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Abstract

In the acronym CLIL, the “1” refers to the integration of both content and language objectives,
also referred to as “dual focus”. In order to realise this dual focus at least three aspects need
consideration: agreeing on the meaning of dual focus, making explicit how teachers can collaborate
to achieve it in their classes, and examining what content and language can be covered to enact
dual focus (Halbach, 2014). Contrary to the unquestioned role of language as the vehicle for
content learning, the role of language teachers and their collaboration with the subject teacher
remain vague. Therefore, a systematic literature study, based on 71 relevant studies, has been
conducted to answer the research question: What does dual focus in a CLIL context entail?
More specifically, the following aspects have been examined: (1) How has dual focus been
defined in the literature?, (2) How can teacher collaboration, outside the classroom, strengthen
the dual focus?, and (3) What does dual focus imply, inside the classroom, for curriculum and

planning regarding language and content covered in CLIL subject and language courses?
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The findings allow to better contextualise the concept of dual focus, by identifying two
main clusters of parameters: (1) outside the classroom: collaboration between subject teachers
and language teachers for planning, execution and evaluation of dual focus, (2) approaches to
language and content to co-stimulate dual focus inside the classroom. We hope these results
can provide CLIL researchers and practitioners with a clearer conceptual basis to frame dual

approach in CLIL contexts.

Keywords:

CLIL, content and language integrated learning, dual focus, integration, teacher collaboration
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1. Introduction

Since its inception in the 1990s, CLIL (Content and Language Integrated Learning) has sparked
debates regarding its scope, characteristics, and relationship with other multilingual teaching
approaches. Met (1998) devised a continuum illustrating the integration of content and language,
ranging from content-driven immersion to language instruction with substantial content use.

CLIL functions as an integrated pedagogical method where subject material is taught
through a target language. Cenoz (2015), Cenoz et al. (2014), Coyle (2007), Dalton-Puffer et
al. (2014) and others place CLIL predominantly at the content-driven end of the continuum,
although literature also acknowledges instances of language-driven CLIL. In this study, we
envision CLIL lessons as subject-based courses delivered in an additional language by content
teachers. This approach facilitates both content learning and implicit language development
(Heras & Lasagabaster, 2015). The integration of language and content acquisition is a defining
feature of CLIL, affirmed by scholars (Nikula, Dafouz, et al., 2016; Nikula, Dalton-Puffer, et
al., 2016; Reitbauer et al., 2018) and invoked within the “i” in CLIL.

While CLIL subject teachers are usually not trained as language teachers, students also
receive dedicated language instruction, led by language educators, where explicit language
learning takes place (Dale et al., 2018, 2021; de Graaff et al., 2007). In these language lessons,
teachers are mostly bound by a curriculum identical for both CLIL and non-CLIL learners.
Upon the (at times unanticipated) presence of CLIL learners within their student cohort, language
teachers might face a pedagogical quandary about potential modifications of their instructional
methodologies for CLIL students’ sake. Nevertheless, many language teachers have not yet
pondered this question.

The concept of dual focus emerges in this context, involving a focus on both language
and content. Llinares (2015) distinguishes CLIL’s “integratedness” from dual focus, suggesting
that integration goes beyond balancing content and language; it intertwines them seamlessly.
Nonetheless, the exact interpretation of integration and dual focus remains ambiguous, necessitating
further exploration of how they can be best approached. Integration seems to be more prominent
within subject courses, while dual focus may also manifest in collaboration between language
and content courses. Since the collaboration between target language teachers (LTs) and CLIL
subject teachers (STs) is advocated for successful CLIL implementation (cf. infra),we will
concentrate on the notion dual focus, which we will further conceptualise. We will use the terms
subject course and language course to refer either to the CLIL subject course taught in the

target language or to the target language course within the same CLIL school context.
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Collaboration between LTs and STs being recommended, it is not consistently
observed in educational settings (Julidn-de-Vega & Fonseca-Mora, 2017; McDougald,
2016). This inconsistency is unsurprising given the unclear conceptualisation of dual focus
(Barwell, 2016; Chopey-Paquet, 2015; McDougald, 2016).

