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I Introduction

The background of Implementing Bilingual Policy in Taiwan

Globalization has had a tremendous impact on various aspects of the economy, politics, and
education. Due to the dramatic changes in international situations such as the impact of the COVID-
19 pandemic and Russia-Ukraine war, the complex relationships between countries, involving both
cooperation and competition, have deepened. Language communication ability plays a crucial role in
achieving common goals and conducting negotiations and consultations, and language education
serves as the medium for developing this ability. Based on the international trends and socio-
economic demands, Taiwan formulated 2030 Bilingual Policy (Executive Yuan, 2018) in 2018 from
promoting bilingualism on the nationwide efforts to raise English proficiency level of the pubic and
improve their overall competitiveness. More specifically, 2030 Bilingual Policy is an “international
language policy” or “English language policy” and English is the foreign language promoted in the
bilingual policy, while the other language is Mandarin Chinese. Apart from being an important
working language in many international organizations, English also plays a significant role in
international exchanges and academic achievements (Ardasheva et al.,, 2012; Rukh, 2014),
legitimizing its status in various competitive fields. Considering that universities are not only bastions
of academia but also crucial educational stages for most students before they enter the workforce, the
language education reform propelled by the bilingual policy in higher education holds profound and
far-reaching implications. Since the goal of the bilingual policy in higher education is the
internationalization of teaching, namely, using English as a medium of instruction (EMI), the issues
related to promoting EMI effectively should be considered.

EMI Promoted in Higher Education in Taiwan
EMI has become increasingly common around the world, especially in higher education
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institutions and international schools, and it’s an important indicator of the internationalization of
higher education. According to Wachter & Maiworm (2014), EMI courses in both undergraduate and
graduate programs at universities in Europe have grown tenfold from 2001 to 2014. Asian countries
such as Korea (Williams, 2015), Vietnam (Nguyen et al., 2017) and Thailand (Bolton et al., 2023)
also promoted EMI in higher education for internationalization and economic trade. Since 2006, EMI
has been promoted in higher education through various projects and policies in Taiwan (Ministry of
Education, 2006, 2016, 2021). However, the main purpose of EMI courses promoted in these projects
or policies has been to attract foreign students to study in Taiwan, as well as domestic students who
intend to become exchange students or pursue studies abroad. Therefore, EMI courses were seldom
taken by general students. In light of the trend toward English as a Medium of Instruction (EMI), the
Ministry of Education (2021) aligned itself with the implementation of the bilingual policy and
launched the “Program on Bilingual Education for Students in College” (BEST program) in higher
education. The goal of the program is to promote EMI, improve and strengthen students' English
proficiency, and enhance the international competitiveness of higher education as a whole. In terms of
selected and funded universities and colleges, the expected outcomes of 4 beacon universities and 41
beacon colleges by 2030 would be at least 50% of sophomore students’ English Proficiency achieving
CEFR B2 (Council of Europe, 2020) and above and at least 50% of credits taken from EMI courses
completed by 50% of sophomore students and first-year master’s students (Ministry of Education,
2021, p.46). As for generalized enhancement, the expected outcomes of 37 universities would be at
least those universities achieving 80% and above of the English courses adopting EMI and at least
10% sophomore students and first-year master’s students completing two EMI courses by 2030
(Ministry of Education, 2021, p.47). Under the framework of Bilingual policy, BEST program would
gradually transform the language of instruction, curriculum design and teaching and learning
environment for universities (Ministry of Education, 2021).

The Challenges of Bilingual Policy in Higher Education in Taiwan

As mentioned above, the objectives of Bilingual Policy in higher education are to promote
EMI, improve and strengthen students' English proficiency, and enhance the overall international
competitiveness of higher education. However, according to the survey conducted on 15 universities
by British Council and the Ministry of Education in Taiwan in 2020, the findings revealed some
difficulties for implementing Bilingual Policy in higher education (Ministry of Education, 2021). The
first difficulty was that most universities and colleges failed to set precise guidelines for policy
implementation and lack more EMI resource inputs and professional consultation from experts. The
second difficulty resulted from no dedicated offices for overall planning and proper arrangement.
Furthermore, though EMI is the target promoted in the Bilingual Policy, majority of the universities
and colleges didn’t have any placement test for their students before admission and had no clear idea
about their English proficiency level or provide structured language support for students such as basic
language proficiency training for speaking and writing, language consulting systems or English for
Academic Purposes courses (EAP). The difficulty regarding teacher supply was the limited support
for potential EMI teachers and over-depended on new teachers or foreign teachers for EMI courses.
To summarize, the challenges are from administrative support, curriculum planning, student learning,
EMI teacher manpower and EMI support system, which would hinder the implementation of the
Bilingual Policy in higher education.

