professor 

was speaking could feel “a little bit rude.” Minji similarly stated that she was “careful 

about timing” because she did not want to interrupt the flow of the lecture. Both 

accounts positioned the professor as holding the primary right to complete an 

explanation without interruption.  

Hyunwoo's perspective provided a related illustration, as he described foreign 

students as more willing to present alternative arguments or intervene during an 

explanation. Korean students, contrastingly, were more likely to listen, follow the 

professor's reasoning, and reserve questions for a later moment. Hyunwoo did not 

attribute this pattern to a weaker ability to understand the material. He explained that 

this was likely due to prior educational experience from the West and perhaps their 

different understanding of the purpose and timing of classroom participation.  

The online class observations showed a corresponding professor-led 

interactional structure. Professor Jimin initiated nearly all questions, determined when 

a response was required, reorganized responses, and decided when to continue the 

lecture or wait for more answers. Students could respond through the available 
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channels, but their contributions generally occurred inside openings established by the 

professor. The primary interactional rights - initiating topics, allocating response 

opportunities, evaluating answers, and closing sequences - remained with the 

professor. 

4.2.2.3. Professor Encouragement but Low Interactional Comfort 

The third theme showed that limited student participation persisted even 

though Professor Jimin was explicitly encouraging. In the classroom observations, 

Professor Jimin was seen to repeatedly attempt to lower the risk of responding. After 

asking questions, he waited through pauses of approximately 8 to 13 seconds. He also 

reformulated questions, accepted responses through the chat, and thanked each student 

by name whenever they responded. At times, he stated, "I'm waiting for your answer," 

or asked students to "please help me to continue the lecture" as he waited for students 

to respond in the chat. These practices communicated that student responses were 

desired and that participation would be acknowledged rather than dismissed. 

Despite the professor’s repeated invitation to participate, responses remained 

delayed, brief, and mostly dependent on the professor's prompting. Professor 

encouragement operated alongside several other constraints, including the students’ 

efforts to formulate an English response, the public risk of giving an incorrect answer, 

and students’ learned expectations about not interrupting.  

The quantitative findings revealed a sharp distinction between students' 

perceptions of professor behavior and their own comfort speaking. South Korean 

students strongly agreed that the professor encouraged questions, comments, and 

discussion, Q21, M = 4.64, SD = .49, and that he used polite and encouraging language 

when responding, Q12, M = 4.27, SD = .63. Nevertheless, they reported very low 

comfort asking the professor questions in English, Q4, M = 1.91, SD = 1.01, and strong 

agreement that they were more comfortable listening than speaking, Q13, M = 4.36, 

SD = 1.17.  

The overall findings for Research Question 1b in the South Korean online 

context show that Power Distance was reflected in the recognition of the pre-existing 

student-professor roles, general classroom control by the professor, and the students’ 

management of when and how to participate. Although the professor actively 

encouraged student engagement in class while also responding supportively to any 

responses, students still remained more comfortable listening than speaking. This 
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showed that the deference, linguistic difficulty, and timing continued to influence 

participation levels.  

4.2.3. RQ2a: English and Hierarchical Dynamics in Türkiye 

Research Question 2a: In what ways does the use of English, as an international 

language with relatively limited grammatical honorific marking, bridge, reshape, 

or reinforce hierarchical dynamics within student-professor relationships in a 

face-to-face EMI classroom setting in Türkiye? 

The findings suggested that English did not have a uniform effect on the hierarchy 

within student-professor relationships. Rather, it was shown to bridge, reinforce, or 

reshape hierarchy depending on the context. The themes are discussed in the following 

sections.  

4.2.3.1. English Reducing Visible Formality Conditionally 

The Turkish participants did not describe English as completely eliminating 

hierarchical distance. Instead, several students identified a limited softening effect. 

Bekir stated that the distance between students and professors “still exists, maybe a 

little less, but it still exists.” When asked more directly whether English reduced the 

perceived hierarchical gap, he answered, “I think it does reduce it slightly. Especially 

through email,” but added that spoken interaction was “in the middle.” In other words, 

his position as an English-speaker was still uncertain.  

Sevgi expressed a similar yet ambiguous view. She explained that English 

“might close the gap because we are not directly saying, ‘You have my respect. You 

have the authority’” through honorific forms. She explained that the absence of the 

Turkish formal second-person distinction made hierarchy less visible. Nevertheless, 

she also said that using English in place of Turkish respectful forms could feel strange 

because “something is missing,” indicating that the reduction of grammatical 

formality did not necessarily produce a fully comfortable sense of equality.  

Professor Nehir observed that the hierarchy-softening effect of English may be 

dependent on the interlocutor. She said that Turkish students were noticeably more 

comfortable when interacting with foreign faculty members. She recalled that students 

found American instructors easier to approach because “Hi!” was simple and because 

“there is no honorific you.” She explained, “There’s no switching from this kind of 

‘you’ to that kind of ‘you.’ That ‘you’ makes it more equal.” She nuanced this by 
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explaining that the ease of interaction may not necessarily be attributed to English but 

also to the foreign professors’ personalities and the students’ expectations that 

American instructors would be relatively relaxed and approachable.  

The survey findings reflected this partial reduction of formality. Turkish 

students’ mean score on English-Mediated Egalitarian Classroom Climate was 3.19 

(SD = 0.87), indicating neither strong agreement nor strong disagreement of the idea 

that English made the classroom more equal. Q3, which stated that speaking English 

made the relationship with the professor feel less formal and more equal, also 

produced a moderate mean of 2.86 (SD = 1.11). However, Turkish students reported 

relatively high comfort asking professors questions in English, Q4 (M = 3.96, SD = 

1.20). When comparing responses at the scale level, English-Mediated Egalitarian 

Classroom Climate was positively correlated with English-Mediated Interaction 

Comfort, r = .424, p = .002. As such, students who experienced English as contributing 

to a less formal environment therefore also tended to feel more comfortable 

interacting, even though the overall findings did not indicate that they considered 

themselves equal in status to the professor. 

4.2.3.2. Hocam as a Local Resource to Reconstruct Respect 

Because English made respect less grammatically visible, Turkish students 

frequently reintroduced explicit markers of appropriate relational positioning. The 

clearest resource was the address term hocam. Students did not treat this word as a 

simple translation of the word professor. This word was it as a flexible term that had 

multiple functions, acknowledging status, respect, and allowing the interaction to 

remain natural within the university environment. 

Sevgi explained the function of the word in this way: “For showing respect, I 

am adding ‘hocam.’ It feels more suitable to express my respect to the professor.” 

Sevgi’s use of the word “adding” is important nuance because it described hocam as 

a supplement to English. Although English remained the main language of the 

sentence, the Turkish address term supplied a relational meaning that she did not feel 

English communicated sufficiently on its own. 

Bekir described hocam as “a really good word” and “a combination of every 

other ‘respect’ word in one word.” He also called it “very freeing” because it could be 

used “in any context, in any way, and that would be okay.” He explained that the word 

could be used for faculty and student alike and for people who may be much older or 
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younger within the university environment. The term therefore did not simply increase 

the relational distance by showing respect, but it also established a safe baseline of 

respectful recognition while allowing the remainder of the interaction to be 

comparatively informal or direct. Hasan also connected hocam to both respect and 

institutional belonging, stating “If you’re in ATU, you say hocam to everyone.” He 

added, “It’s not just showing respect but it’s showing some kind of sincerity.” Hasan 

also mentioned that a person who did not yet use hocam might appear “not so 

connected with the school yet,” suggesting that the word is an indicator of institutional 

belonging.  

Professor Nehir’s interview confirmed that students regularly combined 

English and hocam in actual interaction. She recalled students saying, “See you, 

hocam!” and “How are you, hocam?” and described these expressions as easy, 

enjoyable, and warm. She contrasted them with a form such as “Professor Nehir,” 

which would sound comparatively awkward in the Turkish setting. She also explained 

that referring to a course assistant as hoca signaled to students that the assistant 

represented the course and should be treated with respect. The word therefore helped 

maintain the their recognized institutional positions while avoiding excessive 

relational distance. 

The survey findings supported the prominence of this effort to show respect. 

The scale, Respect Negotiation in English, had a high Turkish mean of 4.08 (SD = 

0.69). Also, Q10, “I adjust the way I speak in English to sound respectful to my 

professor,” had a mean of 4.30 (SD = 0.81). English Politeness Ambiguity was lower 

but still present (M = 3.33, SD = 1.10). Respect Negotiation in English was positively 

correlated with English Politeness Ambiguity, r = .391, p = .005. In other words, 

students who reported greater uncertainty about polite English also tended to report 

more deliberate effort to communicate respect. English-Mediated Interaction Comfort 

was negatively correlated with Respect Negotiation in English, r = -.440, p = .001, 

indicating that students who felt more comfortable interacting tended to report less 

conscious adjustment to show respect. Together, these results showed that respectful 

interaction could become less effortful with comfort, but it remained a prominent 

concern across the Turkish sample. 
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4.2.3.3. Turkish As Stronger Relational and Authoritative Force 

A third pattern was that Turkish remained particularly effective for emotional 

closeness, humor, and disciplinary emphasis. English was the main instructional 

language, but the professor and students did not experience the two languages as 

relationally interchangeable. Switching languages altered the impact and meaning of 

classroom communication. 

Professor Nehir described English as more direct and explicit but also “a little 

bit more formal” because certain idioms, humorous expressions, and culturally 

recognizable phrases were unavailable or would not be understood by students. 

However, when speaking in Turkish, she would be able to communicate emotional 

and relational meanings with greater precision and impact. When she described certain 

instances of reprimand, she would switch to Turkish because “there has to be a jolt 

and that jolt comes from Turkish.” She added that “English blends into white noise 

after a while” as some students tune out during the lectures, but switching languages 

immediately distinguished the message from the English lecture. 

When asked if Turkish communicated seriousness more effectively, Professor 

Nehir answered that it did because the students might not fully understand the meaning 

of the English. She said, “If you want [the] full punch, maybe Turkish is better there.” 

However, when Turkish was used with affectionate expressions as well, “there is a 

softening effect.” Turkish allowed her to combine correction with continuing 

relational acceptance.  

From the students’ perspective, Bekir interpreted the same language shifts as, 

“the seriousness of the topic changes” and the classroom environment changed more 

quickly. In terms of public correction, he said, “The scolding way, I believe it works 

better if they do it in Turkish” because when the language was changed to Turkish, 

students understood, “something is changed” and that “something very urgent or 

something very bad happened.” Sevgi described a switch from English to Turkish as 

if the professor is “trying to raise her authority through the language.” These accounts 

showed that Turkish carried an immediate interactional signal that English did not 

normally produce during the ongoing lecture. 

The classroom observations displayed this same function of Turkish. English 

remained dominant for academic content, but Turkish appeared selectively for jokes, 

brief clarification, and correction. In the large compulsory course, switches into 
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Turkish were especially noticeable during comments about lateness, phone use, 

attention, and in some cases, students preparing to leave before the professor dismissed 

the students. In the smaller elective course, Turkish appeared more often as a resource 

for humor, clarification, and conversational support. Thus, although the local language 

did not carry one fixed hierarchical effect, it retained a relational and affective force 

that English did not fully replace. 

Overall, English appeared to reshape hierarchy in the Turkish EMI setting. 

Although it sometimes reduced visible formality and slightly allowed of more 

interactional comfort, students continued to reconfigure different forms of respect, 

especially through the Turkish term hocam. While English was associated with 

academics, Turkish was more closely associated with expressing emotions, closeness, 

humor, and also authority. 

4.2.4. RQ2b: English and Hierarchical Dynamics in South Korea 

Research Question 2b: In what ways does the use of English, as an international 

language with relatively limited grammatical honorific marking, bridge, reshape, 

or reinforce hierarchical dynamics within student-professor relationships in an 

online EMI classroom setting in South Korea? 

Within the South Korean online EMI context, English produced conditional 

rather than uniform effects. Participants repeatedly distinguished the use of English 

with foreign professors and with local professors. English seemed to reduce visible 

linguistic hierarchy when the interlocutor was foreign and local Korean relational 

expectations were less immediately activated. In interactions between South Korean 

students and South Korean professors, however, the existing relationship remained 

recognizable beneath English-medium communication. Students consequently 

reconstructed respect through titles, hedging, tone, and embodied practices, while the 

absence of Korean honorific resources sometimes increased uncertainty. 

4.2.4.1. English Bridging Distance with Foreign Professors 

The strongest hierarchy-bridging accounts were shared by South Korean 

students who spoke English with foreign professors or other foreign superiors. In these 

interactions, English was associated with fewer expectations concerning Korean 

honorifics and with a more casual interactional style. In these interactions, especially, 



98 

the students experienced reduced pressure when both the language and the interlocutor 

placed them outside a familiar Korean hierarchical frame. 

Minji explained, “With foreign professors, I feel less pressure about honorifics 

because I know they do not expect Korean-style respect.” She continued, “I can ask 

questions more directly,” and concluded that “the relationship can feel more casual or 

open.” Jiho similarly stated, “I think using English makes me feel more close to the 

[foreign] professor, especially when I’m asking questions because English has less of 

a hierarchy compared to Korean.” He continued to explain that he did not need to think 

as carefully as he would when interacting in Korean with a local professor. Jiho related 

this observation to his military service as a naval interpreter, explaining that U.S. 

military personnel of different ranks seemed to communicate with fewer barriers. He 

stated, “I can’t imagine speaking to Korean senior officers in the way U.S. soldiers 

talk to their senior officers.” He concluded that “language definitely shapes the way 

you interact with others,” though he did not attribute the difference to language alone.  

Soojin also described that when speaking English to a South Korean senior 

colleague, she felt that she “had to be polite” and “felt nervous,” but when speaking 

English to a Ghanaian senior, she explained, “I don’t need to use any honorific forms. 

I think the English language is more casual, so I felt more comfortable.” In her two 

interactions, she used the same language but the effect differed because one 

relationship carried mutually understood Korean expectations and the other did not. 

Haeun also described greater ease communicating with an American professor. 

She said that he began meetings with everyday conversation, which led her to “feel 

more relaxed and care less about the level of respectfulness.” She contrasted this with 

interactions involving South Korean professors, where respect remained understood 

even when English was used. However, her account also showed that interactional 

ease did not necessarily equal a stronger long-term relationship. She described the 

foreign professor as easier to talk but the relationship outside those meetings as 

comparatively “weak and distant.” On the other hand, a South Korean professor could 

feel less casual in the interactions but more dependable over time. 

The South Korean survey findings showed that English-Mediated Egalitarian 

Classroom Climate had a moderately positive mean of 3.46 (SD = 0.86), and Q14, 

which stated that English made the classroom feel less formal than the culture’s usual 

expectations, had a mean of 3.64 (SD = 1.17). These results indicated that students 

recognized a contrast between English-medium classroom language and familiar 
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cultural formality. However, Q3, which referred specifically to the student-professor 

relationship becoming less formal and more equal, had a lower mean of 2.36 (SD = 

1.08). This may mean that the broader classroom could feel less formally marked 

without students necessarily experiencing the local professor-student relationship 

itself as equal. 

In terms of correlations, English-Mediated Egalitarian Classroom Climate was 

positively correlated with English-Mediated Interaction Comfort, r = .382, p = .028. 

Students who perceived English as contributing to a less formal climate also tended to 

feel more comfortable interacting with the professor in English. Nevertheless, the 

mean for English-Mediated Interaction Comfort remained comparatively low at 2.47 

(SD = 0.81). The quantitative pattern was therefore consistent with the interviews that 

a perceived reduction in formality could support comfort, but it did not automatically 

mean that students would experience English interaction as easy or relationally equal. 

4.2.4.2. Respect Reconstructed Through Multiple Resources 

When South Korean students used English with South Korean professors, they 

often experienced the absence of Korean honorific forms as a communicative gap. 

Rather than interpreting this absence as permission to abandon deference, they actively 

reconstructed respectful conduct through a distributed set of resources and strategies.  

Jiho gave an example of the struggle of showing respect in English with the 

English pronoun you. He explained that in an English sentence such as “Professor, 

you mentioned this assignment,” he was required to address a professor directly with 

you. He reacted, “That’s absurd in Korean,” because the corresponding direct pronoun 

would sound highly inappropriate in the student-professor context. He added, 

“Sometimes I think, would he find me using English rude sometimes?” To 

compensate, Jiho relied on embodied respect. He shared, “Most Americans would say, 

‘Goodbye,’ ‘Bye,’ or ‘Bye professor,’ but I bow my head to a Korean professor.” He 

said that bowing is “outside my language” but still a necessary way to show deference. 

His accounts revealed that the respectful relationship was maintained across multiple 

communicative modes rather than through English wording alone. 

Minji described using formal request expressions such as “Would you mind,” 

“May I ask,” and “I was wondering.” She nevertheless stated, “Still, it does not feel 

the same as Korean honorifics,” and explained that “my Korean mind still feels 

uncomfortable.” She also mentioned softening disagreement through phrases such as 
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“I’m not sure, but...,” lowering her voice, smiling politely, and bowing slightly to show 

deference. Haeun similarly stated that she used nonverbal expressions to communicate 

respect, including management of “the tone” and “how to end my sentence.” She 

added that certain facial expressions that the listener could recognize were also 

helpful. Their accounts showed that the interaction required the use of multiple 

resources to show make respect visible. 

Professor Jimin also confirmed that he was not clear about how to be explicitly 

respectful in English. He stated, “I don’t know how to make English rude or polite. I 

just use ‘plain English,’” revealing that showing respect in English proved to be 

genuinely challenging.  

The survey results showed that Respect Negotiation in English had a high 

mean of 4.02 (SD = 0.69). Q10, concerning adjustment of English to sound respectful, 

had a mean of 3.82 (SD = 0.95). English Politeness Ambiguity was also high at the 

scale level (M = 3.85, SD = 0.79), while Q23, “Sometimes using English creates 

confusion about what is polite or impolite,” had a mean of 4.12 (SD = 0.82). These 

data show that South Korean students reported both strong efforts to communicate 

respect and high levels of uncertainty about whether their English actually achieved 

that purpose. 

4.2.4.3. English for Academic Communication  

The most consistent finding in the South Korean interviews was that English 

did not independently transform relationships between students and professors. 

Participants emphasized that the use of English was associated with academic content 

and classroom discourse while Korean was used for everything outside of that.  

Professor Jimin shared from the professor perspective, that English is efficient 

for discussing course material but stated, “In terms of relationship, I don’t feel English 

makes the teacher and student relationship closer.” He explained that “English’s role 

to flatten or close the hierarchy is a bit limited” because English could not “dominate 

the other cultural factors that Koreans share.” He continued to say that English helped 

him “focus on delivering my lecture” and remain close to the prepared content. 

Korean, on the other hand, allowed him to discuss personal stories, current events, 

family, or humor.  Haeun similarly described EMI at her university as “technical usage 

of English,” explaining that “formal instruction was in English but content was in 

Korean.” These accounts showed that English could make communication 
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academically direct while leaving relational and cultural meaning concentrated in 

Korean. 

The interviews also showed that most Korean students returned to Korean 

outside of the classroom setting. Jiho stated, “I definitely switch to Korean instead of 

using English... because outside the classroom setting, there is no reason to use English 

to that professor.” Haeun likewise said, “I just speak [to] professors in Korean,” except 

with an American professor. The shift back to Korean indicated that English was 

strongly associated with the instructional requirement and the in-class academic 

sphere rather than with general, relational interactions. 

The findings for the South Korean students show that English reshaped 

hierarchy mainly when the interlocutor was a foreigner. In these cases, formality and 

interactional pressure were reduced, while interactions with South Korean professors 

did not eliminate established hierarchical expectations. In local student-professor 

interactions, respect was reconstructed through other practices like hedging, tone, and 

bodily gestures. English was associated with academics while the Korean language 

functioned as a relational bridge outside the class.  

4.2.5. RQ3a: Negotiating Identities in the Turkish EMI Context 

Research Question 3a: How do students and professors negotiate their cultural 

and academic identities and relational roles in relation to language use and 

perceived power dynamics in a face-to-face EMI classroom setting in Türkiye? 

Within the Turkish face-to-face EMI setting, identity and relational-role 

negotiation appeared through multiple processes. First, English positioned students 

and the professor within academic and professional roles, although students 

experienced difficulty in performing those roles in certain contexts. Second, moving 

between English and Turkish changed which dimensions of the self participants could 

express. Third, students and the professor maintained culturally recognizable 

relational roles. These are discussed in more detail in the following sections.  

4.2.5.1. English Associated with Acaedemic Identities 

The Turkish participants consistently associated English with academic 

activity rather than ordinary social interaction. Bekir described English as his 

“learning language” and said, “When I hear English, I feel more like I need to take 

notes, I need to listen to the teacher,” whereas Turkish speaking felt “much more 
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unofficial.” Hasan also connected English with professional competence, as he 

understood English as necessary for future business, international communication, and 

employment. Hasan referred to himself as a “professional English speaker” who could 

function successfully in corporate life, even though he felt that English was less 

suitable for intimate or emotionally sensitive relationships.  

Professor Nehir also treated English as a disciplinary and professional 

resource. She explained that much of the terminology, textbook knowledge, and 

business discourse in her field originated in English, noting that terms such as 

“challenge” and “engagement” did not have fully satisfactory Turkish equivalents in 

professional use. She considered the EMI classroom a place where students should 

learn to organize and express their opinions in English before entering workplaces that 

might be less forgiving of communication issues. This perspective shaped how 

Professor Nehir she managed her class. She said that she wanted to show clear 

academic communication and fluent English as a professional capability that students 

needed to develop. She also said she “trained” herself to be less casual in English 

because students might not understand the jokes, idioms, or wordplay she would more 

naturally use in Turkish. As a result, her English-speaking professor identity was more 

structured, rigid, and professionally focused. 

The classroom observations supported these student and professor accounts as 

English carried the main lecture content, disciplinary explanations, and formal 

discussion. Professor Nehir rarely interrupted students to correct grammar, 

pronunciation, or vocabulary but instead generally responded to the substance of their 

answers. Multiple Turkish students confirmed that professors generally did not 

comment on their English language and focused more understanding the content of 

the response. This practice allowed students to participate as future professionals 

rather than being treated primarily as deficient language learners.  

However, Turkish student accounts showed that adopting the English-medium 

student role was not effortless. Hasan described the early processing sequence as 

follows: “The input comes in English, I process it in Turkish, and then I reverse output 

into English again.” He added that it was difficult to “listen actively to the teacher,” 

“take notes,” and “watch the slides” simultaneously. Sevgi recalled a similar process 

during her first year. Before participating, she would “create the sentence in my head, 

repeat it again and again, then speak up.” She described this process as “time 
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consuming and hard.” These students’ accounts showed that the student identity 

expected by EMI required additional cognitive work.  

The survey findings found that Turkish students tended to disagree that English 

allowed them to express themselves more confidently than Turkish (M = 2.46, SD = 

1.23). The interview evidence showed that English gave students access to an 

academically valued and professionally useful identity, but displaying that identity 

required preparation, self-monitoring, and concern about how successfully knowledge 

could be communicated. 

4.2.5.2. Language Choice’s Effect on Expression 

The Turkish students did not describe one uniform English-speaking identity. 

For some, English allowed them to feel more confident and outgoing. For most others, 

it produced a reduced or incomplete version of themselves. These differences 

depended on proficiency, experience abroad, and the interlocutor 

Damla gave one of the clearest accounts of how her identity changed when 

speaking English. She described herself as “two different kinds of Damla,”one as the 

person living in Türkiye and the other who “must speak English to live, to survive” in 

the United States. After returning to Türkiye, participating in class in English could 

feel like “going back to the U.S.” and becoming “the Damla who lives in the U.S.” 

She further explained in detail her experiences abroad, stating that “Damla number 

two who lives in the U.S., she overcame a lot of obstacles about life, like surviving. I 

went there by myself, a girl, everything was new – new people, new places. Her 

confidence raised day by day. It gave me the power to put myself into going out of my 

comfort zone.” For Damla, the confident identity associated with English emerged 

through repeated experience rather than through the language alone. 

Damla also emphasized that the two versions of herself were not yet identical. 

She estimated that something requiring “10 sentences” with Turkish might require “50 

sentences” with English because she felt she needed to ensure that the intended 

meaning was understood. She described this effort as “pushing my limits in English” 

and gradually becoming “more like my Turkish self.” Even her mother noticed a 

difference in her voice and tone when speaking English and would ask, “Is she really 

my daughter or not?” Not only did Damla feel the difference, but people around her 

saw her as a different person when she spoke English or Turkish.  
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Bekir also associated English with a more confident self. He positioned his 

English-speaking persona as “in the middle” between confidence and arrogance. As 

he shared about his experiences abroad, he stated, “I felt that I am more social, so I 

am more outgoing in that sense. If I were to speak Turkish to them, I would be more 

hesitant.” In his case, English enabled a more sociable self in international contexts.  

