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A B S T R A C T

This article examines the language ideologies undergirding university
English language admission requirements. Universities are today caught
between the order of the nation state and that of corporate globalization as
they seek to attract both national and international students. This tension
produces conflicting processes of (converse) racialization and linguistic
(un)marking within which universities construct language proficiencies
and ethnonational identities. Our study finds two categorically different
constructs of English language proficiency (ELP): inherent ELP based on
citizenship, linguistic heritage, and prior education, and tested ELP. These
two constructs of ELP map onto two dichotomous student groups. One
side of this binary—the white native-speaker citizen construct—is subject
to converse racialization and unmarking. While it becomes blurred, it casts
its Other into clear relief: the Asian non-native speaker non-citizen. The
research has implications for critical language testing and language policies
in higher education. (Citizenship, English as a global academic language,
internationalization of higher education, international students, language ide-
ologies, language testing, native speakerism, racialization, World Englishes)

I N T R O D U C T I O N

Despite the Covid-19 pandemic, the internationalization of higher education con-
tinues unabated, and international student mobility is expected to keep rising by
5% annually over the next decade (Laad & Sharma 2021). In 2019, there were
over five million tertiary students worldwide studying outside their country of
origin. While student flows are increasingly diversifying, UNESCO identifies
two clear trends. First, most international students hail from Asia, with China,
India, and South Korea alone accounting for a quarter of all international students.
Second, over half of all international students head to only five Anglophone
destinations: US, UK, Australia, Canada, and New Zealand (UNESCO 2020).

These figures point to the central role that the English language plays in the
internationalization of higher education (de Wit 2019), particularly as the attraction

© The Author(s), 2022. Published by Cambridge University Press. This is an Open Access article,
distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution licence (http:==creativecommons.
org=licenses=by=4.0=), which permits unrestricted re-use, distribution and reproduction, provided the
original article is properly cited. 0047-4045/22 $15.00 1

Language in Society 53, 1–23.
doi:10.1017=S0047404522000689

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047404522000689 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2181-2596
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4792-3315
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog?doi=https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047404522000689&domain=pdf
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047404522000689


of universities in the Anglosphere is flanked by the concomitant rise of English
medium instruction offered by institutions elsewhere (Doiz, Lasagabaster, &
Sierra 2012; Tsou & Kao 2017). English today is undoubtedly a global lingua
franca through which an ever-larger number of students are being educated, regard-
less of national-linguistic heritage or country of residence. Yet, despite the phenom-
enal advance of a new register that has been termed ‘English as a lingua franca in
academic settings’ (Jenkins 2013), old ideas about the primacy of the native speaker
in higher education and global knowledge production continue to linger (Holliday,
Aboshiha, & Swan 2015; Gobbo&Russo 2020; Piller, Zhang, & Li 2022). They go
hand in hand with the persistence of language ideologies claiming a privileged
status for Standard English as defined by Britain and the US.

In other words, English language proficiency (ELP) today is a construct that is
pulled in two different directions. First, there is the ascendent ideological complex
of global academic English as independent of a speaker’s ethno-national identities,
and of their country of residence or citizenship. This construct is closely associated
with the neoliberal commodification of language (Piller & Cho 2013; Sharma &
Phyak 2017; Soto & Pérez-Milans 2018) and entrepreneurial speaker subjectivities
(Costa, Park, &Wee 2021; Li & Zheng 2021). Second, there is the staying power of
the construct of English as based on the standard forms emanating from Britain and
the US and imagined as belonging to people whose heritage and citizenship tie
them to these countries and a handful of others in ‘the Anglophone center’.
When speaking of ‘the Anglophone center’, we draw on Kachru’s (1985) well-
known concentric model of World Englishes. In this model, Britain and US,
along with their settler colonies Australia, Canada, Ireland, New Zealand, and
South Africa, are the center of the Anglosphere. This inner circle is surrounded
by a so-called ‘outer circle’ of countries that were at some point British or US ex-
traction colonies and where English today enjoys official status, usually alongside
one or more other languages. Examples include India, Nigeria, and the Philippines.
The outer circle is surrounded by countries of the expanding circle, where English is
learned as a foreign language. This basically comprises the rest of the world and
includes most of continental Europe, Latin America, and West, Central, and East
Asia. Despite its well-discussed shortcomings and obvious simplifications, the
model serves as a useful shorthand for different ideological relationships
between different forms of English and the identities they index (Park & Wee
2009). This construct of ELP is deeply racialized with white speakers in the
inner circle and racialized others in the outer circle. Consequently, it produces a
binary set of identities for the speaking subject: the white native speaker citizen
and its other, the non-white non-native speaker non-citizen (Shuck 2006; Piller,
Torsh, & Smith-Khan 2021).

How do universities in the Anglosphere—who are deeply invested both in
national and international education—navigate these tensions? What language
ideological constructs of ELP and speaker identities do they embrace, reject, and
reaffirm as they seek to fulfill their educational and academic missions while
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remaining economically viable? This article sets out to explore these questions
through an examination of ELP requirements for university admission. Specifically,
we pursue four research questions:

(i) How is ELP as a university admission requirement constructed?
(ii) What counts as evidence of adequate ELP?
(iii) Who is subject to language testing and who is exempt?
(iv) What speaker identities are constructed and deconstructed, legitimized and

delegitimized through these processes?

In the following, we first situate our study in the literature engaging with lan-
guage ideological debates about language proficiency and ethno-national identities
in higher education and beyond. We then introduce our methods: based on the ELP
requirements for admission to the most prestigious Australian universities, we con-
ducted a language ideological analysis focusing on iconization, fractal recursivity,
and erasure (Irvine & Gal 2000). Our analysis demonstrates that ELP is constructed
as a neutral requirement that applies to all students equally, regardless of back-
ground or citizenship. However, there are two different types of ELP required of
different groups of students. First, there is the kind of ELP that is taken to be inher-
ent in other student characteristics and qualifications. This kind of ELP is closely
tied to applicants from Anglophone center countries. Second, there is another
kind of ELP which needs to be demonstrated through performance on a recognized
English language test. This kind of ELP is associated with students from Asia,
regardless of the status of English in their country of origin. These two different
constructs of ELP map closely onto different ethno-national groups and, in the
process, both dis-invent and re-invent native speaker ideologies. Native speaker
ideologies are challenged because inherent ELP is not only assigned to applicants
from the inner circle but also to some applicants from outer and even expanding
circle countries. By contrast, non-native speaker ideologies are reaffirmed by the
fact that tested ELP is mapped onto Asian applicants. We close with conceptual
and applied implications of our research.

L A N G U A G E P R O F I C I E N C Y A N D
E T H N O N A T I O N A L I D E N T I T I E S I N H I G H E R
E D U C A T I O N

In recent decades many universities in center Anglophone countries have come to
depend on international students for revenue generation (Zhang, Worthington, &
Hu 2017). Although US and British universities attract the largest numbers of inter-
national students in absolute terms, we focus our case study on Australia because it
stands out among destination countries on a per capita basis: in 2019, 28.4% of all
tertiary students enrolled inAustralian universities were international (OECD2021)
and the provision of educational services has been in the country’s top-five export
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industries throughout the twenty-first century (Australian Government, Department
of Foreign Affairs and Trade 2021). This means that Australian universities serve
two distinct groups of students: domestic and international. The former account
for about two thirds of students and the latter one third. University places for the
former are subsidized by the Australian taxpayer and their fees are capped. By con-
trast, international student fees are borne by the individual and universities are free
to set them at market rates (Ferguson 2021).

These market and group dynamics have repeatedly been the subject of intense
media scrutiny and public debates. International students have often been dispar-
aged as ‘cash cows’ (Robertson 2011) and universities as ‘visa factories’ because
tertiary education can provide a pathway to permanent residency (Robertson &
Runganaikaloo 2013). International students’ ELP has been central to these
debates and there is a widespread perception that international students’ English
is poor (Haugh 2016; Bodis 2021a,b). In an influential 2006 government report,
universities’ alleged lax ELP requirements were blamed for international students’
inability to participate effectively in higher education and in the workforce after
graduation (Birrell, Hawthorne, & Richardson 2006). International students, low
ELP, falling academic standards, increasing levels of academic misconduct, and
failure to integrate into Australian public life have since become indexically
related through a series of language panics (Paltridge, Mayson, & Schapper
2014; Bodis 2021a,b).

Universities have responded to these ongoing media debates through repeated
reviews of their admission processes, and ELP requirements are now subject to
intense quality monitoring (Tertiary Education Quality and Standards Agency
2021). As we know from personal experience, applied linguists and language
testing experts are regularly called upon to provide expertise in their institutions’
ELP requirements (see also Knoch 2021). As a result, ELP requirements for inter-
national students have become relatively standardized to pathway programs and test
scores from the huge variability of sixty-one different pieces of acceptable evidence
found by Coley in 1999.

