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Abstract: This systematic review intends to report on the strength of the evidence supporting 
the quality indicators attributed to bilingual, plurilingual or multilingual education practices 
and programs across four key dependent variables analyzed (i.e., student performance, second 
language proficiency, employment, and motivation and attitudes). To do so a pre-specify research 
protocol following international high-quality standards for systematic reviews is developed and 
implemented. After three screening processes aiming to remove those studies duplicated and 
those out of the scope of this systematic review from an initial number of 16390 potential 
studies a final sample of N = 65 studies was reached. The results summarize how much remains 
to be done in terms of designing, conducting and reporting effective bilingual, plurilingual or 
multilingual practices and programs in this field in higher education. It is particularly urgent to 
increase the quality of the research designs and reporting standards. 

Key words: Bilingual, plurilingual or multilingual practices and programs in higher education, 
quality indicators, evidence-based practices, practice-based evidence, English as Medium of Instruction. 

Resumen: Esta revisión sistemática pretende informar sobre la potencia de las evidencias que 
respaldan los indicadores de calidad atribuidos a las Prácticas y Programas de Educación Bilingüe, 
Plurilingüe o Multilingüe en educación superior respecto a cuatro variables dependientes analizadas 
(i.e., rendimiento académico, dominio de la segunda lengua, empleo, y motivación y actitudes del 
alumnado). Para ello se diseña a priori y aplica un protocolo de investigación que sigue los estándares 
de calidad internacionales para revisiones sistemáticas. Después de filtrar hasta en tres ocasiones las 
diferentes búsquedas primaria y complementaria eliminando los estudios duplicados o aquellos 
no relacionados con el objetivo del estudio se paso de 16390 estudios potenciales al inicio a una 
muestra final de N=65. Los resultados revelan el trabajo enorme pendiente en términos de diseñar, 
implementar y publicar con mayor rigor y transparencia los estudios referidos a prácticas y programas 
bilingües, plurilingües o multilingües. Particularmente resulta urgente aumentar la calidad de los 
diseños de investigación, con el fin de recomendar con mayor confianza estas prácticas y programas.

Palabras clave: prácticas y programas bilingües, plurilingües o multilingües en educación 
superior, indicadores de calidad, prácticas basadas en evidencias, evidencias basadas en la práctica, 
Inglés como medio de instrucción.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Internationalization, globalization, Englishization, and other marketization forces 
have spurred, all around the world, the delivery of bilingual, plurilingual or multilingual 
programs at all educational levels, including Higher Education (HE). Accordingly, an 
increasing number of universities offer undergraduate and postgraduate programs 
through the medium of English (Lasagabaster, Doiz, & Sierra, 2014) and other 
languages. Additionally, the number of students enrolled outside their country of 
citizenship has increased enormously over the past three decades, from .8 million 
worldwide in 1975 to 4.6 million in 2015, with inflows towards European countries 
and the United States (US) increasing by 5% and 7.5%, respectively (Organization 
for Economic and Cooperation Development, 2017). In this vein, Wächter and 
Maiworm’s (2014) study reveals 239% growth in Bachelor and Master programs over 
a 7-year period (i.e., from 2,389 in 2007 to 8,089 in 2014). 

This rapidly emerging phenomenon, particularly in non Anglo-Saxon countries, 
has led to a new educational phenomenon under diverse terms like bilingual degree 
programs, bilingual or plurilingual learning, or bilingual MOOCs (Arco-Tirado et al., 
2018). In this regard, exploratory research shows that variability found in Bilingual, 
Plurilingual or Multilingual Practices and Programs (BPMPPs) ranges from those 
associated to the label English as a Medium of Instruction (EMI), which basically 
entails the delivery of instruction in English, to those within the framework of 
other approaches such as the Integrated Content and Learning in Higher Education 
(ICLHE) (Arco-Tirado, Fernández-Martín, & Hernández-Moreno, 2016). 
Concurrently, this variability in the use of these terms could arguably be attributed to 
the absence of a commonly shared definition of the concept, as it is discussed in the 
Council of Europe (2007) document. Indeed, this document entails a comprehensive 
effort to justify and frame the development of plurilingual education policies by 
emphasizing consensus around linguistic, sociological or economic arguments rather 
than theoretical and/or empirical evidence from evaluation research.

