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Abstract

This community engagement program addressed the limited integration of comparative muitiiingual
approaches in language iearning at Beijing Foreign Studies University Particuiariy for Mandarin—speaking
students iearning Indonesian and being introduced to Javanese ianguage and culture. The program aimed to
impiement a comparative syntax—phonoiogy model as a practicai resource for strengthening cross—iinguistic
awareness and muitiiinguai communication. A research-based participatory approach was employed through
institutional coordination, needs anaiysis, classroom implementation, observation, partner discussion, and
reflective evaluation. The program was conducted on May 2026 through collaboration between Universitas
Negeri Yogyakarta (UNY) and Beijing Foreign Studies University (BFSU). The principal implementation
involved 16 students in an Indonesian-language class and was extended to an Indonesian-language master’s
class. Findings showed that the comparative module Provideci a systematic framework for connecting learners’
existing linguistic resources with Indonesian and Javanese, while multilingual mediation and authentic cultural
materials supported classroom comprehensibility and engagement. The evaluation also identified the need for
stronger visual support, more high—frequency communicative Vocabuiary, richer cultural materials, and more
systematic muitiiinguai mediation. The program concludes that comparative muitiiinguai iearning can serve
as an adaptable model for international language education when linguistic cornparison, cultural
contextualization, partner participation, and iterative evaluation are integrated.

Keywords: Comparative Language Learning, Cross-Linguistic Awareness, Muitiiinguai Communication;

Muitiiinguai Mediation, Syntax—Phonoiogy Model

INTRODUCTION

The increasing mobiiity of students and academics across national borders has made muitiiinguai
communication an increasingiy visible part of higher education. This situation is particuiarly relevant in
language programs where students encounter ianguages that differ considerabiy in their grammatical
organization, sound systems, and sociocultural conventions. The academic community of the School of Asian

Studies at Beijing Foreign Studies University (BFSU) represents such a context. Mandarin-speaking students
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at BFSU study Indonesian as an additional language, while exposure to Javanese introduces another linguistic
and cultural system that differs from both Mandarin and Indonesian. The community engagement program
developed through the collaboration between Universitas Negeri Yogyakarta (UNY) and BFSU therefore
addressed an academic community in which multilingual learning was already taking place, but where explicit
opportunities to compare linguistic systems remained limited. The needs analysis conducted with the partner
institution also indicated differences in students’ previous learning experiences and Indonesian proficiency,
requiring the learning materials and instructional strategies to be responsive to the actual classroom context.

Multilingual learners do not approach an additional language with an empty linguistic repertoire.
Knowledge developed through Previously acquired languages may shape how new linguistic forms are
perceived, interpreted, and produced. Cross-linguistic transfer has been documented across phonological
awareness, decoding, vocabulary, and morphological awareness, suggesting that prior linguistic knowledge
can provide both facilitative resources and potential sources of difficulty (Yang et al., 2017). In multilingual
education, this has contributed to a broader shift away from rigid separation between languages toward
pedagogical approaches that deliberately draw on learners’ existing linguistic resources. Cenoz and Gorter
(2020), for example, conceptualize pedagogical translanguaging as the planned use of more than one language
to promote language learning, metalinguistic awareness, and the development of multilingual repertoires.
More recently, Westheim et al. (2025) identified structured cross-linguistic awareness activities as a distinct
form of multilingual intervention through which learners are encouraged to notice and compare relationships
across languages. This perspective builds on the concept of cross-linguistic influence, which recognizes that
previously acquired languages can shape additional language learning (Odlin, 1989). Moving from this
theoretical foundation to classroom practice, Cenoz and Gorter (2022) emphasize the planned activation of
learners’ linguistic repertoires. Leonet et al. (2020) provide a specific example showing that a translanguaging
intervention involving Basque—Spanish primary school learners of English supported morphological
awareness. This evidence illustrates the potential of explicit cross—language connections, although its linguistic
focus and educational context differ from those of the present program.

Such comparison is especially important when the languages involved differ substantially at both
syntactic and phonological levels. Mandarin and English, for example, show both transferable commonalities
and important differences in linguistic organization, and the degree of transfer varies according to the linguistic
domain under consideration (Yang et al., 2017). Comparative work on English and Chinese has also
demonstrated differences in sound systems, word order, grammatical organization, and other features that
require different instructional responses rather than direct one-to-one mapping between the languages
(Bogush et al., 2020). In the Indonesian context, English phonology differs from Indonesian in areas such as
vowel complexity, word stress, and spelling—sound correspondence (Fitria, 2024), while Mandarin presents
additional challenges associated with tone, aspiration, and language-specific articulatory patterns. Javanese
further broadens the multilingual landscape through its own phonological variation, syntactic ﬂexibility,
speech levels, and close relationship between linguistic choice and sociocultural context. In a nutshell, these
differences make comparative analysis potentially useful not merely for identifying linguistic interference, but
for helping learners understand why apparently comparable forms may operate differently across languages.
Pronunciation pedagogy also offers a practical link between linguistic description and instruction. Celce-
Murcia et al. (2010), for example, connect sound—system explanations with classroom activities and examples
of spoken language, providing a pedagogical reference for translating phonological comparison into guided
practice.

