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A B S T R A C T   

Using a latent profile analysis, we attempted to categorize Ghanaian pre-service teachers according to the levels 
of their English language linguistic challenges and to investigate how these challenges relate to their teaching 
self-efficacy beliefs. A sequential mixed method approach was adopted, surveying 300 participants and followed 
by eight interviews. We found that speaking skills were the most challenging for the participants. Qualitative 
results revealed that the participants have limited vocabulary, difficulty in developing coherent paragraphs, 
challenges with pronunciation, inadequate orthographic knowledge, and grammatical challenges. We observed 
that the higher the participants’ linguistic challenges, the lower their self-efficacy beliefs.   

1. Introduction 

English as a medium of instruction in jurisdictions where the English 
language is not the first language (L1) of the majority of teachers and 
students has gained prominence over the past decades (Soruç et al., 
2021; Macaro et al., 2018). This trend could partially be attributed to the 
introduction of English-mediated programmes in higher education in
stitutions which have adopted English as a language of instruction due to 
a desire for internationalisation (Bradford, 2012). However, even before 
the increase in this trend, English has been used as a language of in
struction in some Commonwealth African countries like Ghana since the 
beginning of formal education in those nations. Despite the history of 
English being the medium of instruction in some parts of Africa, little 
attention has been given to this phenomenon in these countries (Macaro 
et al., 2018). This has led us to investigate the linguistic challenges 
Ghanaian pre-service teachers encounter in their training to become 
teachers when English is used as a medium of instruction, and how these 
challenges relate to their (pre-service) teacher self-efficacy beliefs. 

Due to the numerous indigenous languages spoken in Ghana, a 
circumstance which can be partly attributed to the country’s colonial 
past with Britain, English, a colonial legacy, is the language of education 
at most levels of formal education in the country. Over time, there have 
been some fluctuations in the country’s language policy. However, the 

current language-in-education policy of the country stipulates that the 
L1s of respective communities should be used as the language of in
struction from kindergarten to grade three, whereas the English lan
guage will be taught as a subject during this period (Leherr, 2009). 
When pupils progress to grade four and beyond, English becomes the 
language of instruction, and some of the various L1s become subjects of 
study. This structure aims to ensure a smooth transition from L1 to the 
second language (L2). Unfortunately, it has not resulted in completely 
satisfactory outcomes as members of the Ghana Association of Teachers 
of English have raised concerns about the inadequate English profi
ciency of senior high school students (Akowuah et al., 2018). In addi
tion, the English language chief examiner’s reports (2018, 2019, 2020) 
from the West Africa Examination Council (WAEC1) indicated that most 
senior high school graduates in Ghana face significant challenges with 
the English language. These challenges are evident in the final West 
Africa Senior Secondary School Certificate Examination (WASSCE), the 
most common requirement for admission into tertiary education in 
Ghana. Among the challenges identified were ‘spelling errors’, ‘faulty 
constructions’, ‘poor grammar’, ‘wrong use of words, and poor punc
tuation in the essays of the candidates’ (WAEC, 2020, p. 142). 

Students with these challenges may nevertheless obtain the mini
mum grade required to gain admission to various higher education in
stitutions. However, if these English linguistic challenges remain 
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unresolved, they may encounter challenges in the learning process at the 
higher education level since teaching and learning at that level of edu
cation are based on more abstract concepts and theories. In the case of 
teacher education students, these challenges do not end there, as these 
students will become full-fledged teachers in schools where they will 
have to teach English (as content) and teach in English (as a medium of 
instruction). In the lower grades, the (pre-service) teacher should be able 
to assist children to learn to read and to read to learn in the English 
language. In grade 4, they should support the transition from L1 medium 
instruction to English Medium Instruction (EMI) and from grade 4 on
wards use English as the language of instruction. Throughout all grades, 
they are expected to identify children with literacy problems in the 
English language and provide remediation (Ministry of Education, 
2017). 

To execute this task effectively, the (pre-service) teachers among 
other things, should be fluent in the English Language; otherwise, their 
lack of proficient English skills may be passed on to pupils in their 
formative years. If critical attention is not paid to this situation, it could 
remain an unfortunate cycle in the country’s education system. 

2. Literature review 

2.1. Students’ language-related challenges at the higher education level 

Previous studies have revealed that productive language skills 
(speaking and writing) pose more challenges to students than receptive 
language skills (listening and reading) do in most EMI contexts (Aizawa 
& Rose, 2020; Kamaşak et al., 2021; Shepard & Rose, 2023). For 
instance, writing skills have been identified as difficult for students in 
EMI programmes (Aizawa et al., 2020; Evans & Morrison, 2011; 
Galloway et al., 2017; Shepard & Morrison, 2021) and Spontaneous 
speech production, an aspect of speaking skills, has also been identified 
as a challenge for students (Suzuki et al., 2017; al Zumor, 2019). 

Although productive skills have been identified as predominantly 
challenging for students, this does not imply that students do not 
encounter challenges in receptive language skills. Some students find it 
difficult to comprehend their teachers’ accents (Evans & Morrison, 
2011) and understand lectures and study materials (Curle et al., 2020 ), 
leading them to resort to memorization (Galloway et al., 2017). There
fore, it could be predicted based on these previous findings that these 
students may complete their educational programmes without being 
able to apply the knowledge acquired in real-life situations. This re
iterates the importance of the language of instruction in the achievement 
of educational objectives. 

To overcome these linguistic challenges, adequate knowledge and 
mastery of certain micro-skills are required. For instance, students 
require adequate vocabulary knowledge (Dabbagh & Janebi Enayat, 
2019), grammar, and orthographic skills (Arfé et al., 2016) to enhance 
their writing skills. In the same vein, they need graphophonic knowledge 
or word recognition skills alongside knowledge of punctuation to read 
effectively. The insufficiency of these micro-skills may lead to various 
linguistic challenges, thereby resulting in a lower language proficiency 
level. Therefore, it is not surprising that Pessoa et al. (2014) discovered 
that students have difficulties in reading comprehension because of their 
lack of vocabulary knowledge. Further in line with the specific chal
lenges students encounter in EMI, Rose et al. (2020) revealed that 
working out the meaning of difficult words (unfamiliar words) is a 
stumbling block for students in EMI situations in China. This indicates 
that these Chinese students first lack the requisite vocabulary knowledge 
and cannot rely on other contextual clues to derive the meaning of un
familiar words. 