Other students viewed English as limiting. Batuhan summarized the difference 

as being “the same person, but [with] way less knowledge.” Hasan further described 

differences in his identity when speaking Turkish versus English. He said, “When I 

speak in Turkish, I become much more optimistic, and also I see myself as the 

caregiver, some kind of a leader in the team or group or classroom environment. I am 

the one who cheers the people up. I am the one who gives the motivation speech.” He 

explained that in Turkish, he could choose words that can “affect the humans inside 

their hearts” and “touch their emotions.” Contrastingly, in English, his lexical 

resources were limited to academic content: “In supply chain, we are learning supply 

chain terminology; in psychology, we are learning psychology terminology. We are 

not learning the daily communication terminology.” This imbalance caused Hasan to 

describe his English-speaking version as “not the real Hasan” but “kind of like a 

projection of me.” He illustrated this conflict with a Turkish idiom, “Böyle içime bir 

öküz oturduğu gibi hissediyorum,” translated as “I feel like there is a cow sitting inside 

of me.” He explained that this idiom conveyed a state of exhaustion, emotional 

heaviness, and inability to feel excited about anything. Essentially, his difficulty was 

more than just a lexical limitation but more associated with the inability to express his 

deep, emotional, cultural identity through English. 

Sevgi reported a reduction in her emotional expressivity. When asked which 

language allowed for more accurate emotional expression, she responded with, 

“Definitely Turkish,” sharing that certain expressions become “much less, 

diminished.” She further described the contrast between her English- and Turkish-

speaking self by saying, “Actually, I don’t feel emotional while I speak English.” She 

described an experience with an international dormmate where she was unable to 

express her anger and felt that they were “not understanding each other through 

English.” At times, even when her surrounding international friends could not 

understand, she would insert Turkish phrases because “Turkish fits the best.” For 

Sevgi, Turkish was a means for authentic emotional expression.  



105 

4.2.5.3. Competence While Managing Humility and Peer Judgment 

The interview findings showed that speaking English in EMI classrooms 

involved performing competence before an audience, not merely communicating 

disciplinary knowledge to the professor. Students monitored whether their 

pronunciation, vocabulary, fluency, and answers might cause them to appear 

linguistically weak, academically unprepared, or socially inappropriate. Notably, 

these concerns were frequently directed more strongly toward classmates than toward 

professors. 

Sevgi provided a clear Turkish example of how an unsuccessful response in 

English affected her deeply. During her first year, she answered a question incorrectly 

in an auditorium-style class containing around 100 students. After the professor 

corrected her, she said that her primary concern was not the professor’s reaction, but 

what her classmates might be thinking, “Are you stupid? How didn’t you understand 

the question?” Bekir also shared moments of feeling “embarrassed” if he “failed to 

explain myself properly” or “said something very stupid.” He added that this anxiety 

usually came from “the rest of the class” rather than the professor. To him, the biggest 

threat was not the evaluator but his peers. He commented that professors were 

generally accommodating and focused more on the content of the response, but other 

classmates could evaluate the speaker’s overall intelligence and fluency through the 

interaction. 

Hasan and Bekir explained that peer evaluation could also come when they or 

other students had high English proficiency. Students had to manage the risk of 

appearing excessively capable or eager to display their English. Hasan shared that 

students with good American or European accents and fluent speech could still be 

judged by classmates. He also occasionally restricted his own participation to “give 

some room for others,” even though he knew the answer because otherwise, he might 

risk being seen as “some kind of a narcissistic person” or “some kind of egoist.” The 

reality of peer evaluation was therefore not related merely to a lack of competence, 

but also to overt confidence that may otherwise be looked down upon.  

Bekir shared similar beliefs that the unnecessary use of English with Turkish 

speakers could position him as “pretentious.” He mentioned the use of English outside 

the academic context could be viewed as “showing off,” recalling another student who 

used an English idiom at a networking event with other Turkish students. In that 
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moment, Bekir remembered thinking, “Oh wow, look at you... this guy is trying to 

show off.” These examples show that competence needed to be shown sufficiently to 

the professors to participate successfully, but not so prominently that it appeared 

boastful or socially insensitive.  

The overall findings for the Turkish participants revealed that identity 

negotiation involved balancing the academic and professional identities associated 

with English. English enabled student some students to have a more confident identity, 

others experienced the limits of emotional expression or a fuller sense of self. Students 

had to balance an identity of appearing respectful and competent in English without 

risking embarrassment or peer criticism as an incapable or pretentious English user.   

4.2.6. RQ3b: Negotiating Identities in the South Korean EMI Context 

Research Question 3b: How do students and professors negotiate their cultural 

and academic identities and relational roles in relation to language use and 

perceived power dynamics in an online EMI classroom setting in South Korea? 

Within the South Korean online EMI setting, identity and relational-role 

negotiation also followed three interconnected patterns. First, English provided access 

to disciplinary terminology and internationally valued academic competence, but it 

could also expose limitations in both students’ and professors’ language performance. 

Second, participants experienced different English-speaking selves depending on 

proficiency and interlocutor, while Korean remained closely connected to emotional 

precision and underlying patterns of thought. Lastly, Korean student-professor roles 

remained culturally recognizable and were enacted through titles, hedging, timing, 

chat participation, and professor-controlled interaction. 

4.2.6.1. English Used for Academic Identity but Limited Expression 

South Korean students commonly associated English with academic and 

professional legitimacy, particularly in the field of Economics, Business, and 

Accounting. Hyunwoo described Economics and Accounting concepts were often 

“more intuitive” when described in English because they “all originated from 

English.” He stated that Korean translations as potentially adding another layer of 

conceptual difficulty because the translated words carried other everyday meanings 

that differed from the specialized disciplinary meaning. He gave an example of the 

term “marginal,” which refers to the effect of one additional unit in Economics. The 
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Korean equivalent, 한계 (hangae), is commonly understood as “limitation” or 

“boundary.” For this reason, English sometimes made it easier to engage with the 

concept or terminology closer to its original meaning. 

Korean student Jiho described the academic benefit of EMI when both the 

students and professors possess sufficient English proficiency. Like Hyunwoo, he 

expressed that learning disciplinary terminology directly in English is valuable 

because students would see the same terminology in textbooks, research, and 

international communication. However, he also noted that this benefit is only achieved 

when the professor’s pronunciation or fluency of English allowed for easy 

comprehension. He stated, “Sometimes English can be a problem because students 

can’t understand what the professor is trying to say.” Jiho’s account shows that English 

did not necessarily make the communication clearer or academic value greater, but it 

depended heavily on whether students and professors could use it effectively enough 

to demonstrate their knowledge and maintain their academic identities as competent 

participants. 

Professor Jimin described his journey in developing his professional identity 

as an EMI instructor. During the early experiences of his EMI teaching career, he 

experienced English as a threat to his competence as a professor. He compared 

teaching in English versus Korean, recalling, “When I use Korean, I don’t worry about 

grammar or style... but when I use English, I was obsessed with using English in a 

100% precise manner.” This pressure led him to prepare extensively for his classes, 

even to the point of trying to memorize lecture manuscripts. However, this proved 

ineffective because student questions and exchanges were sporadic and unpredictable, 

leaving him unprepared for this situations. However, with experience, Professor Jimin 

stopped treating each linguistic error as a challenge to his legitimacy and began to see 

English as “just a medium of exchange.” After being relieved of these pressures, his 

identity began to shift.  

Through experience in EMI, Professor Jimin began to construct a clearer EMI 

professor identity. Rather than trying to perfect English, he prioritized efficient 

communication of his course content. He summarized his position by stating, “If I ues 

English, I focus on delivering my lecture.” Although personal story-telling and 

unrelated experiences in Korean may encourage engagement and participation, he 

admitted that they could serve as distractions from the course content. He emphasized 
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the formal objective of his role by saying, “We need to deliver our knowledge. The 

course has a specific purpose.” In this way, the professor’s identity as an EMI 

professor developed to be more focused and content-driven even at the expense of 

limiting the more spontaneous and relational dimensions available through Korean. 

The South Korean survey responses similarly discouraged a simple 

interpretation of English as confidence-enhancing. Students tended to disagree that 

English allowed more confident self-expression than Korean (M = 2.09, SD = 1.26). 

English carried substantial academic and professional value, but it also made linguistic 

competence a visible part of how students and professors could be evaluated as 

knowledgeable participants. 

4.2.6.2. Varied English-Speaking Identities  

The South Korean interviews revealed no single English-speaking self. Some 

participants perceived continuity between Korean and English, while others felt more 

direct, more restricted, or less confident. Haeun said that English did not produce a 

fundamentally different personality, stating, “The format is in English, but I am 

speaking the content based on the Korean logical thinking process.” Although English 

changed the communication form, it did not change the underlying organization of 

thought. As such, her Korean-speaking identity remained cognitively present beneath 

the English mode of communication. Jiho, in contrast, said that he felt “more 

extroverted” when speaking English, especially with foreign interlocutors. From his 

perspective, because English was a “straightforward language, a very honest 

language,” it made him “less careful” and “more confident” when speaking. 

Minji shared her brief experiences, saying, “I do not think I become a totally 

different person, but I definitely express myself differently.” Because of feeling more 

limited when expressing things in English, she said she would “usually just say the 

main point.” Her limited linguistic resource forced her to reduce her explanations and 

interpersonal nuances.  

Minji and Soojin shared similar perspectives that English sometimes lack 

direct lexical equivalence, and therefore does not correspond precisely with certain 

Korean concepts. Minji mentioned specific emotions that carry culturally and 

relationally specific meanings, such as 답답하다 (dap-dap-ha-da), which mean 

frustration or irritation, but it can also convey emotional heaviness, anxiety, a sense of 
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being psychologically trapped, or even a suffocating feeling of tightness. Another 

example she gave was the word 억울하다 (eo-gul-ha-da), which combines the 

experience of being unfairly accused or treated unjustly with a sense of frustration for 

being unable to resolve the injustice. Soojin also gave the example of the word 

서운하다 (seo-un-ha-da) as an emotion that could not be reduced simply to sadness 

because it is instead a combination of hurt, disappointment, and lingering sadness that 

arises when a close person does not meet a certain expectation. These examples show 

that Korean was the preferred language to accurately express their personal emotions. 

Since their first language was associated with a lifetime of culturally embedded 

emotional experiences, it provided a much more resourceful pool of vocabulary to 

accurately display nuanced versions of themselves. English, on the other hand, was 

more strongly developed around academic and professional domains. 

Professor Jimin made an even more explicit distinction between his personality 

and role as an EMI instructor. He said, “I don’t feel much difference in myself 

according to my use of language, but I feel a difference in my role.” English naturally 

oriented him toward academic content and the delivery of knowledge while Korean 

allowed for spontaneous references to his family, personal experiences, and other 

unrelated topics. When asked which version is closer to his actual personality, he 

responded, “As a person, the one who is speaking the mother tongue is closer to my 

actual personality.” His account showed that the Korean language was more closely 

associated to a more authentic self, rather than when he used English.  

4.2.6.3. Performing Competence While Managing Peer Judgment 

The South Korean student interviews showed similar patterns of how peer 

evaluation could affect them. Haeun described an incident where she was 

unexpectedly called upon to answer and she could not find the proper English 

terminology to respond quickly. She said, “In the class there are 20 or 50 students that 

are listening to the same course. They are just waiting for my answer.” She became 

conscious of her face turning red and of the other students watching. Jiho similarly 

stated that he was more anxious about classmates’ evaluations because English 

proficiency served as a “core competency” through which students indirectly 

“compete.” Even when no formal language assessment was taking place, students 
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seemed to be subconsciously comparing competence through vocabulary, fluency, and 

pronunciation.  

Hyunwoo described a similar stance where his confidence shifted depending 

on the response of the interlocutor. He said his level of confidence would drop if the 

interlocutor did not understand his Korean-accented English, leading him to interpret 

this as “my English language is really poor” and thereby reducing his confidence. 

These findings show that students protected not only their face as respectful 

participants in front of the professor, but also as intelligent, competent, and socially 

appropriate members in front of their peer groups. 

The overall findings for the Korean participants showed that identity 

negotiation involved the balance between the academic value of English versus 

insecurity and reduced emotional expressiveness. The identities associated with 

English depended on the speaker’s proficiency and the interlocutor’s response while 

Korean was more closely tied to the participants’ fuller or truer personalities and 

emotional expressability.   

4.2.7. RQ4: The Influence of Classroom Settings 

Research Question 4: How do face-to-face Turkish and online South Korean 

classroom settings shape the processes of power dynamics, identity 

negotiation, and face-saving strategies in the EMI context? 

The findings are organized according to the three aspects named in the research 

question including power dynamics, identity negotiation, and face-saving strategies. 

More specifically, each section identifies how the physical settings of each country’s 

context impacted how power dynamics, identity negotiation, and face-saving 

strategies were enacted. The findings for this particular question were mainly derived 

from the classroom observations, which provided direct evidence of how the 

classroom setting and platform shaped the student-professor interactions. Student and 

professor interviews were also used to support and clarify some observed patterns. No 

quantitative survey data were used in this section because the survey did not directly 

measure the effects of classroom setting. Within each subsection, Turkish face-to-face 

and South Korean online settings are described separately so that the particular 

features of each setting remain visible. 
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4.2.7.1. Classroom Setting and Power Dynamics 

This section explains how the class size, platform, layout, and type affect the 

organization of power dynamics in each country’s context. The Turkish observations 

demonstrated that face-to-face instruction did not produce one uniform form of 

classroom authority. The two courses taught by Professor Nehir showed substantial 

variation within the same modality. The large compulsory course was held in an 

auditorium-style room and attendance ranged from approximately 74 to 83 students 

during the observed sessions. The room had an estimated capacity of approximately 

280 students, with nine rows of seating extending outward and backward from a large 

instructor area at the front-center of the room. The instructor area included a podium, 

projection screen, chalkboard, and the professor's desk, which had been moved to the 

side. Professor Nehir used a wireless microphone connected to speakers around the 

auditorium and regularly moved within the front and central portions of the room 

while lecturing and monitoring student work.  

These spatial and technological features amplified the visibility of the 

professor's authority. Her voice was projected throughout the room while student 

voices were less readily audible. She also remained the primary person who initiated 

questions, selected speakers, evaluated responses, and determined when the lecture 

could proceed. Participation was concentrated largely among students seated in the 

first few rows nearest to the area she was standing. In one observed instance, a student 

seated toward the back raised a hand but was not initially seen by the professor, 

illustrating that the physical scale of the auditorium affected access to participation. 

The need for a microphone also created an asymmetry in audibility: the professor 

could address the entire room directly, whereas students often depended on her to 

repeat or reformulate their responses for the rest of the class, which was seen 

throughout the entirety of the classroom observations. 

The compulsory status and size of the course also shaped the way Professor 

Nehir managed the class. She controlled entry for late students, publicly corrected 

inattentive or disruptive behavior, and maintained a comparatively fixed lecture 

agenda. These were not simply expressions of her personal teaching style but the large 

number of students, younger students, compulsory nature of the course, and the 

difficulty of maintaining extended interactions across a large room required a more 

centralized mode of organization. Professor Nehir explained that she was more willing 
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to assert authority in this course because she had additional time in the students' future 

university years to “make it up” and repair the relationship, if necessary. 

The smaller elective course produced a substantially different results. 

Attendance ranged from approximately six to nine students in a room with a capacity 

of approximately 21. The seating was organized in five semicircular or U-shaped rows, 

allowing students to see the professor and one another at relatively close range. 

Although the room still contained an instructor table, podium, projection screen, and 

chalkboard, the compact layout reduced the physical distance between participants. In 

this course, the professor did not use any wireless microphone to project her voice, as 

it was not necessary.  

Participation in the elective course was correspondingly more spontaneous. 

Students produced longer turns, offered comments without always waiting to be 

selected, and occasionally interjected while the professor was still speaking. Professor 

Nehir repeatedly asked, “Anything else?” and often used the whiteboard to collect and 

organize student contributions. She described herself as “gentler” in this course and 

explained that the smaller class gave her greater “maneuverability” for discussion. The 

elective status of the course, the students' greater seniority, their choice to enroll, and 

the professor's prior familiarity with them all contributed to a more relationally 

flexible exercise of authority. Nevertheless, professor authority was still intact, though 

softened by the classroom context. She continued to determine the broad direction of 

discussion, decide how long particular topics would be pursued, and retained the right 

to interrupt or redirect discussion.  

The difference seen between the two Turkish courses is particularly important 

because it demonstrates that modality cannot be the sole factor to explain the 

organization of classroom power. Factors such as class size, elective versus 

compulsory class status, pre-established relationships with the professor, and the 

pedagogical strategy of the professor produced different forms of visible authority. 

While the contrast between Zoom and in-person instruction affected the visibility and 

mechanisms of authority, variations within the in-person Turkish context also 

demonstrated that power dynamics also operated differently. 

In the South Korean Zoom setting, authority was less physically embodied but 

remained strongly organized through the technological structure of the platform. 

During the observed lectures and office-hour sessions, the professor was the only 

participant whose camera remained continuously on. Students kept their cameras off 
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and rarely used their microphones. As a result, Professor Jimin occupied the central 

visual and audio position throughout the sessions. This environment reduced the 

visible performance of student deference but did not remove the professor’s central 

role as the authorized instructor. Hierarchy became less embodied, not necessarily less 

powerful, as the interactional control remained concentrated in the professor's screen 

presence, microphone, control of the lecture materials, and management of the 

speaking sequence. 

Student participation occurred mainly through short responses in the Zoom 

chat box. Although students could technically speak through the microphones, almost 

all observed participation occurred through the chat box. The professor initiated most 

exchanges, waited for written answers, acknowledged the respondents, and decided 

when enough evidence of understanding had been provided to continue. The 

observations repeatedly recorded pauses after questions, including one 17-second 

delay before students typed brief confirmations that they could see the shared lecture 

notes. At other moments, Professor Jimin used prompts such as “Any ideas?”, “Can 

you answer my question?”, “I'm waiting for your answer”, and “Please help me to 

continue my lecture.” These invitations eventually produced responses, but the 

sequence remained professor-led because students generally responded only after 

direct prompting. Jiho explained, “I usually just type short answers in the chat because 

everyone else does that, and it feels less [burdensome] than speaking.” For Jiho, typing 

in the chat was less burdensome, and also somehow influenced by the class’s general 

use of the chat.  

The online platform also shaped authority through time. Professor Jimin 

described that Zoom classes were more time-bound and less flexible than physical 

lessons. He explained that in a physical classroom, he could request students to stay 

an additional minute or two to complete an explanation, whereas Zoom created a 

stronger sense of a fixed timeframe, restricting the instructional period. This showed 

that the online setting affected authority through its organization of time and classroom 

pacing. Professor Jimin also explained that the constrained time limit forced him to 

concentrate even more to efficiently deliver lecture material. Resultingly, the online 

platform reduced his flexibility and strengthened his role as the pace manager. The 

online environment concentrated authority in his management of the class. 

The interview data further showed that the online setting could reduce the felt 

burden of displaying respect without eliminating the student-professor hierarchy. 
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Hyunwoo explained that in a course conducted entirely online, “our burden of respect 

is quite going down because there is no possibility that we are going to meet the 

professor.” However, for courses where only one class is online, he said “we should 

remain in our respect” because they would meet the professor again. Jiho also 

mentioned that he even though the burden of respect reduces significantly through 

Zoom because all cameras are off, he still attempts to show his respect by answering 

“all questions through the comment box” and making comments such as, “Thank you, 

professor.” These examples show that respect remained intact through Zoom, but was 

reduced by contextual factors such as the possible chance of seeing the professor face 

to face in the near future. 

4.2.7.2. Classroom Setting and Identity Negotiation 

This section examines how the features of each classroom setting affected how 

students and professors adjusted their academic and relational identities in EMI. In the 

Turkish face-to-face setting, identity negotiation was physically and publicly visible. 

Students displayed attentiveness, confidence, uncertainty, preparedness, and relational 

positioning through where they sat, whether they raised their hands, how they oriented 

their bodies, and how they responded when recognized by the professor. In the large 

auditorium, students seated near the front were more visible to the professor and more 

likely to be incorporated into discussion. Repeated participation could therefore 

support an identity as an active and academically competent student. At the same time, 

the same visibility increased the risk that hesitation, incorrect content, or difficulty 

speaking English would be witnessed by a large peer audience. 

Bekir related his explained that his anxiety was “mostly caused by English” 

because he was afraid of not explaining himself properly, "especially when I am in a 

big classroom with 100 people.” He added, “I would feel a little bit ashamed if I failed 

to give proper English,” and that a large could make him “twice more embarrassed” 

as he recalled experiencing “a cold sweat” after an incorrect response. His account 

shows that the face-to-face setting turned speaking into a public performance of 

academic and linguistic competence before identifiable peers. Students were forced to 

also negotiating whether they would appear knowledgeable, fluent, confident, overly 

visible, or embarrassed, especially in larger classrooms. 

The smaller elective classroom supported a different form of identity 

negotiation. Because students and the professor could see and hear one another more 
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easily, student contributions became longer and more conversational. Participants 

would even interject without raising their hands in occasional exchanges. The reduced 

group size did not remove visibility because each participant was readily identifiable 

by name and there was less opportunity to disappear into the audience. However, 

familiarity and the elective nature of the course appeared to make this visibility more 

secure.  

Professor Nehir's teaching identity was also shaped by the physical course 

setting. In the compulsory auditorium, she positioned herself to be more of a pace 

maker and authoritative figure. In the smaller elective course, she occupied a more 

facilitative and relational role, allowing extended student turns and making greater 

contributions of their ideas.  

The South Korean Zoom setting reduced embodied visibility, thereby 

reconstructing how identity was negotiated. With cameras off, students could remain 

present in the participant list and respond when necessary without exposing their 

voices or revealing facial expression, posture, appearance, or the bodily effects of 

anxiety. Haeun stated, “I felt more comfortable and confident when my camera is off 

because they cannot see my facial expression and my face turning red.” She said she 

felt “more relaxed and safe.” Jiho similarly described the camera-off circumstance as 

“a form of security.” In a contrasting way, Soojin preferred in-person EMI classes 

because she relied on “gestures and facial expressions” to support her English 

communication, which are features limited by Zoom. Depending on preference, Zoom 

could protect students’ self-presentation or limit their ability to communicate a more 

expressive identity. 

Professor Jimin attempted to create interpersonal recognition within these 

online courses by addressing students by name whenever they responded in the chat, 

transforming brief impersonal chat entries into moments of individual 

acknowledgment. He regularly used expressions such as “very good,” “thank you,” 

and “your response is really helpful.” Even so, the professor remained the only 

continuously visible participant, and his professional identity as lecturer and 

interactional organizer was more fully displayed than the identities of the students.  

4.2.7.3. Classroom Setting and Face-Saving Strategies 

This section examines how each classroom setting influenced the ways 

students and professors managed face in each interactional space. The face-to-face 



116 

Turkish settings made linguistic and behavioral risk publicly observable. In the large 

auditorium, a student who answered a question could be heard or watched by an 

audience of peers, while the professor's correction could occur before the same crowd. 

The physical environment therefore intensified concerns about appearing 

incompetent, unprepared, disrespectful, or excessively eager to display knowledge. 

Students managed these risks through silence, delayed participation, hedging, and 

occasionally asking a nearby friend to voice a question on their behalf. Seating farther 

from the professor also offered a degree of reduced visibility, although it 

simultaneously decreased access to classroom interaction. 

Professor face management was especially important in the large course 

because reprimands were public. After Professor Nehir corrected students publicly, 

she frequently softened those interventions through humor, tone, and affectionate 

Turkish expressions. She explained that Turkish could deliver the “full punch” of a 

serious message because students understood its emotional and cultural force, while 

the affectionate forms of address communicated that the relational bond remained 

intact.  

The smaller elective course, with fewer students and greater familiarity, 

required a different form of face management. Participants could not hide themselves, 

but also had a stronger relational basis for interpreting disagreement, interruption, or 

correction. Professor Nehir stated that she was more cautious about damaging 

relationships with older students who had chosen the course and were approaching 

graduation. Her “gentler” approach reduced the need for overt public discipline, while 

the conversational format allowed misunderstandings or disagreements to be managed 

through immediate elaboration. Face-saving therefore depended less on withdrawing 

from interaction and more on trust, familiarity, and the possibility of relational repair 

within extended dialogue. 

