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The adoption of English medium instruction (EMI) in non-Anglophone higher 
education contexts has intensified concerns about how students develop disciplinary 
literacy and how English for Academic Purposes (EAP) pedagogy supports this process. 
Although research on EMI, EAP, and disciplinary literacy has expanded, existing 
studies remain conceptually and methodologically fragmented, making it difficult to 
synthesise findings and identify transferrable pedagogical practices. To address this 
gap, this scoping review examined 36 empirical studies published between 2005 and 
2025 to map how EAP and disciplinary literacy have been conceptualised, 
operationalised, and investigated as interconnected constructs in non-Anglophone 
EMI higher education. This review synthesised corpus characteristics, methodological 
orientations, disciplinary coverage, and theoretical/conceptual underpinnings. The 
findings show that studies are concentrated in Asia, with limited representation from 
South Asia, Latin America, and Africa. Disciplinary coverage was strongest in STEM, 
followed by Business, Social Sciences, and Arts and Humanities. Qualitative research 
was the most prevalent (n = 15; 41.7%), followed by mixed methods (n = 13; 36.1%) and 
quantitative studies (n = 8; 22.2%). The theoretical underpinnings were not tied to any 
fixed methodological orientation; rather, similar constructs were operationalised 
through different forms of evidence, including learner needs, disciplinary writing, 
language skills, content learning, and stakeholder perspectives. This review points to 
the need for closer correspondence between theoretical constructs and research 
methods, alongside more transparent reporting of disciplinary literacy and EAP 
pedagogy. It also calls for more context-sensitive research in underrepresented non-
Anglophone EMI settings, particularly studies examining how EAP provision, 
disciplinary teaching, and institutional conditions may support aspects of disciplinary 
literacy development.
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and efforts to bring HE into closer conformity with global 
academic standards (Rahman & Hu, 2025a). Consequent-
ly, EMI has prompted changes in MOI policies and pedago-
gical practices in non-Anglophone higher education insti-
tutions (HEIs) (Macaro, 2018).

EMI foregrounds the English language through which 
disciplinary content is taught and learned, positioning it as 
central to students’ access to disciplinary knowledge 
(McKinley, 2024). However, this emphasis creates chal-
lenge for students in non-Anglophone EMI contexts 
(Nahiyan & Rahman, 2026), as they must learn complex 
disciplinary content while also engaging with the linguist-
ic and semiotic practices through which disciplinary 
knowledge is constructed, communicated, and assessed 
(Dafouz & Smit, 2020; Qiu & Yuan, 2025). Addressing 
these challenges requires attention to two interrelated 
components of EMI education: English for Academic Pur-
poses (EAP) and disciplinary literacy. In this review, EAP 
is conceptualised as a pedagogical and curricular means of 
supporting disciplinary literacy, which is considered the 
central learning construct of higher education. This dis-
tinction is important because some prior studies have used 
these terms interchangeably without clarifying their con-
ceptual relationships.

Disciplinary literacy refers to students’ ability to read, 
understand, critique and produce discipline-specific texts 
and discourse (Shanahan & Shanahan, 2008). Although 
disciplinary literacy has often been discussed in secondary 
education, it is equally relevant to higher education, where 
students are expected to cultivate competencies that sur-
pass general academic language skills and develop special-
ised ways of reading, writing, arguing, and representing 
knowledge that is valued across particular disciplines (Sha-
nahan & Shanahan, 2012). Disciplinary literacy enables 
students to interpret texts, understand representations, 
and develop arguments in ways that are consistent with 
the epistemic and communicative norms of their fields of 
study (Airey, 2024). In EMI higher education, this distinc-
tion is crucial because disciplinary literacy involves more 
than just English language proficiency (ELP).

As a pedagogical approach, EAP involves ‘teaching 
the English’ required for academic tasks (Charles, 2025, p. 
137) and is institutionalised as a university course, a specif-
ic class, or a module (Pecorari & Coxhead, 2025). Develop-
ments in Applied Linguistics and English Language Educa-
tion have contributed to EAP’s evolution from a branch of 
ESP to an independent field of practice and research (Hy-
land, 2022), concerned with academic language, genre, and 
disciplinary literacy (Cao & Hu, 2024). In non-Anglo-
phone HEIs, EAP commonly supports students’ engage-
ment with academic texts and disciplinary assessments 
through specialised reading and writing practices (Win-
gate, 2026). Thus, EAP can serve as a bridge between stu-
dents’ general language proficiency and the specialised   

literacy demands of different fields of study (Nahiyan et 
al., 2025). In this scoping review, EAP is regarded as a 
pedagogical approach, not a theory of literacy 
development. However, EAP research frequently incor-
porates theoretical and methodological resources such as 
academic literacies (Murray, 2022), genre-based pedagogy 
and genre analysis (Yaylı, 2024), corpus analysis 
(Thompson, 2022), and needs analysis (Smith et al., 2025) 
to identify what students need to read, write, and commu-
nicate across academic disciplines.

Shanahan and Shanahan’s (2008) account of discip-
linary literacy provides the main theory-informed con-
struct for understanding advanced literacy development, 
while academic literacies, Content and Language Integ-
rated Learning (CLIL), Content-based Instruction (CBI), 
discipline-specific writing, and genre-based pedagogy are 
considered according to the functions they serve in the re-
viewed studies. Academic literacy is understood as a so-
ciocultural theory of literacy development that views read-
ing and writing as ‘social practices conditioned by power, 
identity and agency’ (Lea & Street, 2006, p. 228–229). Dis-
cipline-specific writing is viewed as a narrower construct 
of disciplinary literacy and refers to the ‘specific language, 
skills, and genres of particular groups’ and conventions 
through which disciplinary communities communicate 
(Hyland, 2006, p. 116). Genre-based pedagogy is a pedago-
gical approach that uses genres as staged, purpose-driven 
communicative events (Swales, 1990) to plan, sequence, 
support, and assess learning (Hyland, 2007). CLIL and 
CBI are pedagogical approaches that integrate content and 
language learning (Coyle et al., 2010), although they differ 
in their institutional histories and curricular emphasis. Fi-
nally, genre analysis and needs analysis in EAP are con-
sidered as methodological and curricular tools for identify-
ing learners’ academic communication needs and inform-
ing course design (Hyland, 2006).

Despite their overlapping goals, research on disciplin-
ary literacy and EAP has largely developed along different 
paths. Disciplinary literacy research has emphasised stu-
dents’ socio-cognitive enculturation into the discourse, 
genre, and epistemic norms of specific disciplines. For ex-
ample, several studies have examined socio-cognitive pro-
cesses in knowledge production, such as argumentation in 
STEM (Airey, 2024) and the analysis of source texts in the 
Social Sciences (Moje, 2007, 2015). In contrast, EAP re-
search has focused more strongly on linguistic and genre-
based pedagogy, corpus-informed academic lexis and aca-
demic communication practices (Bruce, 2011; Coxhead, 
2019; Mochizuki, 2025). Although disciplinary literacy 
and EAP share the goal of preparing students to transcend 
generic academic skills, their integration within the EMI 
curriculum remains underreported (Pecorari & Malm-
ström, 2018). Only recently have researchers begun to ex-
amine how disciplinary literacy can be fostered in non-

Anglophone EMI contexts and the role of language-sup-
port systems such as EAP in supporting this development. 
For instance, Airey and Linder’s (2016) ethnographic 
study of a Swedish physics classroom showed how stu-
dents needed to master disciplinary forms of scientific ar-
gumentation and discourse (e.g., passive voice conven-
tions) to access disciplinary meaning. Similarly, genre-
based EAP interventions in history classrooms have 
shown how modelling evidence synthesis and source use 
can scaffold students’ control of disciplinary genre moves 
(Wingate, 2015). Survey- and interview-based studies fur-
ther suggest that disciplinary teachers tend to position lit-
eracy support as secondary and that collaboration between 
disciplinary and EAP teachers remains limited (Galloway 
& Ruegg, 2020; Mancho-Barés & Aguilar-Pérez, 2020). 
These findings reinforce the idea that EMI education over-
looks the ‘hidden curriculum’ of disciplinary literacy while 
presuming that English proficiency alone guarantees aca-
demic success (Dafouz & Smit, 2020; Kuteeva, 2020).

Although these findings are important, research on 
EAP and disciplinary literacy in EMI higher education re-
mains fragmented across applied linguistics, literacy stud-
ies, and subject-specific pedagogies (Pecorari & 
Malmström, 2018). In addition, existing studies have used 
diverse terminologies, outcome measures, and stakeholder 
foci. For instance, curriculum aims are denoted through 
various labels such as academic skills, discipline-specific writ-
ing, and content-language integration. Writing-related out-
comes and evidence are reported in heterogeneous repres-
entations, including test scores, genre features, student 
perceptions, and stakeholder perspectives (students, EAP, 
and disciplinary teachers). Such inconsistent conceptual-
isation and reporting make it difficult for researchers, prac-
titioners and policymakers to synthesise findings and 
identify transferrable pedagogical practices.

Existing review studies have not sufficiently ad-
dressed these inconsistencies because they have rarely ex-
amined how disciplinary literacy and EAP intersect in 
non-Anglophone countries’ EMI higher education. Bruce 
(2011) reviewed studies of EAP pedagogies with a stronger 
focus on generic academic skills than on discipline-specific 
literacy practices. Curle et al. (2020) focused on EMI chal-
lenges without systematically addressing disciplinary or 
language socialisation. Lo and Lo’s (2014) meta-analysis of 
EMI outcomes prioritised quantitative measures of lan-
guage proficiency and paid limited attention to qualitative 
evidence on how students engage with disciplinary dis-
course in HE. Rouaghe et al. (2026) note that the intersec-
tion between EAP and EMI varies across institutional con-
texts and that the conceptualisation of discipline-specific 
academic literacy, CLIL, and EAP remains fragmented.

The lack of a systematic synthesis of how empirical 
studies in non-Anglophone EMI universities conceptual-
ise, operationalise, and investigate EAP and disciplinary 

literacy constitutes a significant research gap that this re-
view addresses. As prior studies have used diverse termin-
ologies and methodologies, readers, including stakeholders 
and researchers, have limited guidance on which forms of 
EAP support may help students develop disciplinary liter-
acy and under which pedagogical conditions. This gap reit-
erates the need for a systematic review that examines how 
EAP and disciplinary literacy development have been 
studied as interconnected constructs in non-Anglophone 
EMI higher education contexts.

To address this gap, this scoping review examines 36 
empirical studies published between 2005 and 2025 to 
map how disciplinary literacy and EAP have been concep-
tualised and operationalised in non-Anglophone EMI 
higher education. The review traces conceptual and meth-
odological variations across the selected literature to ulti-
mately contribute to the research and policy debates on 
language support in EMI higher education. For research-
ers, it maps methodological orientations and identifies 
areas for further inquiry in non-Anglophone contexts. For 
policymakers, it synthesises the areas addressed by exist-
ing studies and shows how language-in-education policy 
implementation affects students’ academic development 
and creates pedagogical challenges for educators to address.

 
2. METHODOLOGY
2.1. Design of the scoping review
Levac et al.’s (2010) methodological framework for 

scoping reviews (ScR) was adopted as it extends Arksey 
and O’Malley’s (2005) framework. The ScR framework 
provided a systematic approach for mapping the extent, 
depth, and nature of empirical studies examining the rela-
tionship between EAP, disciplinary literacy, and EMI in 
non-Anglophone HEIs. It also enabled us to map how key 
constructs such as academic literacies, CLIL, CBI, discip-
line-specific writing, genre-based pedagogy, genre 
analysis, and needs analysis have been operationalised 
across the selected literature. The ScR framework was, 
therefore, suitable for clarifying working definitions, 
identifying gaps, and synthesising the available evidence 
from the selected literature (Arksey & O’Malley, 2005; 
Peters et al., 2015).

To establish the review corpus, five sequential steps 
for conducting scoping reviews (Mak & Thomas, 2022) 
were followed, as shown in Figure 1.

2.1.1. Step 1: identifying the research questions
Despite growing interest in EMI implementation and 

disciplinary content learning in non-Anglophone settings, 
there is limited synthesis of how disciplinary literacy and 
EAP have been investigated methodologically. Macaro et 
al. (2018) pointed out the need for a supranational synthes-
is of how EMI implementation relates to disciplinary con-
tent learning. Existing systematic reviews have examined 
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and efforts to bring HE into closer conformity with global 
academic standards (Rahman & Hu, 2025a). Consequent-
ly, EMI has prompted changes in MOI policies and pedago-
gical practices in non-Anglophone higher education insti-
tutions (HEIs) (Macaro, 2018).

EMI foregrounds the English language through which 
disciplinary content is taught and learned, positioning it as 
central to students’ access to disciplinary knowledge 
(McKinley, 2024). However, this emphasis creates chal-
lenge for students in non-Anglophone EMI contexts 
(Nahiyan & Rahman, 2026), as they must learn complex 
disciplinary content while also engaging with the linguist-
ic and semiotic practices through which disciplinary 
knowledge is constructed, communicated, and assessed 
(Dafouz & Smit, 2020; Qiu & Yuan, 2025). Addressing 
these challenges requires attention to two interrelated 
components of EMI education: English for Academic Pur-
poses (EAP) and disciplinary literacy. In this review, EAP 
is conceptualised as a pedagogical and curricular means of 
supporting disciplinary literacy, which is considered the 
central learning construct of higher education. This dis-
tinction is important because some prior studies have used 
these terms interchangeably without clarifying their con-
ceptual relationships.

Disciplinary literacy refers to students’ ability to read, 
understand, critique and produce discipline-specific texts 
and discourse (Shanahan & Shanahan, 2008). Although 
disciplinary literacy has often been discussed in secondary 
education, it is equally relevant to higher education, where 
students are expected to cultivate competencies that sur-
pass general academic language skills and develop special-
ised ways of reading, writing, arguing, and representing 
knowledge that is valued across particular disciplines (Sha-
nahan & Shanahan, 2012). Disciplinary literacy enables 
students to interpret texts, understand representations, 
and develop arguments in ways that are consistent with 
the epistemic and communicative norms of their fields of 
study (Airey, 2024). In EMI higher education, this distinc-
tion is crucial because disciplinary literacy involves more 
than just English language proficiency (ELP).

As a pedagogical approach, EAP involves ‘teaching 
the English’ required for academic tasks (Charles, 2025, p. 
137) and is institutionalised as a university course, a specif-
ic class, or a module (Pecorari & Coxhead, 2025). Develop-
ments in Applied Linguistics and English Language Educa-
tion have contributed to EAP’s evolution from a branch of 
ESP to an independent field of practice and research (Hy-
land, 2022), concerned with academic language, genre, and 
disciplinary literacy (Cao & Hu, 2024). In non-Anglo-
phone HEIs, EAP commonly supports students’ engage-
ment with academic texts and disciplinary assessments 
through specialised reading and writing practices (Win-
gate, 2026). Thus, EAP can serve as a bridge between stu-
dents’ general language proficiency and the specialised   

literacy demands of different fields of study (Nahiyan et 
al., 2025). In this scoping review, EAP is regarded as a 
pedagogical approach, not a theory of literacy 
development. However, EAP research frequently incor-
porates theoretical and methodological resources such as 
academic literacies (Murray, 2022), genre-based pedagogy 
and genre analysis (Yaylı, 2024), corpus analysis 
(Thompson, 2022), and needs analysis (Smith et al., 2025) 
to identify what students need to read, write, and commu-
nicate across academic disciplines.