The Measurement of Implementing Bilingual Policy in Higher Education in Taiwan
Implementing Bilingual Policy comprehensively in Taiwan requires time and effort and it’s a
complex issue, especially when it comes to higher education. Bilingual Policy has been implemented
for three years, the existing conditions such as the resources invested in curriculum, manpower,
school environment and equipment differ among universities and the funding is only provided to the
selected universities and colleges. Moreover, any issues related to the education stakeholders
engaging in bilingual policy such as teachers, students, and school administrators are still discussed
and in progress. To explore and measure the factors that might affect the policy implementation
during process would be beneficial and necessary. Therefore, to sort out the factors that affect the
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promotion of language policy from the literature and evaluate the importance of the factors would be
the focus of the study.

1. Literature Review

To implement bilingual policy effectively, it’s crucial to understand why, what and how to
promote the policy. Bilingual policies are adopted by countries for various reasons, including
preserving cultural identity and heritage (Jones, 2017; Cenoz, 2012; Nelde, 1997), accommodating
linguistic diversity (Latomaa & Nuolijarvi, 2002; Nelde, 1997; Norrigard & Nylund, 2022; Saarinen
& Rontu, 2018; Singapore Government Agency, n.d.), enhancing communication in an increasingly
globalized world (Cifuentes et al., 2017; Singapore Government Agency, n.d.), and trade (Cifuentes et
al., 2017; Singapore Government Agency, n.d.). Unlike the preservation of cultural identity or
accommodation of linguistic diversity in some countries, the goal of bilingual policy in Taiwan is to
enhance English communication ability of the citizens as a whole, especially to help boost young
people’s global competitiveness (National Development Council, n.d). According to the goal of BEST
program in higher education under Bilingual Policy in Taiwan, (Ministry of Education, 2021), key
performance indicators are classified as seven categories, including overall, organization, teacher
manpower, curriculum and instruction, student learning, resource sharing and universities features.
For “overall”, promotion strategies, ways of implementation, complementary measures and financial
subsidies are covered. “Organization” includes establishing dedicated units, providing assistance for
developing EMI, and administrative support. “Teacher manpower” focuses on teacher recruitment for
local teachers and foreign teachers, and teaching assistant training. “Curriculum and instruction”
contain EMI courses and international courses. “Student learning” includes students’ English ability,
EMI course credits, and English proficiency certificate. “Resource sharing” covers the issues of EMI
teaching consulting, learning guidance, and online course modules. “Universities features”
encompasses the essential characteristics of different universities and colleges and connecting local
resources with the universities and colleges. As the bilingual policy in higher education in Taiwan
constitutes a comprehensive language education reform, encompassing English language education,
EMI promotion, and internationalization, it is essential to investigate not only the performance
indicators used to measure expected outcomes but also the key factors associated with these issues
both before and during policy implementation.

The Factors Affecting Bilingual Policy Implementation

The bilingual policy promoted in higher education in Taiwan is an “English language policy”
and a language education reform (National Development Council, 2022). As O’Sullivan (2020)
mentioned, any reforms to the English language education system should consider three components
as a whole: the curriculum, the delivery and the assessment. The curriculum covers the formal and
informal teaching and learning activities; the delivery system includes the physical environment (e.g.
the classroom, gym, and the surrounding community), school staff (e.g. teachers or administrators in
selection, training, and evaluation) and learning materials (e.g. textbooks, social media, and
technology software); the assessment contains developmental (e.g. formative and diagnostic) and
judgemental (e.g. placement and proficiency) tests (O’Sullivan, 2020). No matter what the reason for
promoting bilingual policy is, the top-down national bilingual policy would impact school-level
bilingual policy. In Brisk’s (2006) book on the factors affecting school bilingual policy, the main
factors including the objective of national language policy, environmental management system,
language assessment system, regulation adjustment, local connection, funding, administrators and
teachers, textbooks and technology resources, student learning, and opportunities to use the target
language were proposed.