In the South Korean Zoom setting, the platform itself was a face-saving 

resource. Turning off the camera concealed all physical risk factors. Hyunwoo 

interpreted camera avoidance as a way to avoid bodily respect, stating, “It is 

uncomfortable for them to show their respect for 75 minutes, so they just run away 

from those burdens by turning off the video.” From his perspective, a visible student 

would need to lean forward, maintain an attentive posture, and repeatedly display 

nonverbal acknowledgement. The camera-off setting removed this sustained 

behavioral demand. The chat box also provided a second layer of protection. Students 
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could respond without exposing pronunciation, accent, hesitation, or the time needed 

to formulate a complete spoken answer. Brief text entries such as “yes,” “increase,” 

or “exporters” allowed limited personal exposure.  

Professor Jimin used several strategies to reduce the face risk of online 

participation. In one observed exchange where students gave different answers, he 

avoided rejecting the incorrect response and suggested that the ambiguity might have 

resulted from the way he had framed the question. This shifted part of the 

responsibility away from the student and protected the student's competence face.  

The online setting thus both expanded and constrained face-saving. It 

expanded protection by allowing students to hide visible anxiety, avoid pronunciation 

exposure, and participate through minimal text. It constrained interaction by reducing 

nonverbal resources for communicating sincerity, politeness, confusion, and relational 

warmth. Students were safer from public embarrassment but less able to display a 

comprehensive and socially present identity.  

Overall, the findings related to this Research Question showed how classroom 

setting shaped how power, identity, and face-saving were enacted, but modality alone 

did not explain these processes. In the Turkish context, factors such as class size and 

type, familiarity of the older students, and layout of the class affected how authority 

was exercised. For the Korean online setting, the professor remained the central 

authoritative figure through classroom control. Although the online platform provided 

a less-exposed face-saving environment, it also limited nonverbal expression and 

fuller identity expression.   
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CHAPTER 5 

 

 

5. DISCUSSION 

 

5.1. Overview and Organization of the Discussion 

This chapter interprets the integrated findings presented in Chapter 4 in 

relation to the study’s research questions, theoretical framework, and relevant EMI 

literature. This section examines what the findings reveal about the persistence, 

negotiation, and reconfiguration of student-professor hierarchical relationships when 

English becomes the medium of instruction in two contextually distinct EMI settings: 

a face-to-face Turkish classroom and an online South Korean classroom. Accordingly, 

the discussion does not treat the two sites as directly matched national cases but instead 

examines what the findings from each setting reveal about the relational processes 

through which authority, respect, participation, identity, and face were maintained or 

renegotiated when English became the principal language of academic instruction. 

 The discussion is organized according to the four research questions. For 

Research Questions 1, 2, and 3, the Turkish and South Korean findings are interpreted 

separately before a cautious integrated interpretation is offered. Research Question 4 

then considers how the face-to-face and online settings shaped the expression of 

power, identity negotiation, and face-saving practices. This organization preserves the 

substantial differences between the settings in modality, institution, discipline, course 

structure, class size, professor characteristics, and available interactional resources. It 

also prevents findings produced under one set of conditions from being attributed 

exclusively to national culture or classroom modality. 

 The discussion identifies the broader meaning of the findings, connects those 

meanings to previous scholarship, and considers how the present study supports, 

extends, qualifies, or complicates existing explanations of EMI student-professor 

relationships. The context-specific findings are also considered through a maximum-
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variation logic, seeking for recurring processes across substantially different settings 

to be treated as theoretically meaningful. 

 Three principal theoretical perspectives operate at related but distinct levels of 

explanation. Power Distance provides a macro-level lens for understanding culturally 

and institutionally recognizable expectations of authority (Hofstede et al., 2010). Face 

Negotiation Theory explains how participants manage self-face, other-face, and 

mutual-face within the unequal relationships (Ting-Toomey, 2015; Ting-Toomey & 

Kurogi, 1998). Politeness Theory identifies the linguistic and interactional strategies 

through which respect, approval, and relational distance are managed in particular 

exchanges (Brown & Levinson, 1987). As discussed in the methodology section, the 

discussion uses the three frameworks complementarily as Power Distance clarifies 

why role asymmetry is meaningful, Face Negotiation Theory clarifies why speaking, 

questioning, correction, and silence carry relational risk, and Politeness Theory 

clarifies how that risk was mitigated through timing, wording, humor, indirectness, 

address practices, and other forms of interactional work.  

5.2. Research Question 1 

Research Question 1: How does the cultural dimension of Power Distance 

influence student-professor relationships in a face-to-face EMI classroom 

setting in Türkiye and an online EMI classroom setting in South Korea? 

The findings showed that power distance influenced the Turkish student-

professor relationship primarily through recognition of legitimate role boundaries 

rather than through unquestioned obedience or persistent interpersonal distance. 

Students accepted that the professor held greater academic knowledge, evaluative 

authority, and responsibility for classroom order, yet they also regarded questioning, 

clarification, and academically grounded disagreement as permissible. The 

relationship was therefore unequal in institutional position but not necessarily distant 

in interaction. This is important to the study’s aim because it shows that examining 

hierarchy in EMI requires attention not only to whether authority exists, but also to 

how authority is enacted, interpreted, and made compatible with participation. 

In the face-to-face Turkish EMI context, one of the clearest findings was that 

the student-professor relationship remained positionally unequal even when students 

experienced the professor as approachable. The professor’s authority was grounded in 

her recognized institutional authority, field expertise, and control over the classroom. 
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The students recognized her role and described limits regarding what they could or 

could not do or say as a student. Despite this, they did not generally interpret those 

limits as needing complete submission to the professor’s opinions. The interview 

accounts, survey patterns, and observations converged around a relationship in which 

the professor’s authority was strongly recognized, but questioning and interaction 

remained active and legitimate.  

This important finding distinguishes recognizing authority and feeling 

relationally distant. A relationship may remain structurally unequal as each interactors 

understand their position in the context, yet without the relationship being cold, 

hostile, or inaccessible. This distinction is consistent with Turkish higher education 

research showing that academic authority may combine expertise and control with 

guidance, care, and personal involvement (Göktürk et al., 2021; Sever & Ersoy, 2017). 

This also aligns with Hagenauer et al.’s (2023) distinction between the professional 

and interpersonal dimensions of student-professor relationships because the students’ 

interpretation of the professor is shaped by how they communicate and how they 

respond to them. Professor Nehir did not cease to be an authority figure even when 

she was accessible or caring. Instead, accessibility and care were enacted from within 

her professional role as an institutional authority figure. The finding also aligns with 

Tormey’s (2021) perspective on the multidimensional account of student-professor 

relationships, which argue that positive student-professor relationships come from 

more than just friendly professors, but also factors such as warmth and safety. In the 

interviews, multiple Turkish students shared that their professors were “encouraging.” 

One student even said that the professor was sometimes like an “older sister” in certain 

contexts, suggesting that the professor’s role as an authority figure did not necessarily 

equate to relational distance.   

The participants also appeared to distinguish between challenging an academic 

idea and challenging the professor’s authority. Asking for clarification, questioning an 

explanation, or offering a different example was generally considered acceptable in 

the class, as seen through the Turkish students’ survey response about being able to 

question or challenge the professor. By contrast, interrupting the lesson, ignoring 

classroom rules, or behaving inattentively was viewed as inappropriate because it 

undermined the professor’s responsibility to manage the classroom. Multiple 

examples of this was seen through the observations and some interview accounts 

alluded to behaving well as a form of respect. Power distance therefore shaped the 
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boundaries around the form and purpose of challenging the professor rather than 

prohibiting it altogether. This finding adds nuance to Hofstede et al.’s (2010) 

suggestion that students in relatively large-power-distance classrooms tend not to 

contradict teachers (Hofstede et al., 2010), because in the Turkish context, 

disagreement was possible, provided that it was academically relevant and expressed 

in a relationally appropriate manner. As Brown and Levinson (1987) might argue from 

a Politeness Theory lens, a lecture-related question could threaten the professor’s 

positive face if it implied error, while a class disruption could threaten negative face 

by imposing on the professor’s control of the lesson. The Turkish students’ attention 

to wording, timing, and intended meaning suggests that they did not avoid these acts 

categorically but managed their potential threat. In this sense, power distance seemed 

to have an influence on the pragmatic conditions under which participation became 

acceptable.  

The classroom observations further showed that the professor’s authority was 

a visible enactment. Professor Nehir determined when lessons began and ended, 

managed lateness and attention, allocated turns, evaluated responses, and corrected 

misbehaviors. These practices reflected the unequal rights associated with the 

professor and student positions, while at the same time, the existence of such control 

did not by itself establish that students were intimidated or unable to participate. These 

observations align with research showing that pedagogical authority and student 

participation are not always incompatible, since teacher control over classroom 

interaction may also be used to encourage student contributions (Kim, 2022; Mundt 

& Hänze, 2023). The way in which the class was managed also depended on modality, 

which will be discussed in a later section. The important analytical point is that 

authority was present, which is expected in most university classrooms, and that 

students accepted strong professor control while still distinguishing it from the right 

to voice their opinions in class.  

The Turkish findings also suggest that Professor Nehir’s authority was 

relational rather than exclusively positional. She exercised the right to direct activity 

and correct conduct, but repeatedly combined this authority with encouragement, 

humor, accessibility, and affectionate address to signify continued acceptance of the 

student even after correction. This pattern supports the literature describing Turkish 

academic authority as a combination of status, personal involvement, and guidance 

rather than just detachment (Göktürk et al., 2021; Sever & Ersoy, 2017). It also 
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corresponds to Tormey’s (2021) argument that power, warmth, and relational safety 

are distinct but interconnected dimensions of the student-professor relationship. High 

warmth from the professor did not eliminate power. Instead, warmth altered how 

power was experienced by the students.  

This particular finding extends Tormey’s (2021) argument concerning the 

interconnected dimensions of the student-professor relationship by showing that 

relational authority was partly maintained through reciprocity. Professor Nehir framed 

punctuality, attention, care, and respect as obligations of both the professor and the 

students. When students came late to class, she vocalized her stance that respect is 

earned. Her authority was not presented only as a unilateral entitlement attached to 

rank. It was also justified through the professor’s performance of preparation for 

classes, concern for students, responsiveness, and respectful attitude towards the class. 

From the students’ perspective, care received from the professor created an obligation 

to respond with care and respect. This is consistent with Heikkinen et al.’s (2014) 

finding that students granted stronger authority to teachers whom they perceived as 

professional, approachable, fair, and respectful, whereas the authority of the teacher 

weakened with unpunctuality, carelessness, and a lack of concern for the students. It 

also reflects Harjunen’s (2011) argument that pedagogical authority depends partly on 

students’ consent rather than institutional position alone. Professor Nehir’s case 

extends these findings to a Turkish EMI higher-education context by showing how 

reciprocal respect and the fulfilment of role-based obligations could legitimize 

authority within the unequal roles.  

FNT provides a particularly useful explanation of Professor Nehir’s correction 

practices in class. Direct correction or public reprimand could threaten students’ self-

face by marking them as inattentive, incorrect, or unprepared academically. It could 

also threaten mutual-face by creating the impression that students had been 

relationally rejected by her. However, the insertion of humor, softened tone, and 

affectionate Turkish address forms continued the function of inclusion and relational 

protection by separating disapproval of the behavior from rejection of the student. This 

reflects the professor’s attention to other-face and mutual-face while still fulfilling her 

role as a professor (Ting-Toomey, 2015).  

Politeness Theory further explains how this dual message was achieved. The 

professor managed these corrective interactions through two ways: mitigation through 

indirectness and positive politeness through affectionate forms of address. By using 
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phrases that highlighted her “jealousy,” playfully drawing from Turkish songs to show 

her disapproval, or quoting Turkish phrases that showed disapproval without 

specifically addressing the student, the professor reduced the severity of an imposition 

while still making the behavioral imposition unclear. She also used affectionate forms 

of address, which functioned as positive-politeness resources because they 

emphasized familiarity, inclusion, and relational acceptance even when a corrective 

was being performed. The result was not the removal of a face-threatening act, since 

the student was still publicly corrected. However, such politeness practices help 

modify the relational meaning by emphasizing that the student was accountable yet 

still accepted. This interpretation is consistent with Duran and Sert’s (2019) finding 

that teachers in Turkish EMI classrooms used similar practices to communicate 

dispreference indirectly. It also aligns with other studies that found that teachers used 

terms of endearment to combine control and affection within the same interactional 

act (Cekaite & Bergnehr, 2023; Rehner et al., 2023). This is significant for EMI 

research because professor authority is often discussed in terms of control or 

approachability, whereas the present findings show the interactional work through 

which professors may enact both at the same time simultaneously.  

This relational form of authority may also help explain why strong professor 

control and high perceived encouragement coexisted in the Turkish survey. Students 

did not experience control and support as opposing conditions. Professor agency could 

lower the interpersonal risk of participation without removing the professor’s right to 

evaluate, redirect, or discipline. The findings therefore complicate assumptions that 

reducing power distance necessarily requires the professor to become less 

authoritative, which is consistent with research showing that pedagogical authority 

can function synergistically with student agency and active participation (Kim, 2022). 

The Turkish findings also showed that professor authority organized 

participation without generally preventing it. Students had substantial opportunities to 

ask questions and respond, and they also reported relatively strong interactional 

comfort. Regardless, their participation was still socially unrestricted because they 

evaluated whether their question was relevant, whether its wording might sound 

disrespectful, or whether an answer in front of others might expose academic or 

linguistic weakness. Participation rights were therefore available but bounded by 

expectations of appropriate student conduct. This supports research conceptualizing 
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classroom participation as relationally produced rather than as an individual trait or 

simple willingness to speak (Fassinger, 1996; Rocca, 2010; Weaver & Qi, 2005). 

FNT helps explain why hesitation could remain even when the professor was 

encouraging participation or supportive. Speaking publicly inherently exposed 

students’ desired identities as competent learners and capable English users. An 

incorrect or poorly expressed answer could threaten self-face, while a badly timed or 

strongly worded challenge could threaten the professor’s other-face or the mutual-face 

of the relationship. As a result, students managed multiple possible audiences and 

forms of evaluation in each interaction. Their participation decisions cannot be 

reduced to fear of the professor because other factors such as peer visibility, linguistic 

uncertainty, and academic performance also contributed to the risk in the EMI context. 

The professor’s encouragement may have lowered one aspect of threat, but it could 

not remove all face concerns attached to participating in public. This interpretation 

aligns with EMI research showing that teacher questions and responses shape the 

opportunities available for student involvement (Duran & Sert, 2019; Genç & Yüksel, 

2021), but it adds an additional relational dimension for why available opportunities 

may always be used. An opening to speak becomes significant only when students 

consider the contribution linguistically manageable, academically proper, and also 

socially safe. As such, the Turkish findings suggest that participation should be 

evaluated not only by counting the volume of invitations or turns, but also by 

examining the conditions under which students can accept those invitations without 

excessive identity or face risk. 

In the South Korean online EMI context, the findings indicate that hierarchy 

was understood as prior to any particular classroom exchange. Students interpreted 

themselves and the professor through already recognizable institutional categories. To 

them, they were students, and Professor Jimin was the professor. This understanding 

was already explicit because of the university context they were already in. Professor 

Jimin’s explicit expectation that students use an occupational title rather than his first 

name when addressing him further marked the relationship as friendly but not equal. 

English could alter the surface form of address, but it did not remove the underlying 

status relationship to which the title referred. This pattern is consistent with literature 

connecting South Korean educational relationships to historically developed 

expectations of seniority, expertise, and reciprocal obligations between teachers and 

students developed through the influence of Confucianism (Kim & Park, 2000; Lee, 
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2001). Confucian influences should not be treated as a fixed force determining every 

contemporary interaction, particularly because South Korean higher education also 

reflects internationalization, changing pedagogies, and hybrid educational values 

(Marginson, 2011; Park & Chesla, 2007). However, the findings suggest that 

culturally familiar understandings of academic status continued to provide an 

interpretive background for the present study. Students did not need Korean honorific 

grammar to already know that the professor occupied a position deserving deference. 

This means that participants entered communication with asymmetrical rights and 

obligations already assigned to the categories of student and professor. Professor Jimin 

had the legitimate right to lead the lecture, define relevant knowledge, evaluate 

responses, and establish acceptable forms of address while students had the right to 

contribute, but he also had the obligation to show their contribution was appropriate 

to the purpose and the professional’s instructions. Power Distance explains this 

normalization by suggesting that, in relatively high-power-distance educational 

settings, unequal student-professor roles and professor-led authority are often 

expected and accepted as legitimate rather than viewed as inherently problematic 

(Hofstede et al., 2010). 

FNT adds an interpersonal layer to this explanation. Because the professor’s 

status was already established, a student’s communicative choice could be evaluated 

not just for academic accuracy but also for what it implied about the relationship. A 

direct interruption or overly casual form of address could threaten the professor’s 

other-face. It could also threaten mutual-face by disrupting the publicly appropriate 

image of the culturally expected student-professor relationship. The students’ 

regulation of participation was essentially a form of relational facework through which 

they attempted to remain competent participants without appearing disrespectful.  

In the South Korean context, power distance was also visible in the 

organization of participation. Students did not generally state that asking questions 

was intrinsically disrespectful, but they treated the timing of a question or interjection 

as morally and relationally significant. Waiting until the professor completed an 

explanation or approaching the professor after class preserved the professor’s primary 

right to control the instructional sequence. Deference was therefore expressed not only 

through what students said, but through when they considered themselves entitled to 

say it. 
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Viewed through Brown and Levinson’s (1987) framework, this pattern can be 

interpreted as the management of imposition through interactional timing rather than 

as a separate form of politeness based only on linguistic wording. An interruption by 

raising a hand for a question could impose on the professor’s negative face by 

restricting the freedom to complete an explanation. It could also challenge the 

allocation of interactional rights within the classroom. Korean students therefore 

resorted to delaying questions until after class in order to reduce that imposition while 

allowing the academic question or issue to be raised later in an office-hour or after-

class context. This interpretation aligns with research showing that silence and delayed 

participation can help students prepare contributions, follow turn-taking norms, and 

wait for an appropriate moment to speak rather than indicating disengagement (Bao & 

Nguyen, 2020; Wang et al., 2022). In online classrooms, the reduced availability of 

nonverbal turn-taking cues may further increase uncertainty about when it is 

appropriate to participate (Ho et al., 2023). The South Korean EMI online context 

revealed that delaying a question can therefore be understood as a politeness strategy 

where students preserved the professor’s control of the instructional sequence while 

relocating their own academic concerns to a less intrusive interactional moment later. 

The professor-led structure observed online reinforces this interpretation. 

Professor Jimin initiated most questions, decided when a response was needed, 

reformulated prompts, evaluated contributions, and determined when to proceed after 

silence. Students could participate through microphone or chat, but most contributions 

occurred within interactional spaces that he created. This resembles Hofstede et al.’s 

(2010) description of relatively large-power-distance classrooms in which teachers 

initiate communication and students generally speak when invited. However, the 

present findings provide a more precise account where students were not entirely 

deprived of interactional opportunities, but professor-created openings functioned as 

authorization that made participation safer and more clearly appropriate. 

The distinction between formal opportunity to respond and interactional 

ownership is important because a classroom may contain frequent invitations to speak 

while remaining strongly centered around the professor. Professor Jimin widened the 

number of channels through which students could respond, but he still retained the 

primary rights to open, sustain, evaluate, and close interactional sequences. 

Participation was therefore permitted and encouraged without being fully 

redistributed. This finding extends participation research that emphasizes the 
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influence of classroom organization, professor behavior, and relational climate on 

student contributions (Fassinger, 1996; Rocca, 2010; Weaver & Qi, 2005). It shows 

that willingness to communicate depends not only on the existence of an opportunity 

but also on whether students perceive themselves as holding the right to claim the floor 

at that moment. When students lack this right to claim due to already established 

power dynamics, open and frequent invitations may lower the threshold for responding 

more effectively than a general statement that they are free to interrupt or ask questions 

any time.  

The South Korean findings revealed a notable gap between students’ positive 

evaluation of Professor Jimin’s openness and behavior and their own comfort in 

speaking. As the survey suggested, students strongly recognized that he encouraged 

questions and responded politely, yet they remained much more comfortable listening 

than asking questions in English. The classroom observations in the online context 

showed the same pattern where the professor waited, reformulated questions, accepted 

chat responses, and acknowledged contributors by name and yet participation 

remained brief and largely dependent on professor prompting. Professor 

approachability was therefore necessary but insufficient for producing comfortable 

interaction. 

From a Face Negotiation Theory perspective, supportive professor behavior 

did not necessarily eliminate students’ concerns about competence and respect, so 

hesitation could still persist. A public response exposed students’ self-face as learners 

of the subject and English users. An incorrect answer could suggest weak 

understanding in the content, while hesitation, spoken accent, imprecise vocabulary, 

or a general lack of confidence could expose their linguistic insecurities. At the same 

time, initiating at the wrong moment could threaten the professor’s other-face as 

discussed previously. In these interactional moments, students were therefore 

managing several risks simultaneously. The professor could reduce the likelihood of 

humiliation through their own acts of saving other-face, but he could not fully control 

how students anticipated peer evaluation, interpreted the timing of intervention, or 

assessed their own English performance. 

Professor Jimin’s observed interactions nevertheless constituted important 

face-supportive work to help ease the interactional comfort for the students. Waiting 

rather than immediately answering his own question communicated that student 

contributions were genuinely desired. By allowing short chat responses without the 
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verbal exposure of students’ spoken English also demonstrated his desire to lower 

students’ face-risks. Additionally, thanking students by name and publicly affirming 

their contribution was another way he tried to protect their competence face while still 

preserving his authority to evaluate the answer. These practices are consistent with the 

broader EMI literature arguing that wait time, response design, and attention to the 

substance rather than fluency of student contributions can reduce linguistic and 

relational barriers (Genç & Yüksel, 2021; Macaro et al., 2018).  

However, the persistence of low interactional comfort and participation 

hesitation demonstrates that even the safety of the students’ face is not solely attributed 

to the professor’s intent to lower the risks involved with speaking. Although the 

professor’s encouragement changed the immediate meaning of engagement, it did not 

necessarily erase the cognitive and social exposure attached to speaking publicly in 

English, especially in light of students’ prior educational experiences, expectations of 

deference, language confidence, and peer audiences. The findings consequently 

support Harumi’s (2011) and Nakane’s (2007) caution that silence should not be 

interpreted automatically as lack of engagement because in the EMI setting, silence 

could reflect a relational strategy shaped by the interaction of face concerns, professor 

authority, and other factors.  

5.3. Research Question 2 

Research Question 2: In what ways does the use of English, as an 

international language with relatively limited grammatical honorific 

marking, bridge, reshape, or reinforce hierarchical dynamics within 

student-professor relationships in a face-to-face EMI classroom setting in 

Türkiye and an online EMI classroom setting in South Korea? 

The Turkish findings support the interpretation that English reduced some 

visible signs of hierarchy without eliminating the relationship that made those signs 

relevant. English does not require speakers to select between a formal and informal 

second-person pronoun or corresponding verbal agreement in the way Turkish 

distinguishes siz from sen (Elsweiler & Huber, 2024; Hatipoğlu, 2008; Tekmen, 

2022). Consequently, English could make interaction appear less explicitly status-

marked. However, students continued to recognize the professor as the authoritative 

figure in the classroom. This finding adds nuance to research that presents English as 

a potential social equalizer. Li and Guo (2012) associated extensive English use with 

more open and collaborative classroom practices, while Tenzer and Pudelko (2016) 
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found that English reduced some perceived status distinctions in multilingual 

professional teams. Sugimoto (2021) similarly showed that English could challenge 

locally familiar academic roles and status marking in a Japanese context. However, 

the finding that the hierarchy-softening effect may have been dependent on the 

interlocutor qualifies the finding that English as inherently a social flattener. Professor 

Nehir observed that students appeared more comfortable using direct greetings and 

questions with foreign professors because those interactions were not governed by the 

same mutually understood expectations surrounding Turkish forms of address and 

deference. The survey pattern further supported this distinction between reduced 

formality and reduced hierarchy. Students who perceived English as contributing to a 

less formal classroom climate also tended to report greater interactional comfort, 

suggesting that fewer visible status markers could lower the threshold for approaching 

the professor.  

An additional interpretation is that English changed the amount of relational 

meaning carried automatically by grammar. In Turkish, the selection of siz and its 

corresponding verbal forms can repeatedly confirm respectful distance within the 

utterance. English leaves more of that meaning to titles, tone, indirectness, and 

pragmatic practices (Hong, 2013; Leech, 2007). This made English interaction 

comparatively less specified with regard to how to mark status. Although English 

offered greater flexibility in the language, it also gave students fewer conventional 

ways to express respect, lowering their assurance that they had positioned themselves 

correctly. Viewed through Face Negotiation Theory, partial informality reduced some 

immediate other-face concerns because students did not need to continually select 

between explicitly formal and informal grammatical forms when speaking English. 