Shanahan and Shanahan’s (2008) account of discip-
linary literacy provides the main theory-informed con-
struct for understanding advanced literacy development, 
while academic literacies, Content and Language Integ-
rated Learning (CLIL), Content-based Instruction (CBI), 
discipline-specific writing, and genre-based pedagogy are 
considered according to the functions they serve in the re-
viewed studies. Academic literacy is understood as a so-
ciocultural theory of literacy development that views read-
ing and writing as ‘social practices conditioned by power, 
identity and agency’ (Lea & Street, 2006, p. 228–229). Dis-
cipline-specific writing is viewed as a narrower construct 
of disciplinary literacy and refers to the ‘specific language, 
skills, and genres of particular groups’ and conventions 
through which disciplinary communities communicate 
(Hyland, 2006, p. 116). Genre-based pedagogy is a pedago-
gical approach that uses genres as staged, purpose-driven 
communicative events (Swales, 1990) to plan, sequence, 
support, and assess learning (Hyland, 2007). CLIL and 
CBI are pedagogical approaches that integrate content and 
language learning (Coyle et al., 2010), although they differ 
in their institutional histories and curricular emphasis. Fi-
nally, genre analysis and needs analysis in EAP are con-
sidered as methodological and curricular tools for identify-
ing learners’ academic communication needs and inform-
ing course design (Hyland, 2006).

Despite their overlapping goals, research on disciplin-
ary literacy and EAP has largely developed along different 
paths. Disciplinary literacy research has emphasised stu-
dents’ socio-cognitive enculturation into the discourse, 
genre, and epistemic norms of specific disciplines. For ex-
ample, several studies have examined socio-cognitive pro-
cesses in knowledge production, such as argumentation in 
STEM (Airey, 2024) and the analysis of source texts in the 
Social Sciences (Moje, 2007, 2015). In contrast, EAP re-
search has focused more strongly on linguistic and genre-
based pedagogy, corpus-informed academic lexis and aca-
demic communication practices (Bruce, 2011; Coxhead, 
2019; Mochizuki, 2025). Although disciplinary literacy 
and EAP share the goal of preparing students to transcend 
generic academic skills, their integration within the EMI 
curriculum remains underreported (Pecorari & Malm-
ström, 2018). Only recently have researchers begun to ex-
amine how disciplinary literacy can be fostered in non-

Anglophone EMI contexts and the role of language-sup-
port systems such as EAP in supporting this development. 
For instance, Airey and Linder’s (2016) ethnographic 
study of a Swedish physics classroom showed how stu-
dents needed to master disciplinary forms of scientific ar-
gumentation and discourse (e.g., passive voice conven-
tions) to access disciplinary meaning. Similarly, genre-
based EAP interventions in history classrooms have 
shown how modelling evidence synthesis and source use 
can scaffold students’ control of disciplinary genre moves 
(Wingate, 2015). Survey- and interview-based studies fur-
ther suggest that disciplinary teachers tend to position lit-
eracy support as secondary and that collaboration between 
disciplinary and EAP teachers remains limited (Galloway 
& Ruegg, 2020; Mancho-Barés & Aguilar-Pérez, 2020). 
These findings reinforce the idea that EMI education over-
looks the ‘hidden curriculum’ of disciplinary literacy while 
presuming that English proficiency alone guarantees aca-
demic success (Dafouz & Smit, 2020; Kuteeva, 2020).

Although these findings are important, research on 
EAP and disciplinary literacy in EMI higher education re-
mains fragmented across applied linguistics, literacy stud-
ies, and subject-specific pedagogies (Pecorari & 
Malmström, 2018). In addition, existing studies have used 
diverse terminologies, outcome measures, and stakeholder 
foci. For instance, curriculum aims are denoted through 
various labels such as academic skills, discipline-specific writ-
ing, and content-language integration. Writing-related out-
comes and evidence are reported in heterogeneous repres-
entations, including test scores, genre features, student 
perceptions, and stakeholder perspectives (students, EAP, 
and disciplinary teachers). Such inconsistent conceptual-
isation and reporting make it difficult for researchers, prac-
titioners and policymakers to synthesise findings and 
identify transferrable pedagogical practices.

Existing review studies have not sufficiently ad-
dressed these inconsistencies because they have rarely ex-
amined how disciplinary literacy and EAP intersect in 
non-Anglophone countries’ EMI higher education. Bruce 
(2011) reviewed studies of EAP pedagogies with a stronger 
focus on generic academic skills than on discipline-specific 
literacy practices. Curle et al. (2020) focused on EMI chal-
lenges without systematically addressing disciplinary or 
language socialisation. Lo and Lo’s (2014) meta-analysis of 
EMI outcomes prioritised quantitative measures of lan-
guage proficiency and paid limited attention to qualitative 
evidence on how students engage with disciplinary dis-
course in HE. Rouaghe et al. (2026) note that the intersec-
tion between EAP and EMI varies across institutional con-
texts and that the conceptualisation of discipline-specific 
academic literacy, CLIL, and EAP remains fragmented.

The lack of a systematic synthesis of how empirical 
studies in non-Anglophone EMI universities conceptual-
ise, operationalise, and investigate EAP and disciplinary 

literacy constitutes a significant research gap that this re-
view addresses. As prior studies have used diverse termin-
ologies and methodologies, readers, including stakeholders 
and researchers, have limited guidance on which forms of 
EAP support may help students develop disciplinary liter-
acy and under which pedagogical conditions. This gap reit-
erates the need for a systematic review that examines how 
EAP and disciplinary literacy development have been 
studied as interconnected constructs in non-Anglophone 
EMI higher education contexts.

To address this gap, this scoping review examines 36 
empirical studies published between 2005 and 2025 to 
map how disciplinary literacy and EAP have been concep-
tualised and operationalised in non-Anglophone EMI 
higher education. The review traces conceptual and meth-
odological variations across the selected literature to ulti-
mately contribute to the research and policy debates on 
language support in EMI higher education. For research-
ers, it maps methodological orientations and identifies 
areas for further inquiry in non-Anglophone contexts. For 
policymakers, it synthesises the areas addressed by exist-
ing studies and shows how language-in-education policy 
implementation affects students’ academic development 
and creates pedagogical challenges for educators to address.

 
2. METHODOLOGY
2.1. Design of the scoping review
Levac et al.’s (2010) methodological framework for 

scoping reviews (ScR) was adopted as it extends Arksey 
and O’Malley’s (2005) framework. The ScR framework 
provided a systematic approach for mapping the extent, 
depth, and nature of empirical studies examining the rela-
tionship between EAP, disciplinary literacy, and EMI in 
non-Anglophone HEIs. It also enabled us to map how key 
constructs such as academic literacies, CLIL, CBI, discip-
line-specific writing, genre-based pedagogy, genre 
analysis, and needs analysis have been operationalised 
across the selected literature. The ScR framework was, 
therefore, suitable for clarifying working definitions, 
identifying gaps, and synthesising the available evidence 
from the selected literature (Arksey & O’Malley, 2005; 
Peters et al., 2015).

To establish the review corpus, five sequential steps 
for conducting scoping reviews (Mak & Thomas, 2022) 
were followed, as shown in Figure 1.

2.1.1. Step 1: identifying the research questions
Despite growing interest in EMI implementation and 

disciplinary content learning in non-Anglophone settings, 
there is limited synthesis of how disciplinary literacy and 
EAP have been investigated methodologically. Macaro et 
al. (2018) pointed out the need for a supranational synthes-
is of how EMI implementation relates to disciplinary con-
tent learning. Existing systematic reviews have examined 
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the challenges and outcomes of EMI education more 
broadly (Lu et al., 2025; Rose et al., 2026). However, few 
systematic and scoping reviews have mapped how EAP 
and disciplinary literacy are conceptualised, operational-
ised, and methodologically investigated together in non-
Anglophone EMI higher education.

To refine the review’s focus, preliminary searches 
were conducted in Scopus and Web of Science (WoS). 
These exploratory searches helped refine the research 
questions and identify recurring conceptual and methodo-
logical patterns in the literature. The searches also showed 
that empirical studies in non-Anglophone EMI higher edu-
cation use diverse terminology, including disciplinary lit-
eracy, discipline-specific writing, academic literacies, 
genre pedagogy, needs analysis, CLIL/CBI, and EAP ter-
minology. Preliminary searches also revealed variations in 
methodological orientation, including needs-analysis 
designs, classroom-based qualitative studies, and mixed-
methods investigations. Conceptual and methodological 
fragmentation limits stakeholders’ (EAP teachers, discip-
linary teachers, students, policymakers, and researchers) 
ability to evaluate the strengths, limitations, and applicab-
ility of existing evidence, particularly amid ongoing de-
bates about generic versus discipline-specific pedagogies 
for EAP in EMI education (Airey, 2024; Dafouz, 2021; 
Kuteeva & Airey, 2014; Wingate, 2015).

As methodological orientation mediates how evidence 
is generated, interpreted, and transferred across contexts, 
it was necessary to examine the types of empirical studies 
conducted in this domain. Since scoping reviews are suited 
for synthesising heterogeneous evidence and identifying 
patterns in empirical research design (Munn et al., 2018), 
the conceptualisation of the research problem informed the 
development of three complementary research questions:

1. Which geographical areas, academic fields, and pub-
lication periods and broad corpus characteristics are repres-
ented in the selected studies on EAP and disciplinary liter-
acy in non-Anglophone EMI higher education? 

2. What methodological orientations, research 
designs, participant groups, and outcome focus are reported 
in the selected studies?

3. How do the theoretical orientations and definitions 
of EAP and disciplinary literacy connect to the methodolo-
gical orientations of the selected studies?

These questions were iteratively refined in relation to 
key debates in the literature, particularly the distinction 
between general and specific EAP pedagogy (Hyland, 
2016; Wingate, 2015), the relationship between linguistic 
and epistemic goals in EMI education (Dafouz & Smit, 
2020), and the challenges of investigating literacy devel-
opment in non-Anglophone higher education settings. To 
reduce Anglophone-centric assumptions about literacy de-
velopment in higher education, the population-concept-
context (PCC) framework was used to structure the re-
search questions (Pollock et al., 2023). Within the PCC 
framework, the population comprised university students, 
EAP teachers and disciplinary teachers. The concepts were 
EAP, disciplinary literacy, methodological orientation, and 
reporting practices, while the context was non-Anglo-
phone EMI higher education. An Applied Linguistics re-
searcher with experience in EMI research across Asian 
higher education contexts reviewed the questions to en-
sure their contextual relevance and to help foreground the 
multilingual realities of EMI education. The final reprodu-
cible search strategy is reported in the Appendix (see Data 
Availability Statement) and summarised in Section 2.1.2.

 
2.1.2. Step 2: identifying relevant studies
The search was conducted in Scopus and WoS be-

cause both databases provide multidisciplinary coverage 
and robust citation indexing (Pranckutė, 2021). The search 
covered studies published between 2005 and 2025. 
Boolean search strings were used to combine three concep-
tual clusters: EAP and disciplinary literacy, EMI and con-
tent-language instruction, and higher education. The first 
cluster included EAP and disciplinary literacy terms:    

English for Academic Purposes, EAP, English for Specific Pur-
poses, ESP, academic English, disciplinary literacy, discipline-
specific literacy, discipline-specific writing, academic 
literacies, academic literacy, genre-based pedagogy, genre ana-
lysis, and needs analysis. The second cluster covered EMI 
and content-language instruction terms: English-medium 
instruction, English medium instruction, EMI, English as a me-
dium of instruction, CLIL, Content and Language Integrated 
Learning, CBI, and Content-based Instruction. The third 
cluster comprised higher education terms: higher education, 
tertiary education, undergraduate, university, and universities. 
The search clusters were piloted and refined to capture in-
dexing variation across the field, including differences in 
the use of terms such as English-medium instruction, EMI, 
disciplinary literacy, discipline-specific literacy, academic lit-
eracies, and genre-based pedagogy. This strategy helped ac-
count for terminological variations across the literature.

To ensure consistency and uniformity in study selec-
tion, the search was limited to peer-reviewed journal art-
icles written in English. Full texts were then sought for all 
potentially eligible records. In Scopus, searches were con-
ducted in the TITLE-ABS-KEY fields, and in WoS – in 
the Topic fields. The database search yielded 1,291 records 
before deduplication. As the search strings intentionally 
overlapped (see Appendix in Data Availability State-
ment), many records appeared more than once within and 
across the databases. Additional searches were conducted 

in three specialist journals: Journal of English for Academic 
Purposes, English for Specific Purposes, and ESP Today: 
Journal of English for Specific Purposes at the Tertiary Level. 
These journals were selected because they regularly pub-
lish empirical studies on EAP, ESP, discipline-specific lit-
eracy, academic writing, and higher education. No unique 
studies were identified through journal searches beyond 
those already captured through database searches.

After duplicate records were removed within and 
across databases, 507 unique records were retained for the 
first round of screening. The records were screened by title 
and abstract during this stage, resulting in 92 potentially 
relevant studies. Of these, 88 full-text reports were re-
trieved and assessed for eligibility in the second round of 
screening. Four records could not be retrieved because the 
authors did not have institutional access. Following full-
text assessment, 62 studies were excluded because they 
did not address the review questions. This process resulted 
in 26 studies from the database search. Citation searches 
identified 10 additional relevant studies.

This combined strategy of searching and screening 
helped mitigate the limitations of relying solely on data-
base searches.

In total, 36 studies were selected for the scoping re-
view and mapped in relation to the research questions 
(Gough et al., 2012). The PRISMA-ScR diagram (Page et 
al., 2021) is shown in Figure 2.

Figure 1. Steps for conducting a scoping review

Figure 2. PRISMA-ScR flow diagram of the study selection process, adapted from Page et al. (2021) and reported in 
accordance with the PRISMA-ScR guidance (Tricco et al., 2018)
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the challenges and outcomes of EMI education more 
broadly (Lu et al., 2025; Rose et al., 2026). However, few 
systematic and scoping reviews have mapped how EAP 
and disciplinary literacy are conceptualised, operational-
ised, and methodologically investigated together in non-
Anglophone EMI higher education.

To refine the review’s focus, preliminary searches 
were conducted in Scopus and Web of Science (WoS). 
These exploratory searches helped refine the research 
questions and identify recurring conceptual and methodo-
logical patterns in the literature. The searches also showed 
that empirical studies in non-Anglophone EMI higher edu-
cation use diverse terminology, including disciplinary lit-
eracy, discipline-specific writing, academic literacies, 
genre pedagogy, needs analysis, CLIL/CBI, and EAP ter-
minology. Preliminary searches also revealed variations in 
methodological orientation, including needs-analysis 
designs, classroom-based qualitative studies, and mixed-
methods investigations. Conceptual and methodological 
fragmentation limits stakeholders’ (EAP teachers, discip-
linary teachers, students, policymakers, and researchers) 
ability to evaluate the strengths, limitations, and applicab-
ility of existing evidence, particularly amid ongoing de-
bates about generic versus discipline-specific pedagogies 
for EAP in EMI education (Airey, 2024; Dafouz, 2021; 
Kuteeva & Airey, 2014; Wingate, 2015).