Central to this standardization is a high level of reliance on English language
testing scores. The most widely used test in Australia is the International English
Language Testing System (IELTS; O’Loughlin 2011). The international use of
this and other language tests is supposed to ensure objectivity and the fair and
equal treatment of all test takers. This assumption is increasingly being questioned
as researchers find that the overreliance on a test score for admission purposes seems
to detract from attention to ongoing language development once students have
entered their studies (Pilcher & Richards 2017; Arkoudis, Dollinger, Baik, &
Patience 2019; Pearson 2019). While the overreliance on test scores is being
questioned by academics in applied linguistics, they tend to be uncritically accepted
by university admission officers (Deygers & Malone 2019), university lecturers
(O’Loughlin 2011), and even English language teachers preparing students for
university entry (Chappell, Bodis, & Jackson 2015).
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Amidst these debates one question has remained relatively underexamined: who
should be subject to language testing and who should receive a waiver? While the
debate about ELP has been nominally about ‘international students’, it is obvious
that ‘international student’—a legal category—only partly overlaps with the cate-
gory of ‘English language learner’. A hypothetical monolingual English speaker
from the UK, for instance, who has received all their education through the
medium of English is an international student in Australia, but their ELP is unlikely
to come under scrutiny.

The decision who should and who should not be required to undertake a lan-
guage test is far from a hypothetical problem, as the following examples from
our own experience illustrate. When the second author applied for admission to a
PhD program as a domestic candidate, she was required to evidence her ELP
through a test score although she had extensive English teaching experience,
almost a decade of residence in Australia, and a previous degree from Central
European University, an English-medium institution in Hungary. As she also
worked as an IELTS examiner, this role was accepted as constituting evidence of
performance in the highest band. Without such involvement with a recognized
ELP test, an international applicant from Bangladesh did have to sit the IELTS
test, although all of their prior education had been through the medium of
English, they were employed as university lecturer in the English department of
a university in Bangladesh, and they had published fictional and non-fictional
writing in English. Similarly, in another example, a domestic applicant with a
decade of professional experience as interpreter and interpreter trainer in Australia
had to undertake an ELP test because all of their prior degrees were from South
Korea. The first author even provided an expert support statement about the candi-
date’s ELP but no exemption from the ELP testing requirement was granted.

As these examples demonstrate, whose English should or should not be tested is
by no means a straightforward decision. Even so, it is not a problemwhich has been
the subject ofmuch debate nor scrutiny. This is where our study comes in as we seek
to make explicit the constructs of ELP and speaker identities underpinning
language testing requirements for university admission. What language ideologies
undergird these policies that are developed in response to a practical problem but
lack theoretical and empirical articulation (Moore & Harrington 2016)?

ELP requirements for university admission are embedded in broader debates
about the relationship between language proficiency and social inclusion. In
recent decades, proficiency in the national language has widely come to be seen
as a precondition for integration, belonging, and citizenship. Conversely, limited
or no proficiency is taken as evidence of segregation and justification for exclusion.
Against this background, an increasing number of countries have introduced
language proficiency requirements as preconditions for entry and citizenship
since the 1990s (Extra, Spotti, & Van Avermaet 2009; Frost & McNamara 2018;
Kunnan 2021). Simultaneously, a body of scholarship has emerged that has
interrogated the language ideological debates surrounding these developments
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(e.g. Piller 2001a; Milani 2008; Blackledge 2009). This article builds on this work
and brings it to a different group of mobile people for whom language proficiency
testing ostensibly has a different purpose: to ascertain whether they are fit for
university entry.

Before we move on to our analysis, we briefly address racialization as another
conceptual underpinning of our study. University admission requirements are in-
herently discriminatory: they discriminate between those who are and those who
are not deemed worthy of admission. Whether universities’ legitimate selection
processes are overlaid by illegitimate discrimination has been a matter of intense
scrutiny. Bias in admission procedures, whether real or perceived, constitutes a sig-
nificant risk for universities (Zimdars 2010; Pitman 2015). In the context of a wider
project of multiculturalism in liberal democracies, the embrace, at least rhetorically,
of diversity is today part of the nation building of Australia and other liberal democ-
racies (Moran 2011; Kymlicka 2012). Within these states, universities have been
some of the institutions most committed to equity, diversity, and inclusion (Basit
& Tomlinson 2012)—to the degree that social inclusion rhetoric in higher educa-
tion has been termed a ‘meme’ (Hughes 2015). Many have questioned whether
these commitments can ever be more than mere window dressing (Ahmed 2021).
Be that as it may, beyond the moral imperative, universities today have an economic
incentive to be inclusive of diversity, and ‘diversity marketing’ is highly prominent
in the discourses of higher education (Urciuoli 2010, 2016).

Diversity discourses may operate as a form of ‘converse racialization’, as Mena
& García (2021) recently showed with reference to the public communications of a
bilingual US university. Converse racialization ‘shifts the directionality of semiotic
indexes away from a particular “race” or “ethnicity” (including whiteness) and pro-
duces an apparent state of “unmarkedness”’ (2021:343). Racial unmarking happens
as the order of the nation state clashes with the order of corporate globalization.
While the construct of English as a white language is tied to ethnonational identi-
ties, the construct of English as the language of the neoliberal entrepreneur is tied to
economic identities. The clash of these identities produces considerable instability
in racial formations (Solomos 2020) but the central function of racializing discourse
remains the same: ‘contrasting those with rightful places in a larger social order to
those without’ (Urciuoli 2020:124).

We argue that university admission requirements in national, yet neoliberal,
universities are one such discourse where racialization and converse racialization,
and linguistic marking and unmarking, clash. How, then, is ELP constructed? What
counts as evidence and who is subject to or exempt from language testing? And,
ultimately,which speakers are constructed ashavinga rightful place in the social order?

M E T H O D S

Australia’s oldest and most prestigious universities form a coalition known as the
‘Group of Eight’ (Go8). This coalition comprises the Australian National
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University, Monash University, and the universities of Adelaide, Melbourne, New
South Wales (NSW), Sydney, Queensland, and Western Australia (Group of Eight
Australia 2021). Admission to these institutions is highly competitive and their
graduates dominate Australian elites (Marginson 2009). Go8 universities also
attract the lion’s share of international students: in 2019, 37.5% of all international
students in Australia studied at a Go8 institution, although they only make up 20%
of Australia’s forty-one universities (Australian Government, Department of
Education 2020). The dominance of Go8 institutions in Australian higher education
justifies concentrating our enquiry on their ELP admission requirements.

To compile our dataset, we started with the search query ‘entry requirements’ on
the home page of each of the eight universities. From the results, we visited all web-
pages and hyperlinked documents that contained information about English lan-
guage requirements. We collected all pages providing general information,
policies, and procedures but excluded the requirement pages for specific courses
or degrees, as the latter differ only in required test scores. Additionally, we included
the English language requirements page of University Admissions Centre (UAC),
the commercial organization that handles the bulk of university admissions in the
most populous state, NSW, and the Australian Capital Territory (Universities
Admissions Centre 2022).

This resulted in a corpus comprising twenty-three webpages and related
documents. Most universities had ELP requirements spread out over two to three
pages, with an overview page hyperlinking to one or more detailed policy
documents.

In a first analytical step we employed content analysis (Krippendorf 2019) and
coded for linguistic and non-linguistic characteristics of ELP in the data. We
identified four different characteristics of ELP, as follows.

• ELP AS LANGUAGE TEST SCORE: ‘You need to achieve the minimum scores shown for any of
the English language tests below’ or ‘the University’s preferred accredited English lan-
guage tests are…’

• ELP AS CITIZENSHIP: This may be done through explicit statements such as ‘have citizen-
ship or permanent long-term residency (minimum ten years) … in an English-speaking
country recognised by the University’ or implicitly through providing different pathways
through the requirements for ‘domestic students’ and ‘international students’.

• ELP BASED ON EDUCATIONAL QUALIFICATIONS: ‘have completed your final four years of sec-
ondary schooling at an institution that teaches entirely in English’ or ‘successful comple-
tion of the International Baccalaureate Diploma meets the English language
requirements’

• ELP AS LINGUISTIC HERITAGE: ‘from an English-speaking background’ or ‘English is your
first language’

In a second analytic step, we examined how these characteristics of ELP map
onto social identities. We did this by focusing on the three semiotic processes of
the ideologization of language proposed by Irvine & Gal (2000). These are
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iconization, fractal recursivity, and erasure. Iconization serves to attribute an inher-
ent connection between a linguistic form and a social group. Fractal recursivity
serves to construct group binaries by transposing a linguistic contrast onto a
group contrast, and erasure serves to simplify the linguistic and social field by ren-
dering certain linguistic forms and the people who use them invisible. This is most
often done by disregarding internal variation.

