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Education in Saudi Arabia employs English as a foreign language. Several researchers have examined language policies governing English use. Current research suggests that official policies do not exist and self-English language policies (ELPs) are in place without any type of governance. Therefore, this study aims to investigate the nature of self-ELPs in Saudi Arabia and how the country can benefit from engendering institutional changes. An eight-item survey was conducted with an open-ended section and received responses from faculty members affiliated with English departments around the country (n = 213). Semi-structured interviews with eight chairpersons from different English departments were also organized. The findings reveal that the majority of faculty practice self-ELPs very frequently, in both official and non-official situations. It is concluded that English departments in the academia in Saudi Arabia are ready to enforce official ELPs and accept the idea of internationalizing their academic services worldwide.
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INTRODUCTION

The existence of more than one language in any context stimulates communities to govern the use of these languages to serve different objectives, such as better communication, avoidance of conflict, and economic purposes (e.g., Tikly, 2004; Coleman and Capstick, 2012). Therefore, English language policies (ELPs) commonly exist in various “English as a foreign language” (EFL) contexts and play a significant role in managing language usage and achieving strategic goals of countries/institutions (e.g., Sperduti, 2017). Almost every higher education institution in Saudi Arabia has an English department that offers academic graduate and postgraduate programs and teachings of English courses to students at the institutional level (Alnasser, 2018a). The number of faculty members affiliated with such departments is relatively high and includes non-Arabic speaking members also. Therefore, language use in these departments in Saudi Arabia can become rather complicated and arbitrary.

The prominent use of English worldwide has influenced its presence in different EFL contexts. The reliance on expatriate experts in these settings to work on the development of the economy and infrastructure has been strongly impacted by the presence of Western culture in the Gulf region (Khalaf, 2002). Exposure to English became inevitable in daily life through mediums such as magazines, televisions, and smartphones. Currently, English is used as the lingua franca for communicating with expatriates working in various places such as shops and companies, and as different service providers. English has also started dominating the social landscape in universities, hospitals, and shopping malls, compelling local citizens to acquire partial language skills to receive basic services (Badry and Willoughby, 2016). Such a situation has led the young generation in the Gulf region to become somewhat ambivalent about their mother tongue and have started believing that proficiency in English precedes that of the mother tongue (Khalaf, 2002, 2005; Al-Issa and Dahan, 2011). As such, the emergence of language planning and policies (LPPs) has increased over recent decades.

The field of ELPs in Saudi Arabia has gained increasing attention in recent years (e.g., Payne and Almansour, 2014; Almoaily and Alnasser, 2019). The literature suggests that formal ELPs do not exist (Almoaily and Alnasser, 2019), while self-ELPs seem to control the balance of how much and when each language is to be used. Here, self-ELPs refer to implicit (non-written) policies practiced freely by concerned individuals and with no governance whatsoever. Such freedom may call for the standardization of ELPs in the Saudi context, which is seen as a form of institutionalization—that is to say establishing a norm by an authoritative body for serving a wider purpose (Costa et al., 2018). Establishing a norm in any context may facilitate coping with encountered challenges, such as communication, documentation as well as interaction between two entities (Peltokorpi and Vaara, 2017). To the best of the researcher’s knowledge, the existing literature has neither addressed current self-ELPs at the English department level nor suggested how these policies can be implemented for institutional improvement. Thus, this study attempts to answer the following questions:


1- How do faculty members practice self-ELPs at Saudi English departments?

2- How can policymakers implement self-ELPs for institutional development?





BACKGROUND


Language Planning and Policies: An Overview

In the late 1950s, “language planning” was introduced by Einar Haugen as a term that refers to “all conscious efforts that aim at changing the linguistic behavior of a speech community” (Deumert, 2005, p. 384). Such planning may commence with processes as small as modifying or introducing new words, and as large as introducing a new language (ibid). Fishman (1974); Karam (1974), and Jernudd and Gupta (1971) share similar views that language planning is a political and administrative process meant to solve language-related issues within a society. Tauli (1974, p. 561) went further and delineated that language planning involves the “activity of regulating and improving existing languages or creating new common regional, national, or international languages.” By contrast, language policy can differ from language planning in practical terms, as it refers to “the more general linguistic, political, and social goals underlying the actual language planning process” (Deumert, 2005, p. 384). In the words of Kaplan and Baldauf (1997, p. xi), it is the “body of ideas, laws, regulations, rules, and practices intended to achieve the planned language change in a society, group, or system.” Therefore, LPPs can not only play a significant role in governing and guiding language use within a society or a certain context but also be employed to achieve certain goals (e.g., cultural and/or educational goals).