As methodological orientation mediates how evidence 
is generated, interpreted, and transferred across contexts, 
it was necessary to examine the types of empirical studies 
conducted in this domain. Since scoping reviews are suited 
for synthesising heterogeneous evidence and identifying 
patterns in empirical research design (Munn et al., 2018), 
the conceptualisation of the research problem informed the 
development of three complementary research questions:

1. Which geographical areas, academic fields, and pub-
lication periods and broad corpus characteristics are repres-
ented in the selected studies on EAP and disciplinary liter-
acy in non-Anglophone EMI higher education? 

2. What methodological orientations, research 
designs, participant groups, and outcome focus are reported 
in the selected studies?

3. How do the theoretical orientations and definitions 
of EAP and disciplinary literacy connect to the methodolo-
gical orientations of the selected studies?

These questions were iteratively refined in relation to 
key debates in the literature, particularly the distinction 
between general and specific EAP pedagogy (Hyland, 
2016; Wingate, 2015), the relationship between linguistic 
and epistemic goals in EMI education (Dafouz & Smit, 
2020), and the challenges of investigating literacy devel-
opment in non-Anglophone higher education settings. To 
reduce Anglophone-centric assumptions about literacy de-
velopment in higher education, the population-concept-
context (PCC) framework was used to structure the re-
search questions (Pollock et al., 2023). Within the PCC 
framework, the population comprised university students, 
EAP teachers and disciplinary teachers. The concepts were 
EAP, disciplinary literacy, methodological orientation, and 
reporting practices, while the context was non-Anglo-
phone EMI higher education. An Applied Linguistics re-
searcher with experience in EMI research across Asian 
higher education contexts reviewed the questions to en-
sure their contextual relevance and to help foreground the 
multilingual realities of EMI education. The final reprodu-
cible search strategy is reported in the Appendix (see Data 
Availability Statement) and summarised in Section 2.1.2.

 
2.1.2. Step 2: identifying relevant studies
The search was conducted in Scopus and WoS be-

cause both databases provide multidisciplinary coverage 
and robust citation indexing (Pranckutė, 2021). The search 
covered studies published between 2005 and 2025. 
Boolean search strings were used to combine three concep-
tual clusters: EAP and disciplinary literacy, EMI and con-
tent-language instruction, and higher education. The first 
cluster included EAP and disciplinary literacy terms:    

English for Academic Purposes, EAP, English for Specific Pur-
poses, ESP, academic English, disciplinary literacy, discipline-
specific literacy, discipline-specific writing, academic 
literacies, academic literacy, genre-based pedagogy, genre ana-
lysis, and needs analysis. The second cluster covered EMI 
and content-language instruction terms: English-medium 
instruction, English medium instruction, EMI, English as a me-
dium of instruction, CLIL, Content and Language Integrated 
Learning, CBI, and Content-based Instruction. The third 
cluster comprised higher education terms: higher education, 
tertiary education, undergraduate, university, and universities. 
The search clusters were piloted and refined to capture in-
dexing variation across the field, including differences in 
the use of terms such as English-medium instruction, EMI, 
disciplinary literacy, discipline-specific literacy, academic lit-
eracies, and genre-based pedagogy. This strategy helped ac-
count for terminological variations across the literature.

To ensure consistency and uniformity in study selec-
tion, the search was limited to peer-reviewed journal art-
icles written in English. Full texts were then sought for all 
potentially eligible records. In Scopus, searches were con-
ducted in the TITLE-ABS-KEY fields, and in WoS – in 
the Topic fields. The database search yielded 1,291 records 
before deduplication. As the search strings intentionally 
overlapped (see Appendix in Data Availability State-
ment), many records appeared more than once within and 
across the databases. Additional searches were conducted 

in three specialist journals: Journal of English for Academic 
Purposes, English for Specific Purposes, and ESP Today: 
Journal of English for Specific Purposes at the Tertiary Level. 
These journals were selected because they regularly pub-
lish empirical studies on EAP, ESP, discipline-specific lit-
eracy, academic writing, and higher education. No unique 
studies were identified through journal searches beyond 
those already captured through database searches.

After duplicate records were removed within and 
across databases, 507 unique records were retained for the 
first round of screening. The records were screened by title 
and abstract during this stage, resulting in 92 potentially 
relevant studies. Of these, 88 full-text reports were re-
trieved and assessed for eligibility in the second round of 
screening. Four records could not be retrieved because the 
authors did not have institutional access. Following full-
text assessment, 62 studies were excluded because they 
did not address the review questions. This process resulted 
in 26 studies from the database search. Citation searches 
identified 10 additional relevant studies.

This combined strategy of searching and screening 
helped mitigate the limitations of relying solely on data-
base searches.

In total, 36 studies were selected for the scoping re-
view and mapped in relation to the research questions 
(Gough et al., 2012). The PRISMA-ScR diagram (Page et 
al., 2021) is shown in Figure 2.

Figure 1. Steps for conducting a scoping review

Figure 2. PRISMA-ScR flow diagram of the study selection process, adapted from Page et al. (2021) and reported in 
accordance with the PRISMA-ScR guidance (Tricco et al., 2018)
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 2.1.5. Step 5: collating, summarising, and reporting 
the results

The authors followed Levac et al.’s (2010) three-part 
approach to collate, summarise, and report these results. 
First, a descriptive numerical analysis was conducted to 
summarise the publication period, geographical focus, dis-
ciplinary representation, and methodological orientation 
(Table 2). Each study was counted once for methodological 
orientation, geographical focus, and publication period be-
cause these were treated as mutually exclusive categories.

During data charting, several studies covered more 
than one programme, faculty, or disciplinary area. These 
studies (Bayram et al., 2022; Green, 2015; Kim & Suh, 
2024) were coded as non-mutually exclusive for disciplin-
ary representation; that is, each study was counted once in 
each relevant disciplinary category. For example, Bayram 
et al. (2022) collected data from students enrolled in five 
different faculties: Education, Business Administration, 
Engineering, Arts and Social Sciences, and Economics and 
Administrative Sciences. Consequently, the sum of the 
disciplinary counts in Table 2 exceeds the total number of 
studies in the selected corpus (n = 36). To ensure consist-
ency, all numerical summaries were recalculated from the 
final coded datasheet (see Data Availability Statement). 
Second, qualitative content analysis was conducted by de-
ductively coding the charted data based on the research 
questions.

The analysis focused on how the selected studies con-
ceptualised EAP and disciplinary literacy and what meth-
odological orientations they adopted. The findings are re-
ported in the Results section, with a supporting narrative 
synthesis.

3. RESULTS
3.1. Corpus overview of the studies
Table 2 summarises the corpus characteristics of the 

36 studies included in this review, including geographical 
focus, disciplinary representation, methodological distribu-
tion, publication period, and study timeframe. The distri-
bution shows that more than three-fifths of the studies 
were conducted in Asia (n = 22), reflecting the region’s 
rapid expansion and adoption of EMI policies in higher 
education. Europe accounted for 9 studies, Transcontin-
ental/Eurasian contexts accounted for 4 studies, including 
Turkey (n = 3) and Russia (n = 1). Only one study has been 
conducted in Africa. The Eurasian contexts were coded 
separately because both countries overlap with Europe and 
Asia.

The selected corpus broadly focused on linguistic and 
disciplinary literacy challenges in EMI higher education, 
highlighting the need to improve EAP programmes. Sever-
al of these studies also focused on the nuances of disciplin-
ary literacy and how collaboration between EMI and EAP 
teachers can support its development in EMI settings. Most 

research conducted in Europe has focused on multilingual 
settings, such as Spain and Austria. Two studies used the 
ROAD-MAPPING framework (Dafouz et al., 2020) to ex-
amine EMI policy, practice, and curriculum from a socio-
linguistic perspective, linking EAP and disciplinary liter-
acy development. Africa is under-represented in studies, 
even though HE classrooms there are multilingual and fol-
low an EMI policy. The disciplinary distribution indicates 
that Arts and Humanities (n = 6) and Social Sciences (n = 
11) are less represented than STEM (n = 20) and Business 
(n = 12). It should be noted that disciplinary coverage was 
coded non-mutually exclusively as several studies invest-
igated multiple disciplines together in a single investiga-
tion (Bayram et al., 2022; Carstens, 2011; Green, 2015; 
Kim & Suh, 2024; Kirkgöz, 2009; Mathew & Narayanan, 
2023; Nha, 2025; Pessoa et al., 2014; You & You, 2025). 
Consequently, the disciplinary counts exceeded the total 
number of studies included in this review. STEM- and 
Business-oriented studies emphasise the development of 
advanced reading and writing skills, disciplinary vocabu-
lary, and genre mastery. Studies focusing on Arts and Hu-
manities and Social Sciences disciplines were fewer; they 
emphasised discipline-specific literacy practices, such as 
developing argumentation in essays and interdisciplinary 
writing.

The corpus shows that most studies were published 
between 2020 and 2025 (n = 21), indicating recent growth 
in research on EAP and disciplinary literacy in EMI higher 
education. Cross-sectional studies (n = 20) were more com-
mon than longitudinal studies (n = 16) (Table 2). Most lon-
gitudinal studies were conducted in Asia (n = 11), followed 
by Europe (n = 3), Eurasian contexts (n = 1), and Africa (n = 
1). These studies were conducted in Austria and Spain 
(Arnó-Macià et al., 2020), China (Wang, 2020; You & 
You, 2025), Iceland (Arnbjörnsdóttir & Prinz, 2017), Japan 
(Aizawa et al., 2025; Hadingham, 2023), Macau (Liu & 
Yuan, 2024), Qatar (Mitchell & Pessoa, 2017; Pessoa et al., 
2014), Singapore (Hill et al., 2020), South Africa 
(Carstens, 2011), South Korea (Kim et al., 2023), Thailand 
(Khammee et al., 2024), Turkey (Kirkgöz, 2013), Sweden 
(Eriksson, 2018), and the UAE (Odetallah, 2025). Of the 
16 longitudinal investigations, 8 were qualitative, 6 were 
mixed methods studies and 2 were quantitative studies.

The methodological distribution shows that 41.7% of 
the studies from the selected corpus are qualitative (n = 15), 
36.1% are mixed methods (n = 13), and 22.2% are quantitat-
ive (n = 8). Cross-sectional studies were more common 
than longitudinal investigations. Of the 15 qualitative 
studies, 80.0% were case studies (n = 12) that investigated 
disciplinary literacy development through EAP interven-
tions in EMI education (Fan et al., 2024; Kim & Suh, 
2024). The quantitative studies (n = 8) adopted correla-
tional (Green, 2015; Sánchez-Pérez, 2021), descriptive 
(Bacha & Bahous, 2008; Bojović, 2017), and quasi-           

2.1.3. Step 3: selecting studies to include in the review
The PCC framework (Pollock et al., 2023) guided the 

inclusion and exclusion criteria (Table 1). The studies were 
selected in two stages. After duplicates were removed, the 
titles and abstracts were screened against the PCC criteria 
and review questions. Records were excluded if they did 
not focus on higher education, EMI, or related content-lan-
guage contexts, or if they did not examine EAP, disciplin-
ary literacy, or related constructs. The full texts were then 
sought and assessed for methodological information and 
relevance to the review questions. Screening decisions 
were recorded using MS Excel. The first author conducted 
the initial title/abstract and full-text screenings. The 
second author reviewed the eligibility decisions and 

checked whether the included and excluded reports met 
the PCC criteria. Studies that did not fully address the re-
view questions or addressed them only partially were clas-
sified as borderline cases. The authors discussed these bor-
derline cases and reached a consensus on their exclusion. 
For example, Aizawa and Rose (2020) investigated Japan-
ese students’ transition from high school to EMI university 
education. As the study did not operationalise EAP or dis-
ciplinary literacy in a manner compatible with the review 
criteria, it was excluded from the main analysis. Ulti-
mately, 26 studies from database searching and 10 studies 
from citation searching were retained, resulting in a final 
corpus of 36 studies. These studies were charted and ana-
lysed in relation to the three research questions posed.

Table 1
Inclusion-exclusion criteria using the PCC framework

DOMAIN (PCC) INCLUSION CRITERIA EXCLUSION CRITERIA

Population Empirical studies (qualitative, quantitative, mixed methods) 
involving higher education students, EAP/ESP Teachers, 
Disciplinary/Content Teachers in non-Anglophone EMI institutions

Primary/secondary-level; Anglophone settings; 
purely theoretical or opinion pieces

Concept Studies that addressed EAP, disciplinary literacy, discipline-
specific writing/reading, academic literacies, genre pedagogy, 
needs analysis, CLIL/CBI, or related constructs, and reported 
empirical methods (research design, data collection, data analysis)

Studies addressing generic academic literacy 
without connection to EMI/EAP/disciplinary 
literacy; studies with unclear methodological 
information

Context EMI higher-education settings where English functions as a 
second/foreign/additional language

Non-EMI higher education; workplace ESP; 
non-higher education contexts

2.1.4. Step 4: charting the data
The principles of data extraction proposed by Pollock 

et al. (2023) were followed. A charting form was de-
veloped in MS Excel based on the research questions and 
theoretical underpinnings discussed in the Introduction. 
The form included article title, author name(s) and public-
ation year, geographical location (where the study was 
conducted), academic discipline, theoretical/conceptual 
orientation, methodological orientation, research design, 
participants, data collection, and data analysis procedures. 
Five studies were piloted to refine the charting form. This 
process helped clarify category definitions, particularly for 
studies that used overlapping terms, such as disciplinary lit-
eracy and discipline-specific writing.

Next, the exact disciplinary subjects of each study 
were recorded. These subjects were then mapped onto 
broader disciplinary categories. For example, Aizawa et al. 
(2025) collected data from an introductory Chemistry 
course. Therefore, the subject classification was coded as 
Chemistry and the broader disciplinary field was coded as 
STEM.

The charting categories were then revised and final-
ised to improve consistency. The first author completed 
the initial charting of the selected corpus (n = 36). The 
second author reviewed the charted data for accuracy and 
consistency, with particular attention to methodological 
and theoretical orientation, participant groups, and discip-
linary categories. Ambiguous, redundant, or inconsistent 
items were discussed and resolved through consensus. 
This process ensured that the extracted data were relevant 
to the review questions. Such iterative charting and refine-
ment helped maintain rigor in scoping reviews (Pollock et 
al., 2023).

The final charted information, including author 
name(s), year of publication, geographical location, meth-
odological orientation, research design, data collection and 
analysis procedures, theoretical framing, participants, and 
disciplinary domain, is presented in the Corpus Overview 
(see Data Availability Statement).

The corpus overview also served as the authoritative 
coded dataset for all descriptive counts reported in Table 
2–4.
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 2.1.5. Step 5: collating, summarising, and reporting 
the results

The authors followed Levac et al.’s (2010) three-part 
approach to collate, summarise, and report these results. 
First, a descriptive numerical analysis was conducted to 
summarise the publication period, geographical focus, dis-
ciplinary representation, and methodological orientation 
(Table 2). Each study was counted once for methodological 
orientation, geographical focus, and publication period be-
cause these were treated as mutually exclusive categories.

