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Teacher language awareness for CLIL in multilingual settings: 

Insights from across UK and Dutch primary classrooms  

Abstract in English 

Schools are increasingly using content and language integrated learning (CLIL) 

approaches to education, whereby the teaching of subject content and an 

additional language occurs in an integrated manner. While language and learning 

are inextricably linked and the rewards of CLIL many, integrated teaching 

requires a specialised professional awareness of how an additional language 

operates and is acquired within content classrooms. However, research focused 

on teacher language awareness (TLA) for CLIL is still sparse. Moreover, it has 

focused solely on CLIL teachers’ awareness of the target language, thereby 

disregarding the teacher plurilingual awareness (TPLA) required for effective 

CLIL, which is inherently multilingual and increasingly implemented in 

linguistically diverse settings. This study brings together the expertise of Dutch 

primary school teachers using CLIL to teach English as a Foreign Language 

(EFL) learners, with the expertise in teaching in multilingual settings of UK 

teachers supporting English as an Additional Language (EAL) learners. Using a 

CLIL Teaching Wall activity within interviews, it was possible to gain rich 

insight into the characteristics of the TLA and TPLA underpinning teachers’ 

ability to recognise and teach to the language demands of multilingual dual-

focused classrooms.  

Abstract in Dutch 

Scholen maken steeds vaker gebruik van inhouds- en taalgeïntegreerd leren 

(CLIL), waarbij vakinhoud en een vreemde taal op geïntegreerde wijze worden 

onderwezen. Hoewel taal en leren onlosmakelijk met elkaar verbonden zijn en 

CLIL veel voordelen biedt, vereist geïntegreerd onderwijs een gespecialiseerde 

professionele bewustwording van hoe een tweede taal functioneert en verworven 

wordt in vaklessen. Onderzoek naar het taalbewustzijn van leraren (TLA) in 

CLIL-contexten is echter nog beperkt. Bovendien richt het bestaande onderzoek 

zich voornamelijk op het taalbewustzijn van CLIL-docenten met betrekking tot 

de doeltaal, waardoor het meertalige bewustzijn van docenten (TPLA), dat 

cruciaal is voor effectief CLIL, vaak wordt verwaarloosd. CLIL is immers van 



nature meertalig en wordt steeds vaker toegepast in meertalige contexten. Deze 

studie combineert de expertise van Nederlandse basisschooldocenten die CLIL 

gebruiken om Engels als vreemde taal (EFL) te onderwijzen, met de expertise 

van Britse docenten die in meertalige contexten Engels-als-tweede-taal (EAL)-

leerlingen ondersteunen. Door middel van een CLIL Teaching Wall-activiteit 

tijdens interviews verkreeg dit onderzoek waardevolle inzichten in de kenmerken 

van TLA en TPLA die ten grondslag liggen aan het vermogen van docenten om 

de taaleisen van meertalige, geïntegreerde lessen te herkennen en hierop effectief 

in te spelen. 

Plain language summary 

Language is inseparable from learning: children develop language by taking part 

in conversations about the subject or topic of learning, and becoming 

knowledgeable on a subject involves becoming competent in the language of this 

subject. Many children in schools today are learning subject knowledge in a 

language that differs from the language used at home or in society. This means 

they are facing the challenge of learning a content subject and a second language 

at the same time. Schools can aid children in this process by providing integrated 

language learning support within content lessons, through a teaching approach 

called Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL). However, this requires 

teachers to have a specialised professional awareness of language, which differs 

in important ways from that of teachers who teach language as a school subject. 

Using a CLIL Teaching Wall activity and interviews with UK and Dutch primary 

school teachers, this research captured teachers’ language awareness underlying 

decision-making in their multilingual CLIL classrooms. It then combined 

teachers’ insights with theoretical insights from research, exploring the 

characteristics of this CLIL teacher professional awareness in detail. 

Keywords: content-based instruction; content and language integrated learning 

(CLIL); teacher professional knowledge; teacher language awareness; teacher 

knowledge of language; multilingual education; primary education 

Introduction 

High levels of internationalisation and mobility have resulted in an increase both in 

schools offering bilingual or intensive foreign language programmes that include CLIL, 



and the linguistic diversity of classrooms. More and more children are thus acquiring 

school knowledge in second or even third languages. This shift requires a much stronger 

focus on language learning within content lessons, and highlights the growing need to 

investigate teachers’ language awareness (TLA) for effective integration. 

CLIL is a well-established educational approach for developing an additional 

language through other curricular domains (Coyle et al., 2010). Despite its origins in 

Europe and in foreign language teaching (Pérez-Cañado, 2012), CLIL is now 

recognised as an ‘umbrella term’, and as sharing commonalities with other content-

based instruction practices globally (Cenoz et al., 2014; Dalton-Puffer et al., 2014; 

Wiesemes, 2009). In fact, this study responds to calls made by several researchers, for 

greater convergence across instructional practices and bodies of literature (Hajer, 2018; 

Lin, 2016; Lyster & Ballinger, 2011).  

CLIL demands careful consideration of how language is used in content learning 

and teaching, and how then to approach the teaching of these language structures in a 

classroom where content objectives too need to be met (Rutgers et al., 2020). 

Integrating content and language is also about using students’ full linguistic repertoires, 

or ‘plurilingualism’ (Marshall & Moore, 2018) for learning, with CLIL researchers 

increasingly emphasising the importance of considering multilingual teaching 

approaches such as ‘translanguaging’ for effective CLIL implementation (Cenoz & 

Ruiz de Zarobe, 2015; Nikula & Moore, 2016).  

Despite significant research on language roles and teaching approaches in CLIL 

(e.g., Llinares et al., 2012), there is still a lack of focus on teachers’ classroom-based 

language knowledge and awareness (Cenoz et al., 2014; van Kampen et al., 2016). 

Moreover, while research on the language awareness of teachers who teach a second 

language (L2) as a subject is moving away from a ‘monolingual bias’ (Otwinowska, 



2017), little is known about the plurilingual awareness underpinning successful 

integrated practices, a gap that is increasingly problematic as CLIL tries to respond to 

the diverse language experiences of students. This work aims to characterise CLIL TLA 

in light of the specificity, complexity, and increasingly multilingual nature of the dual 

teaching task. It examines the language awareness of UK and Dutch primary school 

teachers supporting English learners in their multilingual classrooms.  

Despite context-specific opportunities and challenges, CLIL and EAL teachers 

share the task of providing access to cognitively challenging content in an additional 

language while promoting language learning. Moreover, the increasingly diverse nature 

of primary classrooms foregrounds commonalities in multilingual development and 

differentiated instruction to accommodate variable proficiencies in both the target and 

learners’ supporting languages. Drawing on teacher expertise in each of these contexts, 

this article offers a comprehensive treatment of the language and plurilingual awareness 

underpinning teachers’ abilities to use, analyse and teach the language needed by 

multilingual learners to participate in content-based learning activities in an additional 

language.   

Theoretical background 

Integrating content and language in theory and practice 

Classroom research and CLIL teacher development studies show that integrating 

content and language learning is challenging for teachers (Cammarata & Tedick, 2012; 

He & Lin, 2018). Dichotomous beliefs about language and content as separate 

objectives, along with a lack of appropriate language awareness, hinder effective 

integration (Hu & Gao, 2021; Hüttner et al., 2013; Lo, 2017). This foregrounds that 

there is something unique about TLA underpinning integrated teaching.  



There has been extensive debate over the conceptualisation of ‘integration’ in 

CLIL theory (e.g., Nikula et al., 2016). It is widely agreed that CLIL aligns well with 

sociocultural and social-semiotic views of language as a tool for knowledge 

construction and meaning-making (Hajer & Norén, 2017; Llinares & McCabe, 2023). 

Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL), which provides tools for linguistic analysis of 

text and grammar as a social-semiotic (i.e., meaning-making) system in cultural 

contexts (Llinares & McCabe, 2023), and the concept of ‘languaging’ (Swain & Lapkin, 

2013), seen as both the foundation of thinking (Zwiers & Crawford, 2011) and of input 

and output processes facilitative to language learning (Krashen, 1985; Toth, 2006), have 

been influential. Higher-order talk, for example through focus on ‘Cognitive Discourse 

Functions’ (CDFs - Dalton-Puffer, 2013), suggests how ‘languaging’ can be shaped to 

facilitate the simultaneous learning of complex content knowledge and the associated 

specialised language.  