Previous studies (see Aizawa et al., 2020; Kamaşak et al., 2021; Soruç 
et al., 2021) have delineated the linguistic challenges that students 
encounter when studying in EMI programmes. However, there are gaps 
in the literature, as none of these studies has focused on pre-service 
teachers in Africa who are expected to use English for instruction in 

their future teaching careers. In addition, most existing studies adopted 
a variable-centred approach in their investigations. These approaches 
usually gloss over qualitative heterogeneity that may exist among par
ticipants. For instance, Kamaşak et al. (2021) concluded that on average, 
participants did not report significant challenges because overall, items 
on the EMI challenge instrument had a mean score above 4 on a scale 
from 1 to 7. However, the standard deviations for all items were above 1, 
which indicates considerable variation in the level of linguistic chal
lenges among participants. This suggests that at least part of the par
ticipants had scores below the midpoint and reported linguistic 
challenges. In the case of (pre-service) teachers in English-mediated 
educational systems, this is of utmost concern not only for their 
learning but also for their future careers as they are expected to use 
English for instructional purposes and teach English as a subject 
(content). 

2.2. The concept of self-efficacy 

The concept of self-efficacy is premised on Bandura’s (1997) Social 
Cognitive Theory, which proposes that individuals have a degree of 
control over their cognitive processes and behaviour (Bandura, 1997; 
Pajares, 2003). The implication is that the individual is considered the 
agent of the resultant event that they deliberately orchestrate. On a 
general level, self-efficacy is the conviction that individuals hold about 
being able to execute a given task in different situations (Bandura, 
1997). This conviction influences the behaviour of the individual in 
executing the task and has consequences for the outcome they achieve. 
Importantly, self-efficacy is situated on internal strengths and capabil
ities needed to execute a task. In other words, although self-efficacy 
alone can raise and sustain motivation, it does not necessarily lead to 
the accomplishment of the desired result if the requisite skills are absent 
(Bandura, 1993, 1997; Zimmerman, 1995). 

According to Markova (2021), teacher self-efficacy is the belief a 
teacher has in their abilities to accomplish tasks related to pedagogy 
within specific teaching contexts. This concept is important because it is 
related to other factors relevant to effective and efficient teaching and 
learning. First, teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs impact their commitment to 
teaching (Bandura, 1993) and the teaching profession (Chesnut & 
Burley, 2015). Further, it has a significant influence on the academic 
environment they create for their students, the teaching and learning 
activities they design for lessons (Bandura, 1997; Markova, 2021; 
Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001), and teachers’ willingness to try new 
and different instructional strategies (Cerit, 2013; Tschannen & Hoy, 
2001). Additionally, teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs have implications for 
teachers’ classroom planning and management (Tschannen-Moran & 
Hoy, 2001; Bay, 2020), teachers’ desire to spend more hours with 
struggling students (Bottiani et al., 2019) as well as students’ achieve
ment (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001; Mojavezi & Tamiz, 2012; 
Mohamadi & Asadzadeh, 2011). In essence, teacher self-efficacy belief is 
one of the powerful constructs needed to attain educational objectives. 

According to Bandura (1997), although a teacher’s self-efficacy is 
related to their actions, certain factors can affect the strength of this 
relationship. Some of these factors may be the requirements of the 
teaching task to be accomplished (Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998; 
Tschannen-Moran & Johnson, 2011) and teachers’ judgments of their 
personal competence such as internal strengths and deficits (Tschan
nen-Moran & Hoy, 2007). For instance, in a context where the language 
of instruction is not the L1 of the teachers, inadequate proficiency in 
English (the language of instruction) may be one of the factors that affect 
self-efficacy negatively. This echoes Bandura’s (1997) assertion that 
‘people do not hold vacuous efficacy beliefs devoid of any underlying 
capabilities’ (p. 61). This also makes it relevant to investigate the rela
tionship between pre-service teachers’ English language linguistic 
challenges and their teaching self-efficacy to see if there are indications 
of such relationships. 
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2.3. (Pre-service) teachers’ self-efficacy and English as a language of 
instruction 

In most educational contexts where English is not the L1 of both 
teachers and students including Ghana, the English language is viewed 
from two different perspectives (Procorari, 2020). The first perspective 
is that English is a pedagogical tool (medium of instruction) for teaching 
other content areas, such as Mathematics and Science. The second 
perspective is English is considered a subject of study (content). How
ever, while much research has focused on English language teachers’ 
self-efficacy (see Chacón, 2005; Ghasemboland & Hashim, 2013), little 
attention has been paid to the impact of using English as a medium of 
instruction on the self-efficacy beliefs of teachers who use English as a 
pedagogical tool to teach other subject areas. Existing scientific evidence 
from English as L2 contexts indicates that the self-efficacy of some 
teachers who teach in English is undermined. This is in line with Wyatt’s 
(2018) assertion that the self-efficacy beliefs of teachers who do not 
teach in their L1 may be threatened, which can impact how they feel 
about using the language in class for instructional purposes. For 
instance, Tsui (2018) identified in Taiwan that the self-efficacy beliefs of 
teachers who teach in English-mediated programmes were adversely 
affected because of a lack of training to use English as a language of 
instruction. 

3. Research questions 

Since English is used as a medium of instruction in most formal ed
ucation in Ghana, it implies that pre-service teachers (teacher edu
cation students) do not only experience EMI in their education 
(training); they are also responsible for providing EMI in later pro
fessions. The duality of EMI for learning and future work may pose 
challenges in either context if teacher education students have lin
guistic challenges in English. Against the background of general 
concerns about students’ English language skills, we sought to 
answer the following research questions:   

1. Which English language skills pose the greatest challenges to pre- 
service teachers in Ghana?  

2. What are the patterns of EMI linguistic challenges among pre-service 
teachers in Ghana?  

3. What is the relationship between Ghanaian pre-service teachers’ self- 
efficacy beliefs and their EMI linguistic challenges? 

To answer RQ1, a sequential mixed method approach (Creswell, 
2009) was employed where quantitative analysis was initially used to 
identify which of the English macro language skills – listening, speaking, 
reading, and writing – posed the most challenges to the participants and 
later followed by qualitative analysis to explore the micro language 
skills that pose challenges to participants. A quantitative analysis was 
used to answer RQ2 and RQ3. It is important to mention that RQ3 was 
dependent on RQ2 because the relationship between participants’ 
teaching self-efficacy beliefs and their EMI linguistic challenges was 
determined based on the patterns identified in RQ2. 