Regardless, mutual-face remained important because the relationship still had to be 

recognizable as both academically appoproiate and respectful even when English was 

used. In these interactions, politeness was not removed but shifted from obligatory 

grammatical contrast in Turkish toward more deliberate pragmatic performance in 

English, which may help explain why English could support interactional comfort 

while participants continued to monitor how their speech  might be interpreted. 

The contribution of this finding lies in separating three processes that are often 

treated as equals. Reducing grammatical formality, interactional distance, and 

institutional hierarchy are not necessarily equivalent. English clearly contributed to 

the first process and could sometimes support the second. However, it did not 
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automatically lead to the third process of reducing institutional hierarchy. This 

distinction prevents the hierarchy-softening effect of EMI from being oversimplified 

and demonstrates why English must be examined within the relationship and not as an 

independent egalitarian force. This distinction is consistent with Neeley’s (2013) 

finding that the adoption of English produced new status distinctions reveals that a 

shared, less formally marked language like English does not necessarily equalize 

institutional relationships. 

In the Turkish context, one of the most significant findings was the continued 

use of hocam within English interaction. This finding provided the clearest evidence 

that Turkish participants did not simply abandon locally meaningful respect practices 

when English became the medium of communication. Students did not use hocam 

because they lacked access to English words such as professor or teacher, but used it 

because no direct English equivalent carried the same combination of academic 

recognition, cultural familiarity, sincerity, and relational warmth (Keshavarz, 2022; 

Uyar & Yaman, 2024). Hocam should therefore be interpreted as purposeful 

translanguaging through which students reconstructed a recognizable student-

professor relationship inside English discourse (García & Li Wei, 2014). 

The local term functioned as a pragmatic anchor at the beginning or end of an 

otherwise English utterance. By explicitly acknowledging the professor’s position, 

hocam established a respectful frame within which the interaction could be performed. 

In Brown and Levinson’s (1987) terms, the address form helped mitigate the possible 

face threat of a question, request, or disagreement before the substantive act was 

performed. Through FNT, it can also be understood as simultaneously protecting 

professor-oriented other-face and the mutual face of the relationship because students 

could claim the right to speak while signaling that this participation was not intended 

to deny the professor’s status. 

The wider, more general use of hocam across the university also connected the 

form to institutional belonging. Knowing when and how to use the term represented 

their belonging and familiarity with the university’s norms. A student could be highly 

proficient in English yet still appear socially unfamiliar with the university if this local 

practice was absent or used inappropriately. Previous studies show that the term may 

be used among academic colleagues, between students, and for other members of the 

university community (Kemaloğlu-Er & Özata, 2020; Sayar-Aydeniz, 2025; Uyar & 

Yaman, 2024). The present findings extend this literature by showing that, in EMI 
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interaction, hocam also functions as a marker of institutional belonging while 

preserving recognition of the professor’s academic position. Essentially, participation 

in this EMI context depended on more than English competence but also access to the 

locally recognized resources through which membership and respect were performed. 

Hocam also demonstrates that an address form can preserve hierarchy without 

necessarily increasing interpersonal distance. The term acknowledged status but 

remained compatible with warmth, humor, and ordinary conversational exchange, as 

noted in the professor and student interviews. It gave students a culturally secure 

position from which they could approach the professor, ask for clarification, or initiate 

interaction without being uncertain how to show respect in the English language. In 

this sense, hocam made the asymmetrical student-professor relationship more 

manageable by reducing the relational uncertainty. The multifunctional use of the 

word hocam aligns closely with Keshavarz (2022) and Uyar and Yaman’s (2024) 

studies that found that the word was the most commonly used address term in Turkish 

universities. This finding further extends the findings in the study by providing more 

evidence of its function of helping students demonstrate a proper level of respect 

without sacrificing their English use.  

The survey findings concerning politeness ambiguity and respect negotiation 

help contextualize this function. Students who experienced greater uncertainty about 

polite English also reported more deliberate effort to communicate respect. Although 

the data cannot establish that hocam caused lower uncertainty or greater comfort, the 

term offers a plausible local mechanism for reducing interpretive risk. Once respect 

was made recognizable through hocam, students did not have to place the entire 

burden of deference on English syntax, modal expressions, or tone. The term 

condensed several relational meanings into a familiar and repeatable resource. 

This finding extends EMI translanguaging research in an important direction. 

Studies of translanguaging frequently emphasize comprehension, explanation, 

vocabulary, and access to disciplinary knowledge (Karakaş, 2023; Tai & Li, 2021). 

The use of hocam shows that participants may also use translanguaging practices 

because one language supplies social and relational meanings that the official medium 

does not reproduce adequately. Translanguaging in this case was a form of relational 

design through which English carried academic content while Turkish secured the 

social terms of participation.  
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Theoretically, the use of hocam illustrates how English reshaped rather than 

erased hierarchy. The medium of instruction remained English, but the relational 

frame was partly supplied by Turkish. The resulting interaction was not a deficient 

mixture of two languages but a locally coherent EMI practice in which each linguistic 

resource performed a different function (Kırkgöz et al., 2021). English enabled 

participation in an internationally oriented academic discourse, while hocam 

maintained cultural continuity, institutional belonging, and respectful positioning. 

This hybrid arrangement is one of the clearest ways in which the Turkish participants 

adapted EMI to the relational expectations of their own setting. 

In the Turkish context, students and Professor Nehir associated the language 

with different aspects of themselves than Turkish. For Professor Nehir, English was 

more strongly associated with disciplinary clarity, professional modeling, and 

structured content delivery, whereas Turkish enabled greater eloquence, humor, 

emotional precision, and culturally recognizable expression. EMI activated different 

dimensions of her multilingual professional repertoire rather than replacing one 

professor identity with another. The language shift altered not only what could be 

communicated, but also how strongly authority, affection, and seriousness could be 

felt by the students. 

The significant impact of the Turkish language arose partly from shared 

cultural meanings between the students and professor, as well as from its marked 

position against the background of continuous English lectures. When English was the 

language of academic content, a sudden shift into Turkish signaled that the 

interactional frame had changed. The switch itself drew attention that “jolted” 

students, indicating that the message concerned misbehavior, urgency, humor, or 

interpersonal meaning rather than ordinary lecture content. In this context, Turkish 

functioned as a contextualization cue that reorganized how students interpreted the 

professor’s action. This interpretation is consistent with research showing that 

classroom code-switching can signal changes in pedagogical focus, draw attention, 

manage routines, and encourage participation, while a return to English may mark a 

shift back to formal academic content (Genç et al., 2023; Üstünel & Seedhouse, 2005).  

The perspective of Face Negotiation Theory helps explain the use of Turkish 

for both stronger correction and greater warmth. A direct correction could protect the 

professor’s institutional face and the classroom’s shared expectations by clearly 

pointing out a violation. At the same time, the use of affectionate Turkish expressions 



133 

and humor could protect the student’s positive face and restore mutual-face by 

signaling that correction did not amount to relational rejection. The local language 

allowed both authority and acceptance to be communicated within the same 

interventional moment, which helps explain why a forceful message did not 

necessarily produce lasting interpersonal distance (Cekaite and Bergnehr, 2023; Duran 

& Sert, 2019; Rehner et al., 2023).  

Overall, English partially bridged hierarchy when it reduced visible formality 

and made approach easier, particularly in interactions with foreign professors. It 

reshaped hierarchy by requiring respect to be reconstructed through hocam, pragmatic 

choices, and multilingual practices. It could also reinforce the power of local authority 

indirectly, because Turkish remained the more powerful resource for relational 

correction and emotional emphasis. English did not, therefore, replace the Turkish 

academic relationship but became one component of a hybrid system of EMI in which 

institutional authority, cultural respect, and relational closeness were distributed 

across languages.  

In the South Korean context, English appeared to most clearly bridge hierarchy 

when students communicated with foreign professors or other foreign interlocutors. 

Several South Korean students explained that speaking English with another South 

Korean person did not change the relational distance of the relationship. The reason 

for this was because in the context where both parties were Korean, they both already 

understood the common cultural expectations associated with age, seniority, and 

academic status. Even when interactions were in English, the relationship was still 

interpreted through the shared South Korean cultural framework. One Korean student 

elaborated that she already knew what speaking with another South Korean feels like 

in Korean. Interactions with foreigners, however, created a foundationally different 

relational context. The two interlocutors with two different contexts did not share one 

locally established system of honorific expectations that could be automatically 

assumed by both parties. South Korean students understood that foreign professors 

were less likely to expect South Korean honorific grammar or culturally specific forms 

of deference because they had their own embedded cultural background. The result of 

this was that students often felt freed from mentally constructing an appropriate 

Korean expression, translating it to English, then expressing it to the interlocutor. They 

could ask questions more directly and with less concern. This hierarchy-bridging 

effect therefore resulted not only from English having fewer grammatical honorifics 
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and a more direct form of communication than the local language, but from the 

creation of a new intercultural interactional context in which local rules were no longer 

binding. These findings align with research showing that English may index equality, 

while shared Korean identities and culturally familiar relational norms continue to 

shape how politeness and status are interpreted, even when the mode of 

communication is English (Brown & Kim, 2025; Murphy & Levy, 2006). This means 

that the effects of English are relational rather than inherently attached to the language. 

When English was used between local students and local professors, the shared 

cultural history of the relationship remained active beneath the English interaction. 

However, when the interlocutor was foreign, participants had to negotiate the 

relationship with fewer predetermined assumptions about respect or common cultural 

expectations. English then became a common language through which new 

expectations about directness, politeness, and participation could be newly 

established.  

The finding both supports and qualifies prior work on English and hierarchy. 

Tenzer and Pudelko (2016) showed that a common English code could reduce some 

perceived status distinctions in multilingual professional teams, and Li and Guo (2012) 

associated English use with lower-power-distance instructional practices. However, 

Li and Guo (2012) compared English teachers teaching English-language classes with 

teachers of other subjects in an English as a Foreign Language context. Therefore, the 

low-power-distance practices could be associated with the structure of the class itself. 

Tenzer and Pudelko (2016) examined intercultural interaction, meaning English’s 

apparent equalizing effect was intertwined with a multinational context. The South 

Korean findings extend these research by helping understand that the hierarchy-

softening effect of English may be most effective when the interlocutor is outside the 

local system that normally gave honorific choices their social impact.  

It is important to note, however, that greater interactional ease with foreign 

professors did not necessarily produce deeper relational closeness. One South Korean 

participant described interactions with a foreign professor as friendlier and more 

casual in the moment, but also as more distant and less supportive over time compared 

to her relationship with a South Korean professor. This is an important distinction 

because English may reduce the immediate pressure associated with local respect 

expectations without necessarily removing the professor’s authoritative status or 

creating a stronger long-term relationships. Face Negotiation Theory helped clarify 
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why the intercultural frame reduced pressure. When students spoke with South Korean 

professors, they anticipated that both parties possessed detailed cultural knowledge 

about what respectful conduct should look like. A failure to display that conduct could 

threaten the professor’s other-face and the student’s identity as a properly respectful 

subordinate. With foreign professors, the absence of a fully shared honorific script 

reduced the number of locally specific expectations against which the student could 

be judged. Students still managed politeness, but they did so with less concern that a 

missing Korean form would be interpreted as deliberate disrespect. 

Furthermore, when South Korean students used English with South Korean 

professors, respect was not abandoned but redistributed across several communicative 

resources. Normally, Korean makes social relations recurrently visible through speech 

levels, sentence endings, honorific morphology, particles, lexical choices, and titles 

(Hong, 2013; Shibatani, 2006; Sohn, 1999, 2002). These practices show that the shift 

to English moved respect from a comparatively conventionalized linguistic system 

into a more interpretive performance. In Korean, several grammatical selections can 

jointly confirm the speaker’s orientation to status and deference for the other. In 

English, no single expression guaranteed that the interaction would be interpreted as 

sufficiently respectful. Students consequently had to assemble politeness because 

English essentially made respectful positioning more demanding. 

Brown and Levinson’s (1987) framework help explain this process through 

forms like hedging or softening tones, which reduced the imposition placed on the 

professor’s negative face. Titles and appreciative expressions also acknowledged face 

and institutional standing. The findings of this study extend a strictly verbal account 

of politeness because in the EMI context, students treated bows, voice tone, and bodily 

orientation as integrated parts of their respect performances. Respect was performed 

multimodally with the body carrying meanings that English morphology itself could 

not comprehensively capture. From the perspective of Face Negotiation Theory, 

students were not only protecting the professor’s dignity but they were also protecting 

their own face as culturally competent and appropriately respectful students. A direct 

pronoun, such as the word you could create uncertainty about both identities at once. 

This interpretation aligns closely with research arguing that pragmatic norms are 

reconfigured rather than simply transferred intact across languages (House, 2003; 

Spencer-Oatey, 2008). The South Korean findings add specificity by showing what 

that reconfiguration looked like in an EMI student-professor relationship. Students did 
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not translate the Korean honorific system item by item and instead redistributed its 

relational function across English mitigation and embodied conduct. The survey 

evidence of Korean students’ strong respect negotiation alongside high politeness 

ambiguity also supported this interpretation. Students were highly attentive precisely 

because the appropriate performance was less certain, perhaps increasing anxiety in 

EMI interactions. English replaced a comparatively grammatically explicit lingual 

system with a broad field of multimodal choices whose relational adequacy had to be 

inferred. In this sense, English increased pragmatic freedom and uncertainty at the 

same time. 

Additionally, English was often associated with course content, disciplinary 

terminology, formal instruction, and the institutional requirement of EMI. Korean, on 

the other hand, remained the preferred language for personal conversation, humor, 

current events, emotional nuance, and interaction outside the formal lesson. This is 

consistent with ecological accounts of EMI that treat classrooms as multilingual 

environments in which languages acquire different disciplinary and relational 

functions rather than existing as mutually exclusive codes (Airey, 2012; Dafouz & 

Smit, 2016). Students reported returning to the Korean language outside the class. If 

English independently reduced relational distance, students may have continued to use 

it when approaching the professor beyond the classroom setting. However, English 

was often abandoned once the academic purpose ended. This suggests that its 

hierarchy-softening effect was closely tied to the frame of EMI in the institution and 

did not necessarily extend into the interpersonal relationship. English facilitated 

academic exchange, whereas Korean remained the language through which culturally 

familiar relational depth could be developed.  This is aligned with Moncada-Comas’s 

(2022) finding that movement between English and the local language in EMI were 

associated with different lecturer identities and interactional purposes, while Brown 

and Kim (2025) showed that Korean and English could activate different politeness-

related expectations among bilingual Korean speakers. The present study extends 

these findings by showing that the hierarchy-softening potential of English was largely 

contained within the institutional EMI frame. Students used Korean when they moved 

out the academic context into a more culturally familiar interpersonal relationship with 

the professor. 

From a Face Negotiation perspective, Korean offered a richer repertoire for 

mutual-face work because participants could communicate affiliation, humor, care, 



137 

and subtle relational positioning through familiar forms. English was sufficient for 

completing the academic task but less reliable for signaling the full social meaning of 

the relationship. The limitation was therefore not merely a lack of emotional 

vocabulary. It concerned the participants’ reduced access to shared cues through which 

closeness, obligation, and culturally recognizable respect could be jointly confirmed. 

5.4. Research Question 3 

Research Question 3: How do students and professors negotiate their cultural and 

academic identities and relational roles in relation to language use and perceived 

power dynamics in a face-to-face EMI classroom setting in Türkiye and an online 

EMI classroom setting in South Korea?  

In the Turkish face-to-face EMI setting, the association of English with 

academic seriousness and future professional life is consistent with research showing 

that students’ experiences of EMI are shaped by how English is institutionally and 

socially valued. Kuteeva (2020) found that students’ understanding of English in EMI 

were related to learning, social integration, and the form of English considered 

appropriate in the classroom. In the present Turkish setting, English similarly 

represented more than a medium for transmitting content. It marked the classroom as 

a site of disciplinary training and positioned students toward anticipated professional 

communication in internationally oriented workplaces. 

This academic value did not mean that students already possessed an 

established identity in English, as heard by the repeated accounts of having to translate 

internally, rehearse sentences, and actively try to understand the content material 

indicate that the English-medium academic role was still effortful. Morita’s (2004) 

research on participation in second-language academic communities is relevant 

because it shows that academic participation and identity develop through continuing 

engagement with the practices of a community. The Turkish students’ additional 

processing work can be interpreted as part of learning how to function within an 

English-mediated disciplinary environment rather than as evidence that they lacked 

academic ability. When observing with the lens of Power Distance, Professor Nehir 

possessed the institutional authority to decide how to lead her class. English essentially 

changed the competence that students were expected to display within it. Professor 

Nehir, however, emphasized the substance of student answers rather than how the 

students gave answers in English. Through FNT, this practice can be understood as 
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protection protecting students’ competence face. By responding primarily to the idea 

embedded in the response, the professor allowed students to be treated as developing 

disciplinary participants rather than as deficient language users. 

The perspective of Politeness Theory adds a more specific explanation for this 

phenomenon, showing that the professor’s selective correction and content-focused 

uptake reduced the face threat attached to public response. This did not require the 

professor to avoid evaluation, since she continued to accept, reject, or refine answers. 

However, she managed the act so that disciplinary correction was not necessarily 

associated with the use of the language itself, thereby preserving the student’s positive 

face. This pattern is consistent with Komarraju et al. (2010), who found that faculty 

interactions influence students’ academic self-concept, motivation, and achievement. 

In EMI, such influence extends to whether students see themselves as capable of 

participating academically through English. A professor’s response can confirm that 

imperfect English remains compatible with disciplinary competence, or it can make 

linguistic accuracy appear to be the primary condition for recognition. Professor 

Nehir’s approach supported the former interpretation. Research on EMI teacher 

identity has shown that teaching through English can affect lecturers’ pedagogical 

practice, sense of self, and relationship with students (Kim, 2013; Pappa & Moate, 

2021). Professor Nehir demonstrated this through a more structured, professionally 

focused English-speaking role is consistent with this literature.  

The Turkish findings further challenged any claim that English consistently 

produces a more confident, direct, or internationally oriented personality. Participants 

described different effects depending on certain contexts like their proficiency, 

experience abroad, or the interlocutor. Kuteeva (2020) similarly demonstrates that 

students’ EMI identities depend on how English is understood and used in the local 

setting. Denman and Al-Mahrooqi (2019) also show that EMI can create tension 

around local language and cultural identity. The students reported various types of 

effects of English on their English-speaking identities. Some experienced English as 

enabling them to be more sociable, direct, or outgoing. One student said he felt greater 

ease initiating conversations in English, especially in an international context. This 

effect cannot be attributed to the language alone. Repeated successful interaction gave 

participants evidence that they could be understood, manage unfamiliar situations, and 

act confidently through English. Other Turkish participants described their English-

speaking selves as an incomplete version of themselves. Their difficulty 
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communicating anger, care, motivation, humor, or emotional nuance suggests that 

successful transmission of academic content did not guarantee successful presentation 

of the person. Baker and Hüttner’s (2017) multisite research relates to this finding 

because the study showed that English assumes different roles across EMI settings and 

remains embedded in local cultural and institutional practices.  

Looking through the lens of FNT, face concerns involve the social image a 

person seeks to maintain in relation to others. When participants could not 

communicate certain emotions or sincerity in English, the difficulty threatened 

whether others could recognize them as the kind of person they intended to be. Mutual 

face was also involved in these interactions because a participant who could not 

express themselves accurately risked misunderstanding of the relationship as well as 

the intended message. Turkish provided more familiar resources for restoring that 

shared understanding. This shows that English created a self-face vulnerability even 

when the speaker’s academic English was adequate, while the preference for Turkish 

in emotionally important situations could be interpreted as management of relational 

face. 

Students’ confidence and identities were also capable of developing over time. 

Turkish students who had studied in the United States shared that repeated interaction 

with English speakers changed their perspective of what is considered acceptable 

English. Seeing other native speakers make mistakes or seeing them admire the 

participant’s ability to speak multiple languages, helped reduce the perceived 

necessity of speaking perfect English. These experiences essentially allowed them to 

become more competent English users.  

Professor Nehir’s language-dependent roles also showed that English 

supported a clearer and more controlled academic persona, whereas Turkish allowed 

greater spontaneity, humor, and emotional force. Kim (2013) found that EMI could 

alter how professors enacted authority and pedagogy, while Pappa and Moate (2021) 

showed that EMI affects pedagogical doing, being, and relating. The Turkish evidence 

extends the research because it indicates that a professor’s identity can remain 

continuous while different languages make different dimensions of that identity 

available. 

The Turkish findings further showed that EMI participation was a public 

performance of both disciplinary knowledge and English ability. This interpretation is 

consistent with research on willingness to communicate and classroom silence, which 
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identifies perceived competence, anxiety, and fear of negative evaluation as important 

influences on speaking (Liu & Jackson, 2008; Peng & Woodrow, 2010; Maher & 

King, 2023). However, the present study demonstrated further that students were not 

concerned only with being judged as insufficiently competent. They also monitored 

whether fluent or frequent participation might make them appear arrogant, pretentious, 

or excessively eager to display English. Multiple students reported having to caution 

themselves from speaking to frequently because of the social repercussions this would 

entail. Other students shared that students with a less-accented English could be 

judged for being well-off or privileged to study abroad. An incorrect or poorly 

expressed answer could threaten self-face as an intelligent and capable student, but by 

contrast, highly visible competence could threaten mutual face within the peer group 

if it appeared to claim superiority or excessive attention. In this setting, students 

attempted to appear capable without appearing socially insensitive. This interpretation 

clarifies why silence or reduced participation cannot be treated as simple 

disengagement. Nakane (2006) showed that silence can function as a culturally and 

interactionally meaningful politeness strategy rather than an absence of knowledge. In 

the findings, silent could be a strategy employed to protect a student from public error 

and to prevent the student from appearing overtly self-promotional. The meaning of 

silence depended on the face concern being managed.  

Politeness Theory helps explain deliberate restraint. Choosing not to answer 

every question, softening a response, or allowing others to speak reduced the 

possibility that the student’s competence display would threaten peers’ positive face 

or claim disproportionate interactional space. Such practices can be understood as 

attempts to maintain approval and group acceptance while still participating in the 

academic task as a responsible student. Politeness was therefore directed towards both 

classmates the professor. 

The findings extends the literature on EMI participation by showing that 

greater proficiency in English does not remove all identity risk because other socially-

related expectations also shape how students identified themselves. Students with 

strong English could remain cautious because the social problem shifted from fear of 

failure to management of visibility. Competence had to be displayed in a manner that 

remained proportionate to the situation and acceptable to the peer group. 

The South Korean findings revealed that the academic value of English and 

the insecurity associated with using it were not contradictory. English could provide 
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direct access to Economics and Accounting terminology and international research. 

South Korean EMI research likewise emphasized both the institutional value of 

English and the practical challenges it creates for students and instructors (Kim et al., 

2014; Kym & Kym, 2014; Macaro et al., 2018). When participants could understand 

and use English effectively, the language strengthened their sense of belonging to the 

academic field. However, when pronunciation, fluency, or a weak vocabulary 

interfered with communication, the same language could make disciplinary 

competence less visible. The critical issue was about whether or not English allowed 

the disciplinary knowledge to be recognized in the interaction. A student who could 

not express a known concept quickly risked losing competence face before the 

professor and peers.  

Professor Jimin’s early concern with completely accurate English involved a 

parallel threat to his professional self-face. Linguistic error could be experienced as 

evidence that he was not fully performing the identity of prepared professor, even 

though his disciplinary expertise remained unchanged. Kim’s (2013) study of a South 

Korean EMI professor similarly found that teaching through English could alter the 

enactment of teacher identity and authority. The present findings show how 

development and a change in attitude could alter the attitude towards English. 

Professor Jimin demonstrated that he gradually stopped treating perfect English as the 

foundation of his legitimacy and instead prioritized the effective delivery of 

disciplinary content. Pappa and Moate (2021) describe the influence of EMI on 

pedagogical doing, being, and relating, while Liu et al. (2025) emphasize that teacher 

identity is continually reconstructed through social practice. Professor Jimin’s 

movement from initially memorizing lecture scripts toward a more functional view of 

English is an example of such reconstruction seen in Liu et al.’s (2025) study.  