However, SLA-based approaches that emphasise language form from a 

language-internal and a more ‘traditional’ metalinguistic perspective, have also 

influenced CLIL practice (de Graaff et al., 2007; Hu & Gao, 2021). While focus-on-

form strategies may serve to draw attention to language as a social-semiotic system, this 

highlights that frameworks available to teachers are not necessarily underpinned by 

similar views on language. Lyster (2007) argues that a ‘counterbalanced approach’ 

combining perspectives may be required for effective integration in classrooms. 

Different types of language awareness may thus be relevant to CLIL in practice.  

Education-oriented CLIL frameworks, like the Language Triptych (Coyle et al., 

2010, p. 37), take this further by expanding the notion of ‘integration’ beyond 

communicating and negotiating content knowledge. The Language Triptych 

distinguishes between the ‘language of learning’ (the “language needed for learners to 



access basic concepts and skills related to the subject theme or topic”), the ‘language 

through learning’ (the more unpredictable in-situ language that emerges and that “needs 

to be captured, recycled and developed strategically by teachers and learners”), and the 

‘language for learning’ (“the language that is needed to operate in a foreign language 

environment”). It thus not only draws attention to the linguistic foundations of a wider 

range of classroom activities, but also offers a learner-centred, rather than primarily 

content-centred understanding of the language demands of CLIL lessons.  

This raises the issue of defining ‘subject-specific’ and ‘academic’ language in 

the context of CLIL, where both content and language are the academic content for 

learners. Llinares and McCabe (2023) use the terms ‘integration’ versus ‘balancing’ to 

highlight this difference, arguing that the former views language as part of content and 

the latter also allows for language to be seen as separate to content. In practice, CLIL 

teachers have been found to navigate between both (Tedick & Cammarata, 2012; van 

Kampen et al., 2016). It also highlights the challenge of not only having to “creat[e] 

classrooms where students will ‘talk to learn’, [but also consider] how students will 

‘learn to talk’” (de Jong & Harper, 2005, p. 102). CLIL in practice, therefore, merits a 

closer look at the practical language knowledge and awareness of teachers alongside 

linguistic theories.  

Teacher knowledge and language awareness for CLIL 

Research on teacher language knowledge and awareness for CLIL is still developing 

and incorporates various theoretical perspectives (Hu & Gao, 2021; Koopman et al., 

2014; Morton, 2016, 2018). Nevertheless, it has highlighted several key aspects of 

CLIL TLA, which will be explored in this section.  



Defining teacher knowledge and awareness 

The relationship between knowledge and awareness within teachers’ cognitions is 

difficult to disentangle, often leading to the interchangeable use of the terms. For this 

study, which explores CLIL TLA in relation to their total professional knowledge base 

(see ‘Methodology’), ‘teacher knowledge’ encompasses “the total knowledge that a 

teacher has at his or her disposal at any given moment” (Verloop et al., 2001, p. 445). 

Given the strong overlap between knowledge and beliefs within teacher cognitions 

(Borg, 2003), ‘knowledge’ is taken to represent both. The term ‘awareness’, then, refers 

to the situated emergence of different knowledges and beliefs resulting in a reflective 

stance that informs classroom action.  

In line with Andrews (2003), TLA is thus understood as closely related to 

knowledge, but metacognitive in nature in that it adds “an extra cognitive dimension of 

reflection upon knowledge” (ibid, p. 86). However, while metacognitive in nature, the 

knowledge underpinning TLA can be explicit, implicit, or exist at the interface between 

the two (Ellis, 2005). In fact, teachers’ ‘situated understandings’ and ‘technical 

knowledge’ are famously known to encompass more tacit, intuitive, and procedural 

forms of knowledge (Meijer et al., 1999; Verloop et al., 2001). This means that TLA 

can also be informed by teachers’ knowledge of language (i.e., language proficiency). 

The close connection between ‘knowledge about language’ and ‘knowledge of 

language’ is widely recognised in TLA research (Andrews, 2003; Freeman et al., 2015).  

TLA is commonly understood to incorporate three dynamically interacting 

domains, as first introduced by Edge (1988): the user domain as concerning teachers’ 

reflective stance on how a language should be used (including awareness of their own 

and their students’ language proficiencies), the analyst domain as concerning teachers’ 

reflective stance on language as a system (including metalinguistic awareness but also 

awareness of language varieties and learner interlanguage), and the teacher domain as 



concerning teachers’ reflective stance on how to teach a language (Hu & Gao, 2021; 

Lindahl & Watkins, 2015). TLA thus is a form of language awareness that is specific to 

teaching, distinguishing it from Language Awareness (LA), although these concepts, 

too, have been used interchangeably in the L2 teaching literature (Andrews, 2003). 

Questions remain regarding how TLA intersects with teachers’ broader professional 

knowledge base, particularly in the context of CLIL, which requires ‘integrating’ and 

‘balancing’ content and language teaching expertise.     

Recent research on CLIL teacher knowledge and language awareness 

Research on CLIL teacher knowledge, including language knowledge, has focused on 

the expanded set of ‘content knowledge (CK)’ and ‘pedagogical content knowledge 

(PCK)’ for integrated teaching (Morton, 2016, 2018; Rutgers et al., 2020; Troyan et al., 

2017). Drawing on Shulman’s (1987, p. 8) concept of PCK as “the special amalgam of 

content and pedagogy that is uniquely the province of teachers”, this research similarly 

underscores how teacher knowledge is profession-specific and relevant to activities in 

the classroom (Verloop et al., 2001).   

Morton’s (2016, 2018) work on teacher language knowledge for CLIL draws on 

Loewenberg-Ball and colleagues’ (2008) work on content knowledge for mathematics 

teaching, who break down CK into ‘common content knowledge’ and ‘specialized 

content knowledge’, and PCK into ‘knowledge of content and students’ and ‘knowledge 

of content and teaching’. Morton explores how these four components relate to 

language considerations in CLIL classrooms. His descriptions of these four components 

suggest that ‘common language knowledge for CLIL’ has overlap with the idea of text 

and grammar as subject-specific meaning-making from SFL, and ‘specialized language 

knowledge for CLIL’ perhaps with Dalton-Puffer’s (2013) notion of CDFs as 

languaging for understanding. However, the connection between CLIL teachers’ 



practical knowledge of ‘language and students’ and ‘language and teaching’ within 

PCK, and Morton’s reconceptualization of CK into ‘common’ and ‘specialized’ 

language knowledge for CLIL, remains unclear.  

Morton’s characterisation of the overall ‘language knowledge for content 

teaching’ as the amalgamation of language proficiency and knowledge about language 

within linguistic action (i.e., language use and focus thereon) in the classroom, then, 

suggests overlap with existing understandings of TLA on this. However, CLIL requires 

a special kind of TLA that differs from the language awareness of teachers of language 

(L1 or L2) as a subject (Morton, 2018). Drawing on Edge’s (1988) framework, recent 

re-interpretations of TLA for CLIL (Hu & Gao, 2021; Lo, 2017) have narrowed the 

scope of CLIL TLA to be: (a) understanding of how language expresses content and 

operates in content learning (awareness as user); (b) understanding of the demands that 

this language places on additional language learners (awareness as analyst); and (c) 

understanding of suitable L2 learning theories and pedagogy (awareness as teacher). 

However, as the previous section on ‘integration’ shows, questions remain about the 

exact nature and scope of each of these three domains.  

 

Translingual knowledge and plurilingual awareness for CLIL 

Recent CLIL research underscores the increasing necessity for effective responses to 

students’ linguistic diversity (Cenoz & Ruiz de Zarobe, 2015). While CLIL programmes 

aim for additive bilingualism (Tedick & Cammarata, 2012), historically they have been 

associated with immersion (i.e., ‘language bath’) theories, and thus with more 

monolingual approaches (Hall & Cook, 2012). However, literature from CLIL and other 

multilingual settings emphasises the potential of learners’ primary languages (i.e., first 

or strongest – L1s) for integrated learning (García Mayo & Hidalgo, 2017; 



Lasagabaster, 2013), highlighting CLIL classrooms as inherently bilingual 

environments.  