4. Method 

The first step in the research was to obtain formal permission from 
the principals of four colleges of education. They granted permission 
after perusing hard copies of the questionnaires, viz-a-viz, the objectives 
of the study. As these colleges do not have personalised institutional 
email addresses for students, the link to the survey was posted to 
WhatsApp groups which are designated channels for communicating 
official information. The link was accompanied with a text and voice 
note explaining the idea behind the survey and instructions for 

completing the survey. 

4.1. Participants 

Pre-service teacher, as used in this context, refers to fourth-year 
college of education students. There are two reasons for selecting 
fourth-year pre-service teachers for this study. The first is that they are 
in the final stages of an English-mediated teacher education programme 
and the second is that at this time in their studies, they also had teaching 
experience during their internship. This combination makes them 
uniquely suitable to respond to questions on their teaching self-efficacy 
beliefs and EMI linguistic challenges because they have some teaching 
experience and at the same time, are technically still higher-education 
students. 

The quantitative sample consists of 300 pre-service teachers from 
four public colleges of education in the Ashanti Region of Ghana. Par
ticipants were generalist pre-service teachers who were being trained to 
teach all subjects at the primary school level. Two participants from 
each college of education were interviewed in the qualitative part of 
RQ1. With 57% male and 43% female students, the gender distribution 
among participants is fairly similar to the national gender distribution of 
students in Ghanaian public colleges of education (52.4% males 47.6% 
female) as of 2019 (Ghana National Accreditation Board, 2020). 

4.2. Data collection 

Participants responded to a web-based survey in Webropol for the 
quantitative aspect of the study and we conducted interviews via Zoom 
for the qualitative aspect of RQ1. The first page of the survey asked the 
participants for their consent and provided a link to the full privacy 
statement. All questions were mandatory, and participants could not 
submit their responses without answering all questions. However, they 
were free to discontinue answering the questions and close the browser 
at any point in time without their data being saved for analysis. 

4.2.1. Quantitative data collection instruments 
A 45-item EMI linguistic challenge instrument (Aizawa et al., 2020) 

and the short form of the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (TSES) 
(Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001) were adopted to measure EMI chal
lenges and pre-service teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs, respectively. 

The EMI Challenges Scale is a four-part instrument organised on a 
seven-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (very difficult) to 7 (very easy). 
The first 15 items on the EMI Challenges instrument elicit respondents’ 
beliefs about their challenges pertaining to writing skills (α = 0.96). The 
next set of 10 items elicits information pertaining to reading skills 
challenges (α = 0.93), followed by 10 items for speaking skill challenges 
(α = 0.96) and finally, 10 items for listening skill challenges (α = 0.93). 

The short form of the TSES, organised on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 
(Nothing) to 5 (A great deal), measured self-efficacy for Student 
Engagement (α = 0.72), Instructional Strategies (α = 0.80), and Class
room Management (α = 0.72). Each of these three subscales consists of 
four items in the short version of TSES. 

4.2.2. Qualitative data collection instrument 
Qualitative data were collected through semi-structured interviews 

to explore EMI linguistic challenges. We constructed an interview guide 
made up of 13 items based on the preliminary results of the quantitative 
analysis. The questions were formulated based on two major thematic 
areas: ‘What are the linguistic challenges participants encounter due to 
English being the medium of instruction?’and ‘How do these challenges 
affect their studies?’ Since we conducted semi-structured interviews, 
there was room for further questioning based on the interviewees’ 
responses. 
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4.3. Data analysis 

4.3.1. Quantitative data analysis 
IBM Statistics SPSS 25, JASP, and Mplus were used for quantitative 

data analysis. RQ1 sought to identify the linguistic challenges pre- 
service teachers encountered due to EMI. We adopted a descriptive 
statistics package to analyse the data obtained from the responses con
cerning RQ1. Means and standard deviations were calculated for the 
writing, reading, speaking, and listening skills subscales of the EMI 
challenge instrument. The higher the mean, the lower the linguistic 
challenges participants reported, and vice versa. We ran a repeated- 
measures ANOVA in JASP (JASP Team, 2021) with the different lin
guistic challenge skills as repeated measures to examine the differences 
in the level of challenge between the different subscales. QR2 sought to 
categorize pre-service teachers according to their self-reported linguistic 
challenges. The four language skills served as indicators to identify 
profiles that best fit the model in the latent profile analysis (LPA2) with 
Mplus 8.4 (Muthén & Muthén, 2017). Finally, RQ3 is dependent on RQ2, 
and its motive was to ascertain whether there were differences between 
the teaching self-efficacy belief levels of the groups of pre-service 
teachers identified based on the levels of their EMI linguistic chal
lenges. First, it is expedient to determine the kind of global relationship 
that exists between participants’ EMI linguistic challenges and their 
self-efficacy levels. Therefore, Pearson’s correlation analysis was con
ducted to identify the direction and strength of the relationship. 

A preliminary visual inspection of the histograms for all variables 
showed that they were approximately normally distributed. This 
graphical method of assessing normality was chosen over the numerical 
methods because numerical methods can be overly sensitive to large 
sample sizes (Laerd Statistics, 2018). Scatter plots drawn between par
ticipants’ responses to EMI linguistic challenges and their self-efficacy in 
SPSS indicated that there were associations between these variables and 
participants’ self-reported EMI linguistic challenges pertaining to the 
four language skills and their self-efficacy. Finally, we conducted 
ANOVA to compare the means of the various groups’ teacher 
self-efficacy belief levels. 

4.3.2. Qualitative data analysis 
The qualitative aspect of the study is linked to RQ1 and it focuses on 

elaborating the quantitative findings regarding participants’ challenges 
related to the major (macro) language skills that participants find most 
challenging. Qualitative data were analysed following the six phases of 
‘theoretical thematic analysis’ (Braun & Clarke, 2006, p. 84). 