The role of the LT in the CLIL context remains enigmatic, as research primarily explores
didactic practices within the CLIL subject course (Ferndndez Fontecha, 2012). If, in the literature,
the language course is concerned, it is mostly in the context of so-called soft CLIL: the language-
driven variant of CLIL, encountered in foreign language classrooms (Ball et al., 2015). The role
of the LT and the pedagogical implications for the language course in hard CLIL contexts
remain underexplored, as well as a comprehensive examination of both STs” and LTs’ roles in
achieving dual focus (for an exception see Barcena-Toyos, 2020). This leaves significant questions

unanswered about the realisation of dual focus in CLIL settings.

2. Aims and research questions
This study delves into literature to examine theoretical definitions and practical implementations of
integrated and dual-focused teaching. First, we define integration and dual focus. Then, we
explore the enhancement of dual focus through teacher collaboration and analyse the implications
for classroom practices.

The research question that guided the literature study, was: “What does dual focus in a
CLIL context entail?” Since this question yielded a large amount of data, the scope for this
article will be more specifically on (1) how dual focus has been defined in the literature, (2)
how teacher collaboration, outside the classroom, can strengthen dual focus, and (3) what dual
focus implies, inside the classroom, for curriculum and planning regarding language and content

covered in CLIL subject and language courses.

3. Methodology

Following Xiao and Watson’s (2019) phased plan, this systematic literature review employed
the “Limo” academic search engine to explore relevant references. Limo scans catalogues (LIBISnet),
scientific publications (Lirias), and the “Central Discovery Index”, searching over
8500 databases, commercial (e.g., Web of Science, Scopus) and non-commercial (e.g., PubMed,
JSTOR). Limo aggregates billions of articles (KU Leuven Bibliotheken, 2022; LIBISnet, s.d.).
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The search was conducted in July and August 2021. Search terms were chosen in English,
French, and Dutch, using “Advanced Search” and Boolean operators. Keywords encompassed
CLIL, language teaching, teacher collaboration, and dual focus on content and language!. To
ensure comprehensive coverage and avoid publication bias, both conceptual and empirical
works, peer-reviewed or not, were included, focusing on theoretical foundations, empirical

research and practical narratives. The initial criteria for reference filtering were:

1. written in English, French or Dutch (in line with the authors’ linguistic competences)

2. published from 2000 to 2021 (to include recent publications, especially those written
after 2002, the year the European Union formulated its “mother tongue + 2” policy).

3. addressing CLIL didactics, more specifically the linguistic aspect of content teaching

or LT-ST collaboration.

After eliminating duplicates, 601 hits were obtained (564 English, 35 French, 2 Dutch),
comprising articles, books, and theses. The second selection employed stricter criteria, refining

“the linguistic aspect of CLIL teaching” to

4. focus on didactic approach and language’s role in the subject course or content’s role

in the language course.

Screening titles and abstracts yielded 54 items. These search results were enriched with relevant
conceptual works. Thus, the final review encompassed 71 titles, introduced into Nvivo for
qualitative analysis (Reference section: sources indicated with an *).

The research question was addressed by examining sources for dual focus definitions
and practical implementations. Quotations on these aspects were systematically coded. Distinctions

were made between language and subject courses, and data applicable to both courses (Figure 1).

1 Key words applied: dual focus, integration, teacher collaboration, teacher cooperation, CLIL, AICLE, immersion,
bilingual*, multilingual*, subject*, content*, language, foreign language, L2, EFL, English as a foreign language,
target language, teacher*, dual focus, integration, teacher collaboration, teacher cooperation, subject*, content*,

language teach*, content teach*, discipline* and their French and Dutch equivalents.
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Name ~ Files References

v (O definitions 0 0
(O dual focus 9 24

QO other 32 148

v (O dual focus in class 0 0
(O dual focus in both courses 36 246

O dual focus in the language course 24 104

O dual focus in the subject course 32 216

(O dual focus outside class 26 132

Figure 1: A Screenshot of the Codes, Their Corresponding Files and References in Nvivo

After initial global coding, conventional content analysis (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005) explored
subcategories, themes, features, examples, and descriptions from theoretical and empirical
sources. Concerning concentration on dual focus “in class”, a large amount of data could be

collected.

4. Findings

The literature review presented a wealth of data on various dual focus dimensions, categorised
as what? (lesson content, curricula, planning, and institutional level), who? (teachers, students,
and their dual focus beliefs), and how? (classroom practice and didactics) (Nikula, Dalton-Puffer et al.,
2016; Llinares, 2015). The available space of this article forcing us to limit our scope, we will
address two crucial what? elements: 1) planning, execution, and evaluation of dual focus outside
the classroom, involving teacher collaboration in the absence of the students, and 2) dual focus

achieved through language and content selection in the subject and language course.