However, in multilingual CLIL classrooms, learners use a wider range of 

languages in their learning, including those unfamiliar to teachers. Moreover, students 

increasingly enter CLIL lessons with varying levels of the target language, especially 

where English is concerned. This diversity requires CLIL teachers to possess 

translingual knowledge and knowledge how to differentiate CLIL instruction for diverse 

target language levels, similar to what is needed in multilingual content-based settings 

like the UK’s EAL context. Insights into the translingual knowledge that CLIL teachers 

may require, can be found in the literature on ‘translanguaging’ and multilingual 

approaches to education. While definitions of translanguaging vary, translanguaging 

theory generally conceptualises ‘language’ in terms of a repertoire for communication 

rather than a ‘named’ linguistic system (Otheguy et al., 2015), and emphasises the use 

and development of communicative capacities across languages (García & Kleyn, 

2016).  

‘Translanguaging’ shares many features with ‘languaging’, in that both 

emphasis the cognitive process of using linguistic elements – from within or from 

across ‘named languages’ – for articulating and negotiating thinking, rather than 

emphasising the socially constructed product that is ‘a language’, like English. In this 

way, translanguaging pedagogy (García & Kleyn, 2016) considers learners’ full 

linguistic repertoires for the thinking, meaning negotiation and establishing of 

understanding (i.e. learning) occurring in classroom settings. The challenge of 

integrating translanguaging approaches in CLIL lies in knowing when to use learners’ 

other languages to expedite the integrated learning process, remembering that the latter 

also involves the learning of a ‘named’ language. 



Just as ‘translanguaging’ critiques the idea that ‘languaging’ pertains to a 

specific language, recent TLA research is starting to critique the monolingual nature of 

Edge’s framework (Lindahl, 2020; Otwinowska, 2017), and defines teacher multilingual 

or plurilingual awareness (TPLA) as the cross-linguistic reflection on the professional 

knowledge that teachers have in relation to the individual languages involved in the 

teaching and learning process. In line with a holistic view of the multilingual speaker 

(Marshall & Moore, 2018), the adjective ‘plurilingual’ rather than ‘multilingual’ is used 

to signpost that this cross-linguistic component of TLA relates to teachers’ 

understanding of the relationships across the languages involved in teaching and 

learning, rather than the simple sum of their understanding of each of the languages. 

Like TLA, TPLA extends beyond teachers’ metalinguistic understanding of the 

typological differences between language varieties, and includes awareness of the 

multilingual nature of learners’ linguistic repertoire (both pertaining to the analyst 

domain). Moreover, it includes awareness of how multilinguals use their full linguistic 

repertoire to communicate (user domain), and how to build on this to effectively teach 

language (teacher domain). However, research on TPLA, especially in CLIL contexts, 

remains limited.  

 

This study aims to fill these knowledge gaps by identifying the TLA and TPLA enacted 

in primary school teachers’ cognitions on their integrated teaching practices in different 

multilingual settings, providing answers to the following research questions (RQs): 

(1) What is the scope and nature of the language awareness mediating teachers’ 

pedagogical practices for CLIL in multilingual settings?  

(2) What is the role of teachers’ plurilingual awareness within their practices for 

CLIL in multilingual settings?  



Methodology 

This work draws on data collected for a study involving researchers and teachers in the 

UK and the Netherlands, which explored the knowledge base of CLIL teaching in 

multilingual primary education settings (Rutgers et al., 2020). This study combined a 

review of the integrated language teaching literature conducted previously by the author 

for another study in the Netherlands (van Beuningen et al., 2021), with empirical work 

in both countries that adopted a qualitative and comparative design. The current analysis 

focuses on teacher language awareness, using the same data set to answer the research 

questions listed above.      

Participants  

The study involved eight primary school teachers from the UK and six from the 

Netherlands, representing four schools in each country. The UK schools were selected 

for their medium-to-high proportion of English as Additional Language (EAL) learners 

(40 per cent or higher), while the Dutch schools offered Dutch-English bilingual 

programmes with 30 per cent of lessons in English and catered to multilingual pupils in 

urban settings. The study focused on primary education, because teachers cover all 

curriculum areas and thus have knowledge of both language and content curricula and 

learners’ cognitive and linguistic development. They were therefore expected to have 

unique expertise in pedagogic integration.  

The teachers’ backgrounds, including their education and language 

backgrounds, are summarised in Table 1. In both contexts, the sample comprised 

teachers with and without formal expertise in L2 acquisition. In the UK, four teachers 

had languages other than the societal and target language as their mother tongue 

(Karolina and Lena) or as an additional language (Mary and Maria). The UK sample 

also included teachers working predominantly in exclusively EAL classes (Karolina and 



Lena), while others supported EAL learners alongside English-L1 students. Most 

teachers had at least five years of teaching experience, except for one UK teacher 

(Sean), who had four years of experience and served as the EAL coordinator for his 

school at the time of interview.  

Insert Table 1 

CLIL and EAL teachers encounter similar tasks in enhancing learners’ English 

skills within content area teaching. However, Dutch CLIL has historically seen a 

stronger focus on learners’ English as a Foreign Language (EFL) development, drawing 

on focus-on-form strategies informed by SLA theory (e.g., de Graaff et al., 2007), 

although it increasingly also draws on practices from Dutch as an additional language 

settings (Hajer, 2018). UK EAL provision prioritises the overall academic achievement 

and inclusion of linguistic minority children (Leung, 2016), and thus learners’ (access 

to) cognitive skills within a language developing pedagogy. Moreover, although CLIL-

with-English teachers in the Netherlands increasingly serve linguistically diverse 

populations, it is the UK EAL context that holds particular expertise in integrated 

teaching in multilingual classrooms. Including both contexts allows for a 

comprehensive treatment of TLA and TPLA for content and language integration in 

multilingual settings, thereby advancing CLIL theory and practice.  

Ethics approval was granted by the University of Cambridge’s Faculty of 

Education. Informed consent was sought from all participating teachers in advance of 

data collection, using declarations of consent that outlined the study’s purpose, duration, 

potential benefits and risks, as well as the use of their data during and beyond the 

timeframe of the project. This included permissions regarding the use of audio and 

transcribed data for presentations and publications. Confidentiality of information and 

anonymity of the schools and teachers, as well as their rights to withdraw from the 



study at any time, were guaranteed. Data were anonymised and stored on protected 

servers of Cambridge University and pseudonyms were applied in reporting. Any data 

associated with withdrawn teachers or schools were promptly deleted. 

Methods 

The method involved conducting one-to-one interviews with teachers using a CLIL 

Teaching Wall activity, adapted from Koopman and colleagues (2014). Only the first 

phase of their procedure was used, broadening the initial prompt from ‘what supports 

language learning’ to ‘what supports additional language learners’ to accommodate 

subject-matter content and cognition modifications. Teachers wrote down on cards any 

actions or activities they use to support integrated learning, with their rationales on the 

back of these cards. They were given time to complete this part themselves before 

discussing with the researcher. Some teachers preferred to think aloud and explain while 

writing. These cards were then used to build a ‘wall’, with essential actions forming the 

base ‘bricks’ and less essential ones added on top, followed by discussion of their 

rationales for this. Often the discussion of one activity or their position within the wall 

reminded teachers of further activities. Discussion prompts included requests for 

examples or clarifications and interviewer summaries to confirm understanding, but 

avoided assessments of activity appropriateness.     

Teachers were asked to complete the task focusing on their practice in upper 

primary education (ages 8-11), where content becomes increasingly disciplinary, 

bringing new linguistic challenges associated with children’s academic language 

proficiency (Cummins, 2007). The semi-structured interviews also covered teachers’ 

backgrounds and contextual factors known to impact on classroom practice, such as 

age, prior education, years of experience, the subject taught and the school context 

(Meijer et al., 1999), as well as teachers’ own language backgrounds (De Angelis, 2011; 



Otwinowska, 2017). This information was gathered before completing the CLIL 

Teaching Wall activity. Each teacher was interviewed once, in school and during school 

hours, for about 1.5 hours.   