The pedagogical value of multilingual comparison, however, depends on how it is translated into

classroom practice. Systematic reviews of pedagogical translanguaging suggest that multilingual approaches
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can support learning in Particular contexts, although their effectiveness depends strongly on instructional
design, target skills, and the way learners’ languages are incorporated into learning activities (Huang &
Chalmers, 2023). This means that allowing several languages to appear in a classroom is not in itself sufficient.
Learners need opportunities to notice linguistic relationships, test their assumptions, and connect differences
in form with differences in communicative function. In the present partner context, this issue was Particularly
relevant because Mandarin was the students’ primary linguistic resource, Indonesian was already being learned
as an additional language, and Javanese introduced both a new linguistic system and a culturally embedded
form of communication. The comparative module was therefore intended to make these relationships more
explicit rather than presenting each language as an isolated system.

Community engagement studies also indicate that capacity—huilding activities are more meaningful
when conceptual input is combined with guided practice, interaction, and feedback. Wijayanto and Qana’a
(2024) used interactive workshops, simulations, and individual coaching to strengthen Participants’
communication skills, demonstrating the importance of combining explanation with opportunities for
practical performance. Similarly, Rochma and Mahmudi (2024) addressed a language-teaching problem
through initial discussion of teachers’ difficulties, conceptual training, and subsequent mentoring in the
development of instructional assessment materials. Other community-service initiatives have likewise
combined socialization, training, technological application, and evaluation to strengthen participants’ capacity
rather than relying on one-way knowledge transmission (Candraloka et al., 2024). These practices provide a
useful precedent for designing community engagement as a participatory learning process in which the
intervention is adapted to the partner’s needs and refined through implementation. At the partnership level,
Bringle and Hatcher (2002) highlight reciprocity, equity, and relationship development as important
considerations in campus—community engagement. For programs incorporating intercultural experiences,
Deardorff (2006) further emphasizes the need to define and assess intercultural competence explicitly. These
perspectives support attention to partner participation and culturally contextualized learning while cautioning
against treating participation alone as evidence of competence development.

Nevertheless, translating these complementary perspectives into the partner’s instructional context
requires further consideration. The literature discussed above addresses several relevant components. Yang et
al. (2017) synthesize Chinese—English transfer across selected linguistic domains, Leonet et al. (2020) examine
morphological awareness through a multilingual classroom intervention, and Cenoz and Gorter (2022) explain
how learners’ linguistic repertoires can be activated through planned instruction. Meanwhile, the community
engagement studies reviewed above illustrate participatory approaches to communication training, teacher
development, and instructional support. These contributions provide foundations for the present program.
The gap addressed here therefore concerns the contextual integration and implementation of these
components, rather than an assumed absence of comparable initiatives. Based on this focused synthesis, the
present article contributes an account of how a four-language comparative module was adapted and
implemented through UNY—BFSU collaboration, including the instructional support required and the
adjustments identified during implementation.

The need for such an intervention became particularly clear in the BFSU setting. The program
involved students learning Indonesian against a Mandarin linguistic background, with Javanese introduced as
an additional language and cultural resource. The implementation subsequently included a regular Indonesian-
language class of 16 students as well as an Indonesian-language master’s class. The partner context also
revealed that learners differed in their Indonesian—language experience and that English could not always
function consistently as the sole mediating language. This made multilingual mediation, contextualized

examples, visual support, and strategic use of Mandarin particularly relevant to classroom comprehensibility.
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Rather than treating Mandarin as interference to be suppressed, the program positioned learners’ existing
linguistic resources as points of reference from which Indonesian and Javanese could be understood more
systematically.

To address these needs, the UNY-BFSU community engagement program implemented a
Comparative Syntax—Phonology Model for Mandarin, English, Indonesian, and Javanese through a research-
based participatory approach. Although the model incorporated four languages, its classroom implementation
at BFSU foregrounded Indonesian and Javanese learning, with Mandarin and English functioning as
comparative or mediating resources where appropriate. The intervention combined institutional coordination
and needs analysis, implementation of a multilingual comparative module, guided language practice, cross-
linguistic comparison, multilingual mediation, and the use of authentic Javanese cultural resources. The
program therefore connected linguistic awareness with meaningful language use and intercultural experience

rather than presenting phonology and syntax as decontextualized linguistic knowledge.