The South Korean participants did not describe a uniform identity when 

speaking English. Some perceived the same identity because their underlying 

reasoning when speaking English remained organized through Korean. Others felt 

more direct or extroverted, especially with foreign interlocutors while others became 

quieter and reduced their speaking because they lacked confidence or expressive 

range. This variation is consistent with Kuteeva’s (2020) finding that EMI identities 

depend on how English is conceptualized and used, and with Denman and Al-

Mahrooqi’s (2019) evidence that EMI can create tension around local linguistic and 

cultural identity. 
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Accounts of the difficulty translating Korean emotional terms to English 

demonstrates that language choice affected relational identity and expression. When 

an English paraphrase conveyed only a general emotion, participants could lose the 

more specific relational history contained in the Korean term because they would not 

be able to express themselves fully. They often condensed culturally familiar 

assumptions about the cause of the feeling, the relationship between the people 

involved, the expectations that had been violated, and the degree of emotional intensity 

considered appropriate in that situation. This limitation affected how accurately 

participants could present themselves to others. A speaker might intend to 

communicate an emotion as well as a particular relational position. For example, if the 

speaker wanted to express that the feeling resulted from unmet expectations, 

accumulated tension, or perceived unfairness, they may feel limited with English 

resources. When English did not make those meanings equally available, the speaker 

risked appearing less emotionally complex, less sincere, or differently positioned than 

intended. This case is related to self-face and mutual-face because the problem 

involved both the speaker’s social identity and the relationship in which the feeling 

was expressed. At the level of self-face, participants sought to be recognized as people 

whose emotions, intentions, and reactions were understandable and legitimate. An 

incomplete English expression could threaten this desired social image (Pavlenko, 

2002). Mutual face was also involved because emotional meaning was being 

negotiated within a relationship. If the interlocutor could not understand the relational 

background of the emotion, the two participants might develop different 

interpretations of what had occurred and what the speaker expected from the 

relationship, weakening shared understanding even when the literal English message 

was grammatically accurate.  

English could nevertheless support greater directness with foreign 

interlocutors. Power Distance explains why this effect was relationally conditioned. 

When the interlocutor did not share the same Korean expectations regarding age, rank, 

and honorific conduct, the participant had fewer locally specific rules to manage. With 

South Korean professors and seniors, the culturally understood hierarchy remained 

relevant even though English was used. From the lens of politeness theory, relative 

power, social distance, and the seriousness of the act was dependent on the cultural 

context of the interlocutor. English did not prescribe one level of directness. 

Participants still adjusted wording, timing, titles, hedging, and tone according to the 
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relationship they believed was in force. In the South Korean setting, English facilitated 

technical academic exchange, but Korean remained the preferred language for 

personal stories, humor, emotional nuance, and interaction outside the formal class. 

The English-speaking academic identity was therefore context-bound rather than a 

general replacement for Korean relational identity. 

The South Korean findings also showed that English-medium participation 

could become an informal competition of intelligence. Research linking unwillingness 

to communicate to anxiety, perceived competence, and fear of negative evaluation 

(Liu & Jackson, 2008; Peng & Woodrow, 2010; Maher & King, 2023) align with the 

findings of the study. The present study extends this research by demonstrating that 

classmates could be perceived as a more threatening audience than the professor 

because English functioned as a visible competency through which students compared 

themselves with one another.  

The role of interlocutor response was seen to be especially important because 

competence was not established by the speaker’s knowledge or intention alone. When 

a listener failed to understand Korean-accented English, the speaker could interpret 

the breakdown evidence that their pronunciation, fluency, or overall English ability 

was inadequate. Competence face therefore depended partly on recognition by others. 

Even when responsibility for misunderstanding was shared, the student could 

internalize the event as a personal deficiency. Face Negotiation Theory helps explain 

why such moments could be personally threatening. A failure of understanding the 

speaker’s intended message could weaken the desired identity to be a capable English 

user. In this way, a problematic interaction could be internalized as a personal 

deficiency.  

The South Korean findings also suggest that humility should not be interpreted 

as absence of ambition or competence. Students could monitor how strongly to display 

English because an overt performance might be judged by peers as pretentious. The 

same English ability that was academically valued could therefore require social 

restraint because of the risks that were associated with other students. Essentially, 

competence had to remain both recognizable by the professor and relationally 

appropriate. 



144 

5.5. Research Question 4 

Research Question 4: How do face-to-face Turkish and online South Korean 

classroom settings shape the processes of power dynamics, identity negotiation, 

and face-saving strategies in the EMI context? 

Classroom setting reorganized the resources through which professor authority 

became visible and interactionally effective. Rather than simply increasing or reducing 

hierarchy, the settings redistributed visibility, audibility, monitoring, turn access, and 

control over instructional pacing. In the Turkish face-to-face setting, the contrast 

between the large compulsory auditorium and the smaller elective class was 

prominent. In the large auditorium, the professor’s authority was amplified through its 

physical layout, class size, microphone system, and centralized instructional area. The 

professor could address and monitor the entire room, but students farther from the 

front were less visible and less easily heard. The smaller elective course produced a 

more flexible pattern because physical proximity, greater familiarity with the students, 

seniority, and elective participation supported longer and more spontaneous student 

contributions. The contrast between these two courses demonstrates that face-to-face 

instruction did not create a single form of power relation. Research has demonstrated 

that class size, seating arrangement, and proximity can affect the intensity and 

distribution of classroom interaction, particularly in large lecture environments 

(Nehyba et al., 2023). The present study extends this literature by showing that these 

conditions also organized relational power. The auditorium centralized visibility, 

audibility, and participation around the professor, whereas the smaller elective course 

created greater opportunities for extended dialogue and relational responsiveness. 

Because both courses were taught by the same professor, the differences further 

suggest that professor authority was co-produced by the physical setting, course status, 

student seniority, and prior familiarity rather than reflecting a fixed teaching style or 

a general feature of Turkish academic culture. Smaller class size changed how that 

hierarchy could be performed, from centralized instructional control toward more 

conversational and relational authority. 

In the South Korean online class setting, authority was less physically 

embodied but remained centralized through the organization of the digital 

environment. Professor Jimin was the only continuously visible participant and 

controlled the shared materials, lecture progression, questioning sequence, and 

interpretation of chat responses and silence. Students technically had access to several 
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participation channels, but most interaction consisted of brief chat responses produced 

after professor prompts. The availability of microphones, cameras, and chat therefore 

expanded the possible forms of participation without necessarily redistributing 

interactional authority. This finding corresponds with Ho et al.’s (2023) observation 

that reduced visual and paralinguistic cues complicate turn-taking and feedback in 

virtual classrooms. When students remained visually absent and contributed only 

briefly, the professor had greater responsibility for determining whether silence 

indicated comprehension, hesitation, disengagement, or technical difficulty and for 

deciding whether to wait, reformulate, prompt again, or continue. This was evident in 

the online classroom observations. The present study extends this literature by 

showing that such uncertainty also had consequences for power, as the professor’s 

control over visibility, instructional resources, participation openings, and the 

interpretation of silence preserved interactional centralization even when the physical 

displays of hierarchy were reduced. 

These findings further extend Hofstede’s account of power distance by 

showing that culturally recognizable expectations of academic authority are mediated 

through the organization of the classroom (Hofstede et al., 2010). In other words, 

power distance became more visible depending on the setting, but the central 

implication was that modality altered the form rather than change the already existent 

asymmetry. 

Classroom setting shaped which dimensions of student and professor identity 

could be displayed, concealed, and recognized by others. The relevant difference 

between the two identities was not simply whether participants were visible, but what 

kinds of evidence were available for interpreting them as attentive, competent, 

uncertain, respectful, or disengaged. The Turkish face-to-face classrooms provided a 

broad embodied resource for identity negotiation. Students were able to show 

engagement through posture, hand-raising, verbal contributions, and other visible 

forms of attentiveness. At the same time, this circumstance increased the possibility 

of being positioned negatively. Phone use, peer distraction, slouching, or entering late 

could all become publicly observable. Research on willingness to communicate 

similarly shows that classroom environment, spatial positioning, gesture, and gaze can 

influence whether students perceive an opportunity to participate and feel prepared to 

use it (Peng, 2019). In the Turkish classrooms, students could perform active and 

respectful student identities through both verbal and nonverbal conduct. 
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When exposed, though, the student could easily disengage from the class 

content. These classes therefore supported greater surveillance and accountability. 

Essentially, the same physical environment that enabled the professor to recognize 

hand-raising, attentiveness, and spontaneous contributions also made hesitation, 

incorrect answers, language difficulty, lateness, and inattentive behavior observable 

to the professor and other peers. The large auditorium intensified the sense that 

speaking was a public performance before peers, whereas the smaller elective course 

allowed students to develop more conversational and relationally secure identities 

through extended interaction. 

In the South Korean context, the reduced visibility of the online classes gave 

considerable control over self-presentation. They could conceal facial redness, 

hesitation, posture, and momentary disengagement while retaining the option to 

participate through the chat. This interpretation is consistent with studies showing that 

camera avoidance may be related to concerns about appearance, background privacy, 

self-consciousness, comfort, and exposure to others (Castelli & Sarvary, 2021; Farid 

et al., 2022). This was meaningful for students who felt safer because others could not 

see her facial reactions. Reduced visibility prevented signs of nervousness from 

becoming part of the identity assigned to her. For others, however, reduced visibility 

through Zoom made it more difficult to reveal her expressive self, also affecting her 

ability to take on the fullness of her identity. 

Chat participation through Zoom provided a selective form of identity 

performance. Through responses in the chat, students could present themselves as 

attentive, knowledgeable, and responsive without exposing themselves through the 

microphone. This was likely because research comparing online participation modes 

found that students reported the greatest anxiety when communicating through both 

camera and microphone, whereas text-based communication produced the lowest 

anxiety (Topalov et al., 2023). Other research has shown that synchronous chat can 

support substantial engagement and provide an additional participation route for 

students who may be less comfortable speaking publicly (Robnett et al., 2022). In this 

sense, the chat box helped students display sufficient competence to be recognized as 

participants while withholding other dimensions of themselves from evaluation. 

The selective visibility was not always empowering because brief engagement 

did not communicate personality, sustained reasoning, or emotional response. The 

online environment limited the richness with which identities could be constructed. 
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Without the ability to access facial expressions or bodily gestures, the professor could 

not distinguish between students who were carefully processing the lecture or those 

who were confused. Written responses gave some insight into understanding 

respondents, but the silent majority was unreadable. Therefore, Zoom severely limited 

the professor’s capacity to identify and respond to different forms of engagement. 

The contribution of the present study is to show that reduced visibility had both 

face-protective and identity-limiting effects. Cameras that were off and chat box 

participation did not necessarily indicate disengagement because they enabled 

students to construct a cautious, academically competent identity while limiting their 

exposure to evaluation. At the same time, these strategies weakened the reciprocal 

cues through which personality, emotion, respect, and relational familiarity could be 

communicated, making mutual-face negotiation more difficult and leaving student 

identities comparatively underdeveloped within the public classroom interaction. 

Classroom setting redistributed the risks of participation and the strategies 

available for managing face. From the perspective of Face Negotiation Theory, 

students were concerned with protecting competence-related self-face, showing 

appropriate regard for the professor’s other-face, and maintaining the mutual face of 

the academic relationship (Ting-Toomey, 2015). The setting influenced how much 

personal exposure accompanied each contribution and how easily a threatened 

relationship could be repaired. The Turkish face-to-face interactions created greater 

exposure to face-threatening acts but also richer possibilities for face repair. Professor 

Nehir could identify phone use or distracting behavior and make it publicly 

accountable. This correction could threaten the student’s face by positioning them as 

publicly inappropriate. Nevertheless, physical presence provided Professor Nehir with 

relational resources for limiting the damage of public correction. Affectionate Turkish 

forms allowed her to distinguish disapproval from rejection of the student as 

relationally valuable. Previous classroom research showed that teachers can combine 

critical feedback with embodied and verbal affiliative resources, including smiling, 

playfulness, empathy, compliments, and gaze management, in order to reduce the 

severity of face-threatening actions while maintaining instructional authority 

(Shvidko, 2021). In the present setting, Professor Nehir’s affectionate Turkish forms 

similarly distinguished disapproval of a student’s conduct from rejection of the student 

as a relationally valued person.  
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The South Korean Zoom platform offered multiple channels of participation 

that each had a different level of exposure. Students could stay silent, respond through 

chat, speak through the microphone, or activate their camera, therefore forming a 

hierarchy of interactional risk. But because cameras remained off and microphones 

were rarely used, students generally chose the lower-risk pathways to minimize face-

risk. The open channel of chat was therefore face-enabling. It allowed hesitant students 

to contribute without being fully exposed. This supports Oittinen’s (2023) argument 

that written chat can act as meaningful channels within online classroom interaction. 

However, what was observed was that chat reduced the cost of entering an interaction 

but also narrowed the participation that occurred. This was seen through short 

responses to solely professor-initiated questions. 

The principal contribution is therefore the distinction between avoiding face 

threat and repairing face threat. The online setting offered stronger resources for 

concealment and low-exposure participation, but fewer resources for recognizing and 

repairing relational difficulty once it occurred. Face-to-face interaction increased 

vulnerability but also enabled more immediate and multidimensional facework. 

Accordingly, neither setting was inherently more face-saving; each redistributed face 

risk and face-management resources in a different way. 

5.6. Patterns Across the Maximally Varied EMI Settings 

The maximum-variation design revealed several recurring patterns across two 

EMI settings that differed simultaneously in national context, language, institution, 

course structure, classroom size, professor characteristics, and modality. These 

patterns should not be interpreted as controlled similarities or differences between 

Türkiye and South Korea. Rather, their value lies in showing how several common 

relational processes remained visible under substantially different conditions. Across 

both settings, English altered the resources through which hierarchy, identity, and face 

were negotiated, but it did not independently determine whether a relationship became 

more equal, distant, supportive, or participatory. Its effects were not uniform and 

emerged through the interaction of linguistic structure, interlocutor identity, 

communicative domain, local cultural expectations, professor practices, and 

classroom modality. 

One recurring pattern was that English made hierarchy less grammatically 

explicit but more pragmatically demanding. Because English provides fewer 
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grammaticalized resources for marking status than Turkish and especially Korean, 

participants could communicate without repeatedly encoding hierarchical distinctions 

through pronouns, verb forms, speech levels, or honorific morphology (Hong, 2013; 

Sohn, 1999; Tekmen, 2022). However, the reduced visibility of hierarchy did not mean 

that participants stopped recognizing it. Instead, they had to reconstruct respect 

through titles, address forms, hedging, tone, timing, gesture, and locally meaningful 

linguistic resources. This difficulty was particularly pronounced in the South Korean 

accounts because the difference between English and the Korean honorific system was 

greater. South Korean students could experience English as insufficient for expressing 

the degree of deference they considered appropriate, whereas Turkish participants had 

access to the culturally familiar address form hocam, which could be inserted directly 

into English interaction. The maximally varied settings therefore suggest that the 

relational effects of EMI depend partly on the distance between the resources available 

in English and those conventionally used to organize hierarchy in the local language. 

A second pattern was that the interlocutor-dependent hierarchy. Professor 

Nehir’s observations and Bekir’s experiences indicated that Turkish students could 

find foreign professors easier to approach, while Haeun, Soojin, and Jiho similarly 

associated English interaction with foreign interlocutors with reduced pressure and 

greater directness. In contrast, using English with a local professor did not remove the 

culturally recognized relationship because both participants continued to understand 

the interaction through locally familiar expectations of academic authority. Soojin’s 

contrasting experiences with Korean and Ghanaian senior interlocutors were 

especially revealing because the language remained English while the relational effect 

changed. This indicates that English itself was not functioning as an autonomous 

social equalizer. Its hierarchy-softening potential was strengthened when a foreign 

interlocutor disrupted the assumption that both participants were operating according 

to the same local system of deference.  

The participants’ return to Turkish or Korean outside formal instruction further 

demonstrated that the effects of English were often bounded by the institutional EMI 

policy and frame. In both settings, English was associated with lectures, disciplinary 

concepts, assignments, and all things academic. Once the immediate instructional 

purpose had ended, local languages generally became the more natural resources for 

personal conversation, humor, emotional expression, and relational closeness. The 

shift back to the local language therefore functioned as a boundary marker between 
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the academic sphere and the broader interpersonal sphere. Had English independently 

transformed relational distance, participants might have continued using it when 

speaking to local professors even beyond the classroom. Instead, the return to the local 

language showed that English could reduce visible formality within the academic 

context without necessarily reorganizing the entire relationship.  

Another related pattern concerned the association between English and 

professional identity. Professor Nehir viewed English as an authentic language of 

disciplinary knowledge and as a professional capability that students would need in 

future workplaces. Her English-speaking professor identity consequently emphasized 

structured explanation, disciplinary precision, clear but simple communication, and 

the modeling of professional competence. Professor Jimin’s relationship with English 

developed over time from his early concern with perfect linguistic performance to a 

later understanding of English as a practical medium for delivering disciplinary 

content. Nevertheless, English similarly supported a focused, content-oriented 

professor identity. These findings align with research showing that EMI influences 

both lecturers’ pedagogical practices and their understandings of themselves as 

academic professionals (Gronchi & Hopkyns, 2025; Pappa & Moate, 2021). The 

contribution of the present study is to show that the professionalization associated with 

English could also produce relational narrowing. English strengthened the professors’ 

identities as disciplinary experts and efficient instructors, but Turkish and Korean gave 

them greater access to humor, personal experience, and emotional nuance, essentially, 

more of themselves.  

5.7. Limitations of the Study 

Although this study provides important insights into student–professor 

relationships in EMI classrooms, several limitations should be acknowledged. First, 

the size and composition of the participant group limit the generalizability of the 

findings. The participants represented particular universities, courses, and institutional 

contexts in Türkiye and South Korea. Moreover, only one professor from each country 

was interviewed and observed. Although their perspective provided valuable insight, 

they cannot represent the full range of EMI teaching practices or professor experiences 

in either national context.   

The maximum-variation design also limited the extent to which differences 

between the two settings could be attributed to any single factor. National context was 
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intertwined with modality, institution, discipline, course type, class size, student 

seniority, and the individual professor’s teaching practices. Because these conditions 

were not controlled or independently varied, an observed difference could not be 

identified as the effect of country, modality, or any other factor alone. The study 

therefore did not aim to establish causal or directly comparative claims. The two 

settings were examined as contextually distinct cases, and any patterns observed 

across them should be understood as interpretive rather than controlled comparisons. 

The study was cross-sectional and captured participants’ experiences during a 

limited period of particular courses. Student-professor relationships may develop as 

familiarity, trust, assessment pressures, and classroom routines change across a 

semester or over several years of study. A longitudinal design would have provided 

stronger evidence concerning whether English-mediated interaction, participation 

comfort, and perceived hierarchy changed over time. 

Finally, the quantitative findings were based on self-reported Likert-scale 

responses. Responses reflected students’ perceptions but may not have corresponded 

directly to their actual classroom behavior. Participants may have also interpreted the 

survey items differently or responded according to what they considered socially 

appropriate. For this reason, survey findings were interpreted alongside interview and 

observation data rather than treated as sufficient evidence independently. In addition, 

the revised scales varied in reliability. In particular, the Authority-Based Inhibition 

scale slightly below the conventional threshold for reliability so it was interpreted 

cautiously.  

5.8. Directions for Future Research 

Future research should expand the number and diversity of participants, 

institutions, and classroom settings. Several professors from each country 

would provide a broader understanding of how academic rank, gender, 

background, and EMI teaching experience influence relationships with 

students. Studies involving additional universities and national contexts could 

also determine whether the patterns identified here are specific to the 

participating institutions or are seen more broadly in EMI.  

Rather than a maximally variant setting, future research could also use more 

closely matched classroom designs to distinguish the effects of national context, 

modality, discipline, class size, course type, and professor characteristics. For 
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example, researchers could examine both online and face-to-face EMI courses within 

the same country or compare similar courses taught by several professors across 

institutions. Such designs would help clarify whether differences in hierarchy, 

participation, and face management arise primarily from cultural expectations, 

technological conditions, or local classroom organization. 

Longitudinal research could investigate how student-professor relationships 

develop across an academic term or over several years of study. Repeated interviews 

and observations could show whether students become more comfortable participating 

as familiarity increases, whether professors adjust their interactional practices, and 

whether the hierarchy-softening effects of English become stronger or weaker over 

time. 

 Future research could examine how authority and respect are negotiated 

through written and digitally mediated communication. Student-professor interactions 

through email, messaging applications, and Zoom may allow students to manage 

politeness differently from spontaneous speech in class. This is relevant because some 

participants in the study suggested that respect was easier to express in writing than in 

face-to-face circumstances.  

 The use and function of hocam deserves more focused investigation. Future 

studies could examine how this address term functions across disciplines, universities, 

classroom discussions, or online platforms. Comparative research could identify 

similar local respect markers in other EMI contexts and investigate how they support 

cultural identity, institutional belonging, and relational positioning.  

 Finally, another important direction concerns the difference between using 

English with local and foreign interlocutors. Future studies could compare students’ 

interactions with local professors, international professors, local classmates, and 

international classmates to help clarify whether English may have a reducing effect on 

perceived hierarchy when the interlocutors are of two different cultures with different 

expectations. 
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CHAPTER 6 

 

 

6. CONCLUSION 

 

6.1. Aim of Study and Summary of Findings 

The aim of this study was to investigate how power distance, language use, 

identity, and face shape student-professor relationships in two contextually distinct 

EMI settings: face-to-face classrooms in Türkiye and an online classroom in South 

Korea. The two contexts of Türkiye and South Korea were selected because they have 

relatively similar Power Distance Index scores of 66 and 60, respectively. This 

suggests they have broadly comparable understanding of unequal institutional roles, 

while differences in other things such as linguistic resources, educational traditions, 

historical and ideological development, and classroom organization were expected to 

produce different expressions of hierarchy at the interactional level. The contrasting 

modalities of the face-to-face and online settings were also valuable because in-person 

classrooms provided physical visibility such as gaze, spatial proximity, and turn-

taking while the online classroom organized interaction through limited visibility, 

multiple communication channels, and turn-taking mediated by the Zoom platform.  

Using a convergent mixed-methods design, the study integrated student surveys, 

student and professor interviews, and classroom observations to examine how English 

bridged, reshaped, or reinforced hierarchy and how participants negotiated respect, 

relational identities, participation, and face. The settings were approached through a 

maximum-variation logic rather than as directly comparable national cases. 

In the Turkish face-to-face context, English reduced some explicit linguistic 

marking of status but did not eliminate the underlying authority of the professor. 

Multiple resources, including the local term hocam, helped participants express 

respect, warmth, cultural identity, and relational closeness that English did not always 

convey easily. Students’ participation was also shaped by face concerns related to 

English proficiency, academic competence, respect, and peer judgment, while 
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professors balanced a professional and focused identity in English with a more 

expressive identity in the local language. They also tried to balance disciplinary 

authority with accessibility and support. The face-to-face Turkish settings provided 

richer embodied resources for participation and relational repair but also increased 

public exposure.  

As for the South Korean online context, English reduced some explicit 

linguistic marking of status but did not eliminate the underlying authority of the 

professor. The hierarchy-softening effect depended partly on whether it was used with 

local or foreign interlocutors. Multiple resources, including practices such as bowing, 

helped participants express respect that English did not always convey easily. 

Students’ participation was also shaped by face concerns related to English 

proficiency, competency, respect, and peer judgment. The South Korean professor 

balanced his professional identity as an efficient English-speaking instructor while 

also sharing he was more expressive in his native language. The South Korean Zoom 

setting allowed students greater control over visibility while preserving professor-

centered control over the instructional sequence.  

Although this study did not aim to directly compare the two contexts, several 

common patterns emerged despite their different classroom modalities, and class size. 

In both settings, professor authority still persisted, English reduced some visible 

markers of hierarchy without eliminating institutional power, and students managed 

participation through concerns about respect, competence, and peer judgment. These 

shared common observations suggest that similar patterns may persist across varied 

EMI environments, even though they are expressed differently in face-to-face and 

online classrooms. Nevertheless, these common patterns should be interpreted 

cautiously because the two settings differed in modality and several other contextual 

dimensions. 

Overall, the study concludes that English in EMI is not inherently hierarchy-

reinforcing. Its relational effects emerge through its interaction with local cultural 

expectations, institutional roles, interlocutor, available linguistic resources, face 

concerns, and classroom conditions. EMI should be understood, therefore, not only as 

the use of English for academic instruction, but also as a relational environment in 

which students and professors continually negotiate authority, competence, respect, 

identity, and belonging. 
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6.2. Implications of the Findings 

The findings have interconnected theoretical, pedagogical, and institutional 

implications for understanding and implementing EMI. Theoretically, the study 

indicates that power distance should be treated as a broad contextual orientation rather 

than a fixed national characteristic that directly determines classroom behavior. 