Before we proceed to a discussion of our findings, we articulate our locus of enun-
ciation in an effort to confront epistemological racism and to decolonize scholarly
knowledge (Diniz De Figueiredo & Martinez 2021; Piller et al. 2022). We both
speak as academic linguists with roles in our department’s Applied Linguistics and
TESOL program, as language teacher trainers, and as former English language teach-
ers. That we have been reasonably successful in these roles as so-called non-native
speakers ofEnglish—weboth started to learnEnglish as a foreign language in continen-
tal Europe in our early teens—continues to occasion, infrequent but regular, surprise
and sometimes a questioning of our competence and authority. Yet, we also acknowl-
edge that, in contrast, to our colleagues and students who do not embodywhiteness we
are not ‘onmigrant duty 24=7’, as a Sudanese participant at one of Piller’s teacher train-
ingworkshops once remarked.Aswhite academics ‘with an accent’we fall between the
cracks of the binaries of language and identity we are about to describe.

E L P A S A N E U T R A L S E L E C T I O N T O O L W I T H I N
A B I N A R Y L E G A L S T A T U S F R A M E W O R K

The fundamental university entrance requirement are academic qualifications and
results. All Australian universities additionally have an ELP requirement. The
ELP requirement may or may not be folded into the qualifications evidence:

English language proficiency (ELP) is an admission requirement for most tertiary courses
offered through UAC. However, most people—including those with an Australian Year 12
qualification—DO NOT have to do anything extra to prove their proficiency. Their qualification will
be used as evidence. If you do need to provide evidence of your proficiency in English, this will
be indicated in your application. [emphasis in original]

Most universities provide an explicit rationale for the universal ELP requirement:

English is the language of instruction when you come to study at [University]. Your lectures, tuto-
rials, exams, class discussions and other activities will be in English. Given this, it’s important you
understand what English language requirements you’ll need to meet to be offered a place.

[University] teaches and assesses its units and courses in English… To ensure that students have a
good chance of succeeding at [University], the University sets minimumEnglish language proficien-
cy standards.

English is the language of instruction at [University]. Therefore, you will need to be proficient in
speaking, listening, reading and writing in English.

In addition to stating the rationale for the ELP entry requirement these examples
simultaneously function as a programmatic language policy justifying institutional
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monolingualism in the face of a highly linguistically diverse student population
(Bodis 2021a,b). They also serve to neutralize English: as an institutional given
put in place for the benefit of the students, its status as a selection tool that
applies to different students differently is masked. This is particularly obvious in
the following examples:

ALL STUDENTS need appropriate English language skills for admission.
ALL APPLICANTS, whether domestic or international, must provide evidence that their English lan-
guage ability meets the minimum requirements for admission. [emphasis added]

By explicating that ‘all applicants’ fall into ‘domestic and international’ the
second excerpt also raises the fundamental legal distinction that is inextricably en-
meshed with the ELP requirement. All of the universities in our dataset have a
dual admission architecture, with one navigation path for domestic students and
another path for international students (see Figure 1). This dichotomy is a legal re-
quirement and guided by citizenship legislation. As the example in Figure 1
shows, domestic students are positively identified by their status (‘a citizen’, ‘a per-
manent resident’) while international students are identified negatively by their lack
of such a status (‘not’).

The choice of navigational pathwayby legal status through the application process is
non-optional. This legal dichotomy then leads to another linguistic dichotomy between
those whose ‘first language is English’ and those whose ‘first language is not English’
(seeFigure2).Alternativephrasings for this linguistic binary include ‘English-speaking
background or education’ and ‘Non-English speaking background or education’, or
‘English primary language pathway’ and ‘English not your main language’.

The legal status binary and the linguistic background binary are not coterminous.
However, their ubiquity on the admission websites means that they become closely
associated with each other. In other words, citizenship status becomes imbricated

FIGURE 1. Example of the two different navigational pathways through the admission process.

Language in Society 53:1 (2024) 9

MARKING AND UNMARKING THE (NON )NAT IVE SPEAKER

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047404522000689 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047404522000689


with a linguistic component and, conversely, ELP is imbued with a legal dimension
(Smith-Khan 2021).

In this section, we have shown that ELP is asserted as a neutral selection criterion
that applies equally to all applicants. On this asserted equity rests a binary between
two forms of ELP, their attendant forms of evidence, and their speakers. One form
of ELP is inherent in other applicant characteristics and achievements. For this type
of ELP, no further linguistic evidence of proficiency is required. Opposed to this
inherent form of ELP is another form of ELP that is constituted by an absence—
a linguistic deficit—in applicant characteristics and achievements. Applicants
without inherent ELP are required to demonstrate their ELP through a language
test score. We now examine each of these two forms of ELP—inherent and
tested—and the social groups they index in detail.

I N H E R E N T E L P

What we call ‘inherent ELP’ is a construct that is independent of language tests.
This kind of language proficiency is presented as inherent in other applicant

FIGURE 2. Example of the linguistic binary that overlays the legal status binary.
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characteristics or achievements, specifically their citizenship, their educational
qualifications, and their linguistic heritage. Inherent language proficiency may be
referred to as ‘first language’, ‘main language’, ‘primary language’, or ‘language
background’. However, it is important to note that linguistic heritage is not the
sole basis, and mostly not even the most important one, for the determination of in-
herent ELP. Rather, this kind of ELP is determined through a mélange of citizen-
ship, education, and heritage criteria:

If English is your first language, you need to have citizenship or permanent long-term residency
(minimum ten years) and completed secondary or higher education (tertiary) studies in an English-
speaking country recognised by the University (see country list below).

This document contains the requirements based on citizenship status, prior study, and English lan-
guage tests.

Citizenship, education, and heritage are rarely systematically distinguished and
citizenship and heritage, in particular, are readily conflated. For example, to be rec-
ognized as having an ‘English-speaking background’ one policy requires two
pieces of evidence from two different sets: one needs to be a citizenship document
(‘birth certificate, passport, arrival documents to establish residency’) and the other
a portfolio of documents providing evidence of schooling, work, and residency.
Curiously, the latter may include utility bills, tax notices, and medical records, as
well as a letter of reference from ‘a person with standing in the community’. Exam-
ples of such persons include ‘a school principal or teacher, doctor or pharmacist, a
local manager, community leader, social worker or sporting coach who know the
person’s family’.

While the precise nature of the evidence required to prove inherent ELP differs, it
is always tied to a set of countries. In other words, inherent ELP is guided by the
territorial principle (Piller 2016) and only citizens, residents, or graduates of specif-
ic countries are constructed as potentially having inherent ELP. These specific
countries are, first and foremost, Australia and New Zealand.1 That means that
legal status as a domestic student and the ascription of inherent ELP overlap.

UAC and seven of the eight universities under investigation provide lists of an
additional set of eligible countries other than Australia and New Zealand whose cit-
izens, residents, or graduates are deemed to meet the required ELP level qua their
status:

Is my country recognised as English-speaking country?
[University] recognises the following countries as English-speaking: American Samoa, Australia,
Bahamas, Barbados, Belize, Botswana, Canada, Fiji, Gibraltar, Ghana, Guyana, Ireland, Jamaica,
Kenya, Lesotho, Liberia, New Zealand, Nigeria, Papua New Guinea, Singapore, Solomon Islands,
South Africa, The Gambia, Tonga, Trinidad and Tobago, United Kingdom (including Northern
Ireland), United States of America, Zambia, Zimbabwe.

The country lists differ somewhat but, in addition to Australia and New Zealand,
all of them include Canada (explicitly excluding Quebec in two instances), Ireland,
UK, and the US. That ELP is constructed as an inherent property of citizens,

Language in Society 53:1 (2024) 11

MARKING AND UNMARKING THE (NON )NAT IVE SPEAKER

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047404522000689 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047404522000689


residents, and graduates of these countries is not particularly surprising and in line
with well-known language ideologies of native speakerism and English as a white
language. In these language ideologies, English speakers from inner circle coun-
tries (as per Kachru’s (1985) model; see above) are taken to have privileged
access to the language as native speakers (Holliday 2006). As these are white-
dominant societies, native speaker status of English also comes to be mapped on
whiteness (Piller et al. 2021). By contrast, speakers from the outer and expanding
circles are conventionally constructed as non-native speakers (Hickey 2018) and
non-native speaker status is racialized as non-white (Shuck 2006).

However, this marking of English goes hand in hand with a process of unmark-
ing where inherent ELP is also assigned to speakers from several countries in the
outer and expanding circles. These constructions of inherent ELP complicate con-
ventional ideologies of native speakerism and racialization.

There are two lists of countries: a set of countries whose citizens, residents, and
graduates are deemed to have inherent ELP, and another set of countries where the
holders of certain academic qualifications are accepted without a further language
testing requirement. The first list is centered on Anglophone countries, as we have
discussed. Additionally, a number of countries conventionally deemed to fall in the
outer circle are also routinely included. The second list centers on countries in the
expanding circle. We now discuss each list in turn.

The lists of countries whose citizens, residents, or graduates are assigned inher-
ent ELP are relatively long. The longest list includes fifty-three countries and the
shortest five. The average number of countries on the eight lists is twenty-five.
The length of these lists, in itself, indexes inclusion and diversity.