METHODS

This community engagement program employed a research-based participatory approach, in which
findings from comparative linguistic research were translated into classroom-oriented activities and
implemented collaboratively with the partner institution. The program was conducted through cooperation
between Universitas Negeri Yogyakarta (UNY) and the School of Asian Studies, Beijing Foreign Studies
University (BFSU), Beijing, China, on 8—10 May 2026. The main target group consisted of Mandarin-speaking
BFSU students learning Indonesian as an additional language. The principal classroom implementation on 9
May involved 16 students in an Indonesian—language class, while an additional implementation was conducted
on 10 May with students in the Indonesian-language master's program. The program was designed not as a
one-way training activity but as a collaborative implementation in which the comparative module could be
adapted to the linguistic background, prior learning experience, and classroom needs of the partner
community.

The implementation consisted of three interconnected stages: preparation and needs analysis,
classroom implementation, and evaluation and follow—up. During the preparation stage, the UNY and BFSU
teams coordinated the program schedule, division of responsibilities, instructional materials, and classroom
arrangements. Needs analysis was conducted through initial observation and academic discussion with BFSU
representatives to identify students' previous experience in learning Indonesian, their general linguistic
profiles, their learning needs, and the challenges associated with introducing Javanese in a Mandarin-dominant
learning environment. The information obtained was used to adjust the content, examples, and delivery of the
comparative module before classroom implementation. The first day, 8 May 2026, therefore combined
institutional coordination with a needs—analysis session involving representatives of the School of Asian
Studies.

The classroom implementation was conducted on 9 and 10 May 2026. The comparative module served
as the principal instructional resource and brought together Indonesian, Javanese, Mandarin, and English
according to their respective pedagogical functions. Indonesian and Javanese constituted the main learning
targets during the BFSU activities, while Mandarin and English were used as comparative or mediating
resources when necessary. The activities included explanations of selected linguistic features, comparison of
language forms, guided language practice, interactive discussion, and opportunities for students to identify
similarities and differences across languages. Existing knowledge of Indonesian was used as a bridge for
introducing Javanese, enabling students to connect newly introduced linguistic forms with structures and

meanings that were already more familiar to them. On the third day, the module was also implemented in an
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Indonesian-language master's class to examine its applicability to learners with a different academic level and
learning experience.

Language learning was integrated with cultural experience to Provide a more contextualized form of
multilingual engagement. Authentic cultural materials included one set of women's Javanese traditional
clothing, one set of men's Javanese traditional clothing, and balfpia as a traditional food from Yogyakarta.
These materials were incorporated into classroom interaction to connect linguistic expressions with their
sociocultural contexts. When explanations in Indonesian or English were not sufficiently accessible to all
students, BFSU lecturers provided clarification in Mandarin. This multilingual mediation was used
strategically to maintain comprehensibility while keeping Indonesian and Javanese as the principal target
languages. The implementation therefore combined written module content, oral explanation, language
practice, authentic objects, visual demonstration, and multilingual mediation rather than relying on verbal
explanation alone.

The implementation and practical applicability of the program were evaluated through classroom
observation, students’ responses and participation, discussions with BFSU partners, and post-implementation
reflection by the implementation team. These sources were used to assess how well the module supported
comparative language learning, the extent to which students engaged with the activities, the comprehensihility
of the materials and instructional language, and the practical adjustments needed for subsequent
implementation. Particular attention was given to students' responses to the comparative activities, the use of
cultural materials, difficulties arising from differences in Indonesian and English proficiency, and occasions
on which Mandarin mediation was required. The implementation was also observed across the regular and
master's classes to identify whether the module could be adapted to learners with different academic and
linguistic backgrounds. During the classroom activities on 9—10 May 2026, students’ participation in
comparative language activities, guided practice, and classroom interaction were observed. Additional
clarification in Mandarin was Provided by BFSU lecturers when needed. Particular attention was given to
students’ responses to the learning materials, their engagement with language and cultural activities, and the
communication difficulties encountered during instruction. These observations were summarized descriptively
in the implementation report, including students’ interest in the cultural materials and instances in which
explanations in Indonesian or English required further Mandarin mediation. Partner feedback was obtained
through discussions with BFSU lecturers concerning the learning context and the applicability of the module.
Following implementation, classroom experiences and partner feedback were reviewed to identify strengths,
constraints, and priorities for improvement. The resulting synthesis was documented in the evaluation section
of the final activity report, particularly in relation to visual support, everyday vocabulary, cultural resources,
and multilingual mediation.