As far as curricular development is concerned, BPMPPs encompass the same 
curricular components as monolinguals ones, plus a few additional elements 
stemming from the use of more than one language as a means of instruction, which 
adds extraordinary complexity from the teaching, learning and research perspective. 
In this regard, whereas some authors like Marsh, Pavon, and Frigols (2013) identify 
several levers conditioning BPMPPs’ quality at the macro level, other authors like 
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Soltero and Ortiz (2012) enumerate a similar set of strands accompanied each by a 
set of specific principles. Yet other authors, like Short (2006), identify the following 
components for effective bilingual lessons at the micro level: (a) lesson planning 
(i.e., learning objectives, instructional adjustments, and assessment adjustments); 
and (b) student academic behaviors (e.g., engagement, verbal interactions). 

All in all, these components and their potential interactions are pointed as 
determinants of the quality and effectiveness of BPMPPs and therefore represent the 
research targets for evaluation studies. These studies intend, consequently, to identify 
the extent to which those “high-quality” components embedded in these programs 
are supported by credible evidence. In this vein, although all those key components 
are justifiable from a theoretical perspective, the discussions are not settled when it 
comes to arguing their importance or contribution to BPMPPs’ effectiveness from 
an empirical evaluation standpoint. 

In this context, regardless of the type of bilingualism, plurilingualism or 
multilingualism adopted, from the quality of teaching and learning perspective, 
the university faculty has been left in front of basic educational and instructional 
decisions around those key dimensions of the curriculum for which no systematic 
reviews on evidence-based practices or very little on practice-based evidence were 
available (Arco-Tirado et al., 2016). For example, while authors like Dafouz, 
Camacho, and Urquia (2014) suggest that plurilingual education programs do not 
significantly differ from English-only programs in their impact on standardized 
test performance, other authors like Arco-Tirado et al. (2018) provide empirical 
evidence, using a counterfactual impact evaluation design, that there is a cost 
for bilingual students in academic performance compared to their monolingual 
counterparts. Therefore, in this paradoxical and pressing context of delivering high-
quality educational practices without enough evaluation research data and results, 
faculty and staff have had to turn their research efforts toward those studies that 
allow them to summarize intervention effects from BPMPPs accurately and reliably 
(Arco-Tirado & Fernández-Martín, 2018).

Systematic reviews are widely believed to provide the best evidence to inform 
decision-making (Stewart, Moher, & Shekelle, 2012). In this study we adopt the 
definition of systematic reviews provided by The Cochrane Collaboration, a review 
of a clearly formulated question that uses systematic and explicit methods to identify, 
select, and critically appraise relevant research, and to collect and analyze data from 
the studies included in the review (Higgins & Green, 2011). 
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Evidence-based practice is achieving widespread recognition across disciplines 
and policies (Coalition for Evidence-Based Policy, 2012; Commission on Evidence-
Based Policymaking, 2017). The movement on evidence-based practice originated 
in the medical sciences, and has since taken root in other scientific fields, such as 
education (Slavin, 2008a). Basically, the process of establishing scientific evidence 
starts with different studies on a particular educational practice (or problem) 
yielding different results, followed by the use of the “best evidence” or results to 
claim such practice as evidence-based practice. By “best evidence” we refer to those 
results sustained on statistical conclusions with the higher statistical power; the latter 
being a major threat to the statistical conclusion validity of educational research 
studies (Arco-Tirado et al., 2018). Ideally, the series of studies results in an empirical 
consensus regarding the effectiveness of a program or practice, which is essential to 
establish guidelines for evidence-based practice (Ottenbacher & Maas, 1999). In 
the education field, the term evidence-based practice or program is used to describe 
proven programs or practices that present evidence that students who use them will 
learn more than other students who so not (Slavin, 2008b). 

2. OBJECTIVE

The objective of this study is, therefore, to gather, summarize and integrate the 
quality of empirical evidence supporting causal links between quality indicators or 
components of BPMPPs in HE and results through the implementation of a pre-
specify research protocol based on international high-quality standards for systematic 
reviews (Brunton et al., 2011; The Campbell Collaboration, 2015). We intend to 
respond to the following research questions:

1.  What is the evidence supporting which quality indicators or components of 
bilingual, plurilingual or multilingual education programs in HE?

2.  Is that evidence reliable? And if not, what are the main sources of bias limiting 
that reliability?

3.  Can the current quality level of evidence inform future evidence-based 
policies? And if not, what changes should be introduced?