In terms of content, the lists are relatively heterogeneous, and made up of a
variety of outer circle countries in Africa, the Caribbean, and the Pacific with ma-
jority Black and multilingual populations. Their inclusion in lists of inherent
English proficiency thus clearly demonstrates a shift in language ideologies away
from native speakerism and of English as a White language.

At the same time, it is noteworthy that the outer circle countries included are
mostly small countries with very small student populations in Australia. Some fre-
quently listed countries, such as Guyana, Lesotho, or Liberia, each have less than
thirty students in Australia (Australian Government, Department of Education
2020). In other words, the relatively long lists of outer circle countries whose citi-
zens, residents, or graduates are deemed to have ELP qua their status could be con-
sidered to create an illusion of diversity instead of a true challenge to native
speakerism and the racialization of English asWhite language. The lists are instanc-
es of banal nationalism (Billig 1995) that seem inclusive on paper but are really ex-
clusive of the actual student population from outer circle countries in Australia.

By contrast, outer circle countries that have large student populations in Austra-
lia are not listed: absent are India (89,018 students in 2019), Nepal (32,375), Ma-
laysia (29,652), Sri Lanka (13,029), Pakistan (11,333), Bangladesh (6,528), and
Philippines (4,721). The only countries conventionally deemed outer circle with
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sizable student numbers in Australia that appear on the lists are Singapore (21,259;
on six lists) and Hong Kong (11,611; on one list). In other words, except for Sin-
gapore, applicants from racialized, multilingual English-speaking countries with
sizable student numbers are excluded from the construct of inherent ELP.

In addition to listing countries whose residents are deemed to have inherent ELP
qua origin, seven of the universities in our dataset also provide a secondary list of
countries for which ELP is deemed inherent in an academic qualification. Nonethe-
less, the link to territory and citizenship is still created indexically through the ar-
rangement of accepted qualifications by country, that is, an applicant first needs
to search for their country and then for their qualification. The design of the lists
thus suggests the primacy of territory and citizenship, even if, in actual fact, the
ELP of these candidates is demonstrated through an academic qualification.

These secondary lists are much shorter ranging between six and twelve entries
(average: eight). They are also less heterogeneous than the lists discussed above and
center on countries conventionally deemed to belong to the expanding circle. Four
countries appear on each of them (Denmark, Germany, Norway, Sweden) and
several other European countries appear on some of them (Austria, Finland, France,
Netherlands, Switzerland). Additionally, there is an entry for ‘international’, which
leads to the International Baccalaureate and some other secondary qualifications.
The International Baccalaureate is a secondary qualification that is at the forefront
of the marketization and denationalization of secondary education (Resnik 2012;
Sunyol & Codó 2019). And it is precisely the emergent ideological decoupling of eth-
nonational identity and education in the assessment of ELP that the secondary country
lists speak to. Even if still organized by nation state logics, educational qualification is
becoming primary. This has inclusive and exclusive consequences, aswe nowexplain.

The inclusive consequences are most notable in the fact that some expanding
circle countries are now included within the realm of inherent ELP. Being placed
on the list practically means that applicants from these countries will not need to
undertake a further ELP test. In a clear sign of the weakening of native speaker ide-
ologies, they are included in the construct of inherent ELP, even if indexically rel-
egated to peripheral status through placement on the secondary list.

The exclusive consequences become apparent, yet again, when we compare the
expanding circle countries on the list with those with sizable student populations in
Australia. Consistently missing is the largest sending country, China (170,768 stu-
dents in 2019; (Australian Government, Department of Education 2020). Other ex-
panding circle countries with large student numbers that are absent include Vietnam
(22,938), Indonesia (12,647), South Korea (5,186), United Arab Emirates (4,863),
Saudi Arabia (4,644), and Taiwan (3,379)—all well ahead of Germany, the largest
European sending country (2,128). While the inclusion of applicants from some
northern and western European countries in the construct of inherent ELP certainly
suggests aweakening of native speaker ideologies, the secondary lists simultaneously
could be interpreted as a fortification of the ideology of English as aWhite language,
given the striking absence of any expanding circle country outside Europe.
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In sum, university admission requirements construct one set of ELP that is
closely tied to linguistic heritage, educational qualifications, and citizenship.
These characteristics are entangled to various degrees to create a core of applicants
whose ELP is taken to be beyond doubt. First and foremost, these are citizens, res-
idents, and high school graduates of Australia and New Zealand. However, inherent
ELP is not limited to domestic students. In a process of linguistic unmarking, inher-
ent ELP is also assigned to some international students. This extension, except for
the unsurprising inclusion of applicants from inner circle countries, complicates
ideologies of native speakerism and English as White language. However,
because it only applies to small groups of international students and does not sys-
tematically disentangle linguistic heritage, educational qualifications, and citizen-
ship, it ultimately maintains ELP within a binary identity construct. We now turn
to the other side of that construct.

T E S T E D E L P

Inherent ELP may be constructed as so natural that it is not even identified as a
matter of language. This stands in stark contrast with tested ELP, which always re-
quires evidence:

Depending on your educational background and country of origin, youmay need to provide evidence
of your English proficiency to be able to study here.

Whether ELP will need to be evidenced by performance on a language test
essentially is determined through a process of elimination. Those who do not
meet specific citizenship, educational qualifications, and linguistic heritage criteria
are relegated to the left-over basket of those who need to provide language test
scores. This engulfs them in a deficit perspective:

If English is not your first language, youwill need to provide proof of your English proficiency before
you can commence your studies at the University.

If English is not your first language, youwill be required to demonstrate English language proficiency
in the form of an English test that has been taken within the two years preceding the date of com-
mencement.

English test for Non-English Speaking Background applicants

Graduates from Australian or international Universities are not automatically assumed to have dem-
onstrated English Language Proficiency despite that they may have studied [sic!] some or all of the
courses in English.

In contrast to the diffuse, indirect, and contradictory descriptions of inherent
ELP, tested ELP is an extremely precise construct: a numerical score.

Achievement of the required score can be demonstrated on a variety of English
language tests, with four commercial tests being accepted by all of the universities
in our dataset. These are the International English Language Testing System
(IELTS) Academic Test, the Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL;
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both internet- and paper-based), the Pearson Test of Academic English, and the
Cambridge English Scale (CES). Additionally, there are some other tests that are
accepted only by some universities. Even though each of these tests assesses differ-
ent constructs and is rated differently (Davies, Hamp-Lyons, & Kemp 2003), re-
quired scores are presented as easily convertible (see Figure 3). Each university
has long tables, similar to the one in Figure 3, with the test scores required on
various admissible tests for various degrees and disciplines.

The reduction of ELP to a numerical score is undoubtedly a simplification, as are
all marks. What we are interested in here is the contrast between the conceptualiza-
tion of inherent and tested ELP. The former is embedded in a bundle of citizenship,
education, and heritage to a degree that its nature almost seems to defy description.
By contrast, the latter is presented in the mathematical language of numbers and
tables that associates it with precision and objectivity and lends it the authority
of science (O’Halloran 2005).

The impression of extreme precision, objectivity, and authority of tested ELP is
further enhanced by the fact that it comes with an expiry date.

All English test results … must have been obtained within the past two years.

The validity of IELTS, TOEFL and Pearson PTEAcademic tests has been temporarily extended from
two to three years [due to the Covid-19 pandemic].

To be valid, English language tests must have been taken within 2 years of commencing study at
[University]. We verify all test results with the relevant test authority.

The expiry date on tested ELP contrasts with inherent ELP, which has no
expiry date. In yet another process of fractal recursivity, ELP derived from citi-
zenship and heritage characteristics is set up as inherent to the speaker. Tested
ELP, by contrast, is constructed as a temporary achievement that will fade over
time. While weakening language skills over periods of non-use are certainly a
reality, attrition may apply to both early and late learned languages (Schmid &
Köpke 2019).

FIGURE 3. Example of table presenting ELP as a convertible test score.
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The absurdity of putting an expiry date on language proficiency is aptly ex-
pressed in a sarcastic tweet from 2020, which has since received over 206,000 likes:

My TOEFL test scores expired. I can no longer speak, write, or understand English. (Hamza 2020)

There is a further twist: expiry dates sometimes blur the line between inherent and
tested ELP because they may also apply to some educational qualifications that
serve as proxies for inherent ELP:

At least one successful year of full-time or equivalent degree studies undertaken in Australia within
the past two years; or
At least two successful years of full-time or equivalent degree studies undertaken in Australia com-
pleted more than two years ago.

As in this example, the construct of ELP as deriving from prior education is often
time-bound because program duration and expiry date may be linked. A certain du-
ration will come with an expiry date (‘one successful year … within the past two
years’) while longer duration may come without an expiry date (‘At least two suc-
cessful years … more than two years ago’).