During data charting, several studies covered more 
than one programme, faculty, or disciplinary area. These 
studies (Bayram et al., 2022; Green, 2015; Kim & Suh, 
2024) were coded as non-mutually exclusive for disciplin-
ary representation; that is, each study was counted once in 
each relevant disciplinary category. For example, Bayram 
et al. (2022) collected data from students enrolled in five 
different faculties: Education, Business Administration, 
Engineering, Arts and Social Sciences, and Economics and 
Administrative Sciences. Consequently, the sum of the 
disciplinary counts in Table 2 exceeds the total number of 
studies in the selected corpus (n = 36). To ensure consist-
ency, all numerical summaries were recalculated from the 
final coded datasheet (see Data Availability Statement). 
Second, qualitative content analysis was conducted by de-
ductively coding the charted data based on the research 
questions.

The analysis focused on how the selected studies con-
ceptualised EAP and disciplinary literacy and what meth-
odological orientations they adopted. The findings are re-
ported in the Results section, with a supporting narrative 
synthesis.

3. RESULTS
3.1. Corpus overview of the studies
Table 2 summarises the corpus characteristics of the 

36 studies included in this review, including geographical 
focus, disciplinary representation, methodological distribu-
tion, publication period, and study timeframe. The distri-
bution shows that more than three-fifths of the studies 
were conducted in Asia (n = 22), reflecting the region’s 
rapid expansion and adoption of EMI policies in higher 
education. Europe accounted for 9 studies, Transcontin-
ental/Eurasian contexts accounted for 4 studies, including 
Turkey (n = 3) and Russia (n = 1). Only one study has been 
conducted in Africa. The Eurasian contexts were coded 
separately because both countries overlap with Europe and 
Asia.

The selected corpus broadly focused on linguistic and 
disciplinary literacy challenges in EMI higher education, 
highlighting the need to improve EAP programmes. Sever-
al of these studies also focused on the nuances of disciplin-
ary literacy and how collaboration between EMI and EAP 
teachers can support its development in EMI settings. Most 

research conducted in Europe has focused on multilingual 
settings, such as Spain and Austria. Two studies used the 
ROAD-MAPPING framework (Dafouz et al., 2020) to ex-
amine EMI policy, practice, and curriculum from a socio-
linguistic perspective, linking EAP and disciplinary liter-
acy development. Africa is under-represented in studies, 
even though HE classrooms there are multilingual and fol-
low an EMI policy. The disciplinary distribution indicates 
that Arts and Humanities (n = 6) and Social Sciences (n = 
11) are less represented than STEM (n = 20) and Business 
(n = 12). It should be noted that disciplinary coverage was 
coded non-mutually exclusively as several studies invest-
igated multiple disciplines together in a single investiga-
tion (Bayram et al., 2022; Carstens, 2011; Green, 2015; 
Kim & Suh, 2024; Kirkgöz, 2009; Mathew & Narayanan, 
2023; Nha, 2025; Pessoa et al., 2014; You & You, 2025). 
Consequently, the disciplinary counts exceeded the total 
number of studies included in this review. STEM- and 
Business-oriented studies emphasise the development of 
advanced reading and writing skills, disciplinary vocabu-
lary, and genre mastery. Studies focusing on Arts and Hu-
manities and Social Sciences disciplines were fewer; they 
emphasised discipline-specific literacy practices, such as 
developing argumentation in essays and interdisciplinary 
writing.

The corpus shows that most studies were published 
between 2020 and 2025 (n = 21), indicating recent growth 
in research on EAP and disciplinary literacy in EMI higher 
education. Cross-sectional studies (n = 20) were more com-
mon than longitudinal studies (n = 16) (Table 2). Most lon-
gitudinal studies were conducted in Asia (n = 11), followed 
by Europe (n = 3), Eurasian contexts (n = 1), and Africa (n = 
1). These studies were conducted in Austria and Spain 
(Arnó-Macià et al., 2020), China (Wang, 2020; You & 
You, 2025), Iceland (Arnbjörnsdóttir & Prinz, 2017), Japan 
(Aizawa et al., 2025; Hadingham, 2023), Macau (Liu & 
Yuan, 2024), Qatar (Mitchell & Pessoa, 2017; Pessoa et al., 
2014), Singapore (Hill et al., 2020), South Africa 
(Carstens, 2011), South Korea (Kim et al., 2023), Thailand 
(Khammee et al., 2024), Turkey (Kirkgöz, 2013), Sweden 
(Eriksson, 2018), and the UAE (Odetallah, 2025). Of the 
16 longitudinal investigations, 8 were qualitative, 6 were 
mixed methods studies and 2 were quantitative studies.

The methodological distribution shows that 41.7% of 
the studies from the selected corpus are qualitative (n = 15), 
36.1% are mixed methods (n = 13), and 22.2% are quantitat-
ive (n = 8). Cross-sectional studies were more common 
than longitudinal investigations. Of the 15 qualitative 
studies, 80.0% were case studies (n = 12) that investigated 
disciplinary literacy development through EAP interven-
tions in EMI education (Fan et al., 2024; Kim & Suh, 
2024). The quantitative studies (n = 8) adopted correla-
tional (Green, 2015; Sánchez-Pérez, 2021), descriptive 
(Bacha & Bahous, 2008; Bojović, 2017), and quasi-           

2.1.3. Step 3: selecting studies to include in the review
The PCC framework (Pollock et al., 2023) guided the 

inclusion and exclusion criteria (Table 1). The studies were 
selected in two stages. After duplicates were removed, the 
titles and abstracts were screened against the PCC criteria 
and review questions. Records were excluded if they did 
not focus on higher education, EMI, or related content-lan-
guage contexts, or if they did not examine EAP, disciplin-
ary literacy, or related constructs. The full texts were then 
sought and assessed for methodological information and 
relevance to the review questions. Screening decisions 
were recorded using MS Excel. The first author conducted 
the initial title/abstract and full-text screenings. The 
second author reviewed the eligibility decisions and 

checked whether the included and excluded reports met 
the PCC criteria. Studies that did not fully address the re-
view questions or addressed them only partially were clas-
sified as borderline cases. The authors discussed these bor-
derline cases and reached a consensus on their exclusion. 
For example, Aizawa and Rose (2020) investigated Japan-
ese students’ transition from high school to EMI university 
education. As the study did not operationalise EAP or dis-
ciplinary literacy in a manner compatible with the review 
criteria, it was excluded from the main analysis. Ulti-
mately, 26 studies from database searching and 10 studies 
from citation searching were retained, resulting in a final 
corpus of 36 studies. These studies were charted and ana-
lysed in relation to the three research questions posed.

Table 1
Inclusion-exclusion criteria using the PCC framework

DOMAIN (PCC) INCLUSION CRITERIA EXCLUSION CRITERIA

Population Empirical studies (qualitative, quantitative, mixed methods) 
involving higher education students, EAP/ESP Teachers, 
Disciplinary/Content Teachers in non-Anglophone EMI institutions

Primary/secondary-level; Anglophone settings; 
purely theoretical or opinion pieces

Concept Studies that addressed EAP, disciplinary literacy, discipline-
specific writing/reading, academic literacies, genre pedagogy, 
needs analysis, CLIL/CBI, or related constructs, and reported 
empirical methods (research design, data collection, data analysis)

Studies addressing generic academic literacy 
without connection to EMI/EAP/disciplinary 
literacy; studies with unclear methodological 
information

Context EMI higher-education settings where English functions as a 
second/foreign/additional language

Non-EMI higher education; workplace ESP; 
non-higher education contexts

2.1.4. Step 4: charting the data
The principles of data extraction proposed by Pollock 

et al. (2023) were followed. A charting form was de-
veloped in MS Excel based on the research questions and 
theoretical underpinnings discussed in the Introduction. 
The form included article title, author name(s) and public-
ation year, geographical location (where the study was 
conducted), academic discipline, theoretical/conceptual 
orientation, methodological orientation, research design, 
participants, data collection, and data analysis procedures. 
Five studies were piloted to refine the charting form. This 
process helped clarify category definitions, particularly for 
studies that used overlapping terms, such as disciplinary lit-
eracy and discipline-specific writing.

Next, the exact disciplinary subjects of each study 
were recorded. These subjects were then mapped onto 
broader disciplinary categories. For example, Aizawa et al. 
(2025) collected data from an introductory Chemistry 
course. Therefore, the subject classification was coded as 
Chemistry and the broader disciplinary field was coded as 
STEM.

The charting categories were then revised and final-
ised to improve consistency. The first author completed 
the initial charting of the selected corpus (n = 36). The 
second author reviewed the charted data for accuracy and 
consistency, with particular attention to methodological 
and theoretical orientation, participant groups, and discip-
linary categories. Ambiguous, redundant, or inconsistent 
items were discussed and resolved through consensus. 
This process ensured that the extracted data were relevant 
to the review questions. Such iterative charting and refine-
ment helped maintain rigor in scoping reviews (Pollock et 
al., 2023).

The final charted information, including author 
name(s), year of publication, geographical location, meth-
odological orientation, research design, data collection and 
analysis procedures, theoretical framing, participants, and 
disciplinary domain, is presented in the Corpus Overview 
(see Data Availability Statement).

The corpus overview also served as the authoritative 
coded dataset for all descriptive counts reported in Table 
2–4.
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experimental research designs (Carstens, 2011; Dafouz et 
al., 2023; Khammee et al., 2024; Usó-Juan, 2006) to ex-
amine teacher and student perceptions of EAP implement-
ation and how it aids in the development and transfer of 
disciplinary literacy in EMI education.

3.2. Differences in methodological orientation of 
the studies

The selected corpus varied substantially in methodo-
logical orientation and research design. The mixed meth-
ods studies (n = 13) utilised six different types of research 

designs (Table 3). Case study, explanatory sequential and 
exploratory sequential designs were the most common. 
Convergent parallel design was used in two studies, 
whereas embedded and concurrent triangulation designs 
were used in one study each. Studies using explanatory se-
quential designs generally used qualitative-follow up data 
to explain survey or assessment findings related to EAP 
needs, disciplinary writing or language support. The 
mixed methods studies were more frequent in Asia (n = 8) 
than in Europe (n = 2) or transcontinental/ Eurasian con-
texts (n = 3). Most mixed methods studies triangulated sur-
veys and interviews with document reviews (policy; stu-
dents’ journals, test scripts), or classroom observations. 
Data analysis in the mixed methods studies commonly 
combined descriptive statistics with thematic, content, 
document or text analysis. Several studies have also used 
inferential statistical analyses, including linear regression 
(Aizawa et al., 2025), factor analysis (Atai & Shoja, 2011), 
ANOVA (Hadingham, 2023), and paired t-tests (Kim et 
al., 2023). The mixed methods studies mainly investigated 
how EAP or ESAP courses facilitate the development of 
discipline-specific writing, reading, or broader disciplinary 
literacy (Arnbjörnsdóttir & Prinz, 2017; Arnó-Macià et al., 
2020; Atai & Shoja, 2011; Hadingham, 2023; Mathew & 
Narayanan, 2023).

Qualitative studies (n = 15) were conducted across 11 
countries in Asia, Europe, and Transcontinental/Eurasian 
contexts. Case studies were the most dominant research 
design (n = 12), compared to descriptive, intervention, and 
ethnographic research designs. Most qualitative studies 
used open-ended and semi-structured interviews for data 
collection and thematic analysis for data interpretation. 
These studies reported stakeholder perceptions of how 

EAP support is integrated into EMI classrooms and pro-
grammes for disciplinary literacy development (Fan et al., 
2024; You & You, 2025). Other studies have used content 
analysis to capture stakeholder perceptions (Dafouz, 
2020), while genre analysis (Kirkgöz, 2013) has been used 
to examine disciplinary norms in writing and classroom in-
teraction. Only two studies (Kim et al., 2023; Kirkgöz, 
2013) explored collaboration between EAP and disciplin-
ary teachers. To strengthen credibility, the qualitative 
studies triangulated data from multiple sources, such as 
document reviews, semi-structured interviews, open-
ended interviews, and classroom observations.

The quantitative studies (n = 8) utilised three differ-
ent types of research designs (Table 3), among which the 
quasi-experimental design was the most common (n = 4). 
Sánchez-Pérez (2021) and Green (2015) used correlational 
designs to examine predefined disciplinary-literacy vari-
ables among undergraduates in Spain, while Bacha and 
Bahous (2008) and Bojović (2017) used a descriptive 
design. Quasi-experimental studies (Carstens, 2011; Da-
fouz et al., 2023; Khammee et al., 2024; Usó-Juan, 2006) 
examined the effects of targeted EAP instruction and lan-
guage-support interventions to aid disciplinary literacy de-
velopment by comparing students’ pre- and post-test per-
formance. Quantitative studies have focused on outcome 
variables such as language test scores, discipline-specific 
reading and writing performance, genre-specific writing 
measures, and course achievement using instruments de-
veloped from researcher-designed rubrics (Bojović, 2017) 
and standardised proficiency tests (Usó-Juan, 2006). How-
ever, sample-size justification and information about reli-
ability and validity were reported inconsistently across the 
studies.

Table 2
Corpus characteristics, methodological distribution, geographical focus, disciplinary representation, and publication period

CHARACTERISTICS NUMBER OF STUDIES (N) PERCENTAGE (%)

36 100%

Cross-sectional 20 55.6%

Longitudinal 16 44.4%

METHODOLOGICAL DISTRIBUTION

Qualitative 15 41.7%

Mixed methods 13 36.1%

Quantitative 8 22.2%

GEOGRAPHICAL FOCUS

Asia 22 61.1%

Europe 9 25.0%

Transcontinental/Eurasian contexts 4 11.1%

Africa 1 2.8%

DISCIPLINARY CATEGORY

STEM 20 55.6%

Business 12 33.3%

Social Sciences 11 30.6%

Arts & Humanities 6 16.7%

PUBLICATION PERIOD

2005–2009 3 8.3%

2010–2014 5 13.9%

2015–2019 7 19.4%

2020–2025 21 58.3%

Note: Disciplinary categories are non-mutually exclusive as some studies covered more than one discipline. For example, study involving both engineering and 
business were counted once under STEM and once under Business. Therefore, the total disciplinary count exceeds the total number of studies (n=36), and 
percentages exceed 100%. Other categories were coded as mutually-exclusive. Turkey and Russia were coded as Eurasian/transcontinental contexts.