For the descriptive evaluation, participant engagement was considered in relation to involvement in
guided exercises, contributions to classroom discussion, and responses during language and cultural activities.
Comprehensibility was considered through students’ responses to instructions and explanations, their
participation in the associated practice, and the occasions on which further clarification or Mandarin mediation
was needed. These observations were treated as indications of access to the activities, rather than as measures
of language proficiency. Module suitability was considered in relation to its usahility in the regular and
master’s classes, the accessibility of its examples and explanations, and its relevance to the learning needs
identified with BFSU lecturers. The need for adjustment was identified through difficulties encountered during
implementation and feedback concerning visual support, communicative Vocabulary, cultural materials, and
multilingual mediation. These aspects provided descriptive reference points for reviewing the activities; no

numerical success thresholds or proficiency gains were inferred from them.
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FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION
Findings
Implementation of the comparative multilingual learning program

The community engagement program was implemented at the School of Asian Studies, Beijing
Foreign Studies University (BFSU), on 8—10 May 2026. Rather than beginning directly with classroom
instruction, the program started with institutional coordination and a needs-analysis discussion between the
Universitas Negeri Yogyakarta (UNY) team and BFSU representatives. The discussion examined the existing
Indonesian- and Javanese-language learning context, students’ previous learning experiences, their general
levels of Indonesian proficiency, and the types of support required for the subsequent classroom activities.
The same meeting also included the signing of an Implementation Arrangement between UNY and BFSU,
providing an institutional framework for further collaboration in teaching, research, community engagement,
and academic exchange.

The needs analysis revealed that the BFSU students did not constitute a linguistically homogeneous
group. Although Mandarin was their main linguistic resource and they had already received Indonesian-
language instruction, their previous experience with Indonesian varied. Engiish could not consistently function
as a mediating language for all participants, and Javanese constituted a relatively new linguistic and cultural
system for most students. These conditions required the impiementation team to adapt the module rather
than apply it as a fixed instructional package. The comparative model was consequently used to connect
students’ existing knowiedge of Mandarin and Indonesian with newly introduced Javanese forms, while
Engiish was retained as an additional comparative or mediating resource when appropriate.

On 9 May 2026, the comparative module was implemented in a regular Indonesian-language class
involving 16 BFSU students. The activities combined Indonesian-language learning, an introduction to and
practice of Javanese, and explicit comparison across linguistic systems. Students were encouraged to notice
how linguistic forms and meanings could be related across languages rather than studying each language as
an isolated body of knowledge. On 10 May, the program continued with similar multilingual activities and
was extended to an Indonesian-language master’s class, enabling the team to observe the adaptability of the

module across learners with different academic and language-learning backgrounds.

Table 1. Summary of Program Implementation and Main Outcomes

Date Activity Form of implementation Main outcome
8 May  UNY-BFSU institutional meeting ~ Coordination and signing of the Institutional basis for continued
2026 Implementation Arrangement academic collaboration
8 May  Needs-analysis discussion Identification of students’  Contextual information for adapting
2026 backgrounds, prior iearning, and the comparative module
instructional needs
9 May Reguiar Indonesianfianguage Cornparative module, Indonesian and Opportunities to deveiop cross-
2026 class with 16 students Javanese learning, linguistic ~ linguistic awareness
comparison
9 May Javanese cultural introduction Traditional ciothing and bakpia as Greater contextualization and student
2026 authentic cultural resources engagement
10  May Continued multiiingual iearning Further module implementation and  Reinforcement of comparative
2026 ianguage practice ianguage iearning
10  May Indonesianfianguage master’s Adapted module implementation Evidence of ﬂexibility across different
2026 class academic levels
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Cross-linguistic comparison as a learning resource

The comparative module was provided a practical structure for directing students’ attention to
relationships among languages. Because the participants already had experience learning Indonesian, this
existing knowledge could be used as an entry point for introducing Javanese. Students were not simply
presented with lists of equivalent vocabulary; instead, instructional activities encouraged them to notice how
linguistic forms could resemble or differ from patterns they already knew. The classroom implementation
therefore transformed comparison from descriptive linguistic information into a learning activity aimed at
strengthening cross-linguistic awareness.

The implementation also demonstrated that cross-linguistic comparison needed to remain responsive
to learners’ actual repertoires. Mandarin played an important role because it was the students’ strongest shared
linguistic resource, while Indonesian functioned both as a target of continued learning and as a bridge to
Javanese. English remained useful in particular instructional situations but could not be assumed to be equally
accessible to all students. The learning environment therefore operated through different combinations of

languages according to communicative need rather than through rigid separation of the four languages.

L

L
Figure 1. Integration of Javanese Language and Cultural Content in the Multilingual Learning Activities