The permeability of inherent and tested language proficiency on the time crite-
rion once again suggests that the ideology of native speakerism is fracturing, as uni-
versities accept that a certain length of study through the medium of English results
in inherent ELP. However, at the same time, time-boundedness continues to cement
the identity binary that the two forms of English map onto: the inherent language
proficiency of naturalized citizens whomay not have undertaken all their secondary
education in Australia remains conditional.

C O N C L U S I O N

This research set out to examine the ELP construct used in university admission de-
terminations and associated student identities between the nation and the market. In
this concluding section, we first revisit our research questions before addressing the
implications of our research.

We found two clearly distinct and mutually exclusive constructs of ELP in uni-
versity admission requirements. One type of ELP is a diffuse construct that is taken
to be inherent to the speaker. This kind of ELP is evidenced through a mélange of
citizenship, heritage, and prior education. It is treated as a given and not subject to
language testing, as the second type of ELP is. In contrast to the diffuse and seem-
ingly organic nature of inherent ELP, tested ELP is a highly precise construct con-
sisting of a single number—the test score. In a case of extreme reduction, the test
score is the only kind of evidence acceptable to demonstrate this kind of ELP.
The inflexibility of the construct is further solidified by the fact that tested ELP
comes with an expiry date.

Inherent and tested ELP are thus presented as two mutually exclusive linguistic
constructs—mutually exclusive because they are categorically different. Each kind
of ELP iconizes an associated group of speakers. And just as the two forms of ELP
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form a binary set, the two associated speaker groups are constructed as a binary op-
position in a process of fractal recursivity.

Who then are these two groups of speakers? To begin with, and until you get to
the fine print, so to speak, the two types of ELP seem to map onto the legal distinc-
tion that is salient in our context, namely the distinction between domestic and in-
ternational applicants. However, the ELP of domestic applicants is not
automatically taken to be inherent and that of international applicants is not auto-
matically tested. For domestic applicants, citizenship alone does not count as
proof of inherent ELP but needs to be complemented by meeting prior education,
residency, and linguistic heritage criteria. International applicants may be taken to
have inherent ELP if they hail from select countries of origin. Citizens of these
select countries are taken to have inherent ELP in the same way as domestic stu-
dents. The identity of those whose ELP is subject to testing is determined ex neg-
ativo by elimination from the pool of candidates who qualify for a waiver based on
their inherent ELP.

This process of elimination casts tested ELP and those who are subject to it in a
deficit perspective. It turns them into problematic speakers of English—in contrast
to those who are accorded inherent proficiency. As such, the language proficiencies
and speaker identities constructed in university admission requirements map
closely onto the constructs of the native and non-native speaker, even if these
terms themselves do not appear in our data. The group labels that are readily avail-
able in our data are ‘domestic’ and ‘international students’. The mapping of these
legal categories onto linguistic categories reinforces the primacy of the native. Even
more so, it naturalizes language proficiency as an index of citizenship, and inextri-
cably ties the two constructs together. At the same time, it is precisely this natural-
ized connection that undergirds both the marking and unmarking of the native
speaker. Our analysis certainly has shown that university admission requirements
continue to racialize English as a White language of the Anglophone center.
However, simultaneously, and echoing Mena & García’s (2021) findings in
another context of neoliberal higher education, a process of converse racialization
is at work where the White-English complex is being unmarked. This happens
when inherent ELP is not only ascribed to inner circle applicants but also to appli-
cants from a long list of outer circle countries. Given that applicants from these des-
ignated outer circle countries to whom inherent language proficiency is granted
constitute a numerically small group, the White-English complex can only
receive a minor dent. The same is true for the small group of continental European
applicants who are removed from the group of those whose ELP is subject to
testing. They are unmarked as non-native speakers and their countries are unmarked
from the expanding circle. Their peers from expanding circle countries in Asia with
substantial student numbers in Australia continue to be marked as problematic
English speakers whose proficiency needs to be tested.

The inextricable entanglements of language proficiency and identity that we
have observed here have long been described as characteristics of the (non)native
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speaker construct by applied linguists (Leung, Harris, & Rampton 1997; Piller
2001b; Davies 2003). The field of language assessment has been striving for objec-
tivity by rejecting the identity component of the construct and focusing on language
proficiency as independent of speaker identity. The native speaker was declared
dead in the late twentieth century (Paikeday 1985) and the consensus of the
lively debate that ensued is summarized by Davies (2011): full control of the stan-
dard language may be achieved by both native and non-native speakers. Traces of
this debate can be found in our data in the objectification of tested language profi-
ciency and the studious effort to create a convoluted set of regulations that can be
expected to stand up to any legal challenges as long as they are applied consistently
(Smith-Khan 2021). However, this objectification of language proficiency has not
made the identity component disappear. On the contrary, as we have shown,
identity is baked into universities’ ELP constructs.

Critical language testing has increasingly paid attention to the social dimensions
of language testing (McNamara & Roever 2007). A particular focus has been on
those who are subject to language testing (Khan & McNamara 2017; Frost &
McNamara 2018). Our research adds to this body by urging attention to those
who are exempt from language testing. The exclusion of those whose ELP is
subject to language testing is predicated on the naturalization of those whose
ELP is taken to be a given. Language proficiency and identity cannot be decoupled,
and language proficiency is not a binary but a gradient. Applied linguists’ efforts to
contribute to language policy and to enhance stakeholders’ testing literacy therefore
need to engage with the language ideologies that undergird the native speaker
construct and its Others (see also Flores 2020).

Before we close, we turn to the language proficiencies and identities that are
erased by the semiotic processes we have discussed here. The construction of lan-
guage proficiency and associated groups as binary produces specific ways of seeing.
The dialectic relationship between the perception of language proficiency and
identity was first demonstrated by Rubin & Smith (1990; see also Rubin 1992).
These researchers showed that, in a university context, speakers of Asian appear-
ance were perceived to have lower levels of English proficiency and produce
lower-quality academic content than white-looking peers. The university discours-
es in our data reinforce precisely that association by subjugating a group of appli-
cants who numerically are mostly Asian to the objectivized scrutiny of language
testing while exempting others. In the process, it is not only the perception of the
ELP of this group that is called into question but also their credibility and moral
worth (Piller et al. 2021; Smith-Khan 2019, 2022).

An increasing body of scholarship has indeed documented that thosewho do not
neatly fit into these binary categories often find their identities undermined, their
language scrutinized, and their belonging questioned (e.g. Hua 2015; Hua & Li
Wei 2016; Kubota, Corella, Lim, & Sah 2021; Tankosić & Dovchin 2021).
Similarly, there is extensive documentation of the fact that students in Australian
universities find it difficult to engage across the perceived language-identity
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barrier (Arkoudis & Baik 2014; Phan 2016; Marangell, Arkoudis, & Baik 2018).
Universities regularly deplore individuals’ lived experiences of exclusion and
divisions within their student body. Yet our research suggests that admission
requirements contribute to maintaining the ways of seeing that undergird these
exclusions. Universities could contribute to dismantling these binaries, first, by
uncoupling citizenship and heritage criteria from the language proficiency con-
struct, and, second, by conceptualizing academic language and communication
as a gradient which requires ongoing development for all students.

N O T E

1New Zealanders are treated as domestic applicants. The free flow of people between Australia and
New Zealand has been established through various agreements since the two states were established
at the beginning of the twentieth century (Spinks & Klapdor 2016).

R E F E R E N C E S

Ahmed, Sara (2021). On being included: Racism and diversity in institutional life. Durham, NC: Duke
University Press.

Arkoudis, Sophie, & Chi Baik (2014). Crossing the interaction divide between international and domes-
tic students in higher education. HERDSA Review of Higher Education 1:45–60.

———; Mollie Dollinger; Chi Baik; & Allen Patience (2019). International students’ experience
in Australian higher education: Can we do better? Higher Education 77(5):799–813. doi:
10.1007=s10734-018-0302-x.

Australian Government, Department of Education (2020). International student monthly summary
and data tables. Online: https:==www.education.gov.au=international-education-data-and-research=
international-student-monthly-summary-and-data-tables.

Australian Government, Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade (2021). Trade and investment at a
glance. Online: https:==www.dfat.gov.au=publications=trade-and-investment=trade-and-investment-
glance-2020.

Basit, Tehmina N., & Sally Tomlinson (eds.) (2012). Social inclusion and higher education. Bristol:
Policy Press.

Billig, Michael (1995). Banal nationalism. London: SAGE.
Birrell, Bob; Lesleyanne Hawthorne; & Sue Richardson (2006). Evaluation of the general skilled

migration categories. Online: https:==citeseerx.ist.psu.edu=viewdoc=download?doi=10.1.1.476.
8583&rep=rep1&type=pdf.

Blackledge, Adrian (2009). ‘As a country we do expect’: The further extension of language testing
regimes in the United Kingdom. Language Assessment Quarterly 6(1):6–16. doi: 10.1080=
15434300802606465.