Table 3
Types of research design of the studies

NO. RESEARCH DESIGN AUTHOR(S) AND YEAR OF 
PUBLICATION

MIXED METHODS (n = 13)

1. Case Study Design (n = 3) Aizawa et al. (2025)

Kim et al. (2023)

Utkina (2021)

2. Concurrent Triangulation Design (n = 1) Atai & Shoja (2011)

Pun & Önder-Özdemir (2023)

GEOGRAPHICAL 
DISTRIBUTION

Japan

South Korea

Russia

Iran

Hong Kong

DISCIPLINARY 
DISTRIBUTION

STEM

STEM

SS

STEM

STEM

3. Convergent Parallel Design (n = 2) Bayram et al. (2022) Turkey SS; BIZ; A&H

Volume 10 Issue 2, 2026, pp. 101-121                                                                                                  doi: 10.22363/2521-442X-2026-10-2-101-121
Disciplinary literacy and English for Academic Purposes in non-Anglophone EMI higher education: A scoping review of methodological trends

Sheikh Nahiyan, Manjet Kaur Mehar Singh



Training, Language and Culture Training, Language and Culture 

Training, Language and Culture                                                                                                                                            rudn.tlcjournal.org                                                                                      

108_ _109

experimental research designs (Carstens, 2011; Dafouz et 
al., 2023; Khammee et al., 2024; Usó-Juan, 2006) to ex-
amine teacher and student perceptions of EAP implement-
ation and how it aids in the development and transfer of 
disciplinary literacy in EMI education.

3.2. Differences in methodological orientation of 
the studies

The selected corpus varied substantially in methodo-
logical orientation and research design. The mixed meth-
ods studies (n = 13) utilised six different types of research 

designs (Table 3). Case study, explanatory sequential and 
exploratory sequential designs were the most common. 
Convergent parallel design was used in two studies, 
whereas embedded and concurrent triangulation designs 
were used in one study each. Studies using explanatory se-
quential designs generally used qualitative-follow up data 
to explain survey or assessment findings related to EAP 
needs, disciplinary writing or language support. The 
mixed methods studies were more frequent in Asia (n = 8) 
than in Europe (n = 2) or transcontinental/ Eurasian con-
texts (n = 3). Most mixed methods studies triangulated sur-
veys and interviews with document reviews (policy; stu-
dents’ journals, test scripts), or classroom observations. 
Data analysis in the mixed methods studies commonly 
combined descriptive statistics with thematic, content, 
document or text analysis. Several studies have also used 
inferential statistical analyses, including linear regression 
(Aizawa et al., 2025), factor analysis (Atai & Shoja, 2011), 
ANOVA (Hadingham, 2023), and paired t-tests (Kim et 
al., 2023). The mixed methods studies mainly investigated 
how EAP or ESAP courses facilitate the development of 
discipline-specific writing, reading, or broader disciplinary 
literacy (Arnbjörnsdóttir & Prinz, 2017; Arnó-Macià et al., 
2020; Atai & Shoja, 2011; Hadingham, 2023; Mathew & 
Narayanan, 2023).

Qualitative studies (n = 15) were conducted across 11 
countries in Asia, Europe, and Transcontinental/Eurasian 
contexts. Case studies were the most dominant research 
design (n = 12), compared to descriptive, intervention, and 
ethnographic research designs. Most qualitative studies 
used open-ended and semi-structured interviews for data 
collection and thematic analysis for data interpretation. 
These studies reported stakeholder perceptions of how 

EAP support is integrated into EMI classrooms and pro-
grammes for disciplinary literacy development (Fan et al., 
2024; You & You, 2025). Other studies have used content 
analysis to capture stakeholder perceptions (Dafouz, 
2020), while genre analysis (Kirkgöz, 2013) has been used 
to examine disciplinary norms in writing and classroom in-
teraction. Only two studies (Kim et al., 2023; Kirkgöz, 
2013) explored collaboration between EAP and disciplin-
ary teachers. To strengthen credibility, the qualitative 
studies triangulated data from multiple sources, such as 
document reviews, semi-structured interviews, open-
ended interviews, and classroom observations.

The quantitative studies (n = 8) utilised three differ-
ent types of research designs (Table 3), among which the 
quasi-experimental design was the most common (n = 4). 
Sánchez-Pérez (2021) and Green (2015) used correlational 
designs to examine predefined disciplinary-literacy vari-
ables among undergraduates in Spain, while Bacha and 
Bahous (2008) and Bojović (2017) used a descriptive 
design. Quasi-experimental studies (Carstens, 2011; Da-
fouz et al., 2023; Khammee et al., 2024; Usó-Juan, 2006) 
examined the effects of targeted EAP instruction and lan-
guage-support interventions to aid disciplinary literacy de-
velopment by comparing students’ pre- and post-test per-
formance. Quantitative studies have focused on outcome 
variables such as language test scores, discipline-specific 
reading and writing performance, genre-specific writing 
measures, and course achievement using instruments de-
veloped from researcher-designed rubrics (Bojović, 2017) 
and standardised proficiency tests (Usó-Juan, 2006). How-
ever, sample-size justification and information about reli-
ability and validity were reported inconsistently across the 
studies.

Table 2
Corpus characteristics, methodological distribution, geographical focus, disciplinary representation, and publication period

CHARACTERISTICS NUMBER OF STUDIES (N) PERCENTAGE (%)

36 100%

Cross-sectional 20 55.6%

Longitudinal 16 44.4%

METHODOLOGICAL DISTRIBUTION

Qualitative 15 41.7%

Mixed methods 13 36.1%

Quantitative 8 22.2%

GEOGRAPHICAL FOCUS

Asia 22 61.1%

Europe 9 25.0%

Transcontinental/Eurasian contexts 4 11.1%

Africa 1 2.8%

DISCIPLINARY CATEGORY

STEM 20 55.6%

Business 12 33.3%

Social Sciences 11 30.6%

Arts & Humanities 6 16.7%

PUBLICATION PERIOD

2005–2009 3 8.3%

2010–2014 5 13.9%

2015–2019 7 19.4%

2020–2025 21 58.3%

Note: Disciplinary categories are non-mutually exclusive as some studies covered more than one discipline. For example, study involving both engineering and 
business were counted once under STEM and once under Business. Therefore, the total disciplinary count exceeds the total number of studies (n=36), and 
percentages exceed 100%. Other categories were coded as mutually-exclusive. Turkey and Russia were coded as Eurasian/transcontinental contexts.

Table 3
Types of research design of the studies

NO. RESEARCH DESIGN AUTHOR(S) AND YEAR OF 
PUBLICATION

MIXED METHODS (n = 13)

1. Case Study Design (n = 3) Aizawa et al. (2025)

Kim et al. (2023)

Utkina (2021)

2. Concurrent Triangulation Design (n = 1) Atai & Shoja (2011)

Pun & Önder-Özdemir (2023)

GEOGRAPHICAL 
DISTRIBUTION

Japan

South Korea

Russia

Iran

Hong Kong

DISCIPLINARY 
DISTRIBUTION

STEM

STEM

SS

STEM

STEM

3. Convergent Parallel Design (n = 2) Bayram et al. (2022) Turkey SS; BIZ; A&H
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3.3. Theoretical frameworks and methodological 
orientations

The selected studies were coded into 28 non-mutually 
exclusive theoretical/conceptual framework categories 
(Table 4). The largest theoretical category was academic 
literacies/academic literacy instruction/academic discourse 
community/writing as social practice (n = 8), followed by 
discipline specificity/discipline-specific writing/disciplin-
ary writing expertise (n = 7), disciplinary literacy (n = 6), 
and learner needs in EAP/needs analysis (n = 6). The rela-
tionship between the theoretical and methodological ori-
entations was not fixed. For example, studies using aca-
demic literacies-related frameworks were distributed 
across mixed methods (n = 3), qualitative (n = 3), and 
quantitative designs (n = 2). Similarly, six studies expli-
citly used disciplinary literacy theory (Shanahan & Shana-
han, 2008) as their theoretical framework to investigate 
reading and writing development across disciplines. These 
studies were equally distributed across Asia and Europe. 
Two of these studies were longitudinal qualitative case 
studies (Liu & Yuan, 2024; Odetallah, 2025), whereas the 
four cross-sectional studies used quantitative or mixed 
methods designs (Bojović, 2017; Dafouz et al., 2023; Pun & 
Önder-Özdemir, 2023; Sánchez-Pérez, 2021). Odetallah 
(2025) and Liu and Yuan (2024) followed a qualitative 
case study design in their investigations of legal writing 
development in the UAE and EMI lecturer language prac-
tices, respectively. The remainder explored students’    

perceptions of disciplinary-language learning in academic 
courses. This pattern suggests that disciplinary literacy has 
been investigated both as a situated classroom practice and 
as a measurable construct linked to reading, writing, and 
disciplinary content learning outcomes.

Next, the seven studies conducted in Asia and Europe 
utilised discipline-specificity (Hyland, 2022) as their the-
oretical framework. Except for Hill et al. (2020) and Wang 
(2020), all other studies were cross-sectional. Bacha and 
Bahous (2008) used a quantitative descriptive design to 
examine business students’ discipline-specific writing 
needs in Lebanon.  Wang (2020) studied how EAP affects 
business majors' discipline-specific writing skills in China 
over 4-months. Yin and Carmichael’s (2018) case study in-
vestigated discipline-specific instruction’s effect on civil 
engineering students’ writing skills in Hong Kong.  Needs 
analysis studies (n = 6) showed a clearer methodological 
trend. Five studies used mixed methods, suggesting that 
needs analysis research often combines multiple sources of 
evidence, such as learner perspectives, disciplinary re-
quirements, teacher views, institutional documents, and 
assessment-related data, to investigate students’ discipline-
specific needs in EAP courses.

In contrast, studies that used genre-related frame-
works were methodologically dispersed. Studies coded un-
der genre pedagogy/genre-based approach (n = 4), discip-
linary genre and academic writing (n = 4), genre analysis 
(n = 2), genre as social action (n = 1), genre knowledge        

NO. RESEARCH DESIGN AUTHOR(S), YEAR OF 
PUBLICATION

4. Embedded Design (n = 1) Arnó-Macià et al. (2020)

5. Explanatory Sequential Design (n = 3) Arnbjörnsdóttir & Prinz (2017)

Kirkgöz (2009)

Mathew & Narayanan (2023)

6. Exploratory Sequential Design (n = 3) Atai & Nazari (2011)

Hadingham (2023)

Hill et al. (2020)

QUALITATIVE (n = 15)

1. Case Study Design (n = 12) Abouzeid (2021)

Dafouz et al. (2018)

Fan et al. (2024)

Kim & Suh (2024)

Kirkgöz (2013)

Liu & Yuan (2024)

Mitchell & Pessoa (2017)

Nha (2025)

Odetallah (2025)

Wang (2020)

Yin & Carmichael (2018)

You & You (2025)

2. Descriptive Design (n = 1) Dafouz (2020)

3. Intervention Design (n = 1) Eriksson (2018)

4. Ethnography (n = 1) Pessoa et al. (2014)

Usó-Juan (2006)

GEOGRAPHICAL 
DISTRIBUTION

Austria & Spain

Iceland

Turkey

Qatar

Iran

Japan

Singapore

Lebanon

Spain

Hong Kong

South Korea

Turkey

Macau

Qatar

Vietnam

UAE

China

Hong Kong

China

Spain

Sweden

Qatar

Spain

DISCIPLINARY 
DISTRIBUTION

STEM

A&H

SS; BIZ; STEM

STEM; BIZ

STEM

SS

STEM

STEM

BIZ

STEM

SS; BIZ; A&H

SS

STEM

A&H

STEM; SS

SS

BIZ

STEM

BIZ; SS

BIZ

STEM

STEM; BIZ

STEM

NO. RESEARCH DESIGN AUTHOR(S), YEAR OF 
PUBLICATION

QUANTITATIVE (n = 8)

1. Correlational Design (n = 2) Green (2015)

Sánchez-Pérez (2021)

Usó-Juan (2006)

Usó-Juan (2006)

GEOGRAPHICAL 
DISTRIBUTION

Thailand

Spain

Spain

Spain

DISCIPLINARY 
DISTRIBUTION

BIZ; A&H; SS

STEM

STEM

STEM

2. Descriptive Design (n = 2) Bacha & Bahous (2008) Lebanon BIZ

Khammee et al. (2024) Thailand STEM

Dafouz et al. (2023) Austria & Spain BIZ

3. Quasi-experimental Design (n = 4) Carstens (2011) South Africa A&H; SS

Bojović (2017) Serbia STEM

Note: Each study was assigned to one primary methodological orientation and one primary research-design category based on the coded datasheet (see Corpus 
Overview in Data Availability Statement). For studies that used multiple data sources or analytic procedures, the design category reflects the dominant or explicitly 
reported design. Thus, each study only appears once in this table. Disciplinary distributions, however, include more than one disciplinary area as this was explicitly 
reported in the studies. SS = Social Sciences; BIZ = Business; A&H = Arts and Humanities.
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3.3. Theoretical frameworks and methodological 
orientations

The selected studies were coded into 28 non-mutually 
exclusive theoretical/conceptual framework categories 
(Table 4). The largest theoretical category was academic 
literacies/academic literacy instruction/academic discourse 
community/writing as social practice (n = 8), followed by 
discipline specificity/discipline-specific writing/disciplin-
ary writing expertise (n = 7), disciplinary literacy (n = 6), 
and learner needs in EAP/needs analysis (n = 6). The rela-
tionship between the theoretical and methodological ori-
entations was not fixed. For example, studies using aca-
demic literacies-related frameworks were distributed 
across mixed methods (n = 3), qualitative (n = 3), and 
quantitative designs (n = 2). Similarly, six studies expli-
citly used disciplinary literacy theory (Shanahan & Shana-
han, 2008) as their theoretical framework to investigate 
reading and writing development across disciplines. These 
studies were equally distributed across Asia and Europe. 
Two of these studies were longitudinal qualitative case 
studies (Liu & Yuan, 2024; Odetallah, 2025), whereas the 
four cross-sectional studies used quantitative or mixed 
methods designs (Bojović, 2017; Dafouz et al., 2023; Pun & 
Önder-Özdemir, 2023; Sánchez-Pérez, 2021). Odetallah 
(2025) and Liu and Yuan (2024) followed a qualitative 
case study design in their investigations of legal writing 
development in the UAE and EMI lecturer language prac-
tices, respectively. The remainder explored students’    

perceptions of disciplinary-language learning in academic 
courses. This pattern suggests that disciplinary literacy has 
been investigated both as a situated classroom practice and 
as a measurable construct linked to reading, writing, and 
disciplinary content learning outcomes.

Next, the seven studies conducted in Asia and Europe 
utilised discipline-specificity (Hyland, 2022) as their the-
oretical framework. Except for Hill et al. (2020) and Wang 
(2020), all other studies were cross-sectional. Bacha and 
Bahous (2008) used a quantitative descriptive design to 
examine business students’ discipline-specific writing 
needs in Lebanon.  Wang (2020) studied how EAP affects 
business majors' discipline-specific writing skills in China 
over 4-months. Yin and Carmichael’s (2018) case study in-
vestigated discipline-specific instruction’s effect on civil 
engineering students’ writing skills in Hong Kong.  Needs 
analysis studies (n = 6) showed a clearer methodological 
trend. Five studies used mixed methods, suggesting that 
needs analysis research often combines multiple sources of 
evidence, such as learner perspectives, disciplinary re-
quirements, teacher views, institutional documents, and 
assessment-related data, to investigate students’ discipline-
specific needs in EAP courses.