Another notable outcome was the strong role of cultural contextualization. The introduction of
Javanese was accompanied by authentic cultural materials, particularly one set of women’s traditional Javanese
clothing, one set of men’s traditional Javanese clothing, and bakpia as a food associated with Yogyakarta.
Students responded positively to these materials, and their presence encouraged more active interaction than
verbal explanation alone. The cultural artifacts provided visible and concrete contexts through which language
could be associated with social practices and cultural meanings. This component was especially useful because
Javanese cannot be adequately introduced without attention to its social and cultural dimensions. Its linguistic
choices are closely related to interpersonal relationships, politeness, and speech levels. The activity became a
small-scale intercultural exchange in which students encountered language together with tangible

representations of the cultural context in which it is used.
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The implementation further showed that multilingual mediation was necessary rather than incidental.
In several instructional moments, Indonesian and English alone were insufficient to ensure that all students
fully understood the explanation. BFSU lecturers therefore provided clarification in Mandarin when necessary.
This support enabled instruction to continue without abandoning Indonesian and Javanese as the principal
target languages. The experience demonstrated that learners’ first language could function productively as an
instructional bridge. Mandarin was not treated as interference to be eliminated. Instead, it was used
strategically when communication would otherwise have broken down. This mediation also highlighted that
BFSU lecturers contributed not only organizational assistance but also linguistic and pedagogical knowledge

that the visiting team could not independently provide.

Evaluation of the comparative module and areas for improvement

Classroom observations, students’ responses, discussions with BFSU partners, and implementation-
team reflections indicated that the comparative module was applicable to both the regular Indonesian class
and the master’s-level class. It provided a systematic structure for instruction and supported the introduction
of Indonesian and Javanese through comparative activities. At the same time, implementation produced
concrete evidence about aspects requiring revision.

However, the most prominent limitation concerned visual support. The existing module did not
provide enough contextual illustrations for learners whose Indonesian proficiency varied and whose English
proficiency could not always support detailed explanation. The implementation therefore indicated a need for
more photographs, illustrations, visual scenarios, and other multimodal resources. A second issue concerned
the range of Indonesian vocabulary. Students required more immediately usable, high-frequency expressions
related to greetings, self-introduction, campus life, food and drink, shopping, asking for information, travel,

and everyday social interaction.

Phonology and Synta
Across Languages

JAVANESE, INDONESIAN, ENGLISH AND MANDARIN

Prof. Dr. Dra. Endang Nurhayati, M.Hum.
Dr. Doni Dwi Hartanto, M.Pd.

Dr. Anis Firdatul Rochma, M.Pd.

Yue Xiong

Figure 2. Comparative Multilingual Learning Module Used in the UNY—BFSU Community Engagement Program
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The cultural component also required expansion. Although the Javanese clothing and bakpia attracted
considerable interest, only one male and one female set of traditional clothing were available. Future versions
should therefore include more cultural objects or compensate for transport limitations through photographs,
video, visual cards, and digital resources. Additionally, multilingual mediation needed to be Planned more
systematically. The evaluation suggested developing Mandarin—Indonesian—Javanese glossaries, simplified

multilingual instructions, and stronger visual scaffolding.

Discussion
Comparative learning and the development of cross-linguistic awareness

The usefulness of the comparative module can first be understood in relation to current perspectives
on multilingual learning. Multilingual learners do not Pprocess each additional language independently;
knowledge from previously acquired languages can contribute to the processing of new linguistic information.
Yang et al. (2017), for example, found cross-language relationships between Chinese and English in
phonological awareness, decoding, vocabulary, and morphological awareness, although the strength of transfer
varied across domains. Similarly, Bogush et al. (2020) showed that English and Chinese differ systematically
in phonetics, vocabulary, grammatical organization, and reading processes, arguing that such differences
should inform instructional design rather than be ignored.

The present community engagement activity operationalized this Principle through structured
comparison. Rather than asl(ing students to suppress Mandarin while learning Indonesian or Javanese, the
program encouraged them to notice relationships among language systems. This approach corresponds closely
with Cenoz and Gorter’s (2020) concept of pedagogical translanguaging, in which learners’ multilingual
resources are intentionally incorporated to promote language and metalinguistic awareness. It is also consistent
with Westheim et al.’s (2025) systematic review, which identifies structured cross-linguistic awareness activities
as a distinct form of multilingual intervention and notes that such tasks can help learners examine similarities
and differences among languages in their repertoires.

The relevance of explicit comparison is particularly strong where language systems differ substantially.
English and Indonesian, for instance, differ in vowel complexity, stress patterns, and spelling—sound
correspondence (Fitria, 2024), while Mandarin introduces tonal and phonotactic characteristics that differ
considerably from English and Indonesian. These linguistic contrasts strengthen the rationale for a module
that does not merely provide multilingual vocabulary but guides learners in noticing how linguistic systems
organize sounds and structures differently. In this respect, the community engagement activity extends
comparative linguistic research into an instructional application.

The strategic use of Mandarin by BFSU lecturers is one of the most significant pedagogical findings
of the program. This practice illustrates that multilingual mediation can maintain access to instruction when
target—language proficiency is still developing. It parallels the pedagogical translanguaging literature, where
learners’ stronger languages are used selectively to clarify concepts, sustain interaction, and support
progression toward target-language use. Huang and Chalmers’ (2023) systematic review found that
pedagogical translanguaging can benefit EFL learning when multilingual resources are integrated purposefully,
although outcomes depend on context and instructional design.