Bodis, Agnes (2021a). The discursive (mis)representation of English language proficiency: International
students in the Australian media. Australian Review of Applied Linguistics 44(1):37–64.

——— (2021b). ‘Double deficit’ and exclusion: Mediated language ideologies and international stu-
dents’ multilingualism. Multilingua 40(3):367–92. doi: 10.1515=multi-2019-0106.

Chappell, Philip; Agnes Bodis; & Heather Jackson (2015). The impact of teacher cognition and class-
room practices on IELTS test preparation courses in the Australian ELICOS sector. IELTS Research
Reports Online Series 6:1–61.

Coley, Mary (1999). The English language entry requirements of Australian universities for students of
non-English speaking background. Higher Education Research & Development 18(1):7–17.

Davies, Alan (2003). The native speaker: Myth and reality. Clevedon: Multilingual Matters.

Language in Society 53:1 (2024) 19

MARKING AND UNMARKING THE (NON )NAT IVE SPEAKER

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047404522000689 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://www.education.gov.au/international-education-data-and-research/international-student-monthly-summary-and-data-tables
https://www.education.gov.au/international-education-data-and-research/international-student-monthly-summary-and-data-tables
https://www.education.gov.au/international-education-data-and-research/international-student-monthly-summary-and-data-tables
https://www.education.gov.au/international-education-data-and-research/international-student-monthly-summary-and-data-tables
https://www.education.gov.au/international-education-data-and-research/international-student-monthly-summary-and-data-tables
https://www.education.gov.au/international-education-data-and-research/international-student-monthly-summary-and-data-tables
https://www.dfat.gov.au/publications/trade-and-investment/trade-and-investment-glance-2020
https://www.dfat.gov.au/publications/trade-and-investment/trade-and-investment-glance-2020
https://www.dfat.gov.au/publications/trade-and-investment/trade-and-investment-glance-2020
https://www.dfat.gov.au/publications/trade-and-investment/trade-and-investment-glance-2020
https://www.dfat.gov.au/publications/trade-and-investment/trade-and-investment-glance-2020
https://www.dfat.gov.au/publications/trade-and-investment/trade-and-investment-glance-2020
https://www.dfat.gov.au/publications/trade-and-investment/trade-and-investment-glance-2020
https://www.dfat.gov.au/publications/trade-and-investment/trade-and-investment-glance-2020
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.476.8583&rep=rep1&type=pdf
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.476.8583&rep=rep1&type=pdf
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.476.8583&rep=rep1&type=pdf
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.476.8583&rep=rep1&type=pdf
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.476.8583&rep=rep1&type=pdf
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.476.8583&rep=rep1&type=pdf
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.476.8583&rep=rep1&type=pdf
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047404522000689


——— (2011). Does language testing need the native speaker? Language Assessment Quarterly 8
(3):291–308.

———; Liz Hamp-Lyons; & Charlotte Kemp (2003). Whose norms? International proficiency tests in
English. World Englishes 22(4):571–84. doi: https:==doi.org=10.1111=j.1467-971X.2003.00324.x

DeCosta, Peter I.; Joseph Sung-Yul Park; &LionelWee (2021).Why linguistic entrepreneurship?Multi-
lingua 40(2):139–53. doi: 10.1515=multi-2020-0037.

deWit, Hans (2019). Internationalization in higher education, a critical review. SFU Educational Review
12(3):9–17.

Deygers, Bart, &Margaret E. Malone (2019). Language assessment literacy in university admission pol-
icies, or the dialogue that isn’t. Language Testing 36(3):347–68. doi: 10.1177=0265532219826390.

Diniz De Figueiredo, Eduardo H., & Juliana Martinez (2021). The locus of enunciation as a way to con-
front epistemological racism and decolonize scholarly knowledge.Applied Linguistics 42(2):355–59.
doi: 10.1093=applin=amz061.

Doiz, Aintzane; David Lasagabaster; & JuanManuel Sierra (eds.) (2012).English-medium instruction at
universities: Global challenges. Bristol: Multilingual Matters.

Extra, Guus; Massimiliano Spotti; & Piet Van Avermaet (2009). Testing regimes for newcomers. In
Guus Extra, Massimiliano Spotti, & Piet Van Avermaet (eds.), Language testing, Migration and cit-
izenship: Cross-national perspectives on integration regimes, 3–33. London: Continuum.

Ferguson, Hazel (2021). A guide to Australian government funding for higher education learning
and teaching. Online: https:==www.aph.gov.au=About_Parliament=Parliamentary_Departments=
Parliamentary_ Library=pubs=rp=rp2021=GovernmentFundingHigherEducation.

Flores, Nelson (2020). From academic language to language architecture: Challenging
raciolinguistic ideologies in research and practice. Theory into Practice 59(1):22–31. doi:
10.1080=00405841.2019.1665411.

Frost, Kellie, & Tim McNamara (2018). Language tests, language policy and citizenship. In James
W. Tollefson &Miguel Pérez-Milans (eds.), The Oxford handbook of language policy and planning,
280–98. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Gobbo, Federico, & Federica Russo (2020). Epistemic diversity and the question of lingua franca in
science and philosophy. Foundations of Science 25(1):185–207. doi: 10.1007=s10699-019-09631-6.

Group of Eight Australia (2021). The Group of Eight: Australia’s leading universities, leading excel-
lence, leading debate. Online: https:==go8.edu.au=.

Hamza (2020). My TOEFL test scores expired. I can no longer speak, write, or understand English
[Tweet]. Twitter. Online: https:==twitter.com=hamza_azhar=status=1289174674388078593.

Haugh, Michael (2016). Complaints and troubles talk about the English language skills of international
students in Australian universities. Higher Education Research & Development 35(4):727–40.

Hickey, Maureen (2018). Thailand’s ‘English fever’, migrant teachers and cosmopolitan aspirations in
an interconnected Asia. Discourse: Studies in the Cultural Politics of Education 39(5):738–51. doi:
10.1080=01596306.2018.1435603.

Holliday, Adrian (2006). Native-speakerism. ELT Journal 60(4):385–87. doi: 10.1093=elt=ccl030.
———; Pamela Aboshiha; & Anne Swan (eds.) (2015). (En)countering native-speakerism: Global per-

spectives. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.
Hua, Zhu (2015). ‘Where are you from?’: Interculturality and interactional practices. In AdamKomisarof

& Zhu Hua (eds.), Crossing boundaries and weaving intercultural work, life, and scholarship in
globalizing universities, 167–79. London: Routledge.

———, &LiWei (2016). ‘Where are you really from?’: Nationality and ethnicity talk (NET) in everyday
interactions. Applied Linguistics Review 7(4):449–70. doi: 10.1515=applirev-2016-0020.

Hughes, Katie (2015). The social inclusion meme in higher education: Are universities doing
enough? International Journal of Inclusive Education 19(3):303–13. doi: 10.1080=13603116.
2014.930518.

20 Language in Society 53:1 (2024)

INGR ID P ILLER AND AGNES BOD IS

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047404522000689 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-971X.2003.00324.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-971X.2003.00324.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-971X.2003.00324.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-971X.2003.00324.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-971X.2003.00324.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-971X.2003.00324.x
https://www.aph.gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_Departments/Parliamentary_Library/pubs/rp/rp2021/GovernmentFundingHigherEducation
https://www.aph.gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_Departments/Parliamentary_Library/pubs/rp/rp2021/GovernmentFundingHigherEducation
https://www.aph.gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_Departments/Parliamentary_Library/pubs/rp/rp2021/GovernmentFundingHigherEducation
https://www.aph.gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_Departments/Parliamentary_Library/pubs/rp/rp2021/GovernmentFundingHigherEducation
https://www.aph.gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_Departments/Parliamentary_Library/pubs/rp/rp2021/GovernmentFundingHigherEducation
https://www.aph.gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_Departments/Parliamentary_Library/pubs/rp/rp2021/GovernmentFundingHigherEducation
https://www.aph.gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_Departments/Parliamentary_Library/pubs/rp/rp2021/GovernmentFundingHigherEducation
https://www.aph.gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_Departments/Parliamentary_Library/pubs/rp/rp2021/GovernmentFundingHigherEducation
https://www.aph.gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_Departments/Parliamentary_Library/pubs/rp/rp2021/GovernmentFundingHigherEducation
https://www.aph.gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_Departments/Parliamentary_Library/pubs/rp/rp2021/GovernmentFundingHigherEducation
https://www.aph.gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_Departments/Parliamentary_Library/pubs/rp/rp2021/GovernmentFundingHigherEducation
https://go8.edu.au/
https://go8.edu.au/
https://go8.edu.au/
https://go8.edu.au/
https://twitter.com/hamza_azhar/status/1289174674388078593
https://twitter.com/hamza_azhar/status/1289174674388078593
https://twitter.com/hamza_azhar/status/1289174674388078593
https://twitter.com/hamza_azhar/status/1289174674388078593
https://twitter.com/hamza_azhar/status/1289174674388078593
https://twitter.com/hamza_azhar/status/1289174674388078593
https://twitter.com/hamza_azhar/status/1289174674388078593
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047404522000689


Irvine, Judith T., & Susan Gal (2000). Language ideology and linguistic differentiation. In Paul
V. Kroskrity (ed.), Regimes of language: Ideologies, polities and identities, 35–84. Santa Fe, NM:
School of American Research Press.