The nature of LPPs can differ from one context to another. For example, their classification can be based on their genesis (macro- and micro-level policies) as their emergence can be from higher authorities and passed down to lower entities, and vice versa. They can also be classified according to their nature or degree of formality as implicit or explicit policies (Schiffman, 1996; Johnson, 2013). Explicit policies tend to have a higher degree of formality, whereas implicit policies tend to have a lower degree of formality. Moreover, implicit policies may suggest that individuals within a context practice them without being aware of their existence, given their “implicit” nature.



English in Gulf Higher Education

Recently, the English language in the Arab world has received increasing attention. Some policymakers are inclined to promote educational policies involving English use. Badry and Willoughby (2016) explain that reforming higher education in the Gulf region is being attempted, and one of the underlying assumptions of the reform process is to adopt the English language as the medium of instruction, which they claim is the “efficient shortcut” to achieve educational reforms. Nonetheless, such reforms may occur while preserving and protecting the Arabic language in the face of the dominance of English. The stress on English in modern higher education has been argued to reflect the acceptance and beliefs held by policymakers that this language can catalyze changes in education by facilitating access to the knowledge offered by developed countries, and therefore, match up to their advancements (Tikly, 2004; Alhendi, 2019). Tickoo (2006, p. 170) describes such trend as “the hunger for English,” a phenomenon that is becoming universal (e.g., Wachter and Maiworm, 2008; Conceição, 2020), and is viewed by Coleman (2006) as an attempt to attract international students. Badry and Willoughby (2016) interviewed university academics and officials in the Gulf region about the trend of English as a medium of instruction, and the majority explained that equipping graduates with high proficiency skills in English is a priority to prepare them for the job market. According to Coleman (2010), equipping students with English language skills can further help them excel in their careers and future studies. The interviewees in Badry and Willoughby (2016) further shared the view that English is becoming the language of science, research, and technology, a view that is also shared by Alhendi (2019); Kachru (1986), and Widdowson (2000), who further explained that English is becoming the vehicle of most cultures and lifestyles. According to Tikly (2004, p. 16), this view can promote standardizing “Western measures of skill technology, innovation, and productivity in ways that are quickly recalibrating regional economic and political relationships.” These priorities can lead to negligence of the mother tongue (e.g., Gunnarsson, 2001) and learners can also find themselves in a stressful race of mastering English and learning various subjects in a foreign language (i.e., English) (Kuteeva and Airey, 2014; Badry and Willoughby, 2016). In this regard, several studies conclude that reliance on the first language in higher education can promote quality learning (e.g., Benson, 2004; Trudell, 2009).



Language in Education Policies

Multilingualism is a prominent characteristic of language in education policy. The existence of more than one language in most countries leads to the emergence of issues under various settings, for example, at the workspace. Therefore, regulating language use through language policies can help mitigate and support individuals and organizations to overcome any issues (Tickoo, 2006; Adriano et al., 2021). Alhendi (2019) argues that setting one language in a country’s education can be positive and stimulate its economy. Most non-English-speaking countries advocate a national language as a sign of unity while recognizing the need for English to facilitate communication, nationally and internationally (Liddicoat and Kirkpatrick, 2020). The use of languages in education for different purposes, such as instruction and communication, is controversial, as is the case in most South Asian countries (Tickoo, 2006; Coleman, 2010; Coleman and Capstick, 2012), Somalia (Eno et al., 2019), and the Philippines (Adriano et al., 2021). As explained earlier, the influence of Westernization has impacted educationalists’ beliefs about the superiority of the English of the West and in the formation of the educational setting (Tickoo, 2006). For example, in Sweden, English has dominated across higher education and academics have been concerned about Swedish being marginalized, which has driven the production of macro policies to govern English use in the academic setting (Ek et al., 2013; Kuteeva and Airey, 2014). Sperduti (2017) explains that universities have roles in advancing knowledge as well as preserving heritage. Nevertheless, the parallel use of English and the mother tongue is a practice that has been introduced in some countries to regulate language use in higher education, although its full implications are yet to be investigated (Airey and Linder, 2008).