This approach was chosen for two reasons. Firstly, teachers’ practical 

knowledge is highly situated, personal, and often tacit in nature (Meijer et al., 1999; 

Verloop et al., 2001), and teachers need support in “begin[ning] to articulate their own 

theories of teaching” (Borg, 2003, p. 88). The CLIL Teaching Wall task supported this 

process, while the structure provided by the task enabled comparisons across teachers 

and contexts. Secondly, starting discussions with concrete pedagogical actions ensured 

that teachers’ externalisations of their cognitions related to their actual classroom 

practice, thus overcoming limitations associated with ecological validity inherent to 

alternative self-report instruments (Kagan, 1990). The interviews further supported the 

ecological validity of the data by enabling interpretation of teachers’ cognitions in light 

of their backgrounds, which enabled assessment of how well teachers’ rationales related 

to the specific action being discussed or described experiences beyond their current and 

integrated (i.e. CLIL) practices.  

Analysis 

The analysis focused on teachers’ descriptions and explanations of actions facilitating 

integrated learning. Interestingly, the order of teachers’ walls did not show consistent 

patterns. Some teachers resisted this part of the CLIL wall activity, arguing that the 

contextual nature of integrated teaching rendered the question of order irrelevant. 

However, the importance of ordering and sequencing language for integrated learning 

emerged in teachers’ practice. Coding was done using NVivo 11, initially at the teacher 

level, followed by identifying recurrent themes across teachers within and across 

contexts. 



The analysis aimed to categorise teachers’ language awareness in relation to the 

total knowledge base of CLIL teaching. Initially, extracts previously coded (Rutgers, 

2020) under a typology of teacher knowledge based on Shulman (1987), Meijer and 

Verloop and colleagues (Meijer et al., 1999; Verloop et al., 2001) and Morton (2016, 

2018), were re-examined using the coding framework in Table 2. This framework 

mirrors the original typology’s categories of the professional knowledge base, but 

explored these specifically for what they evidenced about teachers’ language awareness, 

whether explicit or implicit in their verbalisations.  

Insert Table 2 

Accordingly, the analytical framework speaks to Shulman’s CK and PCK 

categories through ‘Content-language awareness’ and ‘Language awareness for CLIL 

teaching’ respectively. It includes a category for ‘Language awareness and general 

instructional techniques’, speaking to Shulman’s ‘General Pedagogical Knowledge’, but 

integrated into ‘Language awareness for CLIL teaching’ (i.e. as part of PCK) due to the 

need for language focus within CLIL classroom activities beyond content. This 

approach may diverge from Morton’s (2018) concept of ‘specialized language 

knowledge for content teaching’, but can also be viewed as further exploration of 

Morton’s concept vis-à-vis the full scope of the knowledge base. The category 

‘Content-language awareness’ aligns with Morton’s (2018) ‘common language 

knowledge for content teaching’. The framework then also examines Shulman’s (1978) 

other knowledge categories for understanding CLIL TLA, grouped under ‘Language 

awareness and educational context’. Given the connection between ‘knowledge about 

language’ and ‘knowledge of language’ (Andrews, 2003; Freeman et al, 2015; Morton, 

2016, 2018) and the challenge in some CLIL contexts of teaching in a non-primary 



language, this category includes a sub-code to examine teachers’ reflective stance on 

their own language proficiencies. 

The initial coding was then revisited with a focus on the scope and nature of 

teachers’ language awareness, including its plurilingual nature. This further exploration 

of the data in turn comprised three steps. Firstly, to identify how the educational context 

informed awareness underpinning classroom-level pedagogical decisions, matrix coding 

queries were run in NVivo to identify any double coding across the classroom-level 

codes (Table 2, codes 1 and 2a-c) and the educational context codes (Table 2, codes 3a-

d). This context-sensitive analysis of CLIL TLA provided initial insights into its broad 

scope in practice, identifying three overarching themes that guided the analysis 

dedicated to the question of scope (step two). Specifically, this analysis categorised how 

CLIL TLA encompasses how teachers understand language as tool for content 

knowledge articulation, based on the analysis of teachers’ ‘Content-language awareness 

for CLIL’ (Table 2, code 1), as well as for classroom participation and knowledge 

construction, based on the exploration of teachers’ ‘Language awareness for CLIL 

teaching’ (Table 2, codes 2a-c). The third step in the further data exploration then 

focused on how questions of scope intersected with the uniquely learner-centred nature 

of teacher language awareness and the inherently plurilingual nature of this awareness 

for teaching content through an additional language.  

To maintain a clear connection between the analysis stages, the results are 

organised around the two initial coding categories (i.e. ‘Content-language awareness for 

CLIL’ and ‘Language awareness for CLIL teaching – see Table 2, codes 1 and 2), while 

evidencing the three overarching themes pertaining to scope (knowledge articulation, 

classroom participation and knowledge construction) within these. Due to space 

constraints, the role of educational context arising from the matrix coding queries will 



be exemplified only through teachers’ ‘Content-language awareness for CLIL’ (i.e. 

knowledge articulation). Moreover, the analysis found that CLIL teachers’ plurilingual 

awareness naturally extends from their learner-centred language awareness. As such, 

plurilingual attributes are integrated into the findings on teachers’ ‘Content-language 

awareness’ and ‘Language awareness for CLIL teaching’. However, a separate 

discussion section will comprehensively address the TPLA-related research question 

and findings. 

  

Results 

Teachers’ content-language awareness for CLIL  

Table 3 presents examples of teachers’ ‘Content-language awareness’, illustrating its 

intersections with teachers’ knowledge of their educational realities and showcasing 

how teachers in each L2-English context understand language as a tool for content 

knowledge articulation. These examples demonstrate the amalgamated nature of 

teachers’ awareness of what it means to be a content-language user when viewed 

simultaneously through the lens of their local curriculum, and their learners’ and their 

own linguistic backgrounds.  

Insert Table 3 

At the intersection with local curricula, teachers in both contexts were aware of 

the importance of technical vocabulary development (cf. Fritz and Karen), and that 

content-language relates to the four language skills of listening, speaking, reading, and 

writing, although teachers prioritised these four skills differently depending on the 

demands of their settings (cf. Lena and Els). Teachers’ cognitions further reflected 

awareness of content-language as extending beyond vocabulary, to include the grammar 



and discourse levels (cf. Fritz, Mary, and Fleur). Fleur (NL) demonstrates awareness of 

the increasing complexity and specificity of content-language as learners develop over 

the primary years. Fritz and Mary (UK) problematise the notion of content-language as 

vocabulary and grammar (i.e. viewed through a language lens), instead showing that 

content-language reflects ‘facts’ and ‘the workings of scientific parts’ like measuring 

(i.e. viewed through a content lens). In these ways, these extracts also show how 

teachers’ CLIL practices are informed by awareness of content and language curricula 

at different degrees of ‘integration’. 

Teachers’ linguistic backgrounds influenced how they perceived the relationship 

between language and content. Those with formal training in L2 teaching were more 

inclined to talk about language as separate from content, to draw on their L2-as-a-

subject expertise for their CLIL practices, and to describe this L2 expertise as beneficial 

compared to colleagues without training (cf. Karolina and Fleur). However, all teachers, 

being primary school teachers, also drew on their understanding of the broader primary 

language curriculum in their CLIL approaches. This is evidenced by Bob’s (UK) 

awareness of the language objectives across the year groups as informing his EAL 

practices, Karolina’s (UK) awareness of genres and literacies more broadly, and Fleur’s 

(NL) earlier reflection on how language (L1 or L2) changes as learners develop over the 

primary years. The data thus point to the importance of awareness of language across 

the curriculum, and to the diverse origins of the language knowledge underpinning this 

awareness.  

Janneke’s (NL) reflection, then, shows how CLIL teachers’ proficiencies as 

specific users of English, intersect not only with a curricular, but also learner-centred 

understandings of content-language. Her reference to ‘starting from what surfaces in 

conversation’ also underscores the importance of language-through-learning awareness 



to effective instructional dialogue for CLIL, which will be returned to in the next 

section. The remaining extracts in Table 3 further illustrate this learner-centred 

perspective, showing how teachers’ understanding of what it means to be a content-

language user was informed by detailed knowledge of students’ full linguistic 

repertoires influenced by linguistic experiences within the wider school community. 

Firstly, as Karolina’s (UK) extract suggests, teachers’ learner-centred awareness helps 

identify what the true ‘academic’ language demands of content-based lessons are, 

drawing not just on theoretical or metalinguistic knowledge (i.e. content-language as a 

system), but also on a ‘psycholinguistic’ understanding of learners’ existing linguistic 

repertoires (i.e. ‘interlanguage’ as a system) in relation to the linguistic instantiation of 

content lessons. Moreover, Karolina emphasises that ‘academic language’ teaching 

often involves re-contextualising familiar language acquired in a different context (like 

‘table’ in the context of mathematics versus everyday use), rather than introducing and 

contextualising unfamiliar language. In this way, Karolina questions the notion of 

subject-specific or academic language as inherently more ‘abstract’ and 

‘decontextualised’ and therefore harder to learn.  