The pattern also resembles findings from Indonesian multilingual classrooms. Khafshoh et al. (2025)
showed that teachers use translanguaging for explaining material, questioning, task management, and
feedback in a CLIL context, demonstrating that multilingual resources can support comprehension without
necessarily displacing the instructional target. Hidayati et al. (2024) likewise reported that combining

translanguaging with multimodal learning contributed to a more engaging and inclusive EFL environment,
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while also noting that learners with lower proficiency may require additional support. In a more recent ESP
setting, Chieu et al. (2026) found that students used translanguaging strategically for conceptual clarification
and vocabulary learning.

The positive responses to Javanese clothing and bakpia suggest that culture-based multimodal
materials can play a meaningful role in multilingual language learning. They Provided concrete referents that
reduced dependence on verbal explanation and enabled students to connect linguistic content with cultural
practices. This was particularly relevant in a context where proficiency in Indonesian and English varied across
students. The finding is compatible with Hidayati et al. (2024), whose study suggests that multilingual and
multimodal resources can jointly increase engagement and support understanding. It also reflects a wider
principle in contextualized language pedagogy: language forms become easier to interpret when they are
situated within meaningful communicative and sociocultural contexts. For Javanese in particular, separating
linguistic forms from politeness, social relationships, and cultural conventions would Provide learners with
only a partial understanding of how the language operates.

This finding also resonates with previous community engagement studies that emphasize concrete,
participatory, and practice—oriented learning rather than one-way information deliveryt Wijayanto and Qana’a
(2024), for instance, combined interactive workshops, simulations, practical exercises, and individual guidance
in communication training; their evaluation showed positive participant responses across communication
skills, confidence, and feedback. Similarly, Fitri et al. (2026) incorporated conceptual explanation, example
analysis, audiovisual media, direct observation, writing practice, and reflection, reporting measurable
improvement in Participants’ writing and critical—thinking performance. These examples support the decision
to combine eXplanation, comparison, authentic materials, and learner participation in the BFSU program.

Additionally, another important finding concerns the program design itself. The initial discussion
with BFSU enabled the intervention to respond to students’ existing knowledge and linguistic constraints
instead of assuming that a module developed in one institutional setting could be transferred without
modification. This participatory orientation is consistent with other community engagement activities.
Rochma and Mahmudi (2024), for example, began their intervention with a discussion of teachers’ actual
difficulties before providing conceptual input and guided assistance in developing language-assessment
instruments. Nurhabibah et al. (2026) similarly used a participatory service-learning sequence that included
needs analysis, material strengthening, training, learning—by—doing assistance, monitoring, and evaluation. The
same pattern appears in technology-oriented community engagement. Candraloka et al. (2024) combined
socialization, training, technology implementation, and evaluation, while Subaidi et al. (2024) used workshop
activities, tutorials, Practice, mentoring, discussion, and questionnaires to improve partner capacity. Together,
these studies indicate that effective community engagement generally involves a sequence of problem
identification, participant—oriented intervention, supported practice, and evaluation, rather than a single
training session detached from partner conditions.

The signing of the Implementation Arrangement and the active involvement of BFSU lecturers
suggest that institutional collaboration itself was an important program outcome. The community engagement
activity was not organized as a short-term visit in which the external team independently delivered instruction.
Instead, the partner institution contributed contextual knowledge, classroom access, linguistic mediation, and
feedback. This increased the ecological relevance of the intervention and created a basis for future revision
and implementation.

Such collaboration is particularly valuable for multilingual programs because linguistic
appropriateness cannot be determined solely by the visiting institution. Local lecturers understand students’

educational histories, language proficiency, and classroom routines. Their participation consequently allowed
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the intervention to adapt to situations in which English was an unreliable mediation language and Mandarin
support became necessary. The result supports the broader participatory orientation found in recent programs,
where meaningful involvement of partners and follow-up mechanisms are treated as components of
sustainable capacity building rather than as logistical additions (Candraloka et al., 2024; Nurhabibah et al.,
2026; Subaidi et al., 2024).

Despite the positive irnplernentation, the program had several limitations. First, the classroom
implementation was relatively short, taking place over three days, which restricts conclusions about sustained
changes in students’ rnultilingual competence. Second, although the original program design contemplated
multiple forms of evaluation, the evidence available from this irnplementation was Primarily derived from
classroom observation, participant responses, partner discussion, and team reflection. Consequently, the
present results demonstrate applicability, engagement, and identified learning needs, but should not be
interpreted as evidence of statistically established learning gains. Third, the module required substantial
improvement in visual design and communicative vocabulary. The number of authentic cultural objects was
also limited, and some students required Mandarin mediation because their Indonesian and English
proﬁciency did not always allow detailed exPlanations. These limitations are consistent with Huang and
Chalmers’ (2023) caution that multilingual pedagogies are highly dependent on irnplernentation conditions
and with Westheim et al.’s (2025) observation that multilingual interventions vary considerably in design and
outcome measurement.