The focal point of Taiwan's education in recent years has been the internationalization of
higher education and it’s also emphasized in bilingual policy. In Chen’s study (2009) on
internationalization indicators in Taiwan’s higher education, 6 indicators such as internationalization
of teachers, students, research, course program, visibility, and administration and campus were
proposed. Furthermore, Chin and Ching’s research (2009), discussing the factors affecting the
internationalization of Taiwan’s higher education, showed 12 indicators, including institutional policy
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and guidelines, institutional commitments, strategic planning, funding, organizational infrastructure
and resources, academic offerings and curriculum, internet presence, faculty and faculty development,
international students and scholars, study abroad, campus life, and performance evaluation and
accountability (p.196-198).

To sum up, issues related to dedicated units for policy implementation and evaluation,
funding, teacher training, recruitment, teaching and consulting, student learning, administrative staff
and support, school environment, learning resources, curriculum, language assessment, and local
connection are the main factors considered when implementing bilingual policy.

The Factors Affecting Conducting EMI

EMI courses have become an integral part and an indicator of internationalization of higher
education (Chen, 2009; Galloway et al., 2017; Galloway & Ruegg, 2022; Orduna-Nocito & Sanchez-
Garcia, 2022; Paige, 2005). EMI refers to the use of English to teach academic subjects in educational
settings where English is not the primary language of communication (Dearden, 2015; Macaro et al.,
2018). According to the European Commission (TAEC Erasmus + project, 2017-2020), EMI in the
classroom means moving from the local language of instruction to English and changing the way of
teaching style (e.g. interactive activities or group work) and local classroom characteristics should be
considered. Being a focus of the language policy in higher education, EMI has definitely impacted
teaching and learning (Orduna-Nocito & Sanchez-Garcia, 2022). In terms of teaching, EMI teachers’
knowledge of the subject, their ability to explain the content knowledge clearly, understanding
students’ needs (Galloway & Ruegg, 2022), language proficiency (Williams, 2015) and choice of
medium of instruction (Graham & Eslami, 2019) are the most important elements. Moreover, EMI
teachers’ quality (Galloway et al., 2017; Graham & Eslami, 2019) and training and support for EMI
teachers (Galloway et al., 2017) are also essential. Align with the bilingual language policy on using
digital technology to shorten the urban-rural resource gap and self-directed English learning
(Executive Yuan, 2018), taking the advantage of technology enhancing learning would be another
critical factor for the instructors to assist students in EMI classes (Nuzhat et al., 2022). To balance
English- language teaching and content knowledge, multimedia and online teaching, rich EMI
resources, and extracurricular tutoring are encouraged (Rose et al., 2020). In terms of learning,
students’ motivation to learn English, biased perspective toward L1 (Graham & Eslami, 2019),
students’ English proficiency (Williams, 2015), background knowledge, studying abroad experiences
and instructor’s native language would affect students’ attitudes and understanding toward the field-
specific knowledge of EMI. (Kym & Kym, 2014). More concern for the successful EMI is the
foundation or supportive courses for the students (Williams, 2015).

. Methods

This study adopted a mixed method design by using literature review for exploring key
factors affecting bilingual policy implementation in higher education and conducting a questionnaire
survey to collect data through a group of experts and to evaluate the importance of the factors.

Participants

To evaluate the importance of the factors, a group of 15 esteemed experts in the fields of
language education, EMI promotion centers and in bilingual education policy implementation was
selected to form an expert panel. The selection criteria for experts and scholars are divided into three
categories: (1) EMI dedicated unit: serving as directors, team leaders, or members of university units
dedicated to promoting bilingual policy; (2) Bilingual policy implementation: professors or
administrative supervisor with experience in promoting bilingual policy projects; (3) English-medium
instruction: professors or department chairs with experience in teaching professional subjects in
English. To ensure the reliability, 5 experts were invited from northern Taiwan, 4 from central
Taiwan, 1 from eastern Taiwan, and 5 from southern Taiwan. For ethical consideration, all the experts
were anonymized after collecting, analyzing and reporting data (Audette, et al., 2020). To change the
experts’ names to an anonymous type, a “region-order-selection criteria” code was created. Take
expert N-1-2 in Table 1 as an example, N in here means northern Taiwan, 1 means the first expert
from northern Taiwan, and 2 means that the expert belongs to second category in the selection criteria
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- Bilingual policy implementation. That is, expert N-1-2 was the first expert from northern Taiwan
and was a professor or administrative supervisor with experience in promoting bilingual policy
projects. Among 5 experts from northern Taiwan, experts N-2-1, N-3-1, N-4-1 and N-5-1 belonged to
(1) EMI dedicated unit; expert N-1-2 belonged to (2) Bilingual policy implementation. As for 4
experts from central Taiwan, C-3-1 and C-4-1 belonged to (1) EMI dedicated unit; C-1-2 belonged to
(2) Bilingual policy implementation; C-2-3 belonged to (3) English-medium instruction. The expert
E-1-1 from eastern Taiwan belonged to (1) EMI dedicated unit. Among 5 experts from southern
Taiwan, expert S-4-1 was in (1); expert S-3-2 was in (2); experts S-1-3, S-2-3 and S-5-3 were in (3).
Table 1 shows the profile of the 15 experts.