Secondly, teachers’ cognitions reflected nuanced awareness of how students’ 

linguistic repertoires impact on pedagogical decisions, including those related to 

whether to use students’ supporting languages for the learning of English in the content 

area, as exemplified by Fleur’s (NL) reflection. Holistically examining all four extracts 

evidencing the intersections between teachers’ content-language awareness and their 

knowledge of the characteristics of CLIL learners within their communities, it is clear 

that CLIL teaching requires a fine-grained understanding of how learners’ 

sociolinguistic backgrounds differentially affect not just their language skills in general, 

but also their oral versus written skills and their everyday versus technical language 



skills. Importantly, teachers’ cognitions emphasised that each learner presents with a 

unique constellation of language skills across home and target languages, thus 

displaying a plurilingual awareness of language modes and registers. It is this 

plurilingual awareness, existing at the interface between target-language-specific and 

learner-specific translingual knowledge of content-language, that is essential to CLIL 

teaching.  

Teachers’ language awareness for CLIL teaching 

Table 4 presents examples of teachers’ awareness of language as a tool for classroom 

participation and knowledge construction, the two central areas of scope characteristic 

of ‘Language awareness for CLIL teaching’ (Table 2, codes 2a-c). These extracts 

illustrate that in both contexts, teachers were aware that the language demands and 

objectives of CLIL classrooms extend beyond the language of knowledge articulation. 

At the same time, they showcase how in both contexts, teachers’ awareness of these 

broader language demands and objectives mirrors the learner-centred awareness of 

language identified within teachers’ ‘Content-language awareness for CLIL’.  

Insert Table 4 

Firstly, the three extracts showing teachers’ awareness of the language of 

classroom participation show that, even when general classroom instruction occurs 

from a content teaching perspective, language is still scaffolded and taught to support 

equitable participation. They emphasise the importance of focusing on the broader 

‘language of content classrooms’ to support learner independence. Karen (NL) 

distinctly argues that the responsibilities of CLIL teachers include progressing language 

that is not obviously associated with content, perhaps underpinned by her awareness 

that the language of classroom participation can be a ‘bridge’ towards technical subject-

specific language (like Karolina’s awareness of how ‘table’ as familiar in an everyday 



context is linked to the learning of ‘table’ within a mathematics context). The data 

showed this to be a concern in both L2-English contexts, albeit a greater one in the UK 

EAL context.    

Secondly, the extracts from Lena, Karolina, Bob and Jan suggest that teachers’ 

awareness of language’s role in knowledge construction was heightened. While the 

strategies mentioned may be recognisable to content teachers without additional 

language teaching responsibilities, they reveal a deep understanding of how language 

use underpins content learning and how new language is acquired within the context of 

content learning. Lena (UK) illustrates the sequencing of language from simpler to more 

technical language, revealing an awareness of a continuum of language registers as 

underpinning the scaffolding for CLIL. Karolina’s (UK) justification for her use of 

‘talk-for-writing’ showcases a similar awareness of language sequencing, this time from 

listening and reading and the scaffolded exposure to content-language, through to visual 

and oral rehearsal within teacher and peer-scaffolded exploration of new content and 

content-language, and finally on to independent knowledge articulation in presenting or 

writing. Like Karolina, Jan (NL) highlights the importance of learners being exposed to 

language at their own level as a bridge towards understanding and, subsequently, the 

language level expected for the subject. These extracts thus reveal an awareness of 

language that is simultaneously metalinguistic (i.e., about language), social-cognitive 

(i.e., about languaging for learning) and social-psycholinguistic (i.e. about language in 

cognition). Overall proficiency in using this social-psycholinguistic understanding of 

language modes to guide different types of linguistic scaffolding was found to be higher 

amongst the UK EAL teachers.  

Bob’s (UK) extracts in Table 4, then, foreground the plurilingual nature of the 

language of knowledge construction, exemplifying how teachers’ knowledge of the 



multilingual nature of learners’ linguistic repertoires forms a natural extension of their 

knowledge of the diverse features (i.e., everyday/technical, oral/written, visual/verbal) 

of ‘a’ language as a cognitive tool or ‘bridge’ within learning. Nevertheless, in both 

contexts, teachers’ cognitions evidenced awareness that using students’ other languages 

to achieve dual learning is another balancing act, this time between home and target 

languages, as evidenced by Mary (UK) and Jan (NL):  

It definitely is a balance, because I would try when they first join a class to be sat 

with someone who is same home language, so it’s not intimidating, not 

overwhelming. But I would aim not to sit them with that child every day, every 

lesson. Because, A: it’s not healthy for both of them, but also […] if they’re always 

with that same child, they’re always listening to that home language, they’re never 

really going to even attempt to think about what’s happening around them or 

listening into what’s happening around them. […] And once you’ve started being 

able to focus on vocabulary with them, when you’re actually doing the sentence 

stems, then moving that support away and getting them to think about it 

independently a bit more, it builds up from there. But it hugely depends on what 

we’re doing, so if it’s a brand-new subject or concept in Science, I probably would 

give them that language support, so they can at least discuss what they know with 

somebody else. (Mary, UK)  

 

Yes, in the past we did teach specific subjects in English, but now it’s more 

project-based, because we also do global missions, which takes up quite a bit of 

time in the schedule. And we’re not allowed to go over the 30% [in English], 

particularly because we have many children who are non-native speakers of Dutch, 

so it is also important that we develop and maintain their Dutch (Jan, NL)   

A comparison of teachers’ plurilingual reflections in the UK and the Netherlands 

suggests, that the extent to which the multilingual dimension of TPLA is integrated in 

teachers’ CLIL practices differs between the two contexts. While Jan (NL) mentions the 

delicate balance between the languages (English, Dutch, and home languages) in his 

multilingual CLIL contexts, Mary (UK) demonstrates detailed understanding of how to 



use home languages in support of CLIL learning. Particularly, Mary displays awareness 

of how CLIL learners acquire new language knowledge from the content-oriented 

environment when stating that they also need to be ‘thinking about and listening into 

what’s happening around them’.  

The extracts also foreground areas of tension within teachers’ language 

awareness for CLIL, as knowledge from multilingual understandings of effective 

content learning and more monolingual understandings of effective language learning 

intersect. In these ways, home language use, like other types of scaffolding, was seen as 

temporary support. While TPLA also surfaced in the UK teachers’ reflections on the 

language of classroom participation, the pedagogical use of students’ full linguistic 

repertoire was specifically planned for in relation to the language of knowledge 

construction and purposefully restricted more within the eventual production of the 

language of knowledge articulation.  

Discussion 

This study analysed the integrated L2-English teaching practices of UK and Dutch 

primary school teachers, examining the expanded awareness that CLIL teachers possess 

(Morton, 2016, 2018; Troyan et al., 2017). It found that CLIL TLA is highly 

specialised, it being greater in intensity than that of content teachers and broader in 

scope than that of L2-as-a-subject teachers. Furthermore, the study uncovered that CLIL 

TLA involves a specialised ‘social-psycholinguistic’, and by extension, plurilingual 

reflection on language in learning. This section will explore these findings considering 

existing theories on CLIL, addressing each research question. While the results 

considered differences between CLIL contexts, the discussion emphasises insights 

gained from looking across study contexts.   



The scope and nature of CLIL TLA 

In terms of the scope of CLIL TLA, the study found that teachers were aware of 

language demands associated with the language of knowledge articulation, knowledge 

construction, and classroom participation. Aligned with the Language Tryptich (Coyle 

et al., 2010), the study thus found that CLIL teachers need to be aware of content 

classroom language beyond that deemed ‘subject-specific’ (i.e., beyond the language of 

learning) because learner language needs pertain to classroom-general in addition to 

content-specific activities. While theoretical studies often focus on ‘integration’ (e.g., 

Nikula et al., 2016), the literature on integrated teaching highlights the practical need 

for integration and separation of language and content during different lesson phases 

(Cammarata & Tedick, 2012; van Kampen et al., 2018). This study, too, found that 

CLIL teachers ‘integrate’ and ‘balance’ language and content (Llinares & McCabe, 

2023) to address student needs concerning the language of, for and through learning.  