4.1 The concepts of integration and dual focus

Dual focus in CLIL emphasises addressing language and content concurrently, while integration
intertwines these elements (Llinares, 2015). Though CLIL lessons were expected to naturally
foster language learning, evidence showed room for improvement, particularly in productive
skills (Dalton-Puffer, 2007; Lyster, 2006; Meyer, 2010). Students struggled to express subject-
specific issues appropriately (Meyer, 2010). Hence, targeted attention to language development,

through scaffolding, rich interaction, or pushed output, was deemed essential (Meyer, 2010).
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Improved cooperation between LTs and STs is seen as holding untapped potential to
enhance students' learning experiences, hence our preference for the term dual focus over
integration. However vaguely the term is circumscribed, it is seen as “the key to a successful
implementation of CLIL” (Reitbauer et al., 2018, p. 90) and is entrenched in the most commonly
used definition for CLIL:

CLIL can be described as: a dual-focused educational approach in which an additional
language is used for the learning and teaching of both content and language. That is, in
the teaching and learning process, there is a focus not only on content and not only on
language. Each is interwoven even if the emphasis is greater on one or the other at a

given time. (Coyle et al., 2010, p. 1, emphasis in italics added)

Additionally, integration is also used in pedagogical contexts other than CLIL. For
example, Béliard and Gravé-Rousseau (2009) wuse the terms interdisciplinarité
(interdisciplinarity) and intégration (integration) in the context of “une mise en relation de deux
ou plusieurs disciplines” (linking of two or more disciplines, p. 67), with intégration referring
to the intended educational goal and interdisciplinarité denoting the means used to that end.

The literature review confirms the lack of conceptualisation of dual focus, exemplified
by Lo (2020, p. 6-7). Inconsistent terminology is evident, with dual focus (Coyle et al., 2010),
integration (Llinares, 2015; Lo, 2020; Nikula, Dafouz, et al., 2016), and sheltering and scaffolding
(Lorenzo, 2013) used interchangeably. Ambiguity persists regarding the concept itself: are language
and content not inherently integrated, as per Coyle & Meyer (2021), de Graaff (2016), and
Leung & Morton (2016)? However, dual focus transcends mere interdependency; it involves
pedagogical emphasis on integrated teaching or learning of both language and content, supported
by Coyle et al. (2010), Dalton-Puffer (2013), Lin (2016) and Marsh (2008).

The challenge lies in delineating the implications for teaching and learning, given
vagueness in literature. Lo (2020, p. 144) characterises dual focus as complex, encompassing
content and language teaching. Teachers must exhibit (pedagogical) content knowledge in both
areas, mastering both subject concepts and didactics, while they must additionally have an
excellent command of the target language, not only the communicative competences for
teaching and interacting with students, but also the academic, subject-specific language. This
complex mastery, coupled with the need for integration, demands skilful combination rather

than mere juxtaposition of language and content teaching (Lo, 2020, p. 145).
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The complexity arises from teachers often specialised in either subject or language,
necessitating collaboration for effective integration (Lo, 2020). Despite the ideal partnership
between “content aware” LTs and “language aware” STs (Lin, 2016, p. 3), practical implementation
still remains unclear.

Given the lack of conceptualisation and limited collaboration guidance, achieving dual
focus remains a challenge. It is unsurprising that STs’ and LTs’ cooperation, considered the
optimal condition for dual focus enhancement, is not widely practiced (Lo, 2020). STs do their
best to integrate language into their subject course, but struggle to accomplish the job on their
own. As several authors suggest, collaborating with fellow LTs is then a potential solution.
However, the kind of language taught or required in language classes is usually very different
from the language used in subject courses. Whereas language lessons tend to zoom in on everyday
or general academic language, subject courses involve a jargon-specific type of academic language,
with typical structures and a specific discourse (cf. infra). This difference can compromise
collaboration between STs and LTs (Dale et al., 2018).

In summary, dual focus and integration concepts lack uniformity, necessitating a deline-
ated definition, which we did not even retrieve in the promisingly entitled edited volume
Conceptualising Integration in CLIL and Multilingual Education (Nikula, Dafouz, et al.,
2016). Enhancing dual focus requires collaborative efforts between STs and LTs, offering — as
we believe — unexplored potential for improved learning experiences. The subsequent sections
will delve into enhancing dual focus through teacher collaboration outside the classroom and

the interplay of language and content within CLIL subject and language courses.