5. Results 

5.1. Ghanaian pre-service teachers’ EMI linguistic challenges 

The overall means (mean of means) of each of the four language 
skills were above the midpoint of 4 on the EMI challenges scale (See 
Fig. 1). This indicates that on average, participants did not report 
immense linguistic challenges. However, the results indicated differ
ences in mean levels of linguistic challenges between the four macro 
language skills. An ANOVA indicated significant differences in partici
pants’ mean levels of challenge between the different language skills: F 
(3, 897) = 23.91, p < 0.001, ƞ2 = 0.07. Speaking (mean = 4.46; SE =
0.09) was the most challenging skill among the four language skills, with 
a slight difference from writing (simple contrast = 0.21, SE = 0.08, t 
(897) = 2.66, p = 0.008) and larger differences from reading (simple 
contrast = 0.47, SE = 0.08, t (897) = 6.01, p < 0.001) and listening 
(simple contrast = 0.60, SE = 0.08, t (897) = 7.75, p < 0.001). Writing 
skills were considered the next most challenging (mean 4.67; SE = 0.09); 
these were considered more difficult than reading (simple contrast =

0.26, SE = 0.08, t (897) = 3.35, p < 0.001) and listening (simple 
contrast = 0.40, SE = 0.08, t (897) = 5.09, p < 0.001). Reading skills 
(mean = 4.92, SE = 0.09) were the third most challenging language 
skills and perceived as having the same level of difficulty as listening 
skills (simple contrast = 0.13, SE = 0.08, t (897) = 1.74, p = 0.08), 
which was the least challenging of the four language skills (mean = 5.06, 
SE = 0.09). As expected, productive language skills – writing and 
speaking – posed the greatest challenge to participants compared to 
receptive language skills – reading and listening. Furthermore, the 
standard deviation of the four skills ranged from 1.68 to 1.91, indicating 
a marked variation in the challenges of the participants which is evident 
in Fig. 1. 

5.2. Categorization of Ghanaian pre-service teachers according to the 
levels of their linguistic challenges 

To thoroughly explore the variation in the levels of linguistic chal
lenges among participants, we conducted LPA. The LPA revealed a four- 
profile solution that provided the best fit because it had the lowest 
Bayesian Information Criteria (BIC) of 2580. According to Hickendorff 
et al. (2018), BIC is a very suitable statistical fit measure for determining 
the number of latent profiles that best fit the data. 

The profiles revealed that the majority of the differences between the 
participants’ responses were quantitative in nature, as they had fairly 
consistent responses across all four types of challenges. Thus, three of 
the four profiles were named according to the levels of their linguistic 
challenges and were the Least Challenged Profile (LCP3), Average 
Challenged Profile (ACP4), and Most Challenged Profile (MCP5). The 
fourth profile however reported productive skills challenges comparable 
to MCP and receptive skills challenges comparable to the LCP and 
therefore labelled as a Mixed Challenged Profile (MixCP6). LCP is the 
largest profile and consists of 141 participants, representing 47% of the 
total sample size (300). The second largest profile is ACP, which is made 
up of 82 participants representing 27.3% of the total sample size. MixCP 
is the next in line with a total of 48 participants representing 16% of the 
total sample size. Finally, with a membership of 29 participants, rep
resenting 9.7% of the total sample size, MCP has the smallest member
ship. However, its members encounter the greatest level of EMI 
linguistic challenges among all participants. Fig. 2 depicts the level of 
EMI linguistic challenges of the four profiles across the four language 
skills. 

Firstly, these results show that 47% of the 300 participants (LCP) 
generally experience minimal challenges with the English language as a 
medium of instruction. Secondly, another 27.3% (ACP) of the partici
pants are moderately challenged because of EMI. Thirdly, 9.7% (MCP) 
encounter serious challenges with the English language as a medium of 
instruction. Finally, 16% (MixCP) of the participants experience fairly 
minimal challenges with reading and listening skills; they however 
experience moderate to serious challenges with both speaking and 
writing skills. 

5.3. Pre-service teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs and their EMI linguistic 
challenges 

As a first exploration of the relationship between participants’ self- 
reported linguistic challenges levels and teaching self-efficacy beliefs 
level, correlation analysis revealed that there are statistically significant 
and positive correlations between participants’ self-reported linguistic 
challenges for each of the four language skills and each of the sub- 
constructs of TSES. These correlations indicate that lower levels of 

2 Latent Profile Analysis. 

3 Least Challenged Profile.  
4 Average Challenged Profile.  
5 Most Challenged Profile.  
6 Mixed Challenged Profile. 
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EMI linguistic challenges are associated with higher levels of their 
teaching self-efficacy beliefs and vice-versa. It is also evident from 
Table 1 that participants’ self-efficacy beliefs for student engagement 
and classroom management show higher correlations with their self- 
reported EMI linguistic challenges than with their self-efficacy beliefs 
for instructional strategies. Additionally, participants’ self-reported EMI 
linguistic challenges with productive skills, especially speaking, are 
more strongly correlated with each of the sub-constructs of TSES in 

comparison to their challenges with receptive language skills. 
The general correlations between teaching self-efficacy beliefs and 

EMI linguistic challenges should also translate into different levels of 
teaching self-efficacy beliefs across the four EMI linguistic challenges 
profiles i.e., LCP, ACP, MCP, and MixCP. Based on the correlations, a 
global pattern of higher EMI linguistic challenge levels relating to lower 
teaching self-efficacy beliefs levels is to be expected. However, it is less 
clear what the picture would look like for the MixCP. 

Table 2 presents the means and standard deviations for the three self- 
efficacy scales for the four profiles. ANOVAs conducted to determine the 
differences between the teaching self-efficacy beliefs levels of the four 
EMI linguistic challenges profiles indicate statistically significant dif
ferences for Student Engagement F(3, 296) = 92.73, p < 0.001, (η2) =
0.48, Instructional Strategies F(3, 296) = 30.99, p < 0.001, (η2) = 0.23 
and Classroom Management F(3, 296) = 83.43, p < 0.001, (η2) = 0.45. 

Tukey’s post-hoc test for multiple comparisons for Student Engage
ment revealed that apart from the mean difference between ACP and 
MixCP (p = 0.12) which was not statistically significant, the mean dif
ference between all the other EMI challenges profiles was statistically 
significant at p = 0.01. In the same regard, unlike the mean difference 
between ACP and MixCP (p = 0.92) as well as ACP and MCP (p = 0.92), 
the mean difference between all other profiles was statistically signifi
cantly different for Instructional Strategies at p = 0.01. The pattern for 
Classroom Management was similar to Student Engagement; with the 

Fig. 1. Raincloud (left) and box-plots of self-reported linguistic challenges for the entire sample. Raincloud plots represent each participant’s mean response levels 
for the linguistic challenges with lines connecting each participant’s responses pertaining to the four language skills. 