4.  What changes in the process of establishing and using evidence should be 
implemented to advance this movement in BPMPPs?
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3. METHOD

3.1. incluSion and excluSion cRiteRia

The review team adapted a systematic review protocol from The Campbell 
Collaboration (2015). The access to this protocol (Arco-Tirado & Fernández-
Martín, 2018) is possible under request to the contact author. 

The eligibility criteria were defined in relation to the objectives of the systematic 
review. First, the operational characteristics of independent (predictor) and 
dependent (outcome) variables were established. The current variety of practices and 
programs (independent variables-predictors) across countries has been operationally 
defined as follows: (a) bilingual education practices and programs refer to education 
in which two (or sometimes more) languages are used as medium of instruction 
(Council of Europe, 2007); dual language practices and programs also refer to this, 
and the term is used in the North-American context; (b) plurilingual education 
practices and programs refer to a manner of teaching, not necessarily restricted 
to language teaching, which aims to raise awareness of the language repertoire of 
each individual, to emphasize its worth and to extend this repertoire by teaching 
lesser used or unfamiliar languages (Council of Europe, 2007); and (c) multilingual 
education practices and programs is used to describe the situation in a geographical 
area where several languages coexist; speakers in this geographical area may not be 
proficient in each of the different varieties represented (Council of Europe, 2007).

The operational definition of dependent variables-outcomes were: (a) student 
performance: academic performance (i.e., Grade Point Average –GPA, achievement 
test scores on bilingual courses, attendance, dropout, retention, repetition and 
graduation), second language proficiency (i.e., English language proficiency, academic 
English proficiency), and employment (i.e., employment rate), measured through 
standardized and/or objective quantitative procedures, usually a questionnaire, 
official reports, a structured interview, or language or content tasks; and (b) student 
attitude or motivation, all of them defined as students’ perception and opinion after 
their participation on bilingual, plurilingual or multilingual practices and programs, 
measured through quantitative and/or qualitative procedures such as questionnaires, 
focus groups, and/or structured or semi-structured interviews.

Second, the eligible research designs for this research study were those set by the 
classification of Campbell and Stanley (1963). 
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Third, eligible participants were undergraduate students from HE, universities, 
and college institutions.

Fourth, no time restriction was applied to this study.
Fifth, no geographical and/or cultural restrictions were included. The following 

publication languages were eligible: English and Spanish.

3.2. SeaRch StRateGy

The search process included a primary search, searching of electronic platforms 
and databases (i.e., Proquest, Web of Science, and Scopus), and a complementary 
search: (a) hand searching (i.e., reference lists of included studies and reference 
lists of relevant reviews); (b) web search (i.e., Google Scholar); (c) open access 
(e.g., OpenGrey, GreyNet International-Grey Literature Network Service, etc.); 
(d) ongoing research (e.g., CORDIS, NBER Working Papers, etc.); (e) personal 
contacts; (f ) relevant institutions and networks (e.g., Center for Applied Linguistics, 
National Clearinghouse for English Language Acquisition, etc.); and (g) key journals 
(e.g., Bilingual Research Journal, Bilingualism, etc.). 

The search (terms) strategy was modified according to the specifications of each 
electronic platform and database. Combinations of terms related to the independent 
variables-predictors, dependent variables-outcomes, and participant population (in 
English, and Spanish) were used to search the electronic platforms and databases. The 
access to the terms used for the search is possible under request to the contact author. 

The review team used Refworks to manage and document the process. To enable 
transparency and reproducibility, the review team kept records of the search process. 

As part of the selection process, the following levels of screening were conducted: 
(a) the first screening level was aimed at identifying and removing duplicate registers 
and studies which, based on their titles, were clearly related to other fields or topics; (b) 
the second screening level involved identifying and removing those studies that, after 
further examination of the title and abstract, did not meet the remaining inclusion 
criteria; and (c) at the third screening level the full text versions of the studies were read 
to ascertain eligibility based on both the inclusion criteria and exclusion criteria, such 
as the language of publication, type of publication, studies not based on BPMPPs, and/
or studies that did not provide data on student performance, attitude, or motivation. 