Table 1: The profile of expert panel

Experts Services units / Title Background

N-1-2  National University/ Professor Global Career Development Facilitator
(GCDF)

N-2-1  National University/ Professor Assistant Director of Center for Bilingual
Education

N-3-1  Private University / Professor Section Chief of EMI Center

N-4-1  Private University / Professor Director of Global Development Center

N-5-1  Private University of Technology/ Professor Director of Bilingual Education Center
C-1-2  Private University of Technology/ ViceBilingual policy implementation

President
C-2-3  Private University / Professor EMI experience
C-3-1  National University/ Professor Committeeman of Bilingual Education Center
C-4-1  National University/ Professor Director of EMI Center
E-1-1  National University/ Professor Director of Academy of English Empowerment
S-1-3  National University/ Professor Instructor in EMI Development Center
S-2-3  National University of Technology/ Chair of EMI experience
Department
S-3-2  Private University / Dean of the College Bilingual policy implementation
S-4-1  Private University / Professor Director of Bilingual Education and EMI
Center
S-5-3  Private University of Technology/ ChairEMI experience
of
Department

Data Collection and Analysis

To collect the opinions and perspectives from experts, a questionnaire with blanks for a
minimum (Min), a maximum (Max), and a single value (SV) on a scale of 1-10 (Zhang, 2012) for five
factors developed from literature was sent to the experts by e-mail. The experts scored each factor on
a Min, a Max and S.V to evaluate the importance of the factor. A space column for experts’ comments
and suggestions was also created.

For data analysis, the mean and standard deviation (SD) of the Min, Max, and SV scored by
experts for each factor were calculated. The high mean and low SD show a high degree of consensus
on the importance of the factors. The suggestions and comments provided by the experts were
analyzed and discussed.

V. Results and Discussion

As mentioned above, this research is to explore key factors in bilingual policy promotion
within higher education in Taiwan and evaluate the importance of the factors by an expert panel. The
findings showed that administrative support, school environment and resources, curriculum and
instruction, student learning and local linkage are the important categories of factors in bilingual
policy promotion. The data analysis of the five categories of factors are discussed as follows.

Administrative Support

European Journal of Social Sciences Vol 66 | Issue 1 | January - March 2026



A Study on the Factors behind Bilingual Policy Promotion within Higher Education ... RESEARCH ARTICLE

As shown in Table 2, the importance of “administrative support” ranges from 6 (Min) to 10
(Max). The mean of Min, Max and SV of “administrative support” are 7.27, 9.8 and 8.87 and the SDs
of Min, Max and SV are 0.7, 0.56 and 0.74, respectively. Compared to other factors, the highest mean
of Max (9.8) and lowest SDs of Max (0.56) and SV (0.74) indicate the expert consensus on the
importance of “administrative support”.
Table 2: The Min, Max, SV, mean, and SD of the “administrative support”

Category Experts
1 2 3456 7 89 1011 12 1314 15 Mean SD
SV "7 9 99999999 8 9 108 10 887 0.74
Administrative Min 6 7 7887 7778 6 8 87 8 727 07
Support Max 8 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 109 10 9.8 0.56

To further examine experts’ opinions toward “administrative support”, the suggestions from
Expert C-4-1 indicated that administrative efforts for promoting Bilingual Policy should focus on
communication between administrative units, teachers, and students, rather than on routine
administrative tasks. Furthermore, to accommodate students’ willingness to learn, recruiting more
EMI teachers is important. In terms of funding, Expert C-4-1 considered the allocation of funding was
crucial and the funded program should include rewards for student participation in EMI courses.
Expert S-3-2 also emphasized that the financial subsidies from government can effectively incentivize
universities to invest in resources that needed for Bilingual Policy and establish a solid foundation for
promotion. Experts C-4-1’s and Expert S-3-2’s remarks indicated the important elements such as
administrative investment, teacher manpower and financial subsidies related to “administrative
support”. The three important elements in “administrative support” are also supported by Brisk’s
(2006) and Chin and Ching’s research (2009).