Furthermore, compared to L2-as-a-subject teachers, CLIL teachers may need to 

integrate a wider range of language approaches to address their students’ needs. 

Although also an artefact of teachers’ individual backgrounds and shared experiences as 

primary educators, the teachers in this study drew on diverse language knowledge from 

across the primary curriculum, as further contributing to the use of approaches at 

different levels of integration. In search of a ‘counterbalanced approach’ (Lyster, 2007), 

they incorporated socio-semiotic and traditional grammar-focused notions of language 

and literacy, and demonstrated knowledge of L1 and L2 development. Importantly, 

while awareness of the language demands of classroom participation is likely shared 

with L2-as-a-subject teachers using the target language for instruction, awareness of the 

demands of the language of content knowledge articulation and construction expands 

the scope of CLIL teachers’ language awareness beyond that of L2-as-a-subject 

teachers.  



In terms of the nature of CLIL TLA, the findings suggest that due to teachers’ 

dual focus on language as cognitive tool and learning objective, CLIL TLA is more 

socio-cognitive (i.e., focused on language’s role in learning) compared to that of L2-as-

a-subject teachers, who typically emphasise metalinguistic knowledge and correct target 

language use. While a full discussion of teachers’ pedagogical practices was beyond the 

scope of this paper, the findings on ‘Language awareness for CLIL teaching’ suggest 

that, broadly speaking, teachers prioritised an approach centred on linguistic scaffolding 

(i.e., the temporary lowering of the linguistic demand placed on learners’ input and 

output) to manage the mismatch between students’ cognitive and linguistic levels. This 

confirms the significance of the CLIL matrix (e.g., Coyle, 2007) in enhancing teachers’ 

awareness of appropriate language expectations for CLIL lessons.  

Moreover, this aligns CLIL teachers’ language awareness more with that of 

content teachers, who are subject-specific users of language for learning and instruction. 

The CLIL teachers recognised that technical subject-specific language might be 

unfamiliar to learners regardless of the language of instruction, and that everyday 

language might become unfamiliar in content-related contexts. Thus, CLIL TLA shares 

a ‘social-psychological’ reflection on disciplinary language with content-teacher TLA, 

distinguishing it from mere LA by emphasising language’s function in learning relative 

to learners’ communicative repertoires as manifestations of their cognitions. This 

perspective aligns with Freeman and colleagues’ view on teacher language proficiency 

“as a specialized subset of language skills required to prepare and teach lessons” 

(Freeman et al., 2015, p. 129). The term ‘social-psychological’ is preferred over ‘social-

cognitive’ to emphasise teachers’ consideration of individual learners’ cognitions rather 

than on cognition generally, as supported by the data in this study.   



While this socio-psychological awareness of the ‘language of learning’ (Coyle et 

al., 2010) is perhaps a hallmark of good content teaching generally, the intensity of this 

content-language awareness within teachers’ cognitions indicates that integrated 

teaching is better understood as “good teaching “plus”” (de Jong & Harper, 2008, p. 

127). CLIL teachers exhibit a heightened sensitivity to the demands of disciplinary 

language due to students’ status as additional language learners, which makes CLIL 

teachers particularly reliant on awareness of the language through learning (Coyle et al, 

2010). Teachers also demonstrated heightened sensitivity to the need to scaffold the 

‘specialised subset of language used to prepare and teach lessons’ (i.e. the language of 

knowledge construction), as further adding to the ‘plus’ of CLIL teaching. This ‘twice-

specialised’ (i.e., first as teachers, then as CLIL teachers) language awareness was 

marked by the social-psychological reflection on the language mode continuum 

(Gibbons, 2006). Here, teachers confirmed the importance of distinguishing ‘academic 

language’ (i.e., the articulation of technically precise language) from ‘academic 

languaging’ (i.e., using ‘language for learning’ (Coyle et al 2010)) as involving the 

dynamic interchange between everyday and technical registers (Blair, 2016; Bunch, 

2014). Teachers deliberately drew on this fine-grained, teacher-specific and social-

psychological awareness of language modes to ‘integrate’ and ‘balance’ cognitive and 

linguistic progression, perhaps more so than on their awareness of ‘a language’ (i.e. 

English) per se.  

In sum, teachers’ cognitions confirmed that CLIL TLA stems from both 

‘common’ and ‘specialised’ language knowledge for content teaching (Morton, 2018), 

and that ‘specialised language knowledge for content teaching’ helps teachers to 

represent content knowledge and distinguish between emergent language errors and 

those impacting understanding (Morton, 2016, 2018). However, the study also 



foregrounds that: a) the scope of language knowledge underpinning practical language 

awareness extends beyond the ‘subject-specific’, even if common and specialised 

language knowledge for content teaching remain central; and b) CLIL teachers’ 

‘specialised’ language knowledge goes beyond the idea of ‘languaging for 

understanding’ shared with content teachers to ‘languaging for understanding in and 

through an additional language’ (de Jong & Harper, 2005), making it ‘twice-specialised’ 

and more closely linked to ‘knowledge of language and students’ as part of PCK. 

Compared to both content and L2-as-a-subject teachers, CLIL teachers’ pedagogical 

decisions and linguistic actions requires a more fine-grained understanding of learners’ 

full linguistic repertoire in relation to their cognitions.  

In these ways, the study also aligns with recent re-interpretations of TLA for 

CLIL (Hu & Goa, 2021; Lo, 2017), but provides further insight into the 'twice-

specialised’ nature of this TLA. As specific language users, CLIL teachers indeed need 

awareness of how language expresses content (common language knowledge), and how 

language operates in academic content learning (specialised language knowledge). 

However, as ‘twice-specialised’ language users, CLIL teachers need to hold distinct 

target language expectations for themselves and their students compared to a typical L2 

classroom, these being ‘lower’ at certain times yet more specialised overall. 

Importantly, teachers’ ‘twice-specialised’ language proficiencies include specific 

plurilingual proficiencies, as discussed below. As twice-specialised language analysts, 

CLIL teachers are not only more aware of the demands that the common and specialised 

language of content activities place on their learners, but also displayed heightened 

sensitivity to the language demands of general classroom activities due to more fine-

grained awareness of interlanguage as a system. The study suggests that, to act as CLIL 

language analysts within their pedagogical decision-making as integrated language 



teachers, CLIL teachers need knowledge about the organisation and development of 

students’ full linguistic repertoire (i.e., psycholinguistic awareness) more than 

knowledge about the languages (i.e., metalinguistic awareness) that make up and 

expand this repertoire. This CLIL-specific social-psychological awareness of how 

language as a tool for content learning intersects with the organisation of learners’ 

linguistic repertoires, forms the basis for prioritising linguistic scaffolding and for 

decisions about suitable L2 approaches.  

The role of TPLA in CLIL 

The role that teachers’ plurilingual awareness played within their integrated practices 

was bounded by the scope and nature of the overall TLA required for CLIL. The social-

psychological nature of CLIL TLA meant that teachers viewed students’ other 

languages as: a) a natural extension of their overall communicative repertoire for 

content learning; and b) as bridges between learners’ existing repertoires and the 

knowledge and language of content lessons to be acquired. This underscores the vital 

importance of TPLA for progressing content and language in CLIL contexts. The study 

also confirmed that ‘plurilingual’ describes the awareness needed for multilingual 

approaches to CLIL better than ‘multilingual’, the findings emphasising its socio-

psychological and thus cognitive nature (Marshall & Moore, 2018), and that learners’ 

full linguistic repertoires have multimodal as well as multilingual properties (Lorenzo, 

2013).   

Although CLIL teachers’ pedagogical use of learners’ plurilingualism related to 

the language of content classrooms more broadly, it was specifically planned for in 

relation to the language of knowledge construction. This makes CLIL TPLA a central 

component of Morton’s (2016, 2018) ‘specialized language knowledge for content 

teaching’. It also brings the study’s TPLA findings in line with the notions of 



‘pluriliteracies’ (Meyer et al., 2015), ‘multilingual genre maps’ (Lorenzo, 2013) and 

work by others who have conceptualised multilingualism as an extension of multimodal 

resources in genre-based pedagogical approaches for CLIL (e.g., Lin, 2012). In this 

way, CLIL TPLA shares overlap with Lindahl’s (2020) Critical Multilingual 

Awareness. The social-psycholinguistic nature of CLIL TLA meant that teachers 

adopted a critical stance that disrupts the prevailing ideology of academic language 

(Lindahl, 2020) as “an objective set of linguistic forms that are appropriate for an 

academic setting” (Flores & Rosa, 2015, p. 149), re-affirming that CLIL teachers 

require distinct expectations about target language use compared to both L1-content and 

L2-as-a-subject teachers.  