4.2 Teacher collaboration for planning, execution and evaluation of dual focus

For teacher collaboration outside classroom practice, we distinguish three stages. First, our
literature review focuses on teacher collaboration in the planning phase: before CLIL implementation
and before teaching. Second, ongoing teaching collaboration and, third, joint evaluation are

explored.

4.2.1 Planning

Effective implementation of CLIL at a macro level necessitates thorough planning and school
support (Baudet, 2012; Béliard & Gravé-Rousseau, 2009; San Isidro & Lasagabaster, 2020).
The literature reveals three collaboration-fostering factors during this preliminary stage: (1)

strategic CLIL incorporation in the school’s language policy and appointing a coordinator
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(Pavon VVazquez, 2014); (2) teacher professional development (Alvarez-Alvarez, 2016; Julian-de-Vega
& Fonseca-Mora, 2017; San Isidro & Lasagabaster, 2020); and (3) dedicated time for meetings,
knowledge-building, and try-outs (Baudet, 2012; Béliard & Gravé-Rousseau, 2009; Cammarata
& Haley, 2018; Chopey-Paquet, 2015; Tardieu & Dolitsky, 2012).

Before teaching, analysing students’ language needs appears to be vital in teacher
collaboration. The language essential for pupils in the subject course serves as the guiding
criterion. Coyle’s language OF/FOR/THROUGH learning framework delineates these requisites.
Language OF learning grants access to subject content, language FOR learning aids classroom
participation and subject content incorporation, and language THROUGH learning develops
school-based language skills (Coyle et al., 2010).

Another approach diagnoses language needs through literacy, discourse, and genre concepts,
again tailored to subject matter (Cammarata & Haley, 2018; Coyle, 2020; Dalton-Puffer, 2007,
2016; Llinares & McCabe, 2020; Lorenzo, 2013; Pavon Vazquez, 2018). Discourse and literacy
intertwine, with disciplinary discourse embodying discipline-specific “thinking, reasoning,
explaining, arguing, evaluating, etc.” (Lin, 2016, p. 182). Disciplinary literacy encompasses
understanding concepts and expressing knowledge linguistically in a given discipline (Coyle,
2020; Lin, 2016). Genre signifies purposeful, staged, social text types tailored to specific audiences
(Dalton-Puffer et al., 2010).

Three methods are suggested for identifying students’ linguistic needs: (1) analysing
subject course materials (Wozniak, 2013), (2) observing and (3) reviewing recordings of subject
lessons (Baudet, 2012).

For the analysis of students’ language needs, the subject matter content serves as the
foundation across these methods. In collaboration, LTs act as an “external eye”, detecting
linguistic needs, assessing CEFR levels, offering language corrections, and suggesting adjustments
in didactic materials (Béarcena-Toyos, 2020; Cammarata & Haley, 2018; Dale & Tanner, 2012;
Julian-de-Vega & Fonseca-Mora, 2017). This help seems welcome, since selecting language
and literacy components is challenging (Cammarata & Haley, 2018; Ivanova, 2021).

However, the opposite is possible as well. STs could take into account what is covered
in the language course so that both teachers’ expectations in terms of learning outcomes can be
aligned. In this case, LTs play a more substantial role. This aspect is explored in the following

paragraphs.
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To foster teacher collaboration, Béliard and Gravé-Rousseau (2009) emphasise seeking
synergy between subject and language curricula, enabling the establishment and merging of
linguistic and content objectives (Hamciuc & Parker, 2016; Wozniak, 2013). LTs, through
curriculum analysis, pinpoint linguistic aims for their lessons. STs then endeavour to incorporate
these linguistic goals into their subject classes, illustrated by Béliard and Gravé-Rousseau’s
(2009) example of applying newly acquired language features (e.g., use of comparatives and
superlatives), in the subject matter class.