From the selected sample of studies data and information were coded on variables 
related to study methods, independent-predictor variables, dependent-outcome 
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variables, characteristics of the subject samples of analysis, contextual features, and 
results and conclusions. For the data analysis and reporting, the approach adopted 
was a narrative content analysis (Dochy, 2006).

4. RESULTS

The initial search identified a total of 16390 potential studies. After checking 
for duplicated studies and those related to other fields or topics 15226 studies were 
excluded. Then, the title and abstract of 1164 studies were examined and 986 studies 
were excluded. Finally, after reading the full text versions of 178 studies a total of 62 
studies qualified for the revision, 15 of which were not obtained in full text despite 
repeated attempts to locate them. Out of those 62 studies, 1 included 2 studies, and 
1 included 3 studies, so the final N was 65 studies. 

In terms of total sample, 202,685 participants were examined in these studies 
(M = 3,118.23). The sample size ranged from 1 to 191,948 participants. Gender 
distribution varies among studies, with 26 studies including samples composed by 
males and females, 2 including only female participants, and 37 studies that do not 
mention these data. The studies selected come from 21 countries: 23 from Spain, 
7 from Turkey, 6 from Taiwan, 5 from Korea, 3 from China and Sweden, 2 from 
Bangladesh and Greece, and 1 from Botswana, Bulgaria, Germany, Italy, Japan, 
Lithuania, Qatar, Rwanda, Serbia, Switzerland, Ukraine, United Arab Emirates, 
Spain and Belgium, and Spain and Japan. The studies were published between 1995 
(N = 1) and 2016 (N = 6) (i.e., 2000 = 1, 2006 = 1, 2007 = 1, 2008 = 3, 2009 = 1, 
2010 = 2, 2011 = 5, 2006 = 4, 2013 = 13, 2014 = 13, 2015 = 14). The publication 
languages were English (N = 58) and Spanish (N = 7). 30 studies revolved around 
EMI, 23 CLIL, 3 multilingual, 3 plurilingual, 3 CLIL and English for Specific 
Purposes (ESP), 1 English as a Second Language (ESL), 1 EMI and ESP, and 1 
English-medium education, according to the authors reported information.

Sampling techniques were distributed as follows: 26 studies did not explicitly 
mention this information but it was inferred from the text (i.e., non-probabilistic), 
2 were unclear, 35 non-probabilistic, and 2 probabilistic. Out of those reviewed 
studies, 51 belonged to journal publications, 5 were reported in dissertation theses, 
and 9 came from other sources such as conference proceeding (N = 5) or book 
chapter (N = 4). Finally, reporting bias was included in 42 studies and missing in 
23 studies.
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In relation to the research design, 23 studies did not explicitly mention this 
information, although it was inferred from the text and the conclusion. Thus, our 
search yielded the following results according to the classification adopted: (a) 3 
studies included quasi-experimental designs, with all of them including a non-
equivalent control group design; (b) 4 adopted a pre-experimental design, with 2 
including one-group pretest-posttest design and 2 adopting one-shot case study 
design; and (c) 58 adopted an ex post facto design, with 11 studies including static-
group, 9 including one-group pretest-posttest, and 38 adopting one-group postest. 

A total of 12 studies were found for the outcome “student performance”, with 2 
of them including a quasi-experimental design with a non-equivalent control group. 
Regarding “second language proficiency” a total of 21 studies were found, with 1 
study adopting a quasi-experimental design with a non-equivalent control group. 
No studies focusing on “students’ employment” were found. Finally, in relation to 
the outcome “student motivation or attitudes” a total of 51 studies were found, with 
3 including a quasi-experimental design with a non-equivalent control group. 

In terms of “weight” of evidence measure, when the “students’ performance” is 
measured as GPA, two studies show favorable (although non-statistically significant) 
results for the EMI group (i.e., Dafouz et al., 2014; Hernández-Nanclares & 
Jiménez-Muñoz, 2015), and one study shows non-significant differences, even after 
controlling for the covariates “university access grade” and “achievement level” (i.e., 
Dafouz & Camacho, 2016). Interestingly, if those outcomes are measured through 
different tasks or instruments, the results change: positive non-statistically significant 
differences for the EMI group when results are measured through teaching units 
(Madrid & Madrid, 2015); no differences when measured through lectures on the 
post-test effect (Joe & Lee, 2013); and negative differences on students’ performance 
for EMI groups with effects size between .45 with matching and .55 without 
matching (Vinke, 1995).