Fig. 2. Mean levels of English language skill challenge for the four EMI lin
guistic challenge profiles. 

Table 1 
Correlation between linguistic challenges and self-efficacy belief.   

Reading Speaking Writing Listening 

Student Engagement 0.56* 0.73* 0.63* 0.46* 
Instructional Strategies 0.35* 0.49* 0.40* 0.30* 
Classroom Management 0.56* 0.71* 0.59* 0.48* 

Note: * correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 

Table 2 
Self-Efficacy Descriptives for the profiles and Homogeneous Subsets for the 
Tukey post-hoc tests (boxed together).  

Profile Student Engagement Instructional Str. Classroom Mgt.  

N M SD M SD M SD 
LCP 141 4.76 0.58 4.53 0.60 4.82 0.62 
ACP 82 4.05 0.88 3.82 0.85 3.71 0.94 
MixCP 48 3.77 0.66 3.74 0.51 3.68 0.58 
MCP 29 3.13 0.64 3.73 0.67 2.93 0.70 
Total 300 4.39 0.96 4.13 0.77 4.16 0.98  
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exception of MCP and MixCP (p = 0.99), all other differences between 
means were statistically significant. 

It is worth mentioning as it is evident from Table 2 that the higher the 
linguistic challenges of the participants, the lower their (pre-service) 
teacher self-efficacy beliefs for student engagement, instructional stra
tegies, and classroom management. It is obvious that the group means 
for the EMI linguistic challenges profiles decrease from that of LCP to 
that of MCP in all three aspects of TSES. 

In sum, these results could inform the conclusion that the EMI lin
guistic challenges encountered by participants are related to the levels of 
their self-efficacy beliefs. 

5.4. Qualitative results 

Through the six phases of theoretical thematic analysis (Braun & 
Clarke, 2006, p. 84), it was discovered that participants faced several 
linguistic challenges in EMI. These challenges mainly revolved around 
five themes - inadequate vocabulary, grammatical errors, orthographic 
issues, problems with paragraph development, and pronunciation dif
ficulties. The details of these themes are presented in Table 3. 

Theme 1. Limited Vocabulary 
Qualitative analysis indicated that some interviewees encountered 

difficulty in all four language skills due to their limited vocabulary. 
Some of them mentioned that their challenges with listening skills are 
because of their inability to understand some vocabulary and expres
sions some speakers use. [R7] for instance indicated that ‘ … sometimes 
people speak English and I don’t understand certain words and expres
sions they use’. [R6] went further to explain that though he does not 
understand some vocabulary used by speakers, he is unable to seek the 
meaning of that vocabulary during the conversation. He mentioned this 
by saying that: 

…..listening skills is more challenging than the others because you know, 
the person talking is speaking English. And so, you wouldn’t always have 
the opportunity to ask what is the meaning of this word you used, what did 
you mean, you know, the person is just talking and you are listening to 
that person, it would be very much difficult for you to understand what the 
person meant. But if you’re [ …] reading on your own, you can check 
from the phone so it wouldn’t be that challenging. [R6] 

They also mentioned their inability to comprehend passages, some 
study materials, and even examination questions in some cases due to 
unfamiliar vocabulary. Furthermore, participants lack adequate and 
appropriate expressions and vocabulary to effectively communicate 
their thoughts both in speaking and writing as indicated by[R2] and 
[R4] in the following extracts. 

There are times when I do understand a concept being discussed in class 
and I would want to contribute to the discussion, but I can’t pick the right 
words to use in English. Since I wouldn’t want to embarrass myself in 
class, I remain quiet in class and I have similar issues when I am writing 
essays too[R2]. 

… when writing, there are ideas I sometimes wish to include but I 
lack the appropriate vocabulary to write them down. There are 

things I may know in Twi, and I wish I could write them, but I do not 
know their English equivalent … [R4]. 

Participants’ limited vocabulary also has adverse effects on their 
studies as [R7] expressed that he does not understand some concepts 
explained in his textbooks because of unfamiliar words. This circum
stance could be worsened if there are a lot of unfamiliar words in the 
study material. This is because according to [R7], he ‘cannot be referring 
to the dictionary every minute when learning or when reading since that 
makes the learning process very slow and tiring’. 

Theme 2. Grammatical Challenges 
Some of the participants have difficulties conforming to the grammar 

rules of English when writing and speaking. [R8] for instance main
tained that he initially thinks about what he intends to say or write in 
English in his L1 before translating it into English. This leads to 
confusing the grammar of his L1 with the grammar of the English lan
guage because of the disparities between the grammar of both lan
guages. Another revelation about grammatical challenges is that some of 
the participants do not recognize that they have challenges with 
grammar when writing. This is because [R1] initially claimed not to 
have any grammatical challenges with writing. However, when asked 
about the feedback from teachers on essays submitted, [R1] responded 
that: 

I will say that in terms of writing, I don’t have any problem with it but 
after submitting project work write-ups to the supervisor, you will see red 
pen marks here and there. He also corrects a lot of things that I’ve written, 
reconstructing sentences, and the like [R1]. 

This indicates that there may be disparities between the levels of 
participants’ actual linguistic challenges and the levels of their self- 
reported linguistic challenges. 

Theme 3. Orthographic Challenges 
Some of the participants’ challenges in writing emanate from issues 

with orthography and that is an indication of a deficit in orthographic 
knowledge. R1, R2, R4, R5, and R8 mentioned this as one of their major 
challenges. [R5] for instance attributed his orthographic challenge to 
the phonetic inconsistency of the English language by saying that: ‘Most 
of the sounds of words in the English language are different from their 
spellings … ’. These are indications that most interviewees’ lexical 
orthographic knowledge is not commensurate with their academic 
level’s requirements. [R5] further mentions that he knows the vocabu
lary to use and the right context to use it. Nonetheless, the physical 
realization (spelling) of those words when writing becomes a challenge. 