Conceptual references (Béliard & Gravé-Rousseau, 2009; Lin, 2016) suggest curriculum
consensus encompassing content, language goals, and learning progression. Empirical studies
(Hamciuc & Parker, 2016; Pavon Vazquez & Méndez Garcia, 2017) demonstrate such practices.
Collaborative lesson planning, advocated by Cammarata and Haley (2018), involves determining
content organisation and pedagogical methods. Agreement on the former can lead to an integrated
curriculum (Béliard & Gravé-Rousseau, 2009; Lin, 2016; Pavon Vazquez & Méndez Garcia,
2017), even shared syllabi (Baudet, 2012), or distinct modules with cross-links (Julian-de-Vega
& Fonseca-Mora, 2017). Teachers also collaborate on materials for the learners’ linguistic support
(Hamciuc & Parker, 2016; Julidn-de-Vega & Fonseca-Mora, 2017; Wozniak, 2013) and simplify
texts (Julidn-de-Vega & Fonseca-Mora, 2017). Addressing pedagogy, tasks and activities is
facilitated by joint decisions (Lin, 2016; Wozniak, 2013). Teachers can also jointly select strategies
for which they create parallel opportunities for practice (Pavon Vazquez & Méndez Garcia,
2017).

Cammarata and Haley (2018) note that these preparations might, but do not necessarily,
lead to coteaching. This transition brings us to the subsequent stage: teacher collaboration during

the teaching process.

4.2.2 Execution

In the realm of collaborative teaching implementation, literature outlines lesson organisation
and teachers’ adaptive attitudes.

For lesson organisation, two scenarios emerge: separate courses for language and
subject (Hamciuc & Parker, 2016; Rui et al., 2022) and coteaching (ibid., and Béliard &
GravéRousseau, 2009). Based on empirical evidence, Wallace et al. (2020) highlight the
effectiveness of separate lessons due to domain expertise, whereas coteaching may lead to delicate

role balance (p. 141).
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Regarding teachers’ adaptive skills, continuous adjustments are essential throughout the
year (Béliard & Gravé-Rousseau, 2009), since student response and learning progress are
unpredictable. Reflection emerges as vital for fruitful teacher collaboration (Béliard & Gravé-
Rousseau, 2009; Cammarata & Haley, 2018; Hamciuc & Parker, 2016; Wozniak, 2013)

4.2.3 Evaluation

Teachers not only evaluate their own actions throughout the teaching process, they collaboratively
determine student assessment strategies. In Lin’s view (2016), this step is a logical consequence
in curriculum design of task-based learning that focuses on both content and language. Logically,
students work towards the final task’s success criteria, which include both content and language
parameters. Teachers establish shared assessment criteria involving joint approaches to target
language errors (Pavon Vazquez & Méndez Garcia, 2017; Wozniak, 2013) and target language
error approaches (Julian-de-Vega & Fonseca-Mora, 2017). Besides, STs and LTs jointly evaluate
tasks and tests, assigning a combined grade (Dale & Tanner, 2012).

4.3 Dual focus in the language and subject matter classroom
Previously, collaboration between LTs and STs outside class was explored. Here, we delve into

the didactic realisation of dual focus in language and subject courses, narrowing our attention

to language in both courses and content in language courses.

4.3.1 Language in the language course

Dale et al. (2018) conducted a study in a CLIL context, analysing 69 sources to understand
language choices made by LTs. They identified five types of language: 1) Subject-specific, 2)
Classroom, 3) General academic, 4) General everyday and 5) Culture-specific language.

The authors then distinguish five features of language that are addressed in target
language lessons: 1) Content/meaning, 2) Vocabulary, 3) Grammar, 4) Functions, skills and
strategies, 5) Discourse. The study proposes a framework with horizontal (ranging from a focus
on “content/meaning only” to a focus on purely “language/form™) and vertical (ranging from
“culture-specific” to “subject-specific’) continua, positioning LTs in four quadrants based on
their focus and context. This positioning influences their lesson priorities and potential for dual
focus. The study implies that collaboration with CLIL subject colleagues could impact LTs’

positions. Similarly, our literature review aligns with Dale et al., suggesting LTs’ roles may
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evolve due to collaboration. Hlustratively, Table 1 presents language-related topics tied to

subjects that LTs might teach.

Topic Reference

Cognitive discourse functions as part of genre didactics Coyle & Meyer, 2021

for the subject course

Accuracy issues surfaced in the content lessons Pavon Vazquez, 2014

Useful language strategies for the subject course such (1) Alvarez-Alvarez, 2016
as reading (4) or note-taking strategies (2) (2) Breeze, 2014

Shifts in timing with regard to content from the language (3) Chopey-Paquet, 2015
curriculum (1, 4) e.g., anticipation of the past tense (4) Dale & Tanner, 2012

because the history lessons require it (3)

Working with subject-specific lexical elements, e.g., Béliard & Gravé-Rousseau, 2009
lexicon of image reading for photos, tables, diagrams,

etc.

Table 1: Examples of Linguistic Topics