Hofstede et al.’s (2010) framework helped identify culturally familiar expectations 

concerning authority, deference, and student-professor roles, but it could not fully 

explain how these expectations were enacted in the two settings. As such, other 

theories were invoked in order to better explain the relational and interactional 

phenomena that were revealed. Because the study used maximum-variation logic 

rather than a controlled cross-national comparison, the findings demonstrate that 

hierarchy was also shaped by modality, class size, course type, student seniority, 

professor practices, interlocutor identity, and available linguistic resources. Power 

distance is therefore most useful as a macro-level lens that is combined with close 

attention to institutional and interactional conditions, thereby addressing concerns that 

national cultural dimensions may not quite capture (McSweeney, 2002). 

The findings also challenge the assumption that English is inherently 

egalitarian or hierarchy-reducing (Tenzer & Pudelko, 2016). English could make 

hierarchy less linguistically explicit because it provided fewer grammatical resources 

for marking status, particularly in relation to the Korean honorific system. However, 

reduced linguistic marking did not remove the professor’s institutional authority or the 

participants’ culturally established understandings of academic roles. The effect of 

English depended partly on whether or not the interlocutor was foreign. English should 

therefore be understood as a locally interpreted relational resource whose meaning 

depends on who is using it and within which institutional domain (Dafouz & Smit, 

2016; Kuteeva, 2020). 

A further theoretical implication concerns the connectedness of power, 

identity, and face. Students’ decisions to participate were shaped by concerns about 

English proficiency, respectfulness, public visibility, and peer evaluation. Speaking 

could support an identity as a competent and engaged student, but it could also expose 

linguistic or academic limitations. Silence could consequently function as processing 

time, deference, or face protection rather than simply indicating disengagement. Face 

Negotiation Theory and Politeness Theory help explain these concerns, but the EMI 
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context shows that face management includes the protection of linguistic and 

academic competence alongside culturally familiar concerns about respect and 

relational harmony (Brown & Levinson, 1987; Oetzel & Ting-Toomey, 2003).  

Pedagogically, the findings indicate that effective EMI instruction requires 

more than English proficiency and accurate content delivery. Students may 

simultaneously evaluate whether they understand the disciplinary material, can 

express their ideas adequately in English, and may be negatively evaluated by 

classmates. EMI instructors should therefore provide explicit guidance on 

interactional practices such as asking questions, requesting clarification, disagreeing, 

and communicating with professors in English. Such practices should not be assumed 

to transfer automatically from students’ local languages or previous educational 

experiences. Professors can model several respectful but academically direct 

formulations and make clarifications for students.  

Participation should also be scaffolded through multiple routes rather than 

relying primarily on immediate whole-class responses. Advance questions, 

preparation time, pair or small-group discussion, polls, chat, shared documents, and 

brief written responses can help students formulate ideas before public participation. 

These practices should not replace spoken interaction entirely, but they can reduce the 

simultaneous cognitive, linguistic, and face-related pressure of producing an 

immediate English response. Participation strategies should also be adapted to course 

conditions. In online courses, camera-off participation should not automatically be 

interpreted as disrespect or disengagement; instructors should establish clear 

participation routines and provide alternatives through chat, reactions, polls, and 

microphone responses. 

At the institutional level, EMI professional development should extend beyond 

grammar, pronunciation, and presentation skills. Content professors may also require 

support in intercultural pragmatics, multilingual pedagogy, interaction management, 

face-sensitive feedback, online participation, and the negotiation of authority and 

approachability. Universities should likewise provide embedded academic-language 

support for students because general admission-level proficiency may not prepare 

them for discipline-specific listening, vocabulary, discussion, and student-professor 

communication.  
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6.3. Contributions of the Study 

This study made an empirical contribution to the literature by providing a 

mixed-methods examination of student-professor relationships in two 

underrepresented EMI settings. By combining survey responses with student and 

professor interviews and classroom observations, the study offered a more 

comprehensive understanding of how authority, respect, politeness, and face 

management are revealed in classroom interactions.  

Theoretically, the study also contributed by refining how power, politeness, 

and face identity can be understood within the EMI student-professor relationships. 

First, it extended the application of Power Distance Theory by demonstrating that it 

operates not just as a broad cultural tendency but as a relational and interactional 

process. Culturally informed expectations of authority became observable through 

participation rights, forms of address, professor behavior, and classroom modality 

structures. Hierarchy was not uniformly imposed but locally reproduced, softened, and 

reconfigured within specific classroom relationships.  

The study contributed to politeness-related research by conceptualizing respect 

in EMI as reconstructed rather than eliminated when familiar honorific resources 

became less available. Participants redistributed the interactional work of politeness 

across hedging, bodily gestures, and locally meaningful linguistic resources, where 

the use of the word hocam was particularly significant because of its multifaceted 

purpose in communicating respect, deference, relational warmth, and institutional 

belonging. These findings extend the EMI literature by demonstrating that politeness 

in EMI is a multilingual and relational field rather than a stagnant setting confined to 

one language system. Additionally, the study revealed that the function of hocam 

extends beyond student-professor interaction because it is also used among students, 

faculty members, course assistants, and campus staff. This broader use of the word 

shows that it functions as a flexible marker of respect, familiarity, and belonging 

within the university community, regardless of institutional status.  

The study additionally extended the application of Face Negotiation Theory to 

EMI participation by showing students managed multiple, sometimes competing, face 

concerns. They sought to present themselves as competent English users and capable 

academic participants while also avoiding sounding disrespectful, appearing arrogant, 

or being overtly participatory. Participation therefore involved more than deciding 
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whether to speak; they had to judge when to speak, how to express disagreement, how 

much confidence to display, and which interactional resources would allow them to 

engage without threatening their own face or that of others. These tensions were 

negotiated differently across the two contexts. In the face-to-face Turkish classroom, 

students could draw on tone, humor, embodied gestures, and culturally familiar 

practices to soften participation. Students in the online Korean classroom often relied 

on silence, delayed responses, or the chat function to reduce public exposure. 

Participation practices thus reflected context-specific facework through which 

students balanced competence, respect, and interpersonal risk.    

The study also contributed to the understanding of identity in EMI by 

demonstrating that cultural and academic identities were interactionally produced and 

contingent on several factors such as the audience, interlocutor, language choice, and 

modality. English did not produce a single identity but was seen to enable students to 

be more confident, shy, or constrained to express their emotions. Professors similarly 

used English to project professionalism and disciplinary expertise, yet they could also 

experience it as limiting when attempting to express humor, emotion, authority, or 

their true personality. Identity in EMI was therefore seen to be fluid and relational, 

suggesting that EMI identities emerge through ongoing negotiation rather than the 

language choice alone.  

A further contribution concerned the role of English in hierarchical 

relationships. The study showed that the influence of English on student-professor 

relationships was not singular or uniform. It could reduce hierarchy by enabling more 

direct or informal communication, especially when the interlocutor was a foreigner. It 

could reshape hierarchy by shifting respect to pragmatic and relational strategies like 

body gestures. It could also reinforce hierarchy when participants remained hesitant 

to engage or were concerned it may be disrespectful or socially inappropriate. These 

findings contributed to the broader EMI literature by offering a more nuanced 

understanding of how language choice interacts with social distance and authority.  

Methodologically, the study contributed by demonstrating the value of 

examining maximum-variation cases and reporting cases separately for each setting. 

The cross-context interpretation revealed variations, which provides a model for 

studying EMI across heterogeneous environments without oversimplifying cultural 

differences. At the same time, findings that persisted across contextual variants such 
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as English not eliminating student-professor hierarchy or respect having to be actively 

reconstructed in English were revealed through this methodological strategy.  

In both settings, participants continued to recognize the professor’s 

institutional authority and the boundaries of the student role. English sometimes made 

interaction less visibly formal, but status differences remained recognizable through 

address practices, participation rights, classroom management, and expectations of 

respectful behavior. The study therefore identified both contextual variation in the 

expression of EMI relationships and convergence in some of the underlying relational 

processes through which hierarchy and respect were negotiated. 

Lastly, the study contributed to cross-cultural communication and EMI 

practice by offering insights into how hierarchical relationships can be more 

effectively managed in multicultural and multilingual classroom settings, thereby 

informing more culturally responsive teaching practices and strengthening the broader 

literature on EMI and student-professor interaction. 
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A. EMI LIKERT-SCALE SURVEY 

 

Survey Consent Statement 

 

Dear Student 

 

This survey is part of a research study examining the effects of English Medium 

Instruction (EMI) on student-professor relationships across different sociocultural 

contexts in Türkiye and South Korea. The study focuses on how culture, hierarchy, 

and language use shape classroom interactions between the professor and students. 

 

Your participation in this survey is completely voluntary. The survey is expected to 

take approximately 5-10 minutes to complete. You may choose not to answer any 

question or stop completing the survey at any time without any negative consequences. 

 

All responses will be collected anonymously and will be used solely for academic 

research purposes. The data will be analyzed in aggregate form, and no personally 

identifiable information will be reported in the thesis or any related publications. 

 

Thank you         

 

Researcher: David Hayoung Cho 

Master’s Program in the Department of Foreign Language Education 

Middle East Technical University (METU), Ankara, Türkiye 

 

By proceeding to the survey and selecting your responses, you indicate that you 

have read the information above and voluntarily agree to participate in this study. 

 

I confirm that I am voluntarily participating in this study. 

 δYes, I agree to participate  

 

 

Please indicate your English proficiency level. 

 

 δBeginner (I can understand and use simple English sentences.) 

 δIntermediate (I can communicate in daily situations and understand lectures with 

some difficulty.) 

 δUpper-Intermediate (I can follow most lectures and express my opinions in English 

clearly.) 

 δAdvanced (I can read, write, and discuss academic topics comfortably in English.) 

 δNear-native (I can use English almost like a native speaker.) 

 

Q2. Have you taken an English test such as TOEFL, IELTS, or TOEIC? 

 δYes   δNo 

If yes, please write the name of the test and your score: 



179 

 

25 Likert-Scale Items 

 

Please read each statement carefully and choose the option that best describes 

your opinion by rating it from 1 to 5.  

 

1 = Strongly Disagree 

2 = Disagree 

3 = Neutral 

4 = Agree 

5 = Strongly Agree 

 

1. My professor has full control over what happens in class.  

2. Using English allows me to express myself more confidently than in my native 

language. 

3. Speaking English makes my relationship with my professor feel less formal 

and more equal. 

4. I feel comfortable asking my professor questions in English. 

5. I feel it would be disrespectful to challenge my professor’s ideas during class. 

6. I feel different as a student in class when I speak in English. 

7. When my professor speaks English in class, they seem less strict. 

8. My professor’s response in English affects how confident I feel participating 

in class. 

9. In class, students are expected to accept the professor’s opinions without 

challenge. 

10. I adjust the way I speak in English to sound respectful to my professor. 

11. Using English makes the relationship between students and the professor feel 

more equal in class.   

12. The professor uses polite and encouraging language when responding to 

students. 

13. I feel more comfortable listening than speaking in class. 

14. Using English makes the class feel less formal compared to my culture’s usual 

expectations. 

15. Because English does not have clear language grammar for showing respect, 

it is difficult to express respect. 

16. When my professor speaks English, I feel more comfortable interacting with 

them in class. 

17. Professors should show clear authority over students. 

18. I try to sound polite in English even when I am unsure how to do it correctly. 

19. I feel more comfortable speaking to my professor in my native language 

because it allows me to express respect more naturally through language.  

20. I try to balance respect and self-expression when speaking English to my 

professor. 

21. My professor encourages questions, comments, and discussions from students.  

22. I sometimes struggle to balance showing respect with expressing my opinion 

in English. 

23. Sometimes using English creates confusion about what is polite or impolite. 

24. I feel hesitant to ask questions because of the professor’s authority. 

25. English helps the class feel more friendly, open, and democratic.  
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B. SEMI-STRUCTURED STUDENT INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

 

 

Background: 

*Personal Introduction 

*Age, Department, Year 

*English Level 

 

Introduction 

1. How long have you been studying in English-medium courses? 

2. How do you generally feel about studying in English instead of your native 

language? 

 

RQ1 — Power Distance and Classroom Hierarchy 

3. When you want to speak to your professor in English (ex. raising hand or 

asking a question), how does your body react? (for example – do you feel 

nervous, tense, relaxed, confident, etc?) 

4. How does your professor’s authority or position influence the way you 

behave or speak in class? 

5. Compared with classes taught in your first language (high school), does the 

“distance” between you and the professor feel different in English-medium 

classes? 

 

RQ2 — Identity Negotiation and Interactional Positioning 

6. How do you experience yourself when you speak English in class — do you 

feel like “yourself,” or a different version of you? 

7. Over time, how has studying in English changed the way you see yourself as 

a student or communicator? 

8. When speaking English, how do you try to show respect or politeness in a 

way that fits both your culture and the English classroom culture? 

 

RQ3 — English as a Bridge, Reshaping Hierarchy and Relations 

9. How does using English change the atmosphere of the classroom — does it 

feel more open, formal, relaxed, or distant?  

10. Can you describe a time when using English made you feel closer or more 

distant to your professor or classmates? 

11. When you communicate in English, do you sense any shared “space” or 

equality with your professor?  

 

RQ4 — Experience of Navigating Roles and Identities 

12. Think about a moment in class when you spoke English directly with your 

professor. Can you describe what that moment was like for you — how you 

felt, what was happening around you, what thoughts went through your 

mind? 

13. When you communicate in English, how does your body react — for 

example, your voice, gestures, or expressions?  
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14. During the semester, have you noticed any changes in how you relate to your 

professors or classmates in English?  

15. How does the physical or online classroom space affect your willingness to 

speak in English? For example, large lecture hall vs. small group, in-person 

vs. Zoom. 

16. How do interactions with your professor or classmates shape how you see 

yourself as part of the classroom community? 

17. If you could describe in one or two words what it “feels like” to be a student 

using English in your university, what words would you choose? Why? 

 

Closing Questions 

18. Is there an experience in an English-medium class that has stayed with you 

— something that changed how you think about language, respect, or 

identity? 

19. What advice would you give to professors to make EMI classes more 

comfortable or respectful for students from your culture? 

20. Is there anything else you would like to share about your experience as a 

student in English-medium education? 
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C. SEMI-STRUCTURED PROFESSOR INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 

 

 

Semi-Structured Interview Questions 

 

Background: 

*Personal Introduction 

*Department, Years of Teaching Experience 

*Years teaching EMI courses 

 

Introduction 

3. How long have you been teaching English-medium courses? 

4. How do you generally feel when teaching in English instead of your native 

language? 

 

RQ1 — Power Distance and Classroom Hierarchy  

6. When you teach in English, how do you experience your role as a professor 

compared with teaching in your native language? Do you feel more formal, 

relaxed, similar?  

7. How does the use of English influence how you express authority, guidance, 

or expertise in the classroom? 

8. Do you sense that the “distance” between you and your students changes in 

EMI classes? 

9. In what ways does hierarchy become visible or felt in EMI interactions—

through language, behavior, or classroom norms? 

 

RQ2 — Identity Negotiation and Interactional Positioning 

10. When you teach in English, do you feel like the same “teacher-self” as in 

your native-language classes, or a different version of yourself? 

11. Over time, how has teaching EMI influenced your identity as a teacher or 

academic?  

12. How do you express respect, politeness, or professionalism differently when 

teaching in English? 

13. Do you feel students interpret your tone, intentions, or personality differently 

when you speak English? 

 

RQ3 — English as a Bridge, Reshaping Hierarchy and Relations 

14. How does using English change the atmosphere or “feeling” of the 

classroom? Does the classroom feel more open, neutral, distant, or 

participatory?  

15. Has teaching in English ever created moments of unexpected closeness or 

connection with students? Or moments of distance? Can you elaborate?  

16. Do you feel that speaking English with students creates a more equal or more 

hierarchical interaction? 

17. Does using English help bridge cultural differences among students (national, 

linguistic, generational)? 
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RQ4 — Lived Experience of Navigating Roles and Identities in EMI 

18. When you lecture or answer questions in English, how does your body 

respond (voice, gestures, pacing)?  

19. When you communicate in English, how does your body react — for 

example, your voice, gestures, or expressions?  

20. How does physical classroom space — or online platforms like Zoom — 

affect your comfort or style of teaching in English?  

21. If you were to describe in one or two words what it “feels like” to teach in 

English at your university, what words would you choose, and why? 

 

Closing Questions 

21. Is there an EMI teaching experience that has changed the way you think 

about language, hierarchy, or your role as a professor? 

22. What advice would you give to EMI program designers or administrators to 

support both students and professors? 

23. Is there anything else you would like to share about your experience teaching 

in English-medium courses? 
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D. CLASSROOM FIELD NOTES (TÜRKİYE) 

 

 

I.  REAL-TIME OBSERVATION CHECKLIST 

 

Time Initiator Interaction Type Language Used Notable Features 

 

 

    

 

 

    

 

 

    

 

 

    

 

 

    

 

 

    

 

 

    

 

 

    

 

 

    

 

 

    

 

 

    

 

II. DETAILED OBSERVATIONS 

 

1. Initiation Patterns (PD Indicators) 

- Who initiates talk most frequently? 

- Are student questions spontaneous or only when invited? 

- Do students raise hands or speak freely? 

- Does professor nominate speakers? 

- Are names used? 

 

Code: 

□ Professor controls turn allocation 

□ Students self-select 

□ Long wait-time before students respond 

□ Multiple students attempt to speak simultaneously 

□ No student initiations observed 

 

2. Question Types (Hierarchical) 
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When professor asks questions: 

- Closed (yes/no, recall) 

- Display questions (known-answer) 

- Referential (genuine inquiry) 

- Evaluative (challenging student reasoning) 

 

Is professor’s tone:  

□ Directive 

□ Encouraging 

□ Neutral 

□ Authoritative 

□ Other:  

 

When students ask questions: 

- Clarification requests 

- Content challenges 

- Procedural questions 

- Personal/opinion questions 

 

3. Turn-Taking & Speaking Hierarchies (Face Negotiation) 

 

Are there:  

- Interruptions (who interrupts whom?) 

- Overlapping speech 

- Extended student turns vs short responses 

- Rapid professor re-taking of floor 

- Students hedging before speaking 

 

Hedging Indicators: 

- “Maybe…” 

- “I’m not sure but…” 

- Nervous laughter before speaking 

- Apologetic tone 

 

4. Silence Analysis (PD) 

Notes:  

- Length (approximate seconds) 

- Trigger (after question or after correction?) 

- Professor reaction to silence 

- Emotional tone (tense? relaxed?) 

 

5. Repair & Error Correction 

 

When student makes an error: 

- Does professor correct immediately? 

- Does professor soften correction? 

- Is L1 used during correction? 

- Do peers assist? 
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Observe Student Reactions: 

- Withdraws 

- Laughs 

- Continues confidently 

- Avoids further participation 

 

6. Translanguaging Moments 

 

Note:  

- Who switches language and at what moments?  

- Function of switch:  

o Clarification 

o Solidarity 

o Authority 

o Efficiency 

o Humor 

 

- *Does switching increase or decrease participation?  

 

7. Non-Verbal Behavior  

  

Professor’s behaviors:  

- Eye contact scanning entire class or specific students? 

- General Movement (static podium vs circulating) 

- Proximity to students 

- Gesture intensity 

  

Students’ behaviors:  

- Upright posture vs collapsed posture 

- Eye avoidance 

- Looking at peers before speaking 

- Nervous fidgeting 

 

8. Spatial Dynamics  

* Sketch classroom layout 

 

Note:  

- Where active students sit 

- Silent zones 

- Physical distance between professor and front row 

- Whether professor enters student space 

 

- *Does layout enforce hierarchy?  

 

9. Identity Negotiation Indicators 

 

Note:  

- Students using humor to soften English errors 

- Students self-deprecating language (“My English is bad” or “I’m not sure if I 

am saying this correctly…”) 
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- Professor legitimizing student voice 

- Students aligning with English-speaking identity 

III. FIELD NOTES (THICK DESCRIPTION) 

*Immediately after class, note:  

 

1. General Atmosphere 

- Formal vs relaxed 

- Tense vs energetic 

- Overall student confidence level 

 

2. Critical Moments  

Write narrative accounts of when:  

- Silence felt heavy 

- Student challenged the professor 

- Student visibly hesitated 

- L1 was used strategically 

- Power Dynamics were visible 

 

*What was said, tone, body language, immediate aftermath 

 

3. Analysis Memo 

- What do interactions/observations suggest about power distance?  

- Did EMI seem to amplify or reduce hierarchy?  

- Were identity negotiations visible?  

- Did students seem more cautious in English?  
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E. ONLINE CLASSROOM FIELD NOTES (SOUTH KOREA) 

 

 

I.  REAL-TIME OBSERVATION CHECKLIST 

 

Time Initiator Interaction Type Language Used Notable Features 

 

 

    

 

 

    

 

 

    

 

 

    

 

 

    

 

 

    

 

 

    

 

 

    

 

 

    

 

 

    

 

 

    

 

II. DETAILED OBSERVATIONS 

 

1. Initiation Patterns (PD Indicators) 

- Who initiates talk most frequently? 

- Are student questions spontaneous or only when invited? 

- Does professor nominate speakers? 

- Are names used? 

 

Code: 

□ Professor controls turn allocation 

□ Students self-select 

□ Long wait-time before students respond 

□ Multiple students attempt to speak simultaneously 

□ No student initiations observed 

 

2. Question Types (Hierarchical) 
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When professor asks questions: 

- Closed (yes/no, recall) 

- Display questions (known-answer) 

- Referential (genuine inquiry) 

- Evaluative (challenging student reasoning) 

 

Is professor’s tone:  

□ Directive 

□ Encouraging 

□ Neutral 

□ Authoritative 

□ Other:  

 

When students ask questions: 

- Clarification requests 

- Content challenges 

- Procedural questions 

- Personal/opinion questions 

 

3. Turn-Taking & Speaking Hierarchies (Face Negotiation) 

 

Are there:  

- Interruptions (who interrupts whom?) 

- Overlapping speech 

- Extended student turns vs short responses 

- Rapid professor re-taking of floor 

- Students hedging before speaking 

 

Hedging Indicators: 

- “Maybe…” 

- “I’m not sure but…” 

- Nervous laughter before speaking 

- Apologetic tone 

 

4. Silence Analysis (PD) 

Notes:  

- Length (approximate seconds) 

- Trigger (after question or after correction?) 

- Professor reaction to silence 

 

5. Repair & Error Correction 

 

When student makes an error: 

- Does professor correct immediately? 

- Does professor soften correction? 

- Is L1 used during correction? 

- Do peers assist? 

 

Observe Student Reactions: 

- Withdraws 
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- Laughs 

- Continues confidently 

- Avoids further participation 

 

6. Translanguaging Moments 

 

Note:  

- Who switches language and at what moments?  

- Function of switch:  

o Clarification 

o Solidarity 

o Authority 

o Efficiency 

o Humor 

 

- *Does switching increase or decrease participation?  

 

III. FIELD NOTES (THICK DESCRIPTION) 

*Immediately after class  

 

1. Critical Moments  

Write narrative accounts of when:  

- Student challenged the professor 

- L1 was used strategically 

- Power Dynamics were visible 

 

2. Analysis Memo 

- What do interactions/observations suggest about power distance?  

- Did English seem to amplify or reduce hierarchy?  

- Were identity negotiations visible?  

- Did students seem more cautious in English?  
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F. QUALITATIVE CODEBOOK AND SAMPLE CODING 

 

 

The following tables present a consolidated sample of the qualitative codebook 

and representative examples of the coding process. The complete working codebooks 

and coding logs were maintained separately for the student interviews, professor 

interviews, and classroom observations. 

Table F.1  

Initial Qualitative Code Book  

Code Definition Code Origin Analytic Focus 

Persistent 

institutional 

authority 

References indicating that the 

professor’s higher institutional 

position remained meaningful 

regardless of the language 

used.  