In relation to the outcome “second language proficiency”, significant differences 
from CLIL experiences were reported on listening skills (Aguilar & Muñoz, 2014) 
and receptive linguistic skills in the post-language test (Yang, 2014). Moreover, no 
significant differences were reported in grammar, vocabulary and reading by studies 
using CLIL (Bosisio, 2015) and full immersion (Ament & Pérez-Vidal, 2015); the 
intervention group outperformed the monolingual group in terms of reading skills 
and content (Chostelidoua & Grivab, 2014) and the semi immersion group in the 
grammar task (Ament & Pérez-Vidal, 2015), concluding that an ICLHE approach 
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is more effective than a solely content based EMI model for university level content 
courses, if linguistic gains are the desired outcomes of the program. Interestingly, 
when real gains are measured through objective assessment of learners’ skills, their 
scores on CEFR level are half of those self-reported (Hernández-Nanclares & 
Jiménez-Muñoz, 2015).

Finally, in relation to the dependent variable “student attitude or motivation”, 
the enormous variability of methodological features found makes it unfeasible 
to provide a more detailed account of this outcome (Cheung & Slavin, 2016). 
Alternatively, two blocks of results are reported: (a) the students’ positive perceptions 
toward BPMPPs’ impact in HE (e.g., high satisfaction level with their experience, 
improving their English command, etc.); and (b) the students’ negative perceptions 
or criticism toward BPMPPs’ impact in HE (e.g., lack of English skills to understand 
subject contents or limited language skills, lack of support systems in terms of 
English language learning before and during lessons, etc.).

5. DISCUSSION

This systematic review reports on the strength of the evidence supporting causal 
inferences between the quality indicators (predictors) or components attributed to 
HE BPMPPs, and the four key dependent variables (outcomes) analyzed. 

Considering that a Randomized Control Trial (RCT), if appropriately designed, 
conducted, and reported, is the ideal way to study the net effects of educational 
practices and programs (Slavin, 2008b), the skewed distribution of studies sampled 
demonstrates the significant scarcity of high-quality and therefore credible research 
and evaluation designs endorsing the current selection of quality indicators for 
BPMPPs, measured against the four outcomes analyzed. Whilst a RCT evaluation 
approach is probably not applicable to estimate the contribution of all indicators 
for ethical reasons (e.g., plurilingual education policy or teachers’ preparation), 
our findings suggest the insufficiency of the evidence available to either support 
or reject the prospective association of any of the indicators (predictors) with 
the consequential outcomes analyzed (e.g., students motivation or attitude, L2 
proficiency and progress). 

These results on the current state of research in this sub-discipline align with 
those obtained by Macaro, Curle, Pun, An, and Dearden (2018), and Kremer and 
Valcke (2014), and clearly unveil the need to strengthen the quality of the evaluation 
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research designs and, as Arco-Tirado et al. (2018) indicated, the need to carry out 
more impact evaluation studies in this sub-discipline at both the macro (e.g., using 
counterfactual impact evaluation) and micro levels (e.g., more research designs 
using equivalent control groups). Furthermore, our results suggest that limitations 
in research design, measurement, implementation, and reported statistical analyses 
are the main sources of failure in demonstrating potential positive effects in the 
studies analyzed. In this regard, for example, a methodological factor explaining 
the research quality of the studies analyzed could be what Cohen (1988) calls low 
statistical power.

Therefore, the current state-of-the-art in BPMPPs is actually putting at risk the 
development of the relevant statistical consensus to establish guidelines for evidence-
based practice (Rosenberg & Donald, 1996) in the field, which in turn prevents 
the accumulation of reliable evidence to inform future high-quality indicators or 
components for BPMPPs. Unfortunately, we cannot discuss the reasons underlying 
the results found from our data; but alternatively, the hypotheses set by other 
systematic reviews range from implementation procedures, which create more 
challenges than opportunities for students’ and instructors’ linguistic academic 
needs (Williams, 2015), to the fairly small number of studies reporting enough 
information to calculate statistical power (Kremer & Valcke, 2104), to the political 
will of policy makers and particularly university managers to implement new policies 
as a direct response to the findings on the current state of research regarding teacher 
preparation and resourcing that are evidently and urgently needed (Macaro et al., 
2018). 