Commonly, policymakers plan to globalize educational systems by adopting internationalization strategies. The policies through which this strategy can be achieved should be concerned with all levels of education, such as research, transfer, and governance as well as other levels (Conceição, 2020; Guo et al., 2021). Conceição (2020) argues that higher education institutions have to cope with the advancement in knowledge and preserve societal value. This can be accomplished by becoming more open to accepting changes concerning various facets, such as those of students, teaching, practices, ideas, and knowledge, which can promote global competition. At the same wavelength, several universities worldwide adopt policies that encourage the use of English in instruction, research, and the media, aiming for such internationalization to achieve, for instance, higher international rankings among, and to compete with, other universities nationally and internationally (Kuteeva and Airey, 2014). Liddicoat and Kirkpatrick (2020, p. 26) hold that the main driver for the growth of English has been the “increasing globalized role of English and an ideological positioning of English as the language of modernization and economic opportunity, supported by the neoliberal agenda of education for economic utility.”

Eno et al. (2019, p. 113) investigated the views of academics and policymakers working in the domain of education on adopting English as the sole language to be used for education. The majority of the obtained responses indicated a preference for using English as it can provide “opportunities for academic studies and professional advancement in the future.” Moreover, Bolton and Kuteeva (2012) interviewed 668 academics and 4,524 students in non-English-speaking countries about their attitudes toward using English across disciplines. The results suggest that English is opted to be the language of instruction in certain disciplines, rather than others.

Adopting an English-only policy in education has been argued to not only increase learning pressure on EFL/ESL students but also pose a status of inequity in the learning context (e.g., Valenzuela, 1999; García et al., 2008; Bartlett and García, 2011; Hamm-Rodriguez and Morales, 2021). For instance, learners may originate from different backgrounds, and thus, maintain different English proficiency levels. Therefore, pressurizing them to become proficient in English and simultaneously mastering the subjects being studied can prove problematic. Additionally, validity and reliability issues exist in terms of testing their knowledge in a foreign/second language they have not yet fully mastered, that is, they are likely to encounter difficulty in expressing their knowledge in their assessments (García et al., 2008; Menken, 2008; Jenkins and Wingate, 2015). Although such issues have been observed worldwide for decades, they remain unchanged (Turner, 2011) and efforts to adjust these policies to become more accommodating for the students have not been undertaken (Jenkins and Wingate, 2015). This probably explains the tendency of several EFL instructors to use L1 to communicate with their students. On some occasions, instructors use very little English because of the linguistic weaknesses of their students and to create equal learning opportunities in the learning context (Coleman, 2010).



Language Planning and Policies in the Saudi Context

Saudi Arabia is the largest country in the Arabian Peninsula and the Arabic language has been the mother tongue for centuries; therefore, it is the official language. In the past, Arabs were known to take pride in their native language because it is the language of their ancestors and that of the Holy Quran. This has led several researchers to describe it as a holy language for Muslims worldwide (e.g., Fishman, 2002; Liddicoat, 2012; Payne and Almansour, 2014). Hence, it is sacred to most Muslim countries, leading their communities to use it more frequently (Liddicoat, 2012). Although the Saudi constitution announced Arabic as the official language, in recent years, the government and the community have accorded high status to English, a trend influenced by the internationalization of education, commerce, and media.

English is the lingua franca among other non-Arabic speaking countries and nationals (McKay, 2018). The official documents and official signs on the streets around the country have words/statements written in two languages (Arabic and English) (Alhassan, 2017). Until recently, English was the only foreign language taught under the auspices of the Saudi Ministry of Education. At the beginning of 2021, the Minister of Education signed a decree stating that English will be taught as early as level 1 (students aged 6) in elementary schools, whereas earlier it was taught at level 4 (Almujaiwel, 2018). The introduction of English in the curricula over the last five decades has decreased gradually from the secondary level to all lower levels, except for the kindergarten level. At the higher education level, thousands of scholarships were offered to the youth in the country to obtain educational degrees from Western and other English-speaking countries. The rationale of such enthusiasm toward English is thought to be the status that it accords within the community. Consequently, the mastery of English for Saudi citizens became somewhat necessary, for example, to survive in terms of receiving certain services (e.g., at restaurants), finding a job, especially for excelling in a career.