Jenkins, Jennifer (2013). English as a lingua franca in the international university: The politics of ac-
ademic English language policy. London: Routledge.

Kachru, Braj B. (1985). Standards, codification and sociolinguistic realism: The English language in the
outer circle. In Randolph Quirk & Henry G. Widdowson (eds.), English in the world: Teaching and
learning the language and literatures, 11–30. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Khan, Kamran, & Tim McNamara (2017). Citizenship, immigration laws, and language. In A. Suresh
Canagarajah (ed.), The Routledge handbookof migration and language, 451–67. London: Routledge.

Knoch, Ute (2021). The challenges of providing expert advice in policy contexts. Papers in Language
Testing and Assessment 10(1):30–48.

Krippendorf, Klaus (2019). Content analysis: An introduction to its methodology. 4th edn. Thousand
Oaks, CA: SAGE.

Kubota, Ryuko; Meghan Corella; Kyuyun Lim; & Pramod K. Sah (2021). ‘Your English is so good’:
Linguistic experiences of racialized students and instructors of a Canadian university. Ethnicities.
doi: 10.1177=14687968211055808.

Kunnan, Antony John (2021). Revisiting language assessment for immigration and citizenship: The case
of US citizenship and the naturalization test. In Glenn Fulcher & Luke Harding (eds.), The Routledge
handbook of language testing, 96–116. London: Routledge.

Kymlicka, Will (2012). Multiculturalism: Success, failure, and the future. In Bertelsmann Stiftung,
Migration Policy Institute (eds.), Rethinking national identity in the age of migration: The Transat-
lantic Council on Migration, 33–78. Gütersloh: Bertelsmann Stiftung.

Laad, Sudeep, & Anip Sharma (2021). Global student mobility trends— 2021 and beyond. LEK Insights.
Online: https:==www.lek.com=insights=ar=global-student-mobility-trends-2021-and-beyond.

Leung, Constant; Roxy Harris; & Ben Rampton (1997). The idealised native speaker, reified ethnicities,
and classroom realities. TESOL Quarterly 31(3):543–60.

Li, Jia, & Yongyan Zheng (2021). Enacting multilingual entrepreneurship: An ethnography ofMyanmar
university students learning Chinese as an international language. International Journal of Multilin-
gualism. doi: 10.1080=14790718.2021.1976785.

Marangell, Samantha; Sophie Arkoudis; & Chi Baik (2018). Developing a host culture for international
students: What does it take? Journal of International Students 8(3):1440–58.

Marginson, Simon (2009). The elite public universities in Australia. In David Palfreyman & Ted Tapper
(eds.), Structuring mass higher education: The role of elite institutions, 237–55. London: Routledge.

McNamara, Tim,&Carsten Roever (2007). Language testing: The social dimension. Oxford: Blackwell.
Mena, Mike, & Ofelia García (2021). ‘Converse racialization’ and ‘un=marking’ language: The making

of a bilingual university in a neoliberal world. Language in Society 50(3):343–64. doi:
10.1017=S0047404520000330.

Milani, Tommaso M. (2008). Language testing and citizenship: A language ideological debate in
Sweden. Language in Society 37(1):27–59.

Moore, Paul J., & Michael Harrington (2016). Fractionating English language proficiency: Policy and
practice in Australian higher education. Current Issues in Language Planning 17(3–4):385–404.
doi: 10.1080=14664208.2016.1212649.

Moran, Anthony (2011). Multiculturalism as nation-building in Australia: Inclusive national
identity and the embrace of diversity. Ethnic and Racial Studies 34(12):2153–72. doi:
10.1080=01419870.2011.573081.

OECD (2021). International student mobility. Online: https:==data.oecd.org=students=international-
student-mobility.htm.

O’Halloran, Kay L. (2005).Mathematical discourse: Language, symbolism and visual images. London:
Continuum.

Language in Society 53:1 (2024) 21

MARKING AND UNMARKING THE (NON )NAT IVE SPEAKER

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047404522000689 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://www.lek.com/insights/ar/global-student-mobility-trends-2021-and-beyond
https://www.lek.com/insights/ar/global-student-mobility-trends-2021-and-beyond
https://www.lek.com/insights/ar/global-student-mobility-trends-2021-and-beyond
https://www.lek.com/insights/ar/global-student-mobility-trends-2021-and-beyond
https://www.lek.com/insights/ar/global-student-mobility-trends-2021-and-beyond
https://www.lek.com/insights/ar/global-student-mobility-trends-2021-and-beyond
https://www.lek.com/insights/ar/global-student-mobility-trends-2021-and-beyond
https://data.oecd.org/students/international-student-mobility.htm
https://data.oecd.org/students/international-student-mobility.htm
https://data.oecd.org/students/international-student-mobility.htm
https://data.oecd.org/students/international-student-mobility.htm
https://data.oecd.org/students/international-student-mobility.htm
https://data.oecd.org/students/international-student-mobility.htm
https://data.oecd.org/students/international-student-mobility.htm
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047404522000689


O’Loughlin, Kieran (2011). The interpretation and use of proficiency test scores in university selection:
How valid and ethical are they? Language Assessment Quarterly 8(2):146–60.

Paikeday, Thomas M. (1985). The native speaker is dead! An informal discussion of a linguistic myth
with Noam Chomsky and other linguists, philosophers, psychologists and lexicographers.
Toronto: Paikeday Publishing.

Paltridge, Toby; Susan Mayson; & Jan Schapper (2014). Welcome and exclusion: An analysis of The
Australian newspaper’s coverage of international students. Higher Education 68(1):103–16.

Park, Joseph Sung-Yul, & Lionel Wee (2009). The three circles redux: A market–theoretic perspective
on World Englishes. Applied Linguistics 30(3):389–406. doi: 10.1093=applin=amp008.

Pearson, William S. (2019). Critical perspectives on the IELTS test. ELT Journal 73(2):197–206.
Phan, Le-Ha (2016). Transnational education crossing ‘Asia’ and ‘the West’: Adjusted desire, transfor-

mative mediocrity and neo-colonial disguise. London: Routledge.
Pilcher, Nick, & Kendall Richards (2017). Challenging the power invested in the International English

Language Testing System (IELTS): Why determining ‘English’ preparedness needs to be undertaken
within the subject context. Power and Education 9(1):3–17.

Piller, Ingrid (2001a). Naturalisation language testing and its basis in ideologies of national identity and
citizenship. International Journal of Bilingualism 5(3):259–77.

——— (2001b). Who, if anyone, is a native speaker? Anglistik: Mitteilungen des Verbandes Deutscher
Anglisten 12(2):109–21.

——— (2016). Linguistic diversity and social justice. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
———, & Jinhyun Cho (2013). Neoliberalism as language policy. Language in Society 42(1):23–44.
———; Hanna Torsh; & Laura Smith-Khan (2021). Securing the borders of English and Whiteness.

Ethnicities. doi: 10.1177=14687968211052610.
———; Jie Zhang; & Jia Li (2022). Peripheral multilingual scholars confronting epistemic

exclusion in global academic knowledge production: A positive case study. Multilingua. doi:
10.1515=multi-2022-0034.

Pitman, Tim (2015). Unlocking the gates to the peasants: Are policies of ‘fairness’ or ‘inclusion’ more
important for equity in higher education? Cambridge Journal of Education 45(2):281–93. doi:
10.1080=0305764X.2014.970514.

Resnik, Julia (2012). The denationalization of education and the expansion of the International Bacca-
laureate. Comparative Education Review 56(2):248–69.

Robertson, Shanthi (2011). Cash cows, backdoor migrants, or activist citizens? International students,
citizenship, and rights in Australia. Ethnic and Racial Studies 34(12):2192–2211. doi:
10.1080=01419870.2011.558590.

———, & Anjena Runganaikaloo (2013). Lives in limbo: Migration experiences in Australia’s educa-
tion–migration nexus. Ethnicities 14(2):208–26. doi: 10.1177=1468796813504552.

Rubin, Donald L. (1992). Nonlanguage factors affecting undergraduates’ judgements of nonnative
English-speaking teaching assistants. Research in Higher Education 33(4):511–31.

———, & Kim A. Smith (1990). Effects of accent, ethnicity, and lecture topic on undergraduates’ per-
ceptions of non-native English speaking teaching assistants. International Journal of Intercultural
Relations 14:337–53.

Schmid,Monika, & Barbara Köpke (2019). The Oxford handbook of language attrition. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Sharma, Bal Krishna, & Prem Phyak (2017). Neoliberalism, linguistic commodification, and ethnolin-
guistic identity in multilingual Nepal. Language in Society 46(2):231–56. doi: 10.1017=
S0047404517000045.