In contrast, studies that used genre-related frame-
works were methodologically dispersed. Studies coded un-
der genre pedagogy/genre-based approach (n = 4), discip-
linary genre and academic writing (n = 4), genre analysis 
(n = 2), genre as social action (n = 1), genre knowledge        

NO. RESEARCH DESIGN AUTHOR(S), YEAR OF 
PUBLICATION

4. Embedded Design (n = 1) Arnó-Macià et al. (2020)

5. Explanatory Sequential Design (n = 3) Arnbjörnsdóttir & Prinz (2017)

Kirkgöz (2009)

Mathew & Narayanan (2023)

6. Exploratory Sequential Design (n = 3) Atai & Nazari (2011)

Hadingham (2023)

Hill et al. (2020)

QUALITATIVE (n = 15)

1. Case Study Design (n = 12) Abouzeid (2021)

Dafouz et al. (2018)

Fan et al. (2024)

Kim & Suh (2024)

Kirkgöz (2013)

Liu & Yuan (2024)

Mitchell & Pessoa (2017)

Nha (2025)

Odetallah (2025)

Wang (2020)

Yin & Carmichael (2018)

You & You (2025)

2. Descriptive Design (n = 1) Dafouz (2020)

3. Intervention Design (n = 1) Eriksson (2018)

4. Ethnography (n = 1) Pessoa et al. (2014)

Usó-Juan (2006)

GEOGRAPHICAL 
DISTRIBUTION

Austria & Spain

Iceland

Turkey

Qatar

Iran

Japan

Singapore

Lebanon

Spain

Hong Kong

South Korea

Turkey

Macau

Qatar

Vietnam

UAE

China

Hong Kong

China

Spain

Sweden

Qatar

Spain

DISCIPLINARY 
DISTRIBUTION

STEM

A&H

SS; BIZ; STEM

STEM; BIZ

STEM

SS

STEM

STEM

BIZ

STEM

SS; BIZ; A&H

SS

STEM

A&H

STEM; SS

SS

BIZ

STEM

BIZ; SS

BIZ

STEM

STEM; BIZ

STEM

NO. RESEARCH DESIGN AUTHOR(S), YEAR OF 
PUBLICATION

QUANTITATIVE (n = 8)

1. Correlational Design (n = 2) Green (2015)

Sánchez-Pérez (2021)

Usó-Juan (2006)

Usó-Juan (2006)

GEOGRAPHICAL 
DISTRIBUTION

Thailand

Spain

Spain

Spain

DISCIPLINARY 
DISTRIBUTION

BIZ; A&H; SS

STEM

STEM

STEM

2. Descriptive Design (n = 2) Bacha & Bahous (2008) Lebanon BIZ

Khammee et al. (2024) Thailand STEM

Dafouz et al. (2023) Austria & Spain BIZ

3. Quasi-experimental Design (n = 4) Carstens (2011) South Africa A&H; SS

Bojović (2017) Serbia STEM

Note: Each study was assigned to one primary methodological orientation and one primary research-design category based on the coded datasheet (see Corpus 
Overview in Data Availability Statement). For studies that used multiple data sources or analytic procedures, the design category reflects the dominant or explicitly 
reported design. Thus, each study only appears once in this table. Disciplinary distributions, however, include more than one disciplinary area as this was explicitly 
reported in the studies. SS = Social Sciences; BIZ = Business; A&H = Arts and Humanities.
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(n = 1), and genre-based syllabus (n = 1) used qualitative, 
quantitative, and mixed methods designs. These studies 
(Arnbjörnsdóttir & Prinz, 2017; Arnó-Macià et al., 2020; 
Abouzeid, 2021; Khammee et al., 2024) show how genre-
specific instruction in EAP courses benefits students by fa-
cilitating discipline-specific skill development.

Overall, Table 4 indicates substantial conceptual and 
methodological divergence in the operationalisation of 
EAP and disciplinary literacy. Some studies treated EAP 
primarily as language support for academic reading and 
writing, whereas others positioned it as a means of discip-
linary enculturation through genre-based pedagogy, dis-
cipline-specific writing instruction, or collaboration 
between EAP and disciplinary teachers. As many studies 
did not provide explicit operational definitions of EAP or 
disciplinary literacy, cross-study comparisons remain diffi-
cult. This inconsistency is especially important because the 
theoretical framing of EAP and disciplinary literacy de-
termines what each study treats as evidence, whether 
learner needs, writing performance, disciplinary discourse, 
stakeholder perceptions, or measurable learning outcomes.

The frequencies in Table 4 show how often each the-
ory appeared across the corpus, rather than the total num-
ber of individual studies, as several studies utilised more 
than one theoretical framework and were therefore coun-
ted in more than one theoretical category.

4. DISCUSSION
The methodological orientation of the selected corpus 

shows a greater preference for qualitative (41.7%) and 
mixed methods (36.1%) designs than for quantitative 
designs (22.2%). The relatively close distribution between 
qualitative and mixed methods studies suggests that re-
searchers often approach disciplinary literacy develop-
ment as more than a simple input-output process in EMI 
education. As EAP implementation is intertwined with 
disciplinary assessment, teacher expectations, students’ 
prior English proficiency, disciplinary conventions, and 
the epistemological orientations of particular disciplines, 
the diverse methodological orientations reinforce Macaro 
et al.’s (2018, p. 2) observation that the ‘overall global pic-
ture [of EMI] is extremely complex and sometimes confusing’, 
especially in non-Anglophone HEIs. This methodological 
variation is therefore unsurprising in a field where lan-
guage, content learning, disciplinary knowledge-making, 
and institutional policy intersect in complex ways.

The geographical distribution indicates a stronger 
concentration of studies in Asia than in Europe, Africa or 
Transcontinental contexts. The studies from Asia were 
spread across East Asia (n = 10), West Asia (Middle East) 
(n = 8), and Southeast Asia (n = 4), while in Europe, studies 
were concentrated in Spain (n = 4), Austria and Spain (n = 
2), Iceland (n = 1), Serbia (n = 1), and Sweden (n = 1). Four 
studies were conducted in Transcontinental settings, e.g., 

Turkey (n = 3) and Russia (n = 1). Only one study was con-
ducted in Africa. Although the internationalisation of Eu-
ropean higher education was an early driver of EMI ex-
pansion (Tsou & Chen, 2014), the growth of EMI-related 
research in Asian contexts may be attributed to broader 
contextual factors, as discussed in EMI scholarship, includ-
ing internationalisation goals, graduate employability, in-
stitutional competitiveness, access to global academic 
knowledge, and increased attention to the challenges asso-
ciated with implementing EMI policies in multilingual, 
non-Anglophone contexts (Galloway et al., 2020; Rah-
man, 2022; Rahman & Hu, 2025a; Rahman & Hu, 2025b). 
These explanations should be considered contextual inter-
pretations supported by external literature rather than 
findings directly tested in this scoping review. Although 
the selected corpus does not provide sufficient evidence to 
explain Africa’s underrepresentation, Clegg and Simpson 
(2016) indicate that EMI is being adapted more slowly in 
many African HE contexts. This slower uptake, according 
to Nel and Ssentanda (2023), may be linked to infrastruc-
tural constraints, limited English proficiency among stu-
dents and teachers, and less developed policy frameworks 
for implementing EMI education. Therefore, the regional 
patterns identified in this scoping review should be inter-
preted descriptively rather than explanatorily and con-
sidered a basis for further empirical investigations.

The disciplinary distribution reveals an uneven re-
search landscape in the field. After recoding the mul-
tidisciplinary studies non-mutually exclusively, STEM 
was the most frequent disciplinary category (n = 20), fol-
lowed by Business (n = 12), Social Sciences (n = 11), and 
Arts and Humanities (n = 6). STEM-focused studies used 
mixed methods (n = 9), qualitative (n = 7), and quantitative 
designs (n = 4). This distribution suggests that STEM-fo-
cused studies were not limited to measuring readily ob-
servable learning outcomes, such as disciplinary vocabu-
lary development, writing performance, reading compre-
hension, or course achievement. It also examined 
classroom practices, genre expectations, student trans-
itions, teacher beliefs, and disciplinary communication. 
While such investigations are useful for identifying ob-
servable patterns in students’ writing and reading develop-
ment, they offer limited insights into disciplinary literacy 
as a socially situated classroom practice (Kirkgöz, 2013; 
Wang, 2020). Studies focusing on Business subjects also 
showed methodological diversity, although qualitative 
designs were more common in this category (Dafouz, 
2020; Dafouz et al., 2018; Kim & Suh, 2024; Wang, 2020; 
You & You, 2025). These studies examined disciplinary 
writing, classroom discourse, or faculty perceptions, while 
Dafouz et al. (2023) and Green (2015) used quantitative 
approaches to examine students’ views of disciplinary lit-
eracies and the transfer of EAP writing knowledge to their 
disciplines.

Table 4
Theoretical frameworks and associated methodological patterns

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK CATEGORY AUTHOR NAME AND YEAR DOMINANT 
METHODOLOGY

Academic literacies / academic literacy 
instruction / academic discourse 
community / writing as social practice

Aizawa et al. (2025) Mixed methods (n = 3)
Qualitative (n = 3) 

Quantitative (n = 2)Carstens (2011)

Kim & Suh (2024)

Uso-Juan (2006)

Wang (2020)

Yin & Carmichael (2018)

Disciplinary literacy Bojović (2017) Quantitative (n = 3)
Qualitative (n = 2)

Mixed methods (n = 1)Dafouz et al. (2023)

Liu & Yuan (2024)

Odetallah (2025)

Pun & Onder-Ozdemir (2023)

Sanchez-Perez (2021)

Learner needs in EAP / needs analysis / 
EAP needs across academic disciplines / 
learning to write

Arno-Macia et al. (2020) Mixed methods (n= 5)
Quantitative (n=1)

Hadingham (2023)

DOMINANT RESEARCH 
DESIGN

Case study (n = 4)

Case study (n = 2)

Exploratory sequential (n = 2)

Hill et al. (2020)

Bacha & Bahous (2008)

Discipline specificity / discipline-specific 
writing / disciplinary writing expertise

Atai & Nazari (2011) Qualitative (n = 3)
Mixed methods (n = 2)

Quantitative (n = 2)

Case study (n = 3)

Mitchell & Pessoa (2017)

Mathew & Narayanan (2023)

Kirkgöz (2013)

Kirkgöz (2009)

Kim & Suh (2024)

Dafouz et al. (2023)

Bayram et al. (2022)

Bacha & Bahous (2008)

Atai & Shoja (2011)

Atai & Nazari (2011)
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(n = 1), and genre-based syllabus (n = 1) used qualitative, 
quantitative, and mixed methods designs. These studies 
(Arnbjörnsdóttir & Prinz, 2017; Arnó-Macià et al., 2020; 
Abouzeid, 2021; Khammee et al., 2024) show how genre-
specific instruction in EAP courses benefits students by fa-
cilitating discipline-specific skill development.

Overall, Table 4 indicates substantial conceptual and 
methodological divergence in the operationalisation of 
EAP and disciplinary literacy. Some studies treated EAP 
primarily as language support for academic reading and 
writing, whereas others positioned it as a means of discip-
linary enculturation through genre-based pedagogy, dis-
cipline-specific writing instruction, or collaboration 
between EAP and disciplinary teachers. As many studies 
did not provide explicit operational definitions of EAP or 
disciplinary literacy, cross-study comparisons remain diffi-
cult. This inconsistency is especially important because the 
theoretical framing of EAP and disciplinary literacy de-
termines what each study treats as evidence, whether 
learner needs, writing performance, disciplinary discourse, 
stakeholder perceptions, or measurable learning outcomes.

The frequencies in Table 4 show how often each the-
ory appeared across the corpus, rather than the total num-
ber of individual studies, as several studies utilised more 
than one theoretical framework and were therefore coun-
ted in more than one theoretical category.

4. DISCUSSION
The methodological orientation of the selected corpus 

shows a greater preference for qualitative (41.7%) and 
mixed methods (36.1%) designs than for quantitative 
designs (22.2%). The relatively close distribution between 
qualitative and mixed methods studies suggests that re-
searchers often approach disciplinary literacy develop-
ment as more than a simple input-output process in EMI 
education. As EAP implementation is intertwined with 
disciplinary assessment, teacher expectations, students’ 
prior English proficiency, disciplinary conventions, and 
the epistemological orientations of particular disciplines, 
the diverse methodological orientations reinforce Macaro 
et al.’s (2018, p. 2) observation that the ‘overall global pic-
ture [of EMI] is extremely complex and sometimes confusing’, 
especially in non-Anglophone HEIs. This methodological 
variation is therefore unsurprising in a field where lan-
guage, content learning, disciplinary knowledge-making, 
and institutional policy intersect in complex ways.

The geographical distribution indicates a stronger 
concentration of studies in Asia than in Europe, Africa or 
Transcontinental contexts. The studies from Asia were 
spread across East Asia (n = 10), West Asia (Middle East) 
(n = 8), and Southeast Asia (n = 4), while in Europe, studies 
were concentrated in Spain (n = 4), Austria and Spain (n = 
2), Iceland (n = 1), Serbia (n = 1), and Sweden (n = 1). Four 
studies were conducted in Transcontinental settings, e.g., 

Turkey (n = 3) and Russia (n = 1). Only one study was con-
ducted in Africa. Although the internationalisation of Eu-
ropean higher education was an early driver of EMI ex-
pansion (Tsou & Chen, 2014), the growth of EMI-related 
research in Asian contexts may be attributed to broader 
contextual factors, as discussed in EMI scholarship, includ-
ing internationalisation goals, graduate employability, in-
stitutional competitiveness, access to global academic 
knowledge, and increased attention to the challenges asso-
ciated with implementing EMI policies in multilingual, 
non-Anglophone contexts (Galloway et al., 2020; Rah-
man, 2022; Rahman & Hu, 2025a; Rahman & Hu, 2025b). 
These explanations should be considered contextual inter-
pretations supported by external literature rather than 
findings directly tested in this scoping review. Although 
the selected corpus does not provide sufficient evidence to 
explain Africa’s underrepresentation, Clegg and Simpson 
(2016) indicate that EMI is being adapted more slowly in 
many African HE contexts. This slower uptake, according 
to Nel and Ssentanda (2023), may be linked to infrastruc-
tural constraints, limited English proficiency among stu-
dents and teachers, and less developed policy frameworks 
for implementing EMI education. Therefore, the regional 
patterns identified in this scoping review should be inter-
preted descriptively rather than explanatorily and con-
sidered a basis for further empirical investigations.

The disciplinary distribution reveals an uneven re-
search landscape in the field. After recoding the mul-
tidisciplinary studies non-mutually exclusively, STEM 
was the most frequent disciplinary category (n = 20), fol-
lowed by Business (n = 12), Social Sciences (n = 11), and 
Arts and Humanities (n = 6). STEM-focused studies used 
mixed methods (n = 9), qualitative (n = 7), and quantitative 
designs (n = 4). This distribution suggests that STEM-fo-
cused studies were not limited to measuring readily ob-
servable learning outcomes, such as disciplinary vocabu-
lary development, writing performance, reading compre-
hension, or course achievement. It also examined 
classroom practices, genre expectations, student trans-
itions, teacher beliefs, and disciplinary communication. 
While such investigations are useful for identifying ob-
servable patterns in students’ writing and reading develop-
ment, they offer limited insights into disciplinary literacy 
as a socially situated classroom practice (Kirkgöz, 2013; 
Wang, 2020). Studies focusing on Business subjects also 
showed methodological diversity, although qualitative 
designs were more common in this category (Dafouz, 
2020; Dafouz et al., 2018; Kim & Suh, 2024; Wang, 2020; 
You & You, 2025). These studies examined disciplinary 
writing, classroom discourse, or faculty perceptions, while 
Dafouz et al. (2023) and Green (2015) used quantitative 
approaches to examine students’ views of disciplinary lit-
eracies and the transfer of EAP writing knowledge to their 
disciplines.