In sum, our results evidence the need to move the field up in the pipeline of 
the quality of evaluation research designs. This means to expand the movement of 
evidence-based reform in the field of BPMPPs by introducing changes in the process 
of preparing, building, mediating and using evidence. In this regard, as Bobrovnikov, 
Sahni, and Bozzi (2013) argue, although not all projects are ready nor is it feasible to 
conduct a fully rigorous evaluation, project coordinators, staff, and evaluators who 
are seeking clear, practical advice on how to report on evaluations they conduct do 
wish to learn more about the requirements of such an evaluation or to make their 
evaluation more rigorous. 

It is recommended to refocus educational research from the lowest level of 
evidence, that is, programs with a rationale based on high-quality research or a 
positive evaluation that are likely to improve student performance or other relevant 
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outcomes and that are undergoing evaluation, to the next level of “promising 
evidence”, meaning at least one correlational study with pre-tests as covariates, to 
the next level up -“moderate evidence”-, meaning supported by at least one quasi-
experimental study, to finally, the “strong evidence” meaning supported by at least 
one randomized study (Slavin, 2016). 

Such process of disseminating and using rigorous, systematic, and objective 
methodologies to obtain reliable and valid knowledge is required according to 
the American Educational Research Association (2006). Additionally, the quality 
of reporting of primary studies and syntheses in BPMPPs can benefit from the 
development of new more detailed reporting standards available at the Institute 
for Education Sciences (see www.ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc), the Best Evidence 
Encyclopedia (see www.bestevidence.org), The Campbell Collaboration (see www.
campbellcollaboration.org), the American Psychological Association (see www.apa.
org), or the Evidence for Policy and Practice Information and Co-ordinating Centre 
(see www.eppi.ioe.ac.uk) to name just a few. 

6. LIMITATIONS 

Researchers and publishers underreporting practices identified may threaten the 
desired impact of this systematic review. For example, some studies were classified 
within the subtypes of the pre-experimental category based on our inferences from 
the rest of the information reported. For some other studies, information on pre-
test and randomization is included, although, paradoxically, the corresponding 
statistical analyses are missing. Still, other studies include information on pre-test 
and randomization, but no comparisons on post-test measures are reported. For 
most of the studies, information was not reported on actual efficacy or impact of the 
practices or programs, with underreporting data problems affecting effect sizes in 
particular. This is particularly troublesome as it complicates attempts to demonstrate 
the extent to which the observed correlation between certain methodological features 
and effect sizes is present in this field (Cheung & Slavin, 2016).

Additionally, in spite of the efforts made during the search of “grey literature”, the 
“file drawer problem”, which refers to the bias introduced into the scientific literature 
by selective publication of positive results but not negative or non confirmatory 
results, can be another source of bias for this research, as other authors suggest for 
this type of studies (Macaro et al., 2018). 



74

José Luis Arco-Tirado and Francisco D. Fernández-Martín

7. CONCLUSIONS

The development of standards and reviews are building blocks of the Evidence-
based educational reform movement. In this research we have tried to summarize 
how much remains to be done on designing, conducting and reporting effective 
BPMPPs and the results we have synthetized reveal that there is much to be done. 
It is particularly urgent to increase the quality of the research designs, in order 
to recommend more confidently effective bilingual, plurilingual or multilingual 
programs and practices.

The varying components of BPMPPs have to be more systematically researched 
using both qualitative and quantitative methods to better understand how different 
interventions combining different components affect the development and 
effectiveness of bilingual, plurilingual or multilingual skills. In this vein, the use 
of (international) standardized instruments, if available, should be prioritized over 
local ad hoc questionnaires for example, as is also recommended in other fields (e.g., 
Duckworth & Yeager, 2015). 

Our results also show that the field still lacks the capacity to generate a body of 
studies designed according to the experimental model, as Sloane (2008) ascertains 
for the field of Education in general. Following this reasoning, synthesizing the 
current findings from BPMPPs into numerical ratings to make causal inferences 
requires not only a finer level analysis on how a cause produces an effect, but also a 
collection of randomized experiments with considerable heterogeneity among the 
students, treatments, and outcomes across studies. 

Finally, the implementation of more studies focused on estimating causal effects 
of BPMPPs will allow the field to move from “good practices” and “practice-based 
evidence” to “evidence-based practices” and, consequently, to promote more sensible 
and effective bilingual, plurilingual or multilingual educational policies for students 
in HE.
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