Future implernentation should therefore extend the intervention over a longer period and include a
clearer impact-measurement framework, such as matched pre- and post-activity assessments of selected
linguistic features, learner reflection data, and systematic evaluation of cross-linguistic awareness. The module
should incorporate more contextual illustrations, audio-visual pronunciation resources, high-frequency
communicative vocabulary, multilingual glossaries, and varied cultural materials. A subsequent
implementation could also compare regular and postgraduate learners more systematically to examine how
language proficiency and academic experience influence the usefulness of comparative instruction. Such
iterative evaluation would allow the UNY-BFSU collaboration to move from demonstrating module

applicability toward establishing stronger evidence of learning outcomes and long—terrn sustainabilityi

CONCLUSION

The UNY—BFSU community engagement program demonstrated that a comparative multilingual
learning model can be irnplemented rneaningfully in an international higher—education context by connecting
students’ existing linguistic resources with Indonesian, Javanese, and their associated cultural contexts. The
program addressed the partner’s needs by combining needs analysis, comparative language learning, authentic
cultural materials, multilingual mediation, and collaborative classroom practice. Its main contribution lies in
providing BFSU students with structured opportunities to recognize relationships among languages while
supporting the practical learning of Indonesian and Javanese, and in providing lecturers with an adaptable
model for rnultilingual instruction. The use of Mandarin as strategic mediation, together with authentic
cultural resources such as Javanese traditional clothing and Yogyakarta culinary products, also showed the
importance of integrating linguistic, visual, and cultural support when learners have varied levels of target-
language proficiency. At the institutional level, the program strengthened the UNY—BFSU partnership and
created a basis for continued collaboration in multilingual teaching, research, and community engagement.
However, the relatively short irnplernentation period, differences in students’ language proficiency, limited
visual materials, and the restricted range of communicative Vocabulary indicate areas for further development.

Subsequent irnplernentation should therefore extend the duration of the program, enrich the module with
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more contextual visuals, high-frequency expressions, multilingual glossaries, and diverse cultural resources,
and employ more systematic measures of learning outcomes to examine the longer-term contribution of

comparative instruction to cross—linguistic awareness and multilingual communication.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The authors gratefully acknowledge Universitas Negeri Yogyakarta (UNY) for supporting this
community engagement program through the 2026 Professor and Structural Lecturer Community Service
Scheme. Sincere appreciation is also extended to the School of Asian Studies, Beijing Foreign Studies
University (BFSU), China, for its institutional collaboration, academic support, classroom access, and
assistance during the implementation of the multilingual learning activities. The authors further thank the
participating BFSU lecturers and students for their active involvement, feedback, and contributions throughout

the needs analysis, classroom implementation, and evaluation of the comparative syntax—phonology model.

REFERENCES

Bringle, R. G., & Hatcher, J. A. (2002). Campus—community partnerships: The terms of engagement. Journal
of Social Issues, 583), 503—516. https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-4560.00273

Bogush, A. M., Korolova, T. M., & Popova, O. V. (2020). A comparative analysis of English and Chinese
reading: Phonetics, vocabulary and grammar. Arab World English Journal, Special Issue on the
Eng]isb Language in Ukrainian Context, 255—281. https:/ / doi.org/ 10.24093/awej/ elt3.22

Candraloka, O. R., Laila, A. N, Sabilla, A. D., & Nayohan, O. (2024). Pendampingan pemanfaatan media
digital pada pengelolaan kegiatan ekstrakurikuler di Madrasah Aliyah Hasyim Asy’ari Bangsri Jepara.
Jurnal Pengabdian Multidisiplin, 41). https://doi.org/10.51214/00202404823000

Celce-Murcia, M., Brinton, D. M., & Goodwin, J. M. (with Griner, B.). (2010). Teaching pronunciation: A
course book and reference guide (2nd ed.). Cambridge University Press.

Cenoz, J., & Gorter, D. (2020). Teaching English through pedagogical translanguaging. World Engb's/zes,
392), 300—311. https://doi.org/10.1111/weng.12462

Cenoz, J., & Gorter, D. (2022). Pedagogical translanguaging and its application to language classes. RELC
Journal, 532), 342—354. https://doi.org/10.1177/00336882221082751

Chieu, N. V. H,, Huy, H. G., Thach, D. T. N, & Mi, N. T. H. (2026). Translanguaging practices in legal
English vocabulary learning: A qualitative study of student perceptions and practices in a Vietnamese
ESP  dassroom. Journal on English as a Foreign Language, 162), 421—445.
https://doi.org/10.23971/jefl.v16i2.11093

Deardorff, D. K. (2006). Identification and assessment of intercultural competence as a student outcome of
internationalization. Journal of Studies in International Education, 10(3), 241-266.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1028315306287002