English language policies in Saudi Arabia have received increasing attention in recent years (e.g., Payne and Almansour, 2014; Elyas and Badawood, 2016; Alnasser, 2018a,b), and the policies in Saudi Arabia’s higher education seem to be implicit in nature. For example, policies do not state that English should be the language of instruction for any discipline, yet it is the language of instruction for most subjects, including medicine, business administration, pharmacy, dentistry, and computer sciences. Moreover, no policies exist to govern language use within the country’s higher educational institutions (Almoaily and Alnasser, 2019). A large proportion of academic faculty in Saudi universities have obtained their degrees from countries where English is the first language, and this has influenced their use of English at the workplace and outside the classroom (Alnasser, 2018a), as they tend to use English with colleagues and students whose first language is Arabic. From the academic faculty perspective, when English should be used remains ambiguous, given that it is not based on either implicit, explicit, top-down, or bottom-up policies.




MATERIALS AND METHODS

The context of the study is Saudi higher education English departments across the main five regions in the country. Both qualitative and quantitative data were gathered by employing an online survey and conducting semi-structured interviews with chairpersons from some of the departments. The survey included eight items (adopting a five-point Likert scale) and an open-ended section. It was built by the author on an online platform and revised by experts in the field. Then it was distributed across the English departments in the regions (by adopting the convenience sampling approach), targeting faculty with academic ranks ranging from teaching assistants to full professors. Specifically, the survey targeted the academic communities of these departments regardless of their demographic background (e.g., nationality, gender, age) in order to obtain a representative sample to address the study’s areas of investigation. Excluding those that were invalid, 213 responses were received. The analysis of the respondents’ backgrounds shows that 68,8% were females and 31.2% were males. Additionally, their academic ranks include: lecturers (44.2%), language instructors (32.7%), assistant professors (17.3%), as well as associate and full professors (5.8%). The diversity of the participants is reassuring and indicate, to some extent, that the obtained results are representative of a larger population. As for the interviews, two interview questions were directed to eight volunteer department chairs and vice-chairs to gain insights into the investigated phenomenon. The interviews were conducted in person and via telephone. They included two questions about the importance of ELPs and the occasions in which they use English for communication. All participants were informed about the purpose of the study, how the data will be used, that no risks would be associated with their participation, and that their anonymity was assured.



RESULTS

This section presents the results obtained from the survey and the interviews. The survey data were computed into SPSS and analyzed by generating frequencies of responses. Moreover, thematic analysis was used for the data obtained from the open-ended section (in the survey) and the interviews.


Survey Results: Items


1- I use English for communication at department council meetings.

2- I use English for communication during committee meetings.

3- I deliver my verbal requests to other members in English.



Regarding the highest degree of formality at the department level, the majority of the participants (65.7%) reported that English is “always” used as the language of communication during council meetings, with another 19.7% reporting that it is “often” used in these meetings (Table 1). The two proportions (a total of 85.4%) were overwhelming when compared with small proportions of participants who reported using English “rarely,” “sometimes,” or “never” in departmental council meetings (a total of 14.6%). Similarly, Table 2 illustrates that the majority (85%) reported that English is either “always” (65.3%) or “often” (19.7%) used for communication during committee meetings, with the minority reporting that it is used “infrequently” or “never” (15%). For delivery of verbal requests, the majority (82.6%) reported that English is either “always” (64.3%) or “often” (18.3%) used, with the minority (17.4%) reporting its use as “infrequent” or “never” (Table 3). These findings clearly indicate a pattern that the majority of English departments in Saudi Arabia employ English as the medium of communication in official administrative occasions that require face-to-face encounters, and for official instruction delivery, although English is a foreign language and no official policies exist to compel its use.


TABLE 1. I use English for communication at department council meetings.

[image: Table 1]
 
TABLE 2. I use English for communication during committee meetings.
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TABLE 3. I deliver my verbal requests to other members in English.

[image: Table 3]

4- I use English for email correspondence with other members.

5- I use English for other types of communication (announcements, signs, posting).



In other formal situations that require no face-to-face encounters, the majority of respondents reported using English for communication. A total of 90.6% reported either “always” (79.3%) or “often” (11.3%) using English for email correspondences with other faculty, with the minority (9.4%) reporting the use of English as “infrequent” or “never” (Table 4). Similarly, the majority (83.1%) reported either “always” (57.3%) or “often” (25.8%) using English when communicating through announcements, posting instructions, news, or putting up signs, with the minority (16.9%) reporting its use “sometimes,” “rarely,” or “never” for such purposes (Table 5). These findings suggest that the majority of faculty members in English departments use English for communication in official, non-face-to-face situations, which is consistent with the findings discussed earlier (see Tables 1–3).


TABLE 4. I use English for email correspondence with other members.
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TABLE 5. I use English for other types of communication (announcements, signs, posting).
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6- I use English for any type of communication during work hours.