Deductive 

Power distance 

and professor 

authority 

Authority-

based 

participation 

regulation 

Instances in which students 

monitored, limited, or delayed 

their participation because of 

the professor’s authority  

Hybrid 

Authority, 

participation, and 

silence 

English-

mediated 

hierarchy 

softening 

Statements or observations 

suggesting that English 

reduced visible formality, 

encouraged directness, or 

made student–professor 

interaction feel somewhat 

more equal  

Hybrid 

English and 

hierarchical 

distance 

Interlocutor-

dependent 

hierarchy 

Evidence showing that the 

perceived effect of English 

differed according interlocutor 

(foreigner, professor, peer)  

Inductive 
Conditional role 

of English 

English 

politeness 

ambiguity 

Uncertainty about how to 

address professors, ask 

questions, disagree, or express 

appropriate respect in English   

Hybrid 

Politeness and 

reconstruction of 

respect 
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Table F.1 (continued) 

Code Definition Code Origin Analytic Focus 

Hocam as 

relational and 

institutional 

positioning 

Uses hocam that 

communicated respect, 

warmth, academic role, 

cultural identity, sincerity, or 

belonging to the university   

Inductive 

Identity, 

belonging, and 

translanguaging 

Peer evaluation 

and face threat 

Concern that classmates might 

judge a student as 

unintelligent, linguistically 

weak, arrogant, pretentious  

Inductive 
Face management 

and participation 

Embodied 

linguistic 

vulnerability 

Physical or emotional 

reactions associated with 

public English use, including 

shaking, sweating, facial 

redness, voice instability, etc  

Inductive Face exposure 

English-

mediated 

identity 

positioning 

Accounts of becoming more or 

less confident, direct, 

extroverted, professional, 

emotionally expressive, or 

culturally situated while 

communicating in English.  

Hybrid 

Academic and 

cultural identity 

negotiation 

Strategic local-

language 

functions 

Turkish or Korean use for 

clarification, humor, emotional 

expression, relational 

closeness, discipline, 

correction, or the assertion of 

authority   

Inductive 

Translanguaging 

and relational 

work 

Spatial and 

class-size 

mediation 

Evidence that classroom size, 

seating, physical proximity, 

visibility, or course format 

affected opportunities for 

participation   

Inductive 
Classroom space 

and participation 

Online 

visibility and 

multimodal 

participation 

Evidence that cameras, 

microphones, chat, pauses, and 

reduced bodily visibility 

shaped engagement, 

interactional risk, face-saving, 

and professor control in online 

classes. 

Inductive 
Modality, face, 

and participation 

Note. Deductive codes were informed by the research questions and theoretical 

framework, whereas inductive codes emerged from recurring meanings in the 

interviews and classroom observations. Hybrid codes combined theory-informed 

concepts with patterns later identified in the data. 

 

 

 



193 

Table F.2 

Examples of the Qualitative Coding Process 

Data 

Source 
Observation Initial Code 

Consolidated Code 

&Theme 

S. Korean 

student 

interview 

Soojin 

“It’s because I’m a student 

and they are a professor. 

That relationship is already 

formed. Once the 

relationship is formed, I 

think what language we use 

is not important” 

Student role 

precedes 

language; 

hierarchy remains 

across languages 

Persistent institutional 

authority > Power 

distance and student-

professor hierarchy 

Turkish 

student 

interview 

Sevgi 

“something is missing” 

when expressing respect in 

English; students therefore 

add terms such as hocam 

Missing respect 

markers; 

compensation 

through local 

address term 

English politeness 

ambiguity > 

Reconstruction of 

respect in English 

Turkish 

professor 

interview 

Professor 

Nehir 

Examples: “See you, 

hocam!” and “How are 

you, hocam?” “a warmth to 

that” form of address 

Respectful 

address; warmth; 

local academic 

relationship 

Hocam as relational 

and institutional 

positioning > Identity 

and belonging 

S. Korean 

student 

interview 

Haeun 

speaking English with a 

foreign professor helped in 

“reducing the hierarchical 

gap;” made her feel “more 

relaxed” 

Foreign-professor 

comfort; reduced 

concern about 

local respect 

expectations 

Interlocutor-dependent 

hierarchy > Conditional 

hierarchy-softening 

effect of English 

Turkish 

student 

interview 

Bekir 

worried that he might have 

“failed to explain myself 

properly” or “said 

something very stupid” and 

stated that his anxiety 

mainly came from “the rest 

of the class” 

Fear of peer 

judgment; 

embarrassment; 

public linguistic 

exposure 

Peer evaluation and 

face threat > 

Participation and face 

management 

Turkish 

student 

interview 

Damla 

“I don’t need to be perfect 

with my sentences, vocab, 

or grammatically” 

Reduced 

perfectionism; 

growing 

confidence; 

adaptation over 

time  

English-mediated 

identity positioning > 

Development of the 

English-speaking self 

S. Korean 

professor 

interview 

Professor 

Jimin 

“If I use English, I focus on 

delivering my lecture.” 

Korean-use = stories and 

humor could “invite more 

interactions” 

English for 

efficient content 

delivery; Korean 

for relational 

interaction  

Strategic local-

language functions > 

Professor identity and 

relational 

communication 
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Table F.2 (continued) 

Data 

Source 
Observation Initial Code 

Consolidated Code 

&Theme 

Turkish 

classroom 

observation 

large 

required 

course 

Professor switched to 

Turkish when addressing 

distracted students, phone 

use, lateness, and students 

packing early. She framed 

the behavior through saygı 

and used a noticeably 

stronger tone 

  

Turkish for 

reprimand; 

behavioral 

control; public 

assertion of 

respect 

Strategic local-

language functions > 

Authority, discipline, 

and emotional force 

S. Korean 

Zoom 

observation 

A 17-second pause 

followed a professor’s 

request for confirmation. 

Students typed short 

responses such as “yes” in 

the chat, which the 

professor acknowledged 

Delayed 

response; brief 

written 

participation; 

professor-led 

interaction 

Online visibility and 

multimodal 

participation > Chat as 

a lower-risk 

participation channel 

S. Korean 

student 

interview 

Jiho 

Jiho described keeping the 

camera off as “a form of 

security,” but participation 

decreased 

Reduced bodily 

exposure; 

protection from 

observation; 

lower 

engagement  

Online visibility and 

multimodal 

participation > 

Visibility reduction as 

face-saving 

Turkish 

classroom 

observation 

large 

required 

course 

Most participation came 

from students seated in the 

first three rows, students 

farther from the professor 

were less visible and less 

frequently participatory 

  

Proximity to 

professor; uneven 

visibility; spatial 

concentration of 

participation 

Class-size mediation > 

Classroom space and 

access to participation 

S. Korean 

professor 

interview 

Professor 

Jimin 

The professor required 

students to address him as 

“Teacher” or “Professor” 

rather than by his first 

name, despite English 

being the instructional 

language 

Formal address 

requirement; 

preservation of 

local role 

expectations 

Persistent institutional 

authority > English 

operate within local 

academic hierarchy 

Note. Extracts were shortened where necessary while retaining their original meaning. 

Pseudonyms are used throughout. The examples represent the progression from initial 

codes to consolidated codes and broader themes. 
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G. INFORMED CONSENT FORM (INTERVIEWS) 

 

 

This research study investigates the effects of English Medium Instruction 

(EMI) on student-professor relationships in the sociocultural contexts of Türkiye 

and South Korea. This study is conducted by a Master’s student from the 

Department of Foreign Language at Middle East Technical University (METU) as 

part of a graduate thesis project.  

As part of this research, participants will be invited to take part in an 

individual interview discussing their experiences and perceptions related to EMI in 

university classrooms. The interview is expected to last approximately 60 minutes 

and will be audio-recorded with the participant’s consent in order to ensure accurate 

transcription and analysis. Participation in the interview is entirely voluntary. 

Personal identification is required in the individual interviews, but pseudonyms will 

be used in the actual thesis writings. All answers will be kept strictly confidential 

and evaluated only by the researchers and thesis supervisor; the obtained data will 

be used for scientific purposes only.   

The interview does not contain questions that may cause discomfort or 

jeopardize the participant’s physical or mental health. However, during the 

interview, for any reason whatsoever, if the participant feels uncomfortable, they 

are free to decline to answer any question or withdraw from the interview at any 

time. In such a case, it will be sufficient to tell the person conducting the interviewer 

(i.e. data collector) that you wish to stop the interview.  

All interviews will be audio-recorded and transcribed for more detailed 

analysis. The audio recordings will be stored securely on password-protected 

devices and will be permanently deleted after the completion and approval of the 

thesis. Any questions about the content of the study can be asked at any time before, 

during, and after the interview. The researcher would like to thank you in advance 

for your participation in the study. For further information, you can contact David 

Cho.  
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By signing below, you confirm that: 

(1) You have read and understood the information provided 

(2) You voluntarily agree to participate in the interview 

(3) You consent to the interview being audio-recorded for research purposes 

 

I am participating in this study totally on my own will and am aware that 

I can stop participating at any time I want /  I give my consent for the use of the 

information I provide for scientific purposes.  (Please return this form to the data 

collector after you have filled it in and signed it). 

 

Name Surname                         Date              Signature 

  

             

                                               ----/----/----- 
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H. INFORMED CONSENT FORM (CLASS OBSERVATIONS) 

 
 

This research study investigates the effects of English Medium Instruction 

(EMI) on student-professor relationships in the sociocultural contexts of Türkiye 

and South Korea. This study is conducted by a Master’s student from the 

Department of Foreign Language at Middle East Technical University (METU) as 

part of a graduate thesis project.  

As part of this research, As part of this study, classroom sessions may be 

observed and audio-recorded in order to document patterns of interaction between 

students and the professor during EMI instruction. The purpose of these 

observations is to examine general communication practices in the classroom 

environment rather than to evaluate or assess the performance of individual 

students. 

Participation in this study is completely voluntary. If you choose to 

participate, your presence and verbal contributions during classroom interaction 

may be captured through audio recording. These recordings will be used solely for 

research purposes in order to facilitate accurate transcription and analysis of 

classroom communication. All answers will be kept strictly confidential and 

evaluated only by the researchers and thesis supervisor; the obtained data will be 

used for scientific purposes only. During transcription and analysis, identifying 

information will be removed, and participants will be referred to using pseudonyms 

in the thesis and any related academic publications. 

Participation in this study does not involve any foreseeable physical or 

psychological risk. However, participants are free to withdraw from this at any time 

without any negative consequences. If a participant wishes to withdraw, they may 

inform the researcher at any time. In such cases, any identifiable data associated 

with that participant will not be included in the analysis. 

The audio recordings will be retained only for the duration necessary to 

complete the research and will be permanently deleted after the completion and 

approval of the thesis. The researcher would like to thank you in advance for your 

participation in the study. For further information, you can contact David Cho.  
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By signing below, you confirm that: 

(4) You have read and understood the information provided above. 

(5) You understand that classroom sessions may be audio-recorded for research 

purposes. 

(6) You voluntarily agree to participate in this study. 

 

I am participating in this study totally on my own will and am aware that 

I can stop participating at any time I want.  I give my consent for the use of the 

information I provide for scientific purposes.  (Please return this form to the data 

collector after you have filled it in and signed it). 

 

Name Surname                             Date              Signature 

       

                                                  -----/-----/------ 
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I. APPROVAL OF METU HUMAN SUBJECTS ETHICS COMMITTEE 
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J. TURKISH SUMMARY / TÜRKÇE ÖZET 

 

 

Giriş 

 

Öğretim dili olarak İngilizce (EMI), özellikle Avrupa ve Asya’da olmak üzere, 

ana dili İngilizce olmayan ülkelerdeki yükseköğretimde giderek daha önemli hâle 

gelmiştir. Nüfusun çoğunluğu için ana dili İngilizce olmayan bağlamlarda akademik 

derslerin İngilizce aracılığıyla öğretilmesi olarak tanımlanan EMI'de İngilizce, 

öğrenmenin nesnesi değil, diğer alan derslerinin öğrenildiği araçtır. Üniversiteler 

uluslararası görünürlüklerini artırmayı ve küresel sıralamalardaki yerlerini 

geliştirmeyi amaçladıkça EMI farklı kıtalarda giderek daha fazla benimsenmiş ve 

günümüz yükseköğretimindeki önemini göstermiştir. EMI çoğu zaman 

küreselleşmeye verilen pratik bir yanıt olarak sunulsa da tarafsız bir öğretim tercihi 

değildir; çünkü yerel dilden İngilizceye geçiş sınıf dinamiklerini ve öğrenciler ile 

öğretim üyelerinin rollerini yeniden şekillendirebilir. Bu nedenle EMI yalnızca bir dil 

politikası olarak değil, dil, güç dinamikleri ve kimlik müzakeresi gibi birçok unsurun 

kesiştiği toplumdilbilimsel bir ortam olarak anlaşılmalıdır. 

EMI, yükseköğretimde özellikle önemlidir; çünkü öğrenci-öğretim üyesi 

ilişkileri, öğrencilerin öğretim üyelerinin ulaşılabilirliği, karşılık verme biçimi, sınıf 

içi iletişimi ve öğrencilere yaklaşımı aracılığıyla kendilerini meşru katılımcılar olarak 

hissedip hissetmemeleriyle ilişkilidir. Diğer çalışmalar, öğrenci-öğretim üyesi 

ilişkileri öğrencilerin akademik ortamlarına nasıl katıldıklarını ve bu ortamla nasıl 

anlamlı bir bağ kurduklarını etkilediğini göstermektedir. Bu ilişkiler önemlidir aynı 

zamanda mesleki ve kişilerarası boyutlar, öğrencilerin ilişkisel ortamı algılama 

biçimleri ve sınıfın öğretim biçimi gibi çeşitli etkenlerle de şekillenir. Zaten çok 

katmanlı olan bu akademik ortama İngilizce gibi yeni bir dilin eklenmesi, öğrenci-

öğretim üyesi ilişkilerini daha katmanlı bir hâle dönüştürebilir. Diğer sınıflarda olduğu 

gibi öğrenciler ve öğretim üyeleri eğitimle ilgili rollerini yönetmek zorundadır; ancak 

bunu yaparken ana dilleriyle aynı iletişim akıcılığını, duygusal ifade gücünü veya 

kültürel olarak tanıdık kaynakları sunmayan ek bir dili de kullanmaları gerekir. 
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Bu çalışma Türkiye ve Güney Kore’deki bağlama özgü iki ortamı 

incelemektedir. İngilizce nezaketi temel olarak edimbilimsel stratejiler aracılığıyla 

ifade eder. Türkçe, ikinci tekil ve çoğul kişi zamirleri, bunlara bağlı fiil uyumu ve 

hitap biçimlerini kullanan ara bir yapısal konumdadır. Korece ise saygı ve hiyerarşinin 

büyük ölçüde zorunlu dilbilgisel işaretleme yoluyla kodlandığı bir dildir. Söz konusu 

bu üç dil de muhatapların saygılı davranmasına imkân verir; ancak toplumsal ilişkileri 

ifade etmek için kullanılan kaynakların dil içindeki yeri, sıklığı ve zorunluluğu 

bakımından önemli ölçüde farklılaşırlar. İngilizce EMI ortamında temel iletişim 

kaynağı hâline geldiğinde öğrenciler ve öğretim üyeleri kendilerini uygun biçimde 

ifade etme, yeterli bireyler olarak görülme veya saygı gösterme konusunda sınırlanmış 

hissedebilirler. Bu sınırlılıklar, Hofstede ve diğerlerinin (2010) kültürel boyutlarından 

biri olan Güç Mesafesi ile açıklanan daha geniş kültürel beklentiler içinde yaşanır. 

Güç Mesafesi, bir ülkedeki daha az güçlü üyelerin gücün eşit olmayan biçimde 

dağıtılmasını ne ölçüde beklediği ve kabul ettiği şeklinde anlaşılabilir. Akademik 

bağlamda daha yüksek Güç Mesafesi Endeksi değerleri; öğretim üyesi merkezli sınıf 

normları, öğrencilerin öğretim üyesinin otoritesine daha az karşı çıkması ve 

öğrencilerin konuşmadan önce izin almalarının beklenmesiyle ilişkili olabilir. 

Güç Mesafesi bir kültürün genel örüntülerini anlamaya yardımcı olsa da 

bağlama özgü etkileşimler Nezaket Kuramı ve Yüz Müzakere Kuramı aracılığıyla 

daha ayrıntılı biçimde açıklanabilir. Brown ve Levinson’ın (1987) nezaket çerçevesi 

konuşmacıların yüzü nasıl yönettiğini açıklarken Ting-Toomey’nin (2015) Yüz 

Müzakere Kuramı, yüz kaygılarının ve yüz çalışması stratejilerinin kültürel 

yönelimlerle şekillendiğini vurgular. Bu nedenle üç çerçeve bu çalışmada birbirini 

tamamlamaktadır. Güç Mesafesi eşit olmayan kurumsal rolleri çevreleyen geniş 

kültürel beklentileri belirlemeye yardımcı olur; Yüz Müzakere Kuramı bu 

beklentilerin kişinin kendi yüzünü ve karşı tarafın yüzünü nasıl şekillendirdiğini 

açıklar; Nezaket Kuramı ise bu kaygıların uygulamada yönetildiği belirli dilsel ve 

etkileşimsel stratejileri ortaya koyar. 

EMI araştırmaları önemli ölçüde artmış olsa da bu araştırmalar çoğunlukla 

yeterlik, politika uygulaması, öğrenme çıktıları ve paydaş algılarını incelemiştir. 

Otorite, katılım, nezaket, kimlik ve yüzün müzakere edildiği ilişkisel bir alan olarak 

EMI ise daha az ilgi görmüştür. Özellikle İngilizcenin EMI sınıfında öğretim üyesi 

otoritesini, saygıyı, kimliği ve ilişkisel mesafeyi nasıl şekillendirdiği yeterince 

incelenmemiştir. Mevcut çalışmalar geniş kültürel beklentileri açıklamak için Güç 
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Mesafesini kullanmaktadır; ancak bu çerçeve tek başına hiyerarşinin yerel 

etkileşimlerde nasıl üretildiğini gösteremediğinden, bu çalışma kültürel beklentileri 

etkileşimsel stratejilerle ilişkilendirmek amacıyla Güç Mesafesini Yüz Müzakere 

Kuramı ve Nezaket Kuramı ile birleştirmektedir. Bir diğer dilsel boşluk, hiyerarşiyi 

işaretlemek için daha az dilbilgisel kaynak sunan İngilizce aracılığıyla iletişim kuran 

Türkçe ve Korece konuşmacıların akademik saygıyı nasıl yeniden oluşturduğudur. 

Ayrıca çevrim içi ve yüz yüze öğretim biçimleri görünürlük, etkileşim, saygı gösterme 

ve yüz koruma bakımından farklı imkânlar sunmasına rağmen öğretim biçimi 

hiyerarşi, nezaket ve kimliğin bütünleşik analizlerine nadiren dâhil edilmiştir. Yöntem 

açısından birçok çalışma ağırlıklı olarak öğrencilerin öz bildirimlerine dayanmakta; 

öğretim üyelerini veya sınıf gözlemlerini içeren çalışmalar daha az bulunmaktadır. Bu 

çalışma, Türkiye ve Güney Kore’de birbirinden önemli ölçüde farklı iki EMI 

ortamında öğrenci anketlerini, öğrenci ve öğretim üyesi görüşmelerini ve sınıf 

gözlemlerini birleştiren karma yöntem deseniyle bu boşlukları ele almaktadır. 

Çalışma; öğretim biçimi, kurum, disiplin, ders türü, sınıf büyüklüğü ve katılımcı 

özelliklerindeki farklılıklar içinde bağlama özgü süreçleri ve kuramsal açıdan anlamlı 

tekrar eden örüntüleri belirlemek için maksimum çeşitlilik mantığını kullanmaktadır. 

Çalışmanın amacı, Türkiye’deki yüz yüze bir EMI sınıfında ve Güney 

Kore’deki çevrim içi bir EMI sınıfında güç, dil, kimlik ve yüzün Öğrenci-Öğretim 

Üyesi İlişkilerini nasıl şekillendirdiğini incelemektir. Çalışma; Güç Mesafesinin 

otorite ve katılımı nasıl etkilediğine, İngilizcenin hiyerarşi ve saygıyı nasıl yeniden 

şekillendirebildiğine, öğrenciler ile öğretim üyelerinin kimlik ve yüzü nasıl müzakere 

ettiklerine ve sınıfın öğretim biçiminin EMI ortamındaki güç, kimlik ve yüz koruma 

stratejilerini nasıl şekillendirdiğine odaklanmaktadır. Bu ilişkilerin çok boyutlu bir 

açıklamasını sunmak amacıyla anket verileri, görüşmeler ve sınıf gözlemleri 

bütünleştirilmiştir. Çalışma aşağıdaki araştırma sorularına yanıt aramaktadır:  

(1) Güç Mesafesi kültürel boyutu, öğrenci-öğretim üyesi ilişkilerini nasıl 

etkilemektedir? 

a. Türkiye’deki yüz yüze bir EMI sınıf ortamında? 

b. Güney Kore’deki çevrim içi bir EMI sınıf ortamında? 

 

(2) Saygıyı bildiren dilbilgisel işaretlemeleri görece sınırlı olan 

uluslararası bir dil olarak İngilizcenin kullanımı, öğrenci-öğretim üyesi 
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ilişkilerini hiyerarşik dinamikleri hangi yönlerden azaltmakta, yeniden 

şekillendirmekte veya pekiştirmektedir? 

a. Türkiye’deki yüz yüze bir EMI sınıf ortamında? 

b. Güney Kore’deki çevrim içi bir EMI sınıf ortamında? 

 

(3) Öğrenciler ve öğretim üyeleri, dil kullanımı ve algılanan güç 

dinamikleriyle ilişkili olarak kültürel ve akademik kimlikleri ile 

ilişkisel rollerini nasıl müzakere etmektedir? 

a. Türkiye’deki yüz yüze bir EMI sınıf ortamında? 

b. Güney Kore’deki çevrim içi bir EMI sınıf ortamında? 

 

(4) Türkiye’deki yüz yüze ve Güney Kore’deki çevrim içi sınıf ortamları, 

EMI bağlamında güç dinamiklerini, kimlik müzakeresini ve yüz 

koruma stratejilerini nasıl şekillendirmektedir? 

 

Yöntem 

 

Çalışmada eş zamanlı karma yöntem deseni benimsenmiştir. Nicel ve nitel 

veriler aynı aşamada toplanmış, ayrı ayrı analiz edilmiş ve araştırma sorularına göre 

bütünleştirilmiştir. Nicel bölüm otorite, İngilizce aracılı etkileşim, saygı ve nezaket 

algılarındaki örüntüleri belirlerken nitel bölüm bu konuların nasıl deneyimlendiğini 

ve uygulamada nasıl ortaya çıktığını açıklamıştır. 

Bu anket katılımcıları 83 lisans öğrencisinden oluşmuştur (Türkiye’den, 50; 

Güney Kore’den, 33 katılımcı). Her iki araştırma alanından beş öğrenci olmak üzere 

toplamda on öğrenci yarı yapılandırılmış görüşmelere katılmış ve her araştırma 

alanından bir öğretim üyesiyle görüşülmüştür. Odak sınıflar, katılımcı öğretim 

üyelerinin ders verdiği sınıflardır. Profesör Nehir Türkiye’deki İşletme derslerini, 

Profesör Jimin ise Güney Kore’deki İktisat dersini vermiştir. 

25 maddelik Likert tipi anket; öğretim üyesinin sınıf üzerindeki kontrolü, 

İngilizce etkileşim rahatlığı, İngilizcede saygı müzakeresi, nezaket belirsizliği ve 

katılımla ilgili uyarlanmış ve kuram temelli maddeleri bir araya getirmiştir. Veri 

toplama sonrasında maddeler dört ölçek altında düzenlenmiştir: İngilizce Aracılı 

Eşitlikçi Sınıf İklimi, İngilizce Aracılı Etkileşim Rahatlığı, İngilizcede Saygı 

Müzakeresi ve İngilizcede Nezaket Belirsizliği. Betimsel istatistikler, güvenirlik 
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analizleri ve Pearson korelasyonları her bağlam için ayrı ayrı hesaplanmıştır. Birçok 

bağlamsal değişken aynı anda farklılaştığı için doğrudan iki ulusal karşılaştırmalardan 

kaçınılmıştır. 

Nitel veriler öğrenci ve öğretim üyesi görüşmeleri ile sınıf gözlemlerinden 

oluşmuştur. Türkiye’deki iki derste yaklaşık on saat gözlem yapılmıştır. Güney 

Kore’de ders yaklaşık dokuz saat çevrim içi gözlem gerçekleştirilmiştir. Türkiye’deki 

gözlemler sözlü etkileşim, öğretim üyesinin hareketleri, duruş, dil seçimi, düzeltme ve 

katılımı içermiştir. Güney Kore’de öğrenciler kameralarını kapalı tuttukları için 

çevrim içi gözlemler mikrofon ve sohbet kutusu kullanımı, sessizlikler, öğrencilerin 

yanıt süreleri ve öğretim üyesinin genel yönlendirmeleri üzerine odaklanmıştır. 