School Environment and Resources

As shown in Table 3, the importance of “school environment and resources” ranges from 4
(Min) to 10 (Max). The means of Min, Max and SV of “School Environment and Resources” are 6.13,
8.93 and 7.73 and the SDs of Min, Max and SV are 1.25, 1.22 and 1.22, respectively. Compared to
other factors, the higher SDs of Min, Max and SV indicate the experts’ different opinions on the
importance of “school environment and resources”.
Table 3: The Min, Max, SV, mean, and SD of the “school environment and resources”

Category Experts
1 2 34567 89 1011 12131415 Mean SD
SV 8 9 88779 7996 7589 773 122
School Environment  andMin 7 7 67557 57 8 4 6 47 7 613 125
Resources Max 10 109 9 8 8 10810108 8 6 1010 893 1.22

As for experts’ comments and suggestions on “school environment and resources”, Expert N-
2-1 indicated that resource allocation is very important during policy implementation. In terms of
school environment, Expert M- 3-1 suggested that creating an English communication environment is
an essential aspect of English language education and Expert S-3-2 had similar opinion on the
establishment of a comprehensive bilingual environment within the schools and considered a bilingual
environment and atmosphere in the campus contributed to improving students’ interest and abilities in
English learning. Furthermore, the participation of international students can foster a positive learning
atmosphere among peers. Expert M-4-1 considered more interaction between international students
and domestic students beyond classes (e.g. in dining hall, common areas, school clubs, libraires, etc.)
should be encouraged. According to experts’ opinions, creating a school environment or campus life
with opportunities for the students to use English and interact with the international students are
crucial. This is also supported by Brisk’s (2006) research on the factors affecting school bilingual
policy and the factors affecting the internationalization of Taiwan’s higher education by Chen’s
(2009) and Chin and Ching’s research (2009).

Curriculum and Instruction
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The importance of “curriculum instruction” ranges from 5 (Min) to 10 (Max). The means of
Min, Max and SV of “curriculum instruction” are 7.07, 9.73 and 8.53 and the SDs of Min, Max and
SV are 0.96, 0.59 and 0.92, respectively. The high mean (9.73) and low SD (0.59) of Max indicate the
expert consensus on the importance of “curriculum instruction” (See Table 4).
Table 4: The Min, Max, SV, mean, and SD of the “curriculum instruction”

Category Experts
1 234567 89 1011 121314 15 Mean SD
SV 9 889 1069 999 8 8 89 9 853 092
Curriculum andMin 7 6 78 8 58 87 8 6 6 87 7 707 096
Instruction Max 10 9 9 10108 10101010 10 10 1010 10 9.73 059

Comments from Expert N-2-1 showed that offering EMI courses and supportive English
learning programs are equally crucial aspects of bilingual policy. Experts M-3-1 and M-4-1 also
indicated the importance of offering a diverse range of elective EMI courses. Expert S-3-2 considered
EMI course design should not solely focus on English language specialization but instead aim to
increase students’ enthusiasm and interest in learning English. When it comes to the challenges of
conducting EMI, Expert-4-1 revealed that teachers often faced the challenge of significant disparities
among students’ English proficiency levels, where many complex concepts needed to be explained in
Chinese, leading to time wastage and disruptions to the progress. However, if explanations were not
provided in Chinese, many students might struggle to keep up, posing considerable difficulties. To
sort out the comments from the experts, EMI curriculum design, supportive English learning program
and teacher teaching are the core elements of “curriculum instruction”. These elements are also
highlighted in Chen’s (2009), and Chin and Ching’s research (2009) discussing factors affecting the
internationalization of Taiwan’s higher education, the components that should be considered when
taking about reforms to the English language education system in O’Sullivan’s research (2020) and
the factors impacting teaching in Orduna-Nocito & Sanchez-Garcia’s study (2022).