7- I use English in private (non-academic) meetings with other members.

8- I use English whenever I communicate with students.



Interestingly, in less formal situations (within the domain of the department), the common use of English for communication seems to be rather frequent. In particular, the majority (82.1%) reported the use of English for other types of communication with other members during working hours as either “always” (45.5%) or “often” (36.6%), with the minority (17.9%) reporting its use as either infrequent or never in such situations (Table 6). More specifically, the majority (65.7%) reported either “always” (32.4%) or “often” (33.3%) using English in non-academic meetings with other faculty members, with a reasonable proportion (21.6%) reporting using it “sometimes,” and a smaller proportion reporting “rare” (8.5%) or “never” using it in such occasions (Table 7). Here, although the majority of the faculty members tend to use English in less formal situations, the data suggest that this tendency is used at a lower level when compared to the use of more formal situations. On a broader level, the majority (91.6%) reported that they “always” (62.9%) or “often” (28.7%) employed English as a means of communication with students outside the domain of the classroom, with the minority (8.4%) reporting its use as “infrequent” or “never” in these situations (Table 8). The responses to this item, in particular, have the highest majority and lowest minority demonstrating the skewness of responses toward the use of English in student communication at the department level, possibly suggesting their keenness to offer students opportunities to practice English.


TABLE 6. I use English for any type of communication during work hours.
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TABLE 7. I use English in private (non-academic) meetings with other members.
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TABLE 8. I use English whenever I communicate with students.
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Open-Ended Section

In this section, one question was provided to all participants with an opportunity to freely express their views, and interestingly, a considerable proportion provided insightful remarks.


-If you think English should be used at the department level, explain why.



In response to this item, 65 participants expressed their views. A considerable proportion (26 participants) reported that English should be used to improve proficiency levels. Here, more frequent use of English can not only encourage the development of learners’ language skills but also help the faculty maintain their high level of linguistic proficiency, especially in a context (i.e., the Saudi context) that offers very limited opportunities for “formal” English language practice. Another 18 participants reported that English must be used whenever a non-Arabic speaking faculty is present. In this regard, 6 of the 18 participants explained that using English at all times within the domain of the department can allow for better communication, a notion that is accepted in departments that include members who can only communicate with Saudi faculty through the English language. A total of 21 participants suggested that English should become the only language of communication within the domain of the department, simply because it is the department’s area of specialization. These findings may suggest that Saudi faculty are very likely to accept internationalizing their academic domain along with enforcing top-down ELPs (including English-only policies), as suggested by the university.




Interview Results


1- How important do you think having ELPs is?



All eight interviewees deemed having ELPs important and provided further explanations for maintaining this view. They explained enforcing ELPs in all Saudi English departments could ensure consistency regarding when to use English. For instance, one interviewee stated that “I have seen colleagues use English, Arabic and Urdu in joint meetings, and this can be quite disturbing and unprofessional. Thus, I believe we need to set rules to govern language use during official encounters.” Furthermore, the interviewees clarified that having such policies can promote more frequent use of English in a context that is dominated by Arabic (L1), create a working environment that is suitable for everyone (especially non-Arabic speakers), provide a learning opportunity that is suitable for EFL learners and offer them more opportunities for utilizing the language, and help maintain faculty’s English language proficiency. As an example, one interviewee explained that “in Saudi Arabia we lack the sufficient opportunities to practice English with other professionals. In fact, I am afraid that my linguistic proficiency is deteriorating overtime, and there is a need to adopt mechanisms to sustain our linguistic proficiency.” The findings here are in line with findings from the survey and indicate that all interviewees see view the existence of ELPs as important and can positively impact the educational setting.


2- On which occasions do you use English at the department level?



The responses of the eight interviewees were of two types. The first category comprises those who have a high tendency to use English in formal as well as informal situations, and this type forms the majority of the interviewees. Five interviewees explained that English is used in almost every meeting and every possible situation, such as in social media communications, in-department announcements, communicating with non-Arabic speaking faculty, contacting and communicating with students and other faculty members, council and committee meetings, and during office hours. These situations were not limited to official or academic encounters only; thus, these interviewees appeared to be keen on using English as often as possible. One interviewee explained that “I am an English major and have studied in the United States for years, and now I am researching and teaching English language. So English became part of my career, and I should use it in every possible situation.”