Table 4
Theoretical frameworks and associated methodological patterns

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK CATEGORY AUTHOR NAME AND YEAR DOMINANT 
METHODOLOGY

Academic literacies / academic literacy 
instruction / academic discourse 
community / writing as social practice

Aizawa et al. (2025) Mixed methods (n = 3)
Qualitative (n = 3) 

Quantitative (n = 2)Carstens (2011)

Kim & Suh (2024)

Uso-Juan (2006)

Wang (2020)

Yin & Carmichael (2018)

Disciplinary literacy Bojović (2017) Quantitative (n = 3)
Qualitative (n = 2)

Mixed methods (n = 1)Dafouz et al. (2023)

Liu & Yuan (2024)

Odetallah (2025)

Pun & Onder-Ozdemir (2023)

Sanchez-Perez (2021)

Learner needs in EAP / needs analysis / 
EAP needs across academic disciplines / 
learning to write

Arno-Macia et al. (2020) Mixed methods (n= 5)
Quantitative (n=1)

Hadingham (2023)

DOMINANT RESEARCH 
DESIGN

Case study (n = 4)

Case study (n = 2)

Exploratory sequential (n = 2)

Hill et al. (2020)

Bacha & Bahous (2008)

Discipline specificity / discipline-specific 
writing / disciplinary writing expertise

Atai & Nazari (2011) Qualitative (n = 3)
Mixed methods (n = 2)

Quantitative (n = 2)

Case study (n = 3)

Mitchell & Pessoa (2017)

Mathew & Narayanan (2023)

Kirkgöz (2013)

Kirkgöz (2009)

Kim & Suh (2024)

Dafouz et al. (2023)

Bayram et al. (2022)

Bacha & Bahous (2008)

Atai & Shoja (2011)

Atai & Nazari (2011)
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Studies focusing on Social Sciences subjects were 
mainly qualitative and mixed-methods while studies fo-
cusing on Arts and Humanities were distributed across 
mixed methods, qualitative and quantitative designs. 
However, the smaller number of studies in the Arts and 
Humanities makes it difficult to identify a strong methodo-
logical pattern. Several studies in these disciplinary cat-
egories were theoretically anchored by literacy-related 
concepts such as disciplinary literacy, academic literacies, 
and genre-based pedagogy (Kim & Suh, 2024), allowing 
them to examine how literacy practices are enacted within 
EMI classrooms, rather than treating literacy development 
only as a set of measurable language outcomes. As several 
studies in these categories used small samples or case study 
designs, their findings should be interpreted cautiously for 
policy recommendations or large-scale EMI interventions 
in similar non-Anglophone contexts. This distinction is 
important because the same broad disciplinary area can 
generate different methodological needs depending on 
whether the researcher is measuring student performance, 
analysing written texts, tracing learner development, 
evaluating an intervention, or examining stakeholder per-
ceptions.

The relationship between the theoretical and method-
ological orientations pertaining to the constructs of EAP 
and disciplinary literacy was not fixed. The theoretical 
framework categories were coded non-mutually exclus-
ively because several studies drew on more than one the-
oretical underpinning in their research. Based on the the-
oretical distinction established in the Introduction, the se-
lected corpus shows that theoretical constructs of advanced 
literacy development, domains of writing practice, pedago-
gical approaches, and methodological/curricular tools were 
used differently. Table 4 shows that 8 studies were coded 
under the broader academic literacies/academic literacy 
development category. Although four studies from this 
cluster were longitudinal (Aizawa et al., 2025; Carstens, 
2011; Kirkgöz, 2013; Mitchell & Pessoa, 2017), they used 
different methodological orientations. Aizawa et al. (2025) 
used mixed methods, Carstens (2011) used quantitative 
methods, and Kirkgöz (2013) and Mitchell and Pessoa 
(2017) used qualitative methods. The remaining four stud-
ies were cross-sectional. Among them, Dafouz et al. (2023) 
was quantitative, Kirkgöz (2009) and Mathew and Naray-
anan (2023) were mixed methods studies, and Kim and 
Suh’s (2024) study was qualitative.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK CATEGORY AUTHOR NAME AND YEAR DOMINANT 
METHODOLOGY

Genre pedagogy / genre-based approach Abouzeid (2021) Mixed methods (n = 2)
Qualitative (n = 1)

Quantitative (n = 1)
Arnbjörnsdóttir & Prinz (2017)

Genre analysis Sanchez-Perez (2021) Qualitative (n = 1)
Quantitative (n = 1)

Yin & Carmichael (2018)

Academic skills in EMI education / 
transdisciplinary EMI perspective

Aizawa et al. (2025) Mixed methods (n = 2)

Bayram et al. (2022)

Academic writing / WAC / WID Abouzeid (2021) Qualitative (n = 1)
Quantitative (n = 1)

Bacha & Bahous (2008)

Disciplinary discourse Carstens (2011) Qualitative (n = 1)
Quantitative (n = 1)

Pessoa et al. (2014)

ROAD-MAPPING Dafouz (2020) Qualitative (n = 2)

Eriksson (2018)

Systemic functional linguistics Mitchell & Pessoa (2017) Qualitative (n = 2)

CARS model Yin & Carmichael (2018) Qualitative (n = 1)

DOMINANT RESEARCH 
DESIGN

No single dominant design

No single dominant design

No single dominant design

No single dominant design

No single dominant design

No single dominant design

No single dominant design

Case study (n = 1)

Nha (2025)

Liu & Yuan (2024)

CLIL / CBI Kim et al. (2023) Mixed methods (n = 1)
Qualitative (n = 2)

Case study (n = 3)

Mathew & Narayanan (2023)

Fan et al. (2024)

Dafouz et al. (2018)

Arno-Macia et al. (2020) Mixed methods (n = 2)
Qualitative (n = 2)

Case study (n = 2)

Khammee et al. (2024)

Arnó-Macià et al. (2020)

Academic vocabulary Abouzeid (2021) Qualitative (n = 1) Case study (n = 1)

Hill et al. (2020)

Transfer of learning / learning transfer in 
EAP / transfer taxonomy

Green (2015) Mixed methods (n = 1)
Quantitative (n = 1)

No single dominant design

Pessoa et al. (2014)

Disciplinary genre and academic writing

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK CATEGORY AUTHOR NAME AND YEAR DOMINANT 
METHODOLOGY

Disciplinary identity Arnó-Macià et al. (2020) Mixed methods (n = 1)

Khammee et al. (2024) Quantitative (n = 1)

Threshold theory Nha (2025) Qualitative (n = 1)

DOMINANT RESEARCH 
DESIGN

Embedded design (n = 1)

Quasi-experimental (n = 1)

Case study (n = 1)

Sociocultural discourse perspective Dafouz et al. (2018) Qualitative (n = 1) Case study (n = 1)

Process-oriented model of teacher 
professional development

Kim & Suh (2024) Qualitative (n = 1) Case study (n = 1)

Prior knowledge and reading 
comprehension

Usó-Juan (2006) Quantitative (n = 1) Quasi-experimental (n = 1)

Utkina (2021) Mixed methods (n = 1) Case study (n = 1)

Bayram et al. (2022) Mixed methods (n = 1) Convergent parallel (n = 1)

Kim et al. (2023) Mixed methods (n = 1) Case study (n = 1)

Carstens (2011) Quantitative (n = 1) Quasi-experimental (n = 1)

You & You (2025) Qualitative (n = 1) Case study (n = 1)

Wang (2020) Qualitative (n = 1) Case study (n = 1)Genre as social action

Genre knowledge

Genre-based syllabus

Interdisciplinary collaboration

Learner-centred course design

Metaphor-based instruction model

ESP material design / four-move model

Note: Theoretical framework categories are non-mutually exclusive. Each study was coded once under each relevant theoretical framework category; therefore, 
some studies appear in more than one row, and the sum of associated-study counts exceeds the total number of selected studies (n = 36). Methodological 
orientation and research-design counts, however, follow the mutually exclusive coding reported in Table 3.
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Studies focusing on Social Sciences subjects were 
mainly qualitative and mixed-methods while studies fo-
cusing on Arts and Humanities were distributed across 
mixed methods, qualitative and quantitative designs. 
However, the smaller number of studies in the Arts and 
Humanities makes it difficult to identify a strong methodo-
logical pattern. Several studies in these disciplinary cat-
egories were theoretically anchored by literacy-related 
concepts such as disciplinary literacy, academic literacies, 
and genre-based pedagogy (Kim & Suh, 2024), allowing 
them to examine how literacy practices are enacted within 
EMI classrooms, rather than treating literacy development 
only as a set of measurable language outcomes. As several 
studies in these categories used small samples or case study 
designs, their findings should be interpreted cautiously for 
policy recommendations or large-scale EMI interventions 
in similar non-Anglophone contexts. This distinction is 
important because the same broad disciplinary area can 
generate different methodological needs depending on 
whether the researcher is measuring student performance, 
analysing written texts, tracing learner development, 
evaluating an intervention, or examining stakeholder per-
ceptions.

The relationship between the theoretical and method-
ological orientations pertaining to the constructs of EAP 
and disciplinary literacy was not fixed. The theoretical 
framework categories were coded non-mutually exclus-
ively because several studies drew on more than one the-
oretical underpinning in their research. Based on the the-
oretical distinction established in the Introduction, the se-
lected corpus shows that theoretical constructs of advanced 
literacy development, domains of writing practice, pedago-
gical approaches, and methodological/curricular tools were 
used differently. Table 4 shows that 8 studies were coded 
under the broader academic literacies/academic literacy 
development category. Although four studies from this 
cluster were longitudinal (Aizawa et al., 2025; Carstens, 
2011; Kirkgöz, 2013; Mitchell & Pessoa, 2017), they used 
different methodological orientations. Aizawa et al. (2025) 
used mixed methods, Carstens (2011) used quantitative 
methods, and Kirkgöz (2013) and Mitchell and Pessoa 
(2017) used qualitative methods. The remaining four stud-
ies were cross-sectional. Among them, Dafouz et al. (2023) 
was quantitative, Kirkgöz (2009) and Mathew and Naray-
anan (2023) were mixed methods studies, and Kim and 
Suh’s (2024) study was qualitative.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK CATEGORY AUTHOR NAME AND YEAR DOMINANT 
METHODOLOGY

Genre pedagogy / genre-based approach Abouzeid (2021) Mixed methods (n = 2)
Qualitative (n = 1)

Quantitative (n = 1)
Arnbjörnsdóttir & Prinz (2017)

Genre analysis Sanchez-Perez (2021) Qualitative (n = 1)
Quantitative (n = 1)

Yin & Carmichael (2018)

Academic skills in EMI education / 
transdisciplinary EMI perspective

Aizawa et al. (2025) Mixed methods (n = 2)

Bayram et al. (2022)

Academic writing / WAC / WID Abouzeid (2021) Qualitative (n = 1)
Quantitative (n = 1)

Bacha & Bahous (2008)

Disciplinary discourse Carstens (2011) Qualitative (n = 1)
Quantitative (n = 1)

Pessoa et al. (2014)

ROAD-MAPPING Dafouz (2020) Qualitative (n = 2)

Eriksson (2018)

Systemic functional linguistics Mitchell & Pessoa (2017) Qualitative (n = 2)

CARS model Yin & Carmichael (2018) Qualitative (n = 1)

DOMINANT RESEARCH 
DESIGN

No single dominant design

No single dominant design

No single dominant design

No single dominant design

No single dominant design

No single dominant design

No single dominant design

Case study (n = 1)

Nha (2025)

Liu & Yuan (2024)

CLIL / CBI Kim et al. (2023) Mixed methods (n = 1)
Qualitative (n = 2)

Case study (n = 3)

Mathew & Narayanan (2023)

Fan et al. (2024)

Dafouz et al. (2018)

Arno-Macia et al. (2020) Mixed methods (n = 2)
Qualitative (n = 2)

Case study (n = 2)

Khammee et al. (2024)

Arnó-Macià et al. (2020)

Academic vocabulary Abouzeid (2021) Qualitative (n = 1) Case study (n = 1)

Hill et al. (2020)

Transfer of learning / learning transfer in 
EAP / transfer taxonomy

Green (2015) Mixed methods (n = 1)
Quantitative (n = 1)

No single dominant design

Pessoa et al. (2014)

Disciplinary genre and academic writing

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK CATEGORY AUTHOR NAME AND YEAR DOMINANT 
METHODOLOGY

Disciplinary identity Arnó-Macià et al. (2020) Mixed methods (n = 1)

Khammee et al. (2024) Quantitative (n = 1)

Threshold theory Nha (2025) Qualitative (n = 1)

DOMINANT RESEARCH 
DESIGN

Embedded design (n = 1)

Quasi-experimental (n = 1)

Case study (n = 1)

Sociocultural discourse perspective Dafouz et al. (2018) Qualitative (n = 1) Case study (n = 1)

Process-oriented model of teacher 
professional development

Kim & Suh (2024) Qualitative (n = 1) Case study (n = 1)

Prior knowledge and reading 
comprehension

Usó-Juan (2006) Quantitative (n = 1) Quasi-experimental (n = 1)

Utkina (2021) Mixed methods (n = 1) Case study (n = 1)

Bayram et al. (2022) Mixed methods (n = 1) Convergent parallel (n = 1)

Kim et al. (2023) Mixed methods (n = 1) Case study (n = 1)

Carstens (2011) Quantitative (n = 1) Quasi-experimental (n = 1)

You & You (2025) Qualitative (n = 1) Case study (n = 1)

Wang (2020) Qualitative (n = 1) Case study (n = 1)Genre as social action

Genre knowledge

Genre-based syllabus

Interdisciplinary collaboration

Learner-centred course design

Metaphor-based instruction model

ESP material design / four-move model

Note: Theoretical framework categories are non-mutually exclusive. Each study was coded once under each relevant theoretical framework category; therefore, 
some studies appear in more than one row, and the sum of associated-study counts exceeds the total number of selected studies (n = 36). Methodological 
orientation and research-design counts, however, follow the mutually exclusive coding reported in Table 3.
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 A similar pattern appeared in the studies (n = 6) that 
used disciplinary literacy as their theoretical framework. 
Two were longitudinal qualitative studies (Liu & Yuan, 
2024; Odetallah, 2025), whereas four were cross-sectional 
studies (Bojović, 2017; Dafouz et al., 2023; Pun & Önder-
Özdemir, 2023; Sánchez-Pérez, 2021). Among the cross-
sectional studies, three were qualitative, and one used 
mixed methods. Dafouz et al. (2023) is particularly import-
ant because it draws on both disciplinary literacy and aca-
demic literacies. Variation is also evident in studies using 
discipline-specificity/discipline-specific writing and 
learner needs in EAP/needs analysis. For example, the 
studies using discipline-specificity/discipline-specific writ-
ing as their theoretical framework included Atai and Naz-
ari (2011), Bacha and Bahous (2008), Hill et al. (2020), 
Kim and Suh (2024), Usó-Juan (2006), Wang (2020) and 
Yin and Carmichael (2018). These studies differed meth-
odologically, e.g., two studies used mixed methods, two 
used quantitative methods and three used qualitative 
methods.