Theme 4. Pronunciation difficulties 
Pronunciation is another challenge participants encounter with both 

reading and speaking. Participants’ pronunciation challenges when 
reading could be viewed from two perspectives. Some participants 
claimed that it is challenging for them to pronounce unfamiliar words as 
in the case of [R7]. Other participants like [R1] also maintained that 
there are words they know orally. However, they do not know their 
corresponding orthographic (spelling) forms. In such a situation, they 
are unable to pronounce those words correctly when they encounter the 
written forms. [R7] For instance maintained that: 

‘there are certain words that I’ve never seen or heard before […] when I 
come across such words for the first time, I find it difficult to pronounce 
them. 

The pronunciations of certain English words are totally different from 
how they are spelt […] an example I can give is the word ‘knead’. I know 
this word from Home Economics, but I couldn’t pronounce it when I was 
reading a recipe recently because I didn’t know the spelling … [R1]. 

Theme 5. Challenges with Paragraph Development 
Some participants in this study found organising ideas into coherent 

paragraphs challenging. Consequently, they are unable to formulate 

Table 3 
Themes generated from qualitative data.   

Theme Language skills 

1 Limited vocabulary Listening, Speaking, Reading, 
Writing 

2 Grammatical challenges Speaking and Writing 
3 Orthographic challenges Writing 
4 Pronunciation difficulties Reading 
5 Challenges with paragraph 

development 
Writing  
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ideas and put those ideas into interconnected sentences to develop 
paragraphs when writing. This came to light when a participant cate
gorically mentioned that ‘link[ing] sentences in a paragraph and linking a 
second paragraph to the first paragraph becomes difficult’ [R2]. 

In a nutshell, these admissions by some of the participants about 
their challenges with structuring ideas and sentences in coherent and 
cohesive paragraphs, imply that there is a deficit in their writing skills. 

6. Discussion 

The current research revealed that English as a foreign language 
context is not the only context in which learners face EMI linguistic 
challenges. The results show that while all participants are from a 
background where English is their L2 and the majority of formal edu
cation is conducted in English, some do not automatically acquire the 
English language to an appreciable level. This is concerning especially in 
the case of teacher education students, who are expected to use English 
as a medium of instruction and also teach the English language. These 
findings support and extend previous studies (see Tsui, 2018; Wyatt, 
2018) that indicate a relationship between (pre-service) teachers’ 
challenges with English and their teaching self-efficacy beliefs. 

6.1. Ghanaian pre-service teachers EMI linguistic challenges 

On average, the participants in the study did not report severe lin
guistic challenges, which is consistent with Kamaşak et al. (2021), but 
the sizeable standard deviations indicate that not all participants report 
low challenge levels. This was confirmed through the LPA that identified 
two groups that report high challenge levels. One group of participants 
(MCP) reports high challenge levels across all four macro skills, while 
the other (MixCP) reports high challenge levels for the productive skills 
only. This illustrates how a person-centred approach can reveal infor
mation that may be less evident or hidden in a variable-centred 
approach. This was corroborated by the qualitative data, where partic
ipants indicated difficulties in comprehending study materials, exami
nation questions, and oral presentations due to limited vocabulary, a 
revelation that echoes the findings of Curle et al. (2020.) 

On a specific level, productive language skills appear more chal
lenging to participants as compared to receptive language skills. This 
revelation is critical because these participants are required to use En
glish for instructional purposes in their future careers. Though receptive 
skills are also important, productive skills are pivotal for their work as 
teachers because they will predominantly need writing and speaking 
skills to explain concepts to their future pupils. Hence, a teacher’s 
challenges with productive English language skills may adversely affect 
the knowledge acquisition of their pupils. 

6.1.1. Challenges with writing skills 
‘Organising ideas in coherent paragraphs’ and ‘linking ideas from 

different sources when writing’ emerged as part of the most challenging 
language micro-skills for participants under writing skills. This is con
cerning because these micro-skills are fundamentals of writing as a lit
eracy skill. One may wonder how these pre-service teachers will assist 
pupils in acquiring a skill that is a challenge to themselves. Will they be 
in the right position to give informative and constructive feedback on 
the essays of the pupils? If that is not the case, the literacy (writing in this 
situation) remediation they are expected to provide for pupils (Ministry 
of Education, 2017) may not be achievable. 

The qualitative data revealed that some participants formulate ideas 
in their L1s before translating them into English when writing, and tend 
to confuse the grammar of their respective L1s with that of English. This 
is because of disparities between the grammatical rules of their L1 and 
the English language. The results also identified orthographic challenges 
as another reason why participants perceive writing to be challenging. 
English is generally considered to be less phonetically consistent than 
other languages, thus adequate orthographic knowledge is needed to 

accurately spell many English words. As most participants pointed to 
orthography as a challenge, this can be an indication that they feel that 
this affects their functional use of the English language. 

Overall, the findings related to writing skills suggest that some of the 
participants experienced challenges with writing that likely affected 
their learning, and this may in turn affect their efficacy as teachers. 

6.1.2. Challenges with reading skills 
Both quantitative analysis and qualitative analysis revealed that 

participants’ reading skills challenges predominantly centre around 
vocabulary. Specifically, the quantitative analysis indicated that par
ticipants are unable to use their own words when taking notes and they 
are unable to understand specific vocabulary when reading. This finding 
corroborates that of Kamaşak et al. (2021) in the Turkish context and 
that of Shepard and Morrison (2021) in Hong Kong. Furthermore, these 
two findings are interrelated in the sense that both the inability to use 
one’s own words and the inability to understand specific vocabulary 
when reading are indications of limited vocabulary. The qualitative 
analysis also saw some participants complain that because they have 
challenges with vocabulary when reading, they have to frequently 
consult the dictionary. These support the argument that difficulty in 
reading is a result of a lack of vocabulary (Pessoa et al., 2014; Rose et al., 
2020; Shepard & Morrison, 2021). 

Additionally, it came to the fore that participants have difficulty 
pronouncing some words when reading. This could be a carry-over effect 
of vocabulary and orthographic challenges as familiarity with specific 
words and their pronunciations are generally related especially in the 
case of a phonetically highly inconsistent language like English. Because 
of this high inconsistency, participants may not be able to pronounce a 
(written) word though they may know the word orally. In general, 
participants’ pronunciation challenges may impede their reading 
fluency as students, and also reading aloud to their future pupils. If a 
teacher has difficulty pronouncing words when reading aloud, this may 
adversely affect their self-efficacy belief and if pupils realize that their 
teacher has difficulty pronouncing words, it will also reduce the pupils’ 
beliefs about their teacher’s competency. 