By contrast, the second category included those who reported limiting their use of English to situations that are considered “official” and “academic,” which were reported by a smaller proportion. Three interviewees stated using English in academic and official situations only, such as when conducting official departmental meetings, delivering presentations, and/or during seminars. The interview findings are again aligned with those obtained from the survey.




DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

The literature has already established that academia in Saudi institutions does not have formal ELPs (e.g., Almoaily and Alnasser, 2019). Therefore, existing policies are implicit in nature and are practiced based on personal preferences. In this paper, the term “self-ELPs” is introduced to refer to implicit ungoverned policies practiced by faculty members. The findings of the study revealed that such policies in the Saudi context seem to commonly emerge in formal and informal situations, where English is used for communication in council and committee meetings, and communicating with fellow faculty members in private non-formal discussions. This was accepted by the majority of faculty members in the Saudi English department, suggesting their desire for more exposure to and practice with English. Here, their affiliation to English departments and the field of specialty can be speculated to have led to the formation of a perception that English should become somewhat “the official language” in their academic domain.

Regarding communication with students (inside and outside the domain of the classroom), a higher frequency of English use was observed in the findings. The results suggest that this can establish further learning situations and promote active learning environments. Although such practice can be widely accepted by EFL students (Bolton and Kuteeva, 2012) and can be rewarding to most of them, few may not find it as rewarding as it was hoped for, and therefore, refrain from engagement (especially linguistically afflicted students). Several researchers have argued against adopting such policies as they can pose a status of inequity among students (e.g., Valenzuela, 1999; García et al., 2008; Bartlett and García, 2011; Hamm-Rodriguez and Morales, 2021). The need to offer students more accommodating contexts is highly stressed (Jenkins and Wingate, 2015).

The participants of the study mostly advocated more frequent English use at the department level, as it may have several positive influences on faculty as well as their students, such as creating a professional, educational environment that may stimulate productivity and further engagement. Although formal ELPs do not exist and Arabic is the official and the first language, English seems to have replaced Arabic on most occasions with no concerns being reported against such an overwhelming use. In other words, the overall findings obtained from the survey and interviews clearly indicate that the vast majority of faculty in Saudi Arabia opt for practices/policies involving more frequent use of English. This suggests that Saudi English departments not only have no concerns over the dominance of English (L2) over Arabic (L1) but also promote such dominance. Therefore, the concerns raised by Khalaf (2002, 2005), and Al-Issa and Dahan (2011) do not apply to the context of this study.

Self-ELPs reported in this study projected the passion of the faculty in Saudi English departments for the English language and their desire to push for further dominance of English. Hence, it is concluded that such faculty members are ready for the introduction of formal, written ELPs that may include English-only policies at the department level. This can create an inner circle community that resembles the ESL context. The need for language policies in the Saudi context is necessary to mitigate the complications that may arise in the future (Tickoo, 2006; Alhendi, 2019; Adriano et al., 2021). The survey results reflected small proportions of participants who do not opt for English use outside the domain of the classroom, which can lead to disagreement between them and the other proportion who opt for more frequent English use; thus, introducing official ELPs can serve as a pre-emptive solution to any disagreement that may arise in this regard.

Recently, Saudi universities have revised their strategic plans to dedicate more attention to self-funding rather than government funding. This forces these universities to invest in educational opportunities, such as the internationalizing academic program at the bachelor, master, and PhD levels. To achieve such goals, the existence of formal ELPs is necessary to create a more accommodating and attractive setting for international students (Eno et al., 2019; Liddicoat and Kirkpatrick, 2020). Their existence can also attract more prominent academics from around the world to seek jobs in Saudi universities, which can improve the quality of teaching, research, and other educational practices.

Finally, the conclusions of the study reassure policymakers in Saudi Arabia that delegating ELPs to English departments and internationalizing this context is welcomed and “awaited.” This can be the starting point for the Saudi educational system to open up to the world and invite international scholars and students on a large scale. Nonetheless, it is recommended that policymakers and researchers address the issue of avoidance of the Saudi faculty to use English at the department level, as this may slightly hinder the process of enforcing official ELPs. In terms of the limitations of the current study, mainly it was not possible to explore the views of the policymakers in the country on how self-ELPs may contribute to facilitating the internationalizing of the higher education sector. Additionally, owing to the time constraint the researcher had, it was not possible to employ focused groups with faculty members from different Saudi English departments to explore their perspectives on the mechanisms by which internationalization of the Saudi higher education can be achieved. Therefore, future research may shed light on these two points, and the findings are expected to contribute to the field of the study.
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