Fitria, T. N. (2024). Similarities and differences between Indonesian and English phonology: Implications in
teaching English phonology to students. ISLLAC: Journal of Intensive Studies on Language,
Literature, Art, and Culture, &2), 342—364. https://doi.org/10.17977/um006v8i22024p342—364

Fitri, R, DN, U. Y., Helda, T., Hartati, Y. S., & Samsiarni. (2026). Pelatihan penulisan teks laporan hasil
observasi sebagai upaya menumbuhkan kemampuan berpikir kritis siswa. Jurnal Pengabdian
Multidisiplin, &2). https://doi.org/10.51214/002026062062000

Hidayati, D., Dharmawan, Y. Y., Prasatyo, B. A., & Luciana. (2024). Exploring how translanguaging and
multimodal learning improve EFL students’ enjoyment and proficiency. Journal on English as a

Foreign Language, 142), 446—475. https://doi.org/10.23971/jefl.v14i2.8012

Halaman 12 dari 13


https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-4560.00273
https://doi.org/10.24093/awej/elt3.22
https://doi.org/10.51214/00202404823000
https://doi.org/10.1111/weng.12462
https://doi.org/10.1177/00336882221082751
https://doi.org/10.23971/jefl.v16i2.11093
https://doi.org/10.1177/1028315306287002?utm_source=chatgpt.com
https://doi.org/10.17977/um006v8i22024p342-364
https://doi.org/10.51214/002026062062000
https://doi.org/10.23971/jefl.v14i2.8012

Huang, X., & Chalmers, H. (2023). Implementation and effects of pedagogical translanguaging in EFL
classrooms: A systematic review. Languages, &3), Article 194.
https://doi.org/10.3390/languages8030194

Khafshoh, A. L., Anugerahwati, M., Yannuar, N., & Basthomi, Y. (2025). Translanguaging practices and
teacher perspectives in a CLIL program: A case study at a national plus school in Indonesia. Journal
on English as a Foreign Language, 152), 679—701. https://doi.org/10.23971/jefl.v15i2.9878

Leonet, O., Cenoz, J., & Gorter, D. (2020). Developing morphological awareness across languages:
Translanguaging pedagogies in third language acquisition. Language Awareness, 291), 41-59.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09658416.2019.1688338

Nurhabibah, P., Wahyuningsih, A., Untari, M. F. A, & Azizah, ]. L. (2026). Pendampingan pembuatan buku
kumpulan cerpen sebagai penguatan literasi bagi Komunitas Perpustakaan Waca. Jurnal Pengabdian
Multidisiplin, &2). https://doi.org/10.51214/002026062146000

Odlin, T. (1989). Language transfer: Cross-linguistic influence in language learning. Cambridge University
Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/CB09781139524537

Rochma, S. N., & Mahmudi, I. (2024). Pendampingan penyusunan soal berbasis High Order Thinking Skill
untuk guru Bahasa Arab di MI Nurussalam Mantingan. Jurnal Pengabdian Multidisiplin, 41).
https://doi.org/10.51214/00202404761000

Subaidi, S., Wijanarko, R., Umam, K., Laila, A. N., & Rohmatin, A. (2024). Peningkatan manajemen Iembaga
dan layanan berbasis online melalui media website pada klinik kesehatan. Jurnal Pengabdian
Multidisiplin, 43). https://doi.org/10.51214/002024041098000

Westheim, 1., van Beuningen, C., Duarte, J., & van Boxtel, C. (2025). Multilingual language learning
interventions to foster language proficiency and cross-linguistic awareness in language classrooms: A
systematic literature review. Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural Development. Advance online
publication. https://doi.org/10.1080/01434632.2025.2596928

Wijayanto, P. W., & Qana’a, M. (2024). Pelatihan public speaking sebagai sarana komunikasi efektif bagi
siswa SMK Plus Al Aitaam Bandung. Jurnal Pengabcb';m Mu]ﬂdj.ﬂp]in, 42), 1-12.
https://doi.org/10.51214/00202404970000

Yang, M., Cooc, N., & Sheng, L. (2017). An investigation of cross-linguistic transfer between Chinese and
English: A meta-analysis. Asian-Pacific Journal of Second and Foreign Language Education, 2, Article
15. https://doi.org/10.1186/s40862-017-0036-9

Halaman 13 dari 13


https://doi.org/10.3390/languages8030194
https://doi.org/10.23971/jefl.v15i2.9878
https://doi.org/10.1080/09658416.2019.1688338
https://doi.org/10.51214/002026062146000
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139524537
https://doi.org/10.51214/00202404761000
https://doi.org/10.51214/002024041098000
https://doi.org/10.1080/01434632.2025.2596928
https://doi.org/10.51214/00202404970000
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40862-017-0036-9