Overall, the findings related to reading skills suggest that partici
pants may experience more challenges with reading than suggested by 
the quantitative result. This may in turn affect their learning and these 
challenges will also likely affect their efficacy as teachers. 

6.1.3. Challenges with speaking skills 
Speaking, one of the productive language skills happens to be the 

most challenging skill for the participants based on the results of the 
quantitative analysis. These analyses also revealed that participants 
predominantly have difficulty with ‘speaking accurately’ (grammar) and 
‘speaking clearly’ (pronunciation). In the same vein, the qualitative 
analysis reiterated grammar, pronunciation, and vocabulary as difficult 
elements of speaking skills. Due to these difficulties, some interviewees 
reported that they tend to use filler words when speaking. They do this 
because they think of the appropriate vocabulary to use and conform to 
the grammatical rules of the English language simultaneously while 
speaking. 

Overall, the findings related to speaking skills concur with Suzuki 
et al. (2017), who concluded that ‘spontaneous speech production’ 
(p.13) is a topmost challenge for students in EMI. These challenges may 
affect participants’ classroom interaction and classroom participation 
during their teacher training process. 

It is also important to note that the speaking skills challenges faced 
by these participants can have a significant impact on various aspects of 
teaching, including student engagement, instruction, and classroom 
management. This is especially true for participants who fall under both 
the MCP and MixCP profiles. As a result, their ability to effectively 
engage with students, explain concepts thoroughly, and manage their 
classrooms may be negatively affected. It is therefore possible that these 
speaking challenges may lower their (pre-service) teacher self-efficacy 
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beliefs. 

6.1.4. Challenges with listening skills 
The quantitative data indicated that listening is the least challenging 

language skill which is in line with previous research (e.g. Aizawa & 
Rose, 2020; Shepard & Morrison, 2021; Shepard & Rose, 2023). How
ever, the qualitative data revealed challenges with listening skills, as 
some of the interviewees mentioned that there are instances where some 
speakers or lecturers use unfamiliar words that they do not understand. 
The interviewees explained that when they do not understand certain 
vocabulary, they feel unable to ask for explanations of those unfamiliar 
words in oral presentations. They explained that unlike in reading where 
they are at liberty to consult the dictionary or other digital tools, they 
are unable to seek explanations of vocabulary they are unfamiliar with 
without breaking the flow of the presentation. This may also contribute 
to the finding that some of the participants have challenges under
standing the overall organization of lectures and understanding key 
vocabulary used orally. This may be because students in English as a 
Medium of Instruction settings often struggle with inadequate vocabu
lary (e.g. Aizawa & Rose, 2020 in Japan; Shepard & Morrison, 2021 in 
Hong Kong). In effect, the participants’ inability to understand the key 
vocabulary used in oral presentations could also have a negative toll on 
their ability to understand the main ideas presented in lectures. 

Something that came up in other studies that was not reported by the 
participants in this study is understanding classmates’ accents (Kamaşak 
et al., 2021) and understanding lecturers’ accents (Shepard & Morrison, 
2021). This disparity could be attributed to the homogeneity in the 
origin of the participants and their lecturers in Ghana and the hetero
geneity in the origin of the participants and their lecturers in other 
contexts. Even though the participants in our study do speak different 
L1s, they are all Ghanaians and went through the same educational 
system which is quite different from the participants in Kamaşak et al. 
(2021). 

Overall, the findings related to listening skills indicate that while 
listening has been reported to be the least challenging, participants may 
encounter more challenges than they reported in the quantitative data. 
Additionally, the qualitative data suggests that some of these challenges 
may potentially have greater effects on participants’ studies during the 
teacher education programme than on their lessons when they become 
full-fledged teachers. 

6.2. Pre-service teachers’ EMI linguistic challenges and their teaching self- 
efficacy beliefs 

The current study innovatively categorises participants based on the 
levels of their linguistic challenges, providing valuable insights into the 
field of EMI. Unlike previous studies (see Evans & Morrison, 2011; 
Kamaşak et al., 2021; Shepard & Morrison, 2021) that limited their 
analysis to variable-centred analysis, this study adopted a 
person-centred approach, which revealed profiles with linguistic chal
lenges (MCP and MixCP) and their intricate relationship with teaching 
self-efficacy beliefs that could not have been highlighted otherwise. 
These findings indicate that despite an overall low average level of 
challenges, a considerable number of pre-service teachers reported En
glish language challenges. This could negatively impact their ability to 
teach and help their pupils; something that could be amplified through 
interactions with self-efficacy. Evidence suggesting such interactions 
can be seen in the correlational analysis that shows that all aspects of 
self-efficacy in teaching and EMI linguistic challenges correlate. While 
all aspects correlate, the strengths of the correlations potentially reveal 
some of the underlying relations. The overall pattern shows that the 
more interactive aspects of teaching self-efficacy (classroom manage
ment and student engagement) are more strongly linked with all lan
guage skills than instructional strategies. In the same vein, both 
classroom management and student engagement show stronger links 
with the productive skills than with the receptive skills. 

These suggest that linguistic challenges are more strongly related to 
self-efficacy for aspects of teaching that are more interactive. Also, 
productive skills linguistic challenges strongly impart a teacher’s self- 
efficacy beliefs than receptive skills linguistic challenges. Thus, even 
participants who face linguistic challenges only in productive language 
may still be at risk of struggling when faced with the realities of the 
classroom. These findings align with previous research that suggests that 
teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs are weakened when they are not 
adequately trained to use English for instructional purposes (Tsui, 2018) 
or when they teach in a language that is not their L1 (Wyatt, 2018). 

Teachers’ self-efficacy beliefs have been identified to have implica
tions on classroom planning and management (Bay, 2020; Tschannen-
Moran & Hoy, 2001), teachers’ willingness to try new and different 
instructional strategies (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2001; Cerit, 2013), 
and teachers’ desire to spend more hours with struggling students 
(Bottiani et al., 2019) as well as students’ achievement (Tschannen-
Moran & Hoy, 2001; Mojavezi and Tamiz, 2012; Mohamadi & Asadza
deh, 2011). Given the findings from our study and earlier ones (Tsui, 
2018; Wyatt, 2018) that indicate that the language of instruction in an 
L2 context correlates with teacher self-efficacy, these implications may 
also apply to the participants in the MCP and MixCP profile. Those 
participants may, for instance, be hesitant to try new instructional 
strategies during teaching, have difficulties with managing their class
rooms, and readily give up on struggling pupils. 