Shuck, Gail (2006). Racializing the nonnative English speaker. Journal of Language, Identity & Educa-
tion 5(4):259–76. doi: 10.1207=s15327701jlie0504_1.

Smith-Khan, Laura (2019). Communicative resources and credibility in public discourse on refugees.
Language in Society 48(3):403–27. doi: 10.1017=S0047404519000186.

22 Language in Society 53:1 (2024)

INGR ID P ILLER AND AGNES BOD IS

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047404522000689 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047404522000689


——— (2021). ‘Common language’and proficiency tests: A critical examination of registration require-
ments for Australian registered migration agents. Griffith Law Review 30(1):1–25.

——— (2022). Incorporating sociolinguistic perspectives in Australian refugee credibility assessments:
The case of CRL18. Journal of International Migration and Integration. doi:
10.1007=s12134-022-00937-2.

Solomos, John (2020).Routledge international handbookof contemporary racisms. London: Routledge.
Soto, Carlos, & Miguel Pérez-Milans (2018). Language, neoliberalism, and the commodification

of pedagogy. Language and Intercultural Communication 18(5):490–506. doi: 10.1080=
14708477.2018.1501844.

Spinks, Harriet, & Michael Klapdor (2016). New Zealanders in Australia: A quick guide.
Online: https:==www.aph.gov.au=About_Parliament=Parliamentary_Departments=Parliamentary_
Library=pubs=rp=rp1617=Quick_Guides=NZAust#:∼:text=Since%201%20September%201994%
2C%20all,apply%20prior%20to%20entering%20Australia.

Sunyol, Andrea, & Eva Codó (2019). Fabricating neoliberal subjects through the International Bacca-
laureate Diploma Programme. In Luisa Martín Rojo & Alfonso Del Percio (eds.), Language and neo-
liberal governmentality, 135–61. London: Routledge.

Tankosić, Ana, & Sender Dovchin (2021). (C)overt linguistic racism: Eastern-European background im-
migrant women in the Australian workplace. Ethnicities. doi: 10.1177=14687968211005104.

Tertiary Education Quality and Standards Agency (2021). TEQSA Compliance Report 2020. Online:
https:==www.teqsa.gov.au=sites=default=files=compliance-report-2020.pdf?v=1617144602.

Tsou, Wenli, & Shin-Mei Kao (2017). Overview of EMI development. In Wenli Tsou & Shin-Mei Kao
(eds.), English as a medium of instruction in higher education: Implementations and classroom prac-
tices in Taiwan, 3–18. Singapore: Springer Singapore.

UNESCO (2020). Global education monitoring report, 2019: Migration, displacement and
education: Building bridges, not walls. Paris: UNESCO. Online: https:==unesdoc.unesco.
org=ark:=48223=pf0000265866.

Universities Admissions Centre (2022). About UAC. Online: https:==www.uac.edu.au=about.
Urciuoli, Bonnie (2010). Entextualizing diversity: Semiotic incoherence in institutional discourse.

Language & Communication 30(1):48–57.
——— (2016). Neoliberalizing markedness: The interpellation of ‘diverse’ college students. HAU:

Journal of Ethnographic Theory 6(3):201–221.
——— (2020). Racializing, ethnicizing, and diversity discourses: The forms may change but the prag-

matics stay remarkably the same. In H. Samy Alim, Angela Reyes, & Paul V. Kroskrity (eds.), The
Oxford handbook of language and race, 108–27. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Zhang, Liang-Cheng; Andrew C. Worthington; &Mingyan Hu (2017). Cost economies in the provision
of higher education for international students: Australian evidence. Higher Education 74(4):717–34.
doi: 10.1007=s10734-016-0078-9.

Zimdars, Anna (2010). Fairness and undergraduate admission: A qualitative exploration of admissions
choices at the University of Oxford. Oxford Review of Education 36(3):307–23. doi:
10.1080=03054981003732286.

(Received 18 February 2022; revision received 7 July 2022;
accepted 1 August 2022; final revision received 9 September 2022)

Address for correspondence:
Ingrid Piller

Macquarie University
Linguistics Department
C5A (12 Second Way)
NSW 2109, Australia

ingrid.piller@mq.edu.au

Language in Society 53:1 (2024) 23

MARKING AND UNMARKING THE (NON )NAT IVE SPEAKER

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047404522000689 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://www.aph.gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_Departments/Parliamentary_Library/pubs/rp/rp1617/Quick_Guides/NZAust#:~:text=Since%201%20September%201994%2C%20all,apply%20prior%20to%20entering%20Australia
https://www.aph.gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_Departments/Parliamentary_Library/pubs/rp/rp1617/Quick_Guides/NZAust#:~:text=Since%201%20September%201994%2C%20all,apply%20prior%20to%20entering%20Australia
https://www.aph.gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_Departments/Parliamentary_Library/pubs/rp/rp1617/Quick_Guides/NZAust#:~:text=Since%201%20September%201994%2C%20all,apply%20prior%20to%20entering%20Australia
https://www.aph.gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_Departments/Parliamentary_Library/pubs/rp/rp1617/Quick_Guides/NZAust#:~:text=Since%201%20September%201994%2C%20all,apply%20prior%20to%20entering%20Australia
https://www.aph.gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_Departments/Parliamentary_Library/pubs/rp/rp1617/Quick_Guides/NZAust#:~:text=Since%201%20September%201994%2C%20all,apply%20prior%20to%20entering%20Australia
https://www.aph.gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_Departments/Parliamentary_Library/pubs/rp/rp1617/Quick_Guides/NZAust#:~:text=Since%201%20September%201994%2C%20all,apply%20prior%20to%20entering%20Australia
https://www.aph.gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_Departments/Parliamentary_Library/pubs/rp/rp1617/Quick_Guides/NZAust#:~:text=Since%201%20September%201994%2C%20all,apply%20prior%20to%20entering%20Australia
https://www.aph.gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_Departments/Parliamentary_Library/pubs/rp/rp1617/Quick_Guides/NZAust#:~:text=Since%201%20September%201994%2C%20all,apply%20prior%20to%20entering%20Australia
https://www.aph.gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_Departments/Parliamentary_Library/pubs/rp/rp1617/Quick_Guides/NZAust#:~:text=Since%201%20September%201994%2C%20all,apply%20prior%20to%20entering%20Australia
https://www.aph.gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_Departments/Parliamentary_Library/pubs/rp/rp1617/Quick_Guides/NZAust#:~:text=Since%201%20September%201994%2C%20all,apply%20prior%20to%20entering%20Australia
https://www.aph.gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_Departments/Parliamentary_Library/pubs/rp/rp1617/Quick_Guides/NZAust#:~:text=Since%201%20September%201994%2C%20all,apply%20prior%20to%20entering%20Australia
https://www.aph.gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_Departments/Parliamentary_Library/pubs/rp/rp1617/Quick_Guides/NZAust#:~:text=Since%201%20September%201994%2C%20all,apply%20prior%20to%20entering%20Australia
https://www.aph.gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_Departments/Parliamentary_Library/pubs/rp/rp1617/Quick_Guides/NZAust#:~:text=Since%201%20September%201994%2C%20all,apply%20prior%20to%20entering%20Australia
https://www.aph.gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_Departments/Parliamentary_Library/pubs/rp/rp1617/Quick_Guides/NZAust#:~:text=Since%201%20September%201994%2C%20all,apply%20prior%20to%20entering%20Australia
https://www.teqsa.gov.au/sites/default/files/compliance-report-2020.pdf?v=1617144602
https://www.teqsa.gov.au/sites/default/files/compliance-report-2020.pdf?v=1617144602
https://www.teqsa.gov.au/sites/default/files/compliance-report-2020.pdf?v=1617144602
https://www.teqsa.gov.au/sites/default/files/compliance-report-2020.pdf?v=1617144602
https://www.teqsa.gov.au/sites/default/files/compliance-report-2020.pdf?v=1617144602
https://www.teqsa.gov.au/sites/default/files/compliance-report-2020.pdf?v=1617144602
https://www.teqsa.gov.au/sites/default/files/compliance-report-2020.pdf?v=1617144602
https://www.teqsa.gov.au/sites/default/files/compliance-report-2020.pdf?v=1617144602
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000265866
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000265866
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000265866
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000265866
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000265866
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000265866
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000265866
https://unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000265866
https://www.uac.edu.au/about
https://www.uac.edu.au/about
https://www.uac.edu.au/about
https://www.uac.edu.au/about
https://www.uac.edu.au/about
mailto:ingrid.piller@mq.edu.au
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0047404522000689

	Marking and unmarking the (non)native speaker through English language proficiency requirements for university admission
	Introduction
	Language proficiency and ethnonational identities in higher education
	Methods
	ELP as a neutral selection tool within a binary legal status framework
	Inherent ELP
	Tested ELP
	Conclusion
	NOTE
	References