Student Learning

The importance of “student learning” ranges from 5 (Min) to 10 (Max). The means of Min,
Max and SV of “curriculum instruction” are 7.33, 9.73 and 8.8 and the SDs of Min, Max and SV are
0.98, 0.8 and 0.94, respectively. The second high mean of SV (8.8) among five factors shows the
expert consensus on the importance of “student learning” (See Table 2).
Table 5: The Min, Max, SV, mean, and SD of the “student learning”

Category Experts
1 2 3 4 56 7 8 9 10 11 12 1314 15 Mean SD
SV 9 9 99 89 999 9 8 106 9 10 88 0.94
Student Learning [Min 7 8 8 8 77 7 7 7 8 6 8 58 9 733 098

Max 10 10 1010 9 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 7 10 10 9.73 0.8

The comments from Expert N-2-1 and Expert S-3-2 considered the implementation of
bilingual education in universities were most crucially dependent on students learning motivation.
Expert M-4-1 indicated that boosting student learning motivation was the most challenging task.
When students lack motivation, all investments in resources will not get substantial rewarded. As for
students’ English proficiency, Expert S-3-2 suggested that international mobility would be a good
way to help enhance students’ English proficiency. Expert N-4-1 proposed that the issue of students’
lack of enthusiasm in choosing EMI courses needed to be addressed. In terms of student learning, the
experts’ major concerns were student learning motivation, students’ English proficiency, international
mobility and EMI course selection, which were also listed in Williams’ (2015) and Kym and Kym’s
(2014) research.

Local Linkage

As shown in Table 6, the importance of “local linkage” ranges from 4 (Min) to 10 (Max). The
means of Min, Max and SV of “local linkage” are 5.4, 8.07 and 6.6 and the SDs of Min, Max and SV
are 0.83, 1.03 and 0.91, respectively. The low means of SV (6.6) and Min (5.4) indicate the expert
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consensus on the least importance of “local linkage” among five factors and different opinions with a
higher SD of Max, compared to SDs of Min and SV.
Table 6: The Min, Max, SV, mean, and SD of the “local linkage”

Category Experts
1 2 3456 7 8 9 10 11 12 1314 15 Mean SD
SV 7 8 76 658667 6 8 6 6 7 66 0.91
Local Linkage Min 6 7 6 55 465 46 5 6 55 6 54 0.83
Max 9 9 9 7 7 7 9 888 7 107 7 9 807 103

According to Expert N-2-1, there was relatively less emphasis on the “local linkage” in the
BEST Program in bilingual policy. As Expert N-5-1 mentioned, “Local Linkage is an aspect that our
school has yet to consider, and it is also a current concern in Taiwan's bilingual policy on how to
integrate it with the University Social Responsibility (USR) program.” In Expert M-3-1s opinion, in
addition to the curriculum in the school, community service should be considered. As Expert M-4-1
proposed, “Currently, the importance of community service and USR is relatively low. Local
connections and collaboration between regional universities or partnerships with local high schools
could be taken into account, and this would be advantageous for overall policy promotion.” Expert S-
3-2 also indicated that “Connecting with the community and remote areas is still in its early stages,
given the current EMI framework and the overall English learning environment in Taiwan.” To
summarize the main points of experts’ remarks, USR and community service were the important
elements included in “local linkage”. The concept of community service is in line with O’Sullivan’s
study (2020) on the reforms to the English language education system such as delivery system should
cover the surrounding community.

V. Conclusion

This study examined the ongoing bilingual policy promoted in higher education in Taiwan by
exploring the important factors that might affect the promotion of the policy and evaluated the
importance of the factors through an expert panel. The results show that administrative support,
school environment and resources, curriculum and instruction, student learning and local linkage are
the important factors in bilingual policy promotion. Among the five factors, “administrative support”
is the most important factor, followed by “student learning”, “curriculum and instruction”, “school
environment and resources” and “local linkage”. Some main components related to each factor were
found. The three important components in “administrative support” include administrative
investment, teacher manpower and financial subsidies. In “school environment and resources”,
creating a school environment or campus life with opportunities for the students to use English and
interact with the international students are crucial elements. In “curriculum and instruction”, EMI
curriculum design, supportive English learning program and teacher teaching are the core elements.
“Student learning” covers student learning motivation, students’ English proficiency, and
international mobility and EMI course selection. As for “local linkage”, USR and community service
are the important elements included.

To implement a successful bilingual policy on developing a comprehensive bilingual
education system needs a lot of efforts and resources and it may take a generation to achieve the goal.
The finding of this preliminary study is to provide a reference for policy makers, teachers and
administrators when implementing bilingual policy in higher education. More empirical research on
investigating the factors on the policy promotion and efficient strategies for the policy promotion
needed to be conducted.
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