6.3. Limitations, implications and future directions 

The present study highlighted some important and new insights that 
may affect teacher education students’ learning in the Ghanaian context 
and their later profession as teachers. Before going into the potential 
implications of these results, it is important to address some limitations 
of the study. The first limitation is that the study was conducted in one 
specific region out of 16 regions of Ghana. Although it was limited to 
only one region, the sample was 300 students and was drawn from four 
colleges of education in that region. Even though this means that these 
results may not be generalized to the whole country, it could be a pre
cursor of the general EMI linguistic challenges among pre-service in 
Ghana. Therefore, extending the study to include the other regions of 
Ghana (and the other WAEC countries) may be a step in the right 
direction. 

The study has a second limitation, which is the potential for bias due 
to its reliance on self-reported data though this is not exclusive to this 
study. The potential of bias in self-reported data in this study mainly 
pertains to the EMI linguistic challenges data, as teacher self-efficacy 
belief is a self-report measure by nature. Indeed, the interviews 
revealed some indications of bias in the self-reported challenges; one 
participant realized the challenges to be larger than initially thought 
while reflecting on feedback on assignments. Considering previous 
research and the qualitative data, it also seems somewhat surprising that 
the participants in the quantitative analysis see listening skills as less 
challenging than reading skills. One possible explanation for this finding 
is that the participants attribute challenges with vocabulary during 
reading to content rather than to the language of instruction. The 
distinction between attributing a challenge to language or content could 
affect self-reports and in future research, it would be important to 
investigate to what extent this introduces bias in the results of self-report 
questionnaires about linguistic challenges. It is also important to 
mention that these discrepancies suggest that bias in the self-reports 
may more likely be under-reporting rather than over-reporting the lin
guistic challenges. In any case, the overall patterns in this study largely 
concur with previous research on EMI linguistic challenges, suggesting 
limited biases. 

One of the unique contributions of this study comes from the LPA and 
the relation between the EMI linguistic challenges profiles and the (pre- 
service) teachers’ self-efficacy. While we see this as an important 
contribution, a major limitation of the present study is also that we 
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cannot make direct claims about the direction of these relations. They 
do, however, suggest a causal influence of linguistic ability on instruc
tional self-efficacy. The ANOVA analyses, for instance, show that the 
(pre-service) teacher self-efficacy of the MixCP profile is more similar to 
the ACP profile than to either the LCP or MCP profile, which suggests 
that (pre-service) teachers’ instructional self-efficacy is connected to 
both receptive and productive language skills. 

While this study shows that EMI linguistic challenges is related to 
(pre-service) teacher’s self-efficacy in English mediated education, we 
do not argue that language is the sole predictor of a (pre-service) 
teacher’s self-efficacy. It would therefore be too simplistic to think that 
heightening the bar for English language skills in the college of educa
tion entry requirement would be the solution to the problem, as this may 
give too much weight to language and ignore other equally important 
criteria. Rather it may be more beneficial to invest in students who are 
currently entering teacher education. For that, we argue that it is 
important to adopt pragmatic measures that try to alleviate linguistic 
challenges both during and after the teacher education process. Prefer
ably this would take a research-based approach with interventions that 
are systematically implemented and evaluated with both English profi
ciency and teacher self-efficacy measurements. The present study sug
gests that these interventions do not need to target all students, but 
mainly those in the MCP and MixCP. Since these two profiles reported 
challenges with the productive language skills and these challenges will 
likely affect their self-efficacy as teachers. These students could benefit 
from more explicit attention to the development of these skills in a way 
that does not affect their self-efficacy negatively. These may include 
writing practice and opportunities to practice English language in
struction with emphasis on learning and development which should be 
in a safe environment to avoid negative effects on self-efficacy. Future 
research should also examine how such interventions to develop pro
ductive language skills offered during teacher education affect self- 
efficacy. Beyond their education, periodic in-service English language 
training may also be beneficial. While it may not be possible to imme
diately improve English skills in these trainings, it could target boosting 
confidence and making them more determined to work on improving 
their proficiency. 

Theoretically, in L2 medium instruction, these findings suggest that 
the language of instruction could be a teaching task requirement (see 
Tschannen-Moran et al., 1998; Tschannen-Moran & Johnson, 2011) that 
may inform teachers’ self-efficacy formation about a particular teaching 
task. Furthermore, (pre-service) teachers’ linguistic challenges and 
proficiency levels in the language of instruction become some of the 
‘internal strengths and deficits’ (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2007) they 
consider when forming their teaching self-efficacy. However, to confirm 
this idea, a comparative analysis is needed between the effects of lan
guage of instruction on the self-efficacy beliefs of (pre-service) teachers 
in an L2 context versus an L1 context. 

7. Conclusion 

The present research shows that the challenges identified by the chief 
examiner’s report of WAEC (2020) persist among some of the partici
pants even after four years of education at the colleges of education. 
During their studies, these linguistic challenges likely hindered their 
ability to acquire knowledge, as previous studies have also indicated 
(see: Curle et al., 2020; Galloway et al., 2017), and subsequently will 
also affect their teaching self-efficacy as indicated by the correlation 
between the linguistic challenges faced by participants and their 
teaching self-efficacy beliefs. This could potentially have a negative 
impact on the quality of teacher education in Ghana and the country’s 
education system as a whole. 

The nature of this study does not allow us to draw any definitive 
causal conclusions and therefore, more research is needed in the future. 
Nonetheless, the results obtained could serve as a foundation for teacher 
education institutions to conduct diagnostic tests for all their 

prospective students. Based on this, they could consider providing En
glish language support to develop students’ language skills and self- 
efficacy. This may be achieved by introducing English acquisition 
modules throughout the entire duration of the teacher education pro
gramme. New entrants who appear to need extra support could be 
provided with it in various formats. One possibility for future research 
would be to examine the effectiveness of formally assessing students’ 
English language skills at the end of every semester and giving feedback 
on their progress. This may provide them with additional motivation to 
improve their skills. Peer support and mentorship networks may be 
additional ways to help strengthen pre-service teachers’ self-efficacy 
beliefs. In the meantime, the government could consider providing in- 
service English language training for teachers with the same objec
tives. Together, these efforts could help prevent the possibility of (pre- 
service) teachers’ linguistic challenges being transferred to their future 
pupils. 
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