Nitel veri analizinde refleksif tematik analiz kullanılmıştır (Braun & Clarke, 

2021). Kuramsal çerçeveler saygı, statüye dayalı saygı gösterme, kimlik ve yüz 

kaygılarının belirli yönlerine dikkat edilmesini sağlamış; daha sonra verilerden yeni 

kodlar oluşturulmuştur. Çalışmanın inandırıcılığı ve güvenirliği, birden fazla veri 

kaynağı, tekrarlı inceleme, denetim izi, katılımcı doğrulaması ve her ülke bağlamına 

yönelik uzman dilsel ve kültürel inceleme aracılığıyla desteklenmiştir. 

 

Türkiye’deki Yüz Yüze ve Güney Kore’deki Çevrim İçi EMI Bağlamlarında Güç 

Mesafesi ve Öğrenci-Öğretim Üyesi İlişkileri 

 

Türkiye’deki yüz yüze ortamda Güç Mesafesi temel olarak önceden kurulmuş 

rol sınırlarının tanınmasıyla ortaya çıkmıştır; ancak bu durum öğrenciler ile öğretim 

üyesi arasındaki ilişkisel mesafenin mutlaka uzak hissedildiği anlamına gelmemiştir. 

Öğrenciler öğretim üyesinin alan uzmanı olma rolünü, değerlendirme yetkisini ve sınıf 

düzeninden sorumlu olmasını kabul etmiştir. Anket örüntüsü de bu görüşü 

desteklemiş; öğrenciler öğretim üyesinin sınıfta olanlar üzerinde önemli ölçüde 

kontrol sahibi olduğu ifadesine yüksek oranda katılmışlardır (M = 4.40, SD = .83). 

Sınıf gözlemleri de öğretim üyesinin dersin hızını kontrol ettiğini, geç kalma 

durumlarını yönettiğini, söz sırasını dağıttığını, yanıtları değerlendirdiğini ve uygun 

olmayan davranışları düzelttiğini göstermiştir. Bununla birlikte öğrenciler, öğretim 

üyesinin otoritesini, düşüncelerini ifade edememe ya da soru soramama ile bir 

tutmamıştır. Anket sonuçlarına göre öğrenciler, öğretim üyesinin otoritesinin soru 

sormakta tereddüt etmelerine neden olduğu (M = 2.02, SD = 1.06) veya öğretim 

üyesinin görüşlerini sorgulamadan kabul etmelerinin beklendiği (M = 2.12, SD = 1.10) 
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ifadelerine genel olarak katılmamıştır. Bu bulgu ilişkinin kurumsal açıdan eşit 

olmadığını, ancak yine de ulaşılabilir, katılımcı ve ilişkisel olarak sıcak olabildiğini 

göstermektedir. Türkiye’deki öğretim üyesinin otoritesi aynı zamanda ilişkisel ve yüz 

kaygılarına duyarlılık sergilemektedir. Öğrenciler en yüksek katılımı, öğretim 

üyesinin soru, yorum ve tartışmayı teşvik ettiği ifadesine göstermiştir (M = 4.74, SD 

= .57). Ayrıca öğrencilere yanıt verirken nazik ve teşvik edici bir dil kullandığı 

ifadesine de yüksek oranda katılmışlardır (M = 4.54, SD = .76). Uygulamada öğretim 

üyesi sınıf otoritesini çocuğum, kızım, canım ve şekerim gibi sevgi bildiren Türkçe 

ifadelerle birleştirmiştir. Bu ifadeler bir öğrencinin davranışının aslında kabul 

edilemez olduğunu bildirirken aynı zamanda öğrencinin ilişkisel olarak kabul 

edilmeye devam ettiğini de göstermiştir. 

Öğretim üyesinin ulaşılabilirliğine rağmen katılım yüz kaygıları açısından 

hassas kalmıştır. Öğrenciler soruların uygunluğunu ve nasıl ifade edildiğini, ayrıca 

yanlış bir yanıtın akademik veya İngilizceyle ilgili zayıflıklarını ortaya çıkarıp 

çıkarmayacağını düşünmüştür. Birçok öğrenci öğretim üyesinin değerlendirmesinden 

çok akran değerlendirmesi konusunda kaygı duymuştur; çünkü konuşmak yeterlik 

yüzünü tehdit edebilirken sık veya fazla görünür katılım öğrencilerin kibirli ya da 

İngilizce seviyelerini göstermeye aşırı istekli görünmelerine yol açabilirdi. Bu 

durumlarda sessizlik basit bir ilgisizlikten çok düşünme, kendini sınırlama, hatadan 

korunma veya aşırı biçimde kendini öne çıkarmaktan kaçınma anlamına gelebilirdi. 

Güney Kore’deki çevrim içi ortamda hiyerarşi önceden var olan ilişkisel bir 

düzen olarak anlaşılmıştır. Öğrenciler sınıfa kendi rollerini ve öğretim üyesinin 

kurumsal konumunu zaten anlayarak girmiştir. Anket yanıtları, öğrencilerin yalnızca 

öğretim üyesi otoritesinin soru sormayı engellediğine (M = 2.45, SD = 1.09) veya 

öğretim üyesinin görüşlerini sorgulamadan kabul etmelerinin beklendiğine (M = 2.55, 

SD = 1.09) güçlü biçimde inanmadıklarını göstermiştir. Bununla birlikte görüşme 

bulguları öğrencilerin katılımın zamanı ve biçimini önemli gördüğünü ortaya 

koymuştur. Öğrenciler dersi bölmek yerine açıklamanın bitmesini beklemeyi veya 

sorularını ders sonrasında sormayı tercih etmişlerdir. Bu nedenle Güney Kore 

bağlamında saygı gösterme, uygun zamanı bekleme ve kendini sınırlama yoluyla ifade 

edilmiştir. 

Çevrim içi sınıf güçlü biçimde öğretim üyesi merkezli kalmıştır. Profesör 

Jimin soruların çoğunu yöneltmiş, ders materyallerini ve dersin ilerleyişini kontrol 

etmiş, soruları yeniden ifade etmiş, yanıtları değerlendirmiş ve sessizlik 
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dönemlerinden sonra ne zaman devam edileceğine karar vermiştir. Öğrenciler 

mikrofon veya sohbet kutusu aracılığıyla derse katılabilseler de etkileşimin çoğu 

öğretim üyesinin oluşturduğu alanlarda gerçekleşmiştir. Anket sonuçları Profesör 

Jimin’in soru ve tartışmayı teşvik ettiği (M = 4.64, SD = .49) ve nazik ve destekleyici 

biçimde yanıt verdiği (M = 4.27, SD = .63) algısını desteklemiştir; ancak bunlar 

mutlaka etkileşim rahatlığı sağlamamıştır. Güney Koreli öğrenciler konuşmaktansa 

dinlemeyi ağırlıklı olarak tercih etmişlerdir (M = 4.36, SD = 1.17) ve öğretim üyesine 

İngilizce soru sormakta kendilerini rahat hissetmediklerini belirtmişlerdir (M = 1.91, 

SD = 1.01). Ayrıca İngilizcede saygılı görünmeye çalışırken yüksek düzeyde 

belirsizlik yaşadıklarını (M = 4.27, SD = .63) ve saygıyı ifade etmek için Koreceyi 

tercih ettiklerini (M = 4.18, SD = 1.13) belirtmişlerdir. Bu sonuçlar, öğretim üyesinin 

katılımı teşvik etmesinin öğrenci katılımıyla aynı anlama gelmediğini göstermektedir. 

 

Türkiye’deki Yüz Yüze ve Güney Kore’deki Çevrim İçi EMI Bağlamlarında 

İngilizce ve Hiyerarşik Dinamikler 

Türkiye bağlamında İngilizce görünür resmiyeti kısmen azaltmış, ancak 

öğretim üyesinin algılanan otoritesini ortadan kaldırmamıştır. Öğrenciler, İngilizcenin 

Türkçede bulunan tekrarlanan resmiyet ayrımlarını zorunlu kılmaması nedeniyle 

etkileşimlerin statüyü daha dolaylı olarak işaretleyebildiğini belirtmiştir. Türkiye’deki 

öğretim üyesi de bazı öğrencilerin yabancı öğretim üyelerine İngilizce aracılığıyla 

daha kolay yaklaştığını gözlemlemiştir. Diğer durumlarda İngilizce etkileşim içinde 

hocam sözcüğünün kullanılması temel bulgulardan biri olmuştur. Öğrenciler hocam 

sözcüğünü korumuştur; çünkü professor veya teacher sözcükleri aynı saygı, tanınma, 

samimiyet ve kurumsal aidiyet anlamlarını taşımamaktadır. Bu Türkçe ifade saygılı 

bir etkileşim çerçevesi oluşturmuş, karşılıklı yüzü korumuş ve kültürel yeterlik ile 

aidiyeti göstermiştir. Böylece hiyerarşiyi mutlaka artırmadan korumuştur. 

Türkçe duygusal anlatım, mizah ve otorite gücü bakımından daha etkili 

kalmıştır. Profesör Nehir İngilizceyi yapılandırılmış içerik ve profesyonellikle 

ilişkilendirirken Türkçe daha fazla doğallık ve kendiliğindenlik sağlamıştır. Derste 

İngilizceden Türkçeye ani bir geçiş ciddiyet veya düzeltme anlamına gelebilmiş; daha 

sonra sevgi bildiren Türkçe ifadeler ilişkisel onarım için kullanılabilmiştir. 
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Güney Kore’de İngilizcenin hiyerarşiyi yumuşatıcı etkisi büyük ölçüde 

muhataba bağlı olmuştur. Öğrenciler Güney Koreli bir öğretim üyesiyle İngilizce 

kullandığında her iki taraf da ilişkiyi saygı, statü ve uygun davranışa ilişkin ortak 

kültürel beklentiler üzerinden anlamaya devam etmiştir. Ancak yabancı muhataplarla 

konuşurken öğrenciler Korecedeki saygı bildiren beklentileri aynı biçimde yeniden 

üretme konusunda daha az baskı hissettiklerini ve daha özgür ve doğrudan 

konuşabildiklerini belirtmiştir. Bu durum hiyerarşiyi yumuşatma etkisinin yalnızca 

İngilizceden değil, tarafların paylaştığı kültürel bağlamdan da kaynaklandığını 

göstermiştir. Güney Koreli öğrenciler yerel öğretim üyeleriyle iletişim kurarken 

saygıyı yumuşatıcı ifadeler, uygun zamanlama ve eğilme gibi bedensel uygulamalar 

aracılığıyla yeniden oluşturmuştur. İngilizce, Korecenin saygı bildiren dilbilgisel 

sistemini doğrudan karşılayamadığı için saygı başka dilsel kaynaklar aracılığıyla 

gösterilmiştir. Bu bulgu, Güney Koreli öğrencilerin İngilizce konuşurken saygıyı 

müzakere etmek için daha fazla çaba gösterdiklerini ve İngilizcede saygıyı göstermeye 

çalışırken belirsizlik yaşadıklarını ortaya koyan anket örüntüsünü açıklamaktadır. 

Türkiye’deki Yüz Yüze ve Güney Kore’deki Çevrim İçi EMI Bağlamlarında 

Kimlik Müzakeresi 

Türkiye’de İngilizce akademik ciddiyet, mesleki hazırlık ve gelecekteki 

istihdamla ilişkilendirilmiştir. Öğrenciler, düşüncelerini hızlı biçimde ifade etmelerini 

zorlaştırabilen bir dil aracılığıyla alan yeterliklerini göstermek zorunda kalmıştır. 

Ancak Profesör Nehir bu durumu anlamış ve genellikle dilbilgisel kusursuzluktan çok 

yanıtların içeriğine önem vermiştir. Bu yaklaşım yeterlik yüzünü korumuş ve 

öğrencilerin gelişmekte olan geleceğin profesyonelleri olarak tanınmasına imkân 

vermiştir. Profesör Nehir, İngilizce konuşan öğretim üyesi kimliğinin açıklık, sadelik 

ve öğrencilere yetkin bir İngilizce konuşucusu olarak model olmayı öne çıkardığını 

belirtmiştir. 

Öğrenciler açısından İngilizce kullanımı farklı kimlik türleriyle 

ilişkilendirilmiştir. Bazı katılımcılar, özellikle başarılı uluslararası deneyimlerden 

sonra, kendilerini daha sosyal veya özgüvenli hissetmiştir. Diğerleri ise duygusal 

ayrıntıları ifade etmenin daha zor olması nedeniyle İngilizcenin kendilerinin yalnızca 

eksik bir yönünü gösterdiğini düşünmüştür. İngilizce kullanırken İngilizce yeterlikleri 

ve alan yeterlikleri ile akranları karşısında alçakgönüllü görünme gerekliliğini 
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dengelemeleri de gerekmiştir; çünkü yanlış bir yanıt kişinin kendi yüzünü tehdit 

ederken sık katılım kibir olarak değerlendirilebilmekteydi. Sonuç olarak öğrenciler, 

öğretim üyelerine ne kadar yeterlik göstereceklerini yönetirken diğer öğrencilere karşı 

alçakgönüllü ve toplumsal açıdan duyarlı görünmeye çalışmışlardır. 

Güney Kore’de İngilizce alana özgü terminolojiye ve uluslararası 

araştırmalara erişim sağlamış, ancak dilsel güvensizliği de görünür hâle getirmiştir. 

Bazı öğrenciler Korece düşünme düzenleri değişmediği için kimliklerinin 

değişmediğini hissetmiş; bazıları ise yabancı muhataplarla daha doğrudan ve sosyal 

olduklarını belirtmiştir. Diğer öğrenciler sınırlı özgüvenleri veya İngilizcede 

kendilerini ifade etme imkânlarının daralması nedeniyle daha sessiz kalmışlardır. Bazı 

öğrenciler Korece duygusal kavramların İngilizceye çevrilmesinin istemeden gerilim 

biriktirebildiğini, ilişkiye ait geçmiş anlamları değiştirebildiğini veya sözcüğün 

kültürel olarak anlamlı yoğunluğunu kaybettirebildiğini ifade etmiştir. Bu durum 

konuşmacının daha az samimi veya daha az karmaşık görünmesine yol açarak kendi 

yüzünü tehdit edebilir ya da ilişkinin yanlış anlaşılmasına neden olarak karşılıklı yüzü 

zedeleyebilirdi. 

Akran yargısı da öğrencilerin kimlikleri üzerinde etkili olmuştur. İngilizce, 

öğrencilerin birbirlerini karşılaştırdığı görünür bir yeterlik göstergesi olarak işlev 

görmüştür Beklenmedik biçimde söz verildiğinde öğrenciler, yanakları kızaracak 

ölçüde kaygılanmıştır. Benzer biçimde öğrenciler, muhatabın Kore aksanlı İngilizceyi 

anlayamamasını düşük yeterliğin kanıtı olarak içselleştirmiştir. Öğrencilerin aynı 

zamanda alçakgönüllü görünmesi gerekmiştir; çünkü İngilizce yeterliğinin güçlü 

biçimde gösterilmesi övünme olarak algılanabilirdi. 

Profesör Jimin de öğretim hayatının ilk yıllarında doğru İngilizce kullanımının 

iyi yetişmiş bir EMI öğretim üyesi kimliği için gerekli olduğuna inandığını ve bununla 

ilgili kaygılar yaşadığını belirtmiştir. Ancak zamanla bu düşünceden uzaklaşmış ve 

mesleki meşruiyetini kusursuz İngilizceden çok içeriği verimli ve etkili biçimde 

aktarabilmesine dayandırmıştır. 

Sınıf Ortamının Güç, Kimlik ve Yüz Koruma Stratejileri Üzerindeki Etkisi 

Sınıf ortamına bağlı olarak görünürlük, işitilebilirlik, söz sırası, katılım 

kanalları ve ilişkisel ipuçlarının tümü etkilenmiştir. Türkiye’deki büyük zorunlu ders 

amfisi fiziksel düzen, mikrofon ve kalabalık öğrenci grubu aracılığıyla otoriteyi 

güçlendirmiştir. Katılım birçok kişinin önünde gerçekleştirilen kamusal bir 
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performansa dönüşmüş ve yüz tehdidini artırmıştır. Daha küçük seçmeli derste fiziksel 

yakınlık, öğretim üyesiyle önceden kurulmuş ilişki ve ders türü daha uzun ve 

kendiliğinden katkıları desteklemiştir. Her iki dersi de aynı öğretim üyesinin vermesi, 

gücün yalnızca öğretim üyesinin kurumsal rolüyle değil birçok başka etkenle de 

şekillendiğini göstermiştir. 

Güney Kore’deki Zoom ortamı hiyerarşinin fiziksel görünürlüğünü azaltmış, 

ancak Profesör Jimin tek görünür katılımcı olduğu ve dersin hızını, soruları, ne zaman 

devam edileceğini ve ne zaman ara verileceğini kontrol ettiği için otoriteyi yine 

öğretim üyesinde merkezileştirmiştir. Öğrencilerin kullanabileceği çeşitli iletişim 

kanalları bulunmasına rağmen çoğunlukla öğretim üyesinin başlattığı kısa sohbet 

kutusu yanıtlarını kullanmışlardır. Platform katılım seçeneklerini genişletse de otorite 

mutlaka azalmamış veya yeniden dağıtılmamıştır. 

Sınıf ortamı kimliği de etkilemiştir. Yüz yüze sınıftaki öğrenciler bedensel 

davranışları aracılığıyla katılımlarını gösterebilmiş; ancak dikkatsiz, geç veya yanlış 

olduklarında bu ortam onları akranlarının önünde görünür hâle getirmiştir. Çevrim içi 

Güney Koreli öğrenciler yüz kızarması, tereddüt ve kısa süreli ilgisizlik gibi fiziksel 

belirtilerini gizleyebilirken sohbet kutusu aracılığıyla dikkatli ve bilgili 

görünebilmiştir. Bu iletişim biçimi yüzü korumuş, ancak öğrencilerin bütün iletişimsel 

kaynaklarını göstermesini sınırlandırmıştır. 

 

Tartışma, Çıkarımlar ve Sonuç 

 

İngilizce hiyerarşinin bazı görünür dilsel işaretlerini azaltmış, ancak öğretim 

üyesinin kurumsal otoritesini ortadan kaldırmamıştır. Her iki bağlamda da öğrenciler 

eşit olmayan öğrenci ve öğretim üyesi rollerini ve saygı ile uygun katılıma ilişkin 

kültürel olarak tanıdık beklentileri kabul etmeye devam etmiştir. İngilizcenin 

hiyerarşiyi yumuşatıcı etkisi muhataba bağlı olmuş ve öğrencilerin kültürel 

beklentilerini paylaşan yerel öğretim üyelerinden çok yabancı öğretim üyeleriyle 

iletişimde belirginleşmiştir. İngilizce kullanıldığında öğrenciler saygıyı yumuşatıcı 

ifadeler ve eğilme gibi başka yollarla yeniden oluşturma eğilimi göstermiştir. 

Türkiye’deki öğrenciler akademik tanınma, sıcaklık, saygı ve kurumsal aidiyet ifade 

ettiği için hocam hitabını korurken Güney Koreli öğrenciler yumuşatıcı ifadeler, 

uygun zamanlama ve eğilme gibi bedensel uygulamalara başvurmuştur. İngilizce 

çoğunlukla akademik ve mesleki iletişimle ilişkilendirilirken Türkçe ve Korece mizah, 
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duygusal ayrıntı, kişisel etkileşim ve ilişkisel yakınlık için daha güçlü kaynaklar olarak 

kalmıştır. 

Bulgular, sınıf katılımının güç, kimlik ve yüzün müzakeresini içerdiğini de 

göstermiştir. Öğrencilerden İngilizcede akademik olarak yeterli, öğretim üyesine karşı 

saygılı ve akranları önünde uygun ölçüde alçakgönüllü görünmeleri beklenmiştir. Bu 

nedenle konuşmak bir yandan belirli bir kimliği güçlendirebilirken diğer yandan 

olumsuz akran değerlendirmesine yol açabilmiştir. Sınıfın öğretim biçimi güç, kimlik 

ve yüz koruma süreçlerini ayrıca şekillendirmiştir. Yüz yüze öğretim ilişkisel bağ ve 

onarım için daha zengin bedensel kaynaklar sunmuş, ancak kamusal riski artırmıştır. 

Çevrim içi ortam ise öğrencilerin görünürlüklerini kontrol etmelerine ve sohbet kutusu 

aracılığıyla katılmalarına imkân verirken öğretim üyesinin sınıf üzerindeki otoritesini 

korumuştur. 

Çalışmanın kuramsal, pedagojik ve kurumsal çıkarımları bulunmaktadır. 

Kuramsal açıdan Güç Mesafesi sabit bir ulusal özellikten çok geniş bir bağlamsal 

yönelim olarak ele alınmalıdır. Bunun nedeni, otoriteyi gösteren etkileşimlerin 

öğretim biçimi, ders türü, sınıf büyüklüğü, öğretim üyesinin davranışları, muhatabın 

kimliği ve mevcut İngilizce kaynakları tarafından da şekillendirilmesidir. Yüz 

Müzakere Kuramı ve Nezaket Kuramının dâhil edilmesi, bu geniş beklentilerin 

etkileşim içinde nasıl görünür hâle geldiğini daha ayrıntılı biçimde açıklamıştır. 

Pedagojik açıdan EMI öğretim üyeleri, soru sormanın, açıklama istemenin ve saygılı 

biçimde görüş ayrılığı ifade etmenin kabul edilebilir akademik katılım biçimleri 

olduğunu açıkça belirtmelidir. Öğrencilerin İngilizce katılımını adım adım geliştirmek 

için kullanışlı İngilizce ifadeleri modellenmeli, hazırlık süresi verilmeli ve birden fazla 

katılım yolu oluşturulmalıdır. Kurumsal düzeyde EMI mesleki gelişim programları 

kültürlerarası edimbilim, çokdilli pedagoji, yüz kaygılarına duyarlı geri bildirim, 

çevrim içi etkileşim yönetimi ve otorite ile ulaşılabilirlik arasında denge kurma 

stratejileri hakkında eğitim içermelidir. 

Çalışma, yeterince temsil edilmeyen ve bağlamsal olarak farklı iki EMI 

ortamında Öğrenci-Öğretim Üyesi İlişkilerini karma yöntemle inceleyerek ampirik 

katkı sağlamaktadır. Anketler, hem öğrenciler hem de öğretim üyeleriyle yapılan 

görüşmeler ve sınıf gözlemleri farklı bakış açılarından zengin veriler sunmuştur. 

Kuramsal açıdan çalışma, hiyerarşinin yalnızca ulusal bir kültürel eğilim olarak 

işlemediğini, yerel etkileşimlerde üretildiğini göstererek Güç Mesafesi yaklaşımını 

genişletmektedir. Çalışma ayrıca İngilizce iletişim aracı hâline geldiğinde saygının 
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ortadan kalkmadığını, yeniden oluşturulduğunu göstererek nezaket ve yüz 

araştırmalarına katkıda bulunmaktadır. Hocam ile ilgili bulgu özellikle önemlidir; 

çünkü yerel bir dilsel kaynağın otoriteyi, sıcaklığı, kültürel kimliği ve kurumsal 

aidiyeti aynı anda ifade ederek çok yönlü işlev görebildiğini göstermektedir. 

Bulgular belirli kurumlar, dersler ve katılımcılarla sınırlıdır ve Türkiye veya 

Güney Kore’deki tüm EMI sınıflarına genellenemez. Her bir ortamdan yalnızca bir 

öğretim üyesi çalışmaya katılmıştır. Nicel bulgular öz bildirimlere dayanmaktadır ve 

bu algılar katılımcıların gerçek uygulamalarından farklı olabilir. 

Sonuç olarak çalışma, EMI’nin yalnızca yerel öğretim dilinin İngilizceyle 

değiştirilmesi olmadığını; otorite, saygı, kimlik ve dil kullanımının etkileşime girdiği 

özgün bir ilişkisel ve kültürel ortam olduğunu ortaya koymaktadır. İngilizce 

hiyerarşiyi daha az görünür biçimde işaretleyebilir ve daha doğrudan etkileşim için 

fırsatlar oluşturabilir; ancak kurumsal olarak yerleşmiş rolleri ortadan kaldırmaz. 

İngilizcenin etkileri, muhatabın yerel veya yabancı olması dâhil çeşitli etkenlere 

bağlıdır. Bu nedenle EMI'yi anlamak, yalnızca dil yeterliğine ve içerik aktarımına 

değil, öğrenciler ile öğretim üyelerinin ilişkilerini kurduğu ve sürdürdüğü kişilerarası 

süreçlere de odaklanmayı gerektirmektedir.  
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