This variation suggests that the same theoretical 
framework can be used across different methodological ap-
proaches instead of remaining tied to a single methodolo-
gical approach.

A further issue is conceptual and reporting transpar-
ency. As many studies do not provide clear operational 
definitions of key constructs such as disciplinary literacy 
and EAP, cross-study comparisons remain difficult. Al-
though some studies have described how EAP was imple-
mented, there is still limited reporting about the number of 
instructional hours, types of assessment used to measure 
student progress, and qualification and expertise of the 
EAP lecturers (Eriksson, 2018). Similarly, several needs 
analysis studies (Arnó-Macià et al., 2020; Atai & Nazari, 
2011) did not consistently connect their findings to discip-
linary literacy development, as they tended to focus on 
language as a skill (Hadingham, 2023). This indicates a 
conceptual gap because needs analysis was less often ex-
tended into a fuller account of how students develop dis-
cipline-specific literacy practices in EMI programmes. 
From the selected corpus, only four studies triangulated 
the perspectives of three stakeholders: EAP teachers, EMI 
teachers, and students (Atai & Nazari, 2011; Atai & Shoja, 
2011; Kim et al., 2023; Odetallah, 2025). This suggests that 
empirical investigations into EAP and disciplinary literacy 
development in non-Anglophone EMI universities risk 
overlooking the complex ways in which literacy develop-
ment is shaped by everyday classroom practices, cur-
riculum, and institutional policies. The observed relation-
ships among geography, discipline, and methodological 
orientation suggest that policy priorities and resource 
availability may shape methodological choices in non-
Anglophone EMI research. However, this scoping review 
does not claim to establish a causal relationship between 

context and methodological choices. Rather, it identifies 
where such patterns appear and where both exploratory 
and explanatory studies are needed
 

5. CONCLUSION
This scoping review maps the conceptual and method-

ological landscape of research on disciplinary literacy and 
EAP in non-Anglophone EMI higher education. In re-
sponse to the first research question, the review identified 
variations across both geographical contexts and academic 
disciplines, although South Asia, Latin America, and 
Africa remain underrepresented in research on EAP and 
disciplinary literacy development in EMI education. In re-
sponse to the second research question, qualitative and 
mixed methods studies were more common than quantitat-
ive studies in the selected corpus. In response to the third 
research question, the theoretical orientations and defini-
tions of key constructs were associated with different 
methodological choices, but these associations should not 
be interpreted causally. Instead, these orientations shaped 
what each study treated as evidence, including EAP/ESAP 
needs, discipline-specific reading and writing, language 
proficiency, content learning and stakeholder perceptions. 
This scoping review does not identify which type of EAP 
intervention is most effective for facilitating disciplinary 
literacy development; rather, it explains how EAP and dis-
ciplinary literacy have been conceptualised across empiric-
al investigations conducted in non-Anglophone EMI set-
tings.

This scoping review offers several implications for re-
searchers, policymakers, and institutional stakeholders 
(EAP teachers, EMI teachers, and students) in non-Anglo-
phone HEIs. First, the review underscores the need for 
greater theoretical clarity and methodological transpar-
ency in empirical studies focusing on disciplinary literacy 
and EAP in EMI education. Future studies should define 
their conceptual frameworks more explicitly and clarify 
whether and how key constructs are understood as theor-
ies of literacy development, pedagogical approaches, do-
mains of writing practice, or classroom instruction. This is 
important because constructs such as academic writing, 
academic vocabulary, genre, EAP, and disciplinary literacy 
have not always been connected to a coherent account of 
how the development of disciplinary literacy is facilitated 
in EMI higher education. Therefore, future research needs 
to establish a stronger correspondence between EAP, dis-
ciplinary literacy, and the forms of evidence used to exam-
ine them. For instance, future studies can specify the 
mechanism through which EAP is expected to support dis-
ciplinary literacy development. This includes the specific 
type of EAP implementation, the disciplinary literacy 
practices targeted, the duration and intensity of instruc-
tion, the assessment measures used and the rationale for 
selecting particular data sources. Such reporting would 

make cross-study comparison more meaningful, allowing 
researchers, policymakers and practitioners to distinguish 
between studies that examine EAP as general language 
support, discipline-specific writing instruction, genre-
based pedagogy or disciplinary enculturation.

Second, the review also points to the importance of 
longitudinal studies and multi-stakeholder research. Fu-
ture empirical studies should integrate the perspectives of 
other stakeholders who remain underrepresented in the 
current literature, including administrators, course co-
ordinators, and materials developers. Such research could 
help examine how classroom practices, curricula, and lan-
guage policies affect the development of disciplinary liter-
acy over time in non-Anglophone EMI settings. It could 
also clarify how different stakeholders understand the role 
of EAP in supporting students’ transition from general aca-
demic language skills to discipline-specific literacy prac-
tices.

Third, as South Asia, Latin America, and Africa are 
underrepresented in the selected corpus, future research 
should examine how EMI policy and practice, language 
ideologies, and institutional resources influence the design, 
accessibility, and perceived role of EAP in disciplinary lit-
eracy development across these geographies. Research can 
also examine highly multilingual contexts (e.g., Nigeria, 
Rwanda, Morocco, Indonesia, Nepal, and Brazil), as well as 
contexts where language policy and classroom practice are 
misaligned (e.g., Bangladesh, Pakistan) to explore whether 
and how the use of students’ mother tongue in EMI and 
EAP classrooms through translanguaging (Rafi & Morgan, 
2024; Rahman & Hu, 2025b) can support disciplinary    

literacy development during the transition from vernacu-
lar-medium to EMI higher education. Future studies can 
also compare access to EAP support in rural and urban EMI 
universities, examining how students, EAP teachers, and 
disciplinary teachers perceive its role in facilitating discip-
linary literacy development.

This scoping review is limited by its explicit focus on 
peer-reviewed journal articles, reliance on selected data-
bases, exclusion of grey and non-English studies, and ab-
sence of effect size synthesis. While the use of the 
PRISMA-ScR framework supports transparent reporting, 
the selection and categorisation of studies based on meth-
odological orientations, together with the interpretive 
nature of content analysis, may have introduced some de-
gree of researcher bias. Despite these limitations, this scop-
ing review contributes to Macaro et al.’s (2018) call for a 
supranational synthesis of EMI research by clarifying how 
disciplinary literacy and EAP have been operationalised in 
non-Anglophone EMI higher education contexts, how dif-
ferent research methods, designs, and theoretical orienta-
tions have been used, what type of reporting remains lim-
ited, and what future studies need to document more sys-
tematically. More broadly, this scoping review provides a 
foundation for future studies to ensure consistency 
between their methodological orientation and the dual fo-
cus of EMI education: developing linguistic competence 
and disciplinary socialisation. It also emphasises the im-
portance of collaboration and professional development 
among disciplinary and EAP teachers to integrate EAP and 
disciplinary literacy more explicitly into non-Anglophone 
EMI higher education institutions.
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 A similar pattern appeared in the studies (n = 6) that 
used disciplinary literacy as their theoretical framework. 
Two were longitudinal qualitative studies (Liu & Yuan, 
2024; Odetallah, 2025), whereas four were cross-sectional 
studies (Bojović, 2017; Dafouz et al., 2023; Pun & Önder-
Özdemir, 2023; Sánchez-Pérez, 2021). Among the cross-
sectional studies, three were qualitative, and one used 
mixed methods. Dafouz et al. (2023) is particularly import-
ant because it draws on both disciplinary literacy and aca-
demic literacies. Variation is also evident in studies using 
discipline-specificity/discipline-specific writing and 
learner needs in EAP/needs analysis. For example, the 
studies using discipline-specificity/discipline-specific writ-
ing as their theoretical framework included Atai and Naz-
ari (2011), Bacha and Bahous (2008), Hill et al. (2020), 
Kim and Suh (2024), Usó-Juan (2006), Wang (2020) and 
Yin and Carmichael (2018). These studies differed meth-
odologically, e.g., two studies used mixed methods, two 
used quantitative methods and three used qualitative 
methods.

This variation suggests that the same theoretical 
framework can be used across different methodological ap-
proaches instead of remaining tied to a single methodolo-
gical approach.

A further issue is conceptual and reporting transpar-
ency. As many studies do not provide clear operational 
definitions of key constructs such as disciplinary literacy 
and EAP, cross-study comparisons remain difficult. Al-
though some studies have described how EAP was imple-
mented, there is still limited reporting about the number of 
instructional hours, types of assessment used to measure 
student progress, and qualification and expertise of the 
EAP lecturers (Eriksson, 2018). Similarly, several needs 
analysis studies (Arnó-Macià et al., 2020; Atai & Nazari, 
2011) did not consistently connect their findings to discip-
linary literacy development, as they tended to focus on 
language as a skill (Hadingham, 2023). This indicates a 
conceptual gap because needs analysis was less often ex-
tended into a fuller account of how students develop dis-
cipline-specific literacy practices in EMI programmes. 
From the selected corpus, only four studies triangulated 
the perspectives of three stakeholders: EAP teachers, EMI 
teachers, and students (Atai & Nazari, 2011; Atai & Shoja, 
2011; Kim et al., 2023; Odetallah, 2025). This suggests that 
empirical investigations into EAP and disciplinary literacy 
development in non-Anglophone EMI universities risk 
overlooking the complex ways in which literacy develop-
ment is shaped by everyday classroom practices, cur-
riculum, and institutional policies. The observed relation-
ships among geography, discipline, and methodological 
orientation suggest that policy priorities and resource 
availability may shape methodological choices in non-
Anglophone EMI research. However, this scoping review 
does not claim to establish a causal relationship between 

context and methodological choices. Rather, it identifies 
where such patterns appear and where both exploratory 
and explanatory studies are needed
 

5. CONCLUSION
This scoping review maps the conceptual and method-

ological landscape of research on disciplinary literacy and 
EAP in non-Anglophone EMI higher education. In re-
sponse to the first research question, the review identified 
variations across both geographical contexts and academic 
disciplines, although South Asia, Latin America, and 
Africa remain underrepresented in research on EAP and 
disciplinary literacy development in EMI education. In re-
sponse to the second research question, qualitative and 
mixed methods studies were more common than quantitat-
ive studies in the selected corpus. In response to the third 
research question, the theoretical orientations and defini-
tions of key constructs were associated with different 
methodological choices, but these associations should not 
be interpreted causally. Instead, these orientations shaped 
what each study treated as evidence, including EAP/ESAP 
needs, discipline-specific reading and writing, language 
proficiency, content learning and stakeholder perceptions. 
This scoping review does not identify which type of EAP 
intervention is most effective for facilitating disciplinary 
literacy development; rather, it explains how EAP and dis-
ciplinary literacy have been conceptualised across empiric-
al investigations conducted in non-Anglophone EMI set-
tings.

This scoping review offers several implications for re-
searchers, policymakers, and institutional stakeholders 
(EAP teachers, EMI teachers, and students) in non-Anglo-
phone HEIs. First, the review underscores the need for 
greater theoretical clarity and methodological transpar-
ency in empirical studies focusing on disciplinary literacy 
and EAP in EMI education. Future studies should define 
their conceptual frameworks more explicitly and clarify 
whether and how key constructs are understood as theor-
ies of literacy development, pedagogical approaches, do-
mains of writing practice, or classroom instruction. This is 
important because constructs such as academic writing, 
academic vocabulary, genre, EAP, and disciplinary literacy 
have not always been connected to a coherent account of 
how the development of disciplinary literacy is facilitated 
in EMI higher education. Therefore, future research needs 
to establish a stronger correspondence between EAP, dis-
ciplinary literacy, and the forms of evidence used to exam-
ine them. For instance, future studies can specify the 
mechanism through which EAP is expected to support dis-
ciplinary literacy development. This includes the specific 
type of EAP implementation, the disciplinary literacy 
practices targeted, the duration and intensity of instruc-
tion, the assessment measures used and the rationale for 
selecting particular data sources. Such reporting would 

make cross-study comparison more meaningful, allowing 
researchers, policymakers and practitioners to distinguish 
between studies that examine EAP as general language 
support, discipline-specific writing instruction, genre-
based pedagogy or disciplinary enculturation.

Second, the review also points to the importance of 
longitudinal studies and multi-stakeholder research. Fu-
ture empirical studies should integrate the perspectives of 
other stakeholders who remain underrepresented in the 
current literature, including administrators, course co-
ordinators, and materials developers. Such research could 
help examine how classroom practices, curricula, and lan-
guage policies affect the development of disciplinary liter-
acy over time in non-Anglophone EMI settings. It could 
also clarify how different stakeholders understand the role 
of EAP in supporting students’ transition from general aca-
demic language skills to discipline-specific literacy prac-
tices.

Third, as South Asia, Latin America, and Africa are 
underrepresented in the selected corpus, future research 
should examine how EMI policy and practice, language 
ideologies, and institutional resources influence the design, 
accessibility, and perceived role of EAP in disciplinary lit-
eracy development across these geographies. Research can 
also examine highly multilingual contexts (e.g., Nigeria, 
Rwanda, Morocco, Indonesia, Nepal, and Brazil), as well as 
contexts where language policy and classroom practice are 
misaligned (e.g., Bangladesh, Pakistan) to explore whether 
and how the use of students’ mother tongue in EMI and 
EAP classrooms through translanguaging (Rafi & Morgan, 
2024; Rahman & Hu, 2025b) can support disciplinary    

literacy development during the transition from vernacu-
lar-medium to EMI higher education. Future studies can 
also compare access to EAP support in rural and urban EMI 
universities, examining how students, EAP teachers, and 
disciplinary teachers perceive its role in facilitating discip-
linary literacy development.

This scoping review is limited by its explicit focus on 
peer-reviewed journal articles, reliance on selected data-
bases, exclusion of grey and non-English studies, and ab-
sence of effect size synthesis. While the use of the 
PRISMA-ScR framework supports transparent reporting, 
the selection and categorisation of studies based on meth-
odological orientations, together with the interpretive 
nature of content analysis, may have introduced some de-
gree of researcher bias. Despite these limitations, this scop-
ing review contributes to Macaro et al.’s (2018) call for a 
supranational synthesis of EMI research by clarifying how 
disciplinary literacy and EAP have been operationalised in 
non-Anglophone EMI higher education contexts, how dif-
ferent research methods, designs, and theoretical orienta-
tions have been used, what type of reporting remains lim-
ited, and what future studies need to document more sys-
tematically. More broadly, this scoping review provides a 
foundation for future studies to ensure consistency 
between their methodological orientation and the dual fo-
cus of EMI education: developing linguistic competence 
and disciplinary socialisation. It also emphasises the im-
portance of collaboration and professional development 
among disciplinary and EAP teachers to integrate EAP and 
disciplinary literacy more explicitly into non-Anglophone 
EMI higher education institutions.
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