At the same time, teachers encountered challenges in fostering learners’ 

plurilingualism to enrich learning while promoting target language acquisition. This 

necessitated an additional ‘counterbalanced approach’ (Lyster, 2007), this time between 

strict language separation and the use of students’ other languages as “simply the easier 

route to take” (Swain & Lapkin, 2013, p. 110). This tension highlights how debates 

about the nature of CLIL TPLA and suitable translanguaging approaches for CLIL, 

intersect with debates about ‘integration’ and suitable language teaching approaches for 

CLIL. Otwinowska (2017) explains that multilingual pedagogy can develop plurilingual 

strategies for ‘languaging’ and ‘languaging for understanding’, aligning with socio-

semiotic and socio-cultural views on language. CLIL classrooms can also offer cross-

linguistic affordances if learners are able to notice them (ibid), perhaps calling for a 

more form-focused, cross-linguistic instruction. This study found more evidence in 

favour of the former use of multilingual pedagogy than the latter.  

Therefore, while needing to adopt a ‘translanguaging stance’ (García et al., 

2016) that recognises that students’ individualised existing resources for learning exists 



across ‘named’ languages, CLIL teachers need not prioritise developing linguistic and 

metalinguistic knowledge of these language as another teaching objective. Despite the 

diverse knowledge of language and language teaching approaches that teachers 

possessed, their pedagogical choices overall revolved around designing scaffolding 

informed by their social-psychological plurilingual awareness of language modes, rather 

than their cross-linguistic awareness of ‘named languages’ per se. This diverges from 

conceptualisations of L2-as-a-subject TPLA (Otwinowska, 2017). It also means that 

CLIL TPLA does not demand teachers to be proficient users of students’ other 

languages, but primarily to understand their functioning within learners’ cognitions, 

both socio-cognitively and social-psycholinguistically.  

Conclusions 

This study illuminated the complex nature of ‘integration’ when examined theoretically 

and pedagogically. CLIL TLA and TPLA were found to mirror these complexities. By 

disentangling the twice-specialised nature of CLIL TLA in multilingual settings, the 

study shed detailed light on what it means to be a CLIL language user, analyst and 

teacher. Despite the limitations of a small sample size and specific contextual 

influences on the data, the study has clear implications for CLIL teaching, teacher 

education and research.  

Firstly, as language users, CLIL teachers require language proficiencies that 

extend beyond expressing content, to encompass using language to effectively unpack 

disciplinary knowledge and to dialogue for learning. Professional development tailored 

for non-native speaker CLIL teachers should recognise that general L2 courses, 

including those for academic purposes, may not suffice for developing these 

professional language skills, not in the least because these courses do not develop skills 

in plurilingual dialogues. Similarly, CLIL teachers instructing in their mother tongues 



need tailored training in the specialised language skills associated with their subject, as 

these aspects may not receive adequately attention in both initial and ongoing teacher 

education.   

Secondly, effective CLIL teaching hinges on awareness that ‘academic 

language’ is not the same as technically precise language nor the only language demand 

of CLIL lessons. As language analysts, CLIL teachers need to be made aware of their 

broader language teaching responsibilities, and that effective CLIL practices are 

grounded in critical plurilingual notions of the language of content lessons. CLIL 

teachers should be equipped to identify the diverse language modes and continua 

relevant to the learning tasks that specific CLIL learners are to accomplish in specific 

subject classrooms. This includes a need for CLIL teachers to be trained on multilingual 

development and its significance to their practice.  

Lastly, further collaborative research involving teachers, teacher educators and 

applied linguistics researchers continues to be needed to identify the optimal integration 

of socio-semiotic, socio-cultural, and more traditional SLA-based teaching approaches. 

While theoretical integration challenges may persist, the social-psycholinguistic nature 

of CLIL TLA underscores the need for such efforts to support the language use and 

focus thereon characteristic of effective integrated language teachers. This should 

include further exploration of intersections between CLIL and translanguaging 

pedagogy, investigating in particular the optimal balance between target and other 

language use.  
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Table(s) with caption(s) (on individual pages);  

Table 1. Summary of participants’ backgrounds 

Context School Name 
Yrs 

experience 
Role First language 

Additional Language (AL) 

background 

UK School 1 (State) Karolina 

7  

(4 EAL 

coordinator) 

EAL Teacher / 

EAL Coordinator 
Lithuanian  BA English 

  
  Mary 5 

Class teacher / 

Science Lead  
English BA German 

  
School 2 (State) Maria 7 Class Teacher English BA Spanish 

  
School 3 (State) Fritz 5 Class Teacher English No AL experience 

  
  Becky 7 

Class Teacher / 

Literacy Lead 

English 

(BA English degree) 
No AL experience 

  

  Sean  

4  

(1 EAL 

coordinator) 

Class teacher / 

EAL Coordinator 
English No AL experience 

  

School 4 (Private) Lena 

8 

(4 EAL 

teacher) 

EAL Teacher Polish 
BA teaching French; TA in 

Spain 

  

  Bob 10 Class Teacher English 

Teaching Assistant in China 

(British School); Teaching 

English in Myanmar 



Context School Name 
Yrs 

experience 
Role First language 

Additional Language (AL) 

background 

NL School 1 (State) Els 6 
Class teacher / 

English teacher 
Dutch 

Cambridge Academic 

English C1 Advanced 

(Cambridge University 

Press, 2012) 

  School 2 (International) Jan 10 Class teacher Dutch 

Lived in the UK; confident 

English-L2 user (no formal 

training) 

    Janneke 

13 

(5 CLIL 

coordinator) 

Class teacher / 

CLIL coordinator 
Dutch 

Cambridge Academic 

English C1 Advanced 

(Cambridge University 

Press, 2012) 

  School 3 (State) Fleur 26 
Class teacher / 

English teacher 
Dutch 

Lived in the UK (placement 

in UK school); studied 

English in spare time 

  
School 4 (State + 

International) 
Karen 29 

Class teacher / 

English teacher / 

CLIL coordinator 

English 

 Taught in New Zealand, 

Europe; background in 

international schools  

 



Table 2. Analytical framework for coding teachers’ language awareness for CLIL.  

Codes & subcodes Description 

(1) Content-language 

awareness for CLIL 

Teachers’ awareness of the everyday and 

academic language that is needed to 

communicate subject-matter content. 

(2) Language awareness for 

CLIL teaching 

Teachers’ awareness of how language operates 

within the strategies and instructional 

techniques that support learning in multilingual 

CLIL classrooms. 

a) Language awareness and 

general instructional 

techniques 

Teachers’ awareness of how language operates 

within the broad strategies for classroom 

management and organisation. 

b) Language awareness and 

instructional techniques 

for integrated teaching 

Teachers’ awareness of how language operates 

within the strategies and instructional 

techniques that facilitate the learning of both 

content and language 

c) Awareness of CLIL 

learners’ common 

language 

misconceptions, learning 

difficulties and learning 

trajectories  

Teachers’ awareness of the ways in which 

CLIL learners grapple with linguistic topics 

and aspect within content learning, as observed 

over their career. 



(3) Language awareness and 

educational context 

Teachers’ awareness of how the linguistic 

dimensions of the school environment and the 

wider school context affects CLIL learning and 

teaching 

a) Language awareness and 

curriculum 

Teachers’ awareness of how language features 

in the curriculum, and its impact on CLIL 

learning and teaching 

b) Language awareness and 

CLIL learner 

characteristics 

Teachers’ awareness of the linguistic 

background of their learners and its relation to 

their cognitive, psychological, and social 

backgrounds 

c) Language awareness and 

the wider school 

community 

Teachers’ awareness of how the linguistic 

characteristics of the wider school community 

affect CLIL learning and teaching 

d) Awareness of own 

language proficiencies 

Teachers’ awareness of their own language 

proficiencies in the languages involved in the 

CLIL teaching and learning process 

 



Table 3. Examples of teachers’ ‘content-language awareness for CLIL’, showcasing the 

profession and context-specific nature of their understandings of language as a tool for 

content knowledge articulation.  

 

Teacher content-language awareness for CLIL  

(language of knowledge articulation) 

Educational context  UK EAL NL EFL 

Curriculum I suppose it’s your key 

learning from that lesson, 

whether it’s facts or the 

vocabulary – especially I 

think, definitely vocabulary – 

so, what I was really focused 

on, that they remembered 

what an inherited, what a trait 

was. (Fritz) 

 

So, visual success criteria 

[…] so for the rocks topics 

I’d created pictures to go with 

the different aspects of what 

would be taught about rocks 

or the working of scientific 

parts, different things to 

represent something. So, for 

measuring skill, there would 

be a little picture that was 

measuring using a ruler or a 

measuring jug […]. (Mary) 

 

Because with foreign 

languages, usually it’s the 

communication, speaking. 

Over here, writing is such a 

huge deal, and it is so 

difficult, and you’ve got 

children who are from Korea 

and China and use different 

scripts. (Lena) 

 

Even like the gym lesson I 

did. If I didn’t spend time 

going through what ‘thrusts’ 

were, and what ‘sit ups’ are 

and ‘bobsquats’ – they don’t 

know, if I just go straight into 

my IPC lesson about this 

gym, it’s, I’ve got to spend 

time building up my 

vocabulary, or else I can’t 

really teach my lesson. 

(Karen) 

 

Yes, and grammar is hidden 

in here as well. Grammar, I 

hide in the task, as they are 

quite young still. When you 

have children of about 12 

years old, then it would be 

more important, because they 

make sentences that are 

longer and then they need 

more knowledge of grammar.  

(Fleur) 

 

And definitely a focus on 

grammar. That is currently 

primarily within speaking, 

and not quite yet, well we do 

do it with writing and 

grammar, but perhaps we 

could do a bit more of that. 

(Els) 

 

CLIL learner 

characteristics 

They read the questions of the 

maths test that they complete 

every half term, and I asked 

them to highlight any word 

they didn’t understand. […] 

And it were funny, it was a 

question about fractions, the 

child knew the fractions, but 

the child didn’t understand 

But what was really funny; 

the last topic we did 

completely in English, and it 

was about plants, and then we 

talked about ‘photosynthesis’. 

The children found this a 

difficult word. And I get that! 

And then they asked at some 

point, ‘but Miss, what is that 



the word ‘shade’, didn’t 

understand ‘draw’ or ‘look at 

the table’; the table as the 

table, which is such a classic 

misconception. […] And 

there were some, completely 

not even maths-related 

vocabulary that threw them 

up. So, I think with those, is 

more academic language. 

(Karolina) 

 

in Dutch?’ Well, it’s 

‘fotosynthese’! So, some 

content words just are 

difficult, and it doesn’t matter 

if it is in English or in Dutch. 

(Fleur)  

 

 

 

School community Because some of the children, 

it’s interesting, they still 

translate in their heads. Some 

of them, they still write - it 

depends how dominant that 

English language is, and how 

often they use, do they use it 

at home? Some more mixed 

families, they tend to use just 

pure Lithuanian or their home 

language at home. So that can 

affect the quality of writing. 

(Karolina) 

 

What happens is that we have 

children from outside who 

come, they are in group six 

and then they can just start 

colouring and counting. So, 

that is quite a job to include 

them in the whole story of 

English, which is quite a high 

level. But you also have 

children who have lived in 

America and then in South 

Africa and then also in Hong 

Kong, and then they come 

here, and then they are native 

speakers! So, the differential 

between pupils in all areas in 

all lessons is actually very 

large. (Fleur) 

 

Teacher language 

proficiencies 

The disadvantage that most 

teacher have here, the 

monolinguals, native 

speakers. They are not very 

confident or just not aware 

how to teach those English 

language skills. So if we do, 

let say grammar focus that 

it’s based on the book or the 

genre they are reading, let’s 

say present tense, how in 

detail you need to teach those 

bilingual children the 

specifics of the grammar. 

(Karolina) 

 

I think having a good 

understanding of the grammar 

and vocabulary objectives, 

You see, my advantage is that 

I teach them English in the 

morning, so I know what I 

can expect from the children 

in terms of vocabulary and 

grammar, and which 

sentences they can and 

cannot write or understand. 

That is quite a bit harder for 

my colleagues.  (Fleur) 

 

A teacher who may have a bit 

more difficulty expressing 

him or herself in English, 

they are really looking up in 

advance, like, these words 

can come up in a lesson, so 

those I need to have on a list, 

because then when I explain 



and potentially spelling 

objectives of the year group, 

but also the teachers being 

able to confidently look back 

at […] Yeah for, for a year 

six teacher, for example, to be 

able to look back at the year 

one objectives […] I think it’s 

a big part of it, so I suppose 

for teachers to understand 

how, to understand where to 

look to find the next objective 

for that pupil. (Bob) 

things I can have it on me. 

[…] And I think that, 

sometimes this is really good, 

but sometimes it also limits 

you because you start from 

that perspective when you 

should start from the input 

you get from the children and 

from what surfaces in 

conversation (Janneke)  

 

 

 

 

 

  



Table 4. Examples of teachers’ ‘language awareness for CLIL teaching’, showcasing 

their profession-specific understandings of language as a tool for classroom 

participation and knowledge construction.  

 

Teacher language awareness for CLIL teaching 

TLA scope UK EAL NL EFL 

Language of 

classroom 

participation  

Facial expressions, body 

language. They can join in with 

the routines and learn basic 

communication skills quite 

quickly just by making sure 

I’m doing all the right bodily 

cues. (Sean, UK) 

 

And that independence as well. 

They see a symbol […], so 

they will know they need to 

write if they see a pencil, a 

speech bubble, they will have 

to say something. That 

gradually, because they tend 

always to rely on the adult, but 

you need to put all this in place 

to build up that independence 

and self-esteem as well. 

(Karolina, UK) 

 

Next phase – use the vocab in a 

different context. I often find 

teachers say, well they know 

all the school words, or they 

know everything in the pencil 

case, and then you’ll say 

something like ‘oh can you 

please go and put the eraser 

next to the telephone’. And 

because you’ve suddenly said a 

sentence, and they hear the 

word eraser in there, but then 

they're completely lost. (Karen, 

NL) 

 

Language of 

knowledge 

construction 

So much scaffolding comes 

into play. Because you have to 

constantly create your 

language. So, if you look at the 

content of this lesson and the 

topic, and you think […] well 

it’s obvious, I understand that. 

But then you forget that this is 

usually very specific technical 

vocabulary, so you have to use 

even simpler and simpler terms 

to describe it. […] So 

obviously, comparing it, but 

also making it easier and 

easier, and then making it more 

difficult. (Lena, UK) 

 

Okay, so talk-for-writing, for 

when they read a text. We talk 

through the vocabulary and 

answer all the comprehension 

questions to make sure they 

understand what the text is 

When I see that a child is 

totally not understanding 

something, sometimes it works 

well to ask a fellow student to 

explain it again. […] So, you 

involve other students in how 

you offer something. It is really 

nice to hear back from another 

student, at their language level 

and their level of 

understanding, what it actually 

was that I was saying. (Jan, 

NL) 

 

 



about. And then we draw a 

story map with some pictures, 

based on these pictures we say 

a sentence, we practise and 

then label the key vocabulary, 

and we do step by step by step 

until they learn to rehearse a 

story using the language 

features, and then they will try 

their own. […] sometimes they 

need to rewrite about, I don’t 

know, similar question. […] 

And I think rehearsing gives 

them confidence, they actually 

can understand that they can 

speak English. (Karolina, UK) 

 

So, at the start of a unit create a 

vocabulary list of the 

vocabulary that we’ll be 

covering in a unit of work. And 

then, children create posters, 

visualising what those 

vocabulary mean […] also 

labelling the picture in the 

home language, translate to 

English, and then create 

sentences. Yeah, to build 

vocabulary, and consolidate 

learning through the use of 

sentences. […] I think that is 

my go-to-activity. […] that’s 

done me well over ten years – 

it’s got EAL pupils up to age-

appropriate levels (Bob, UK). 

 

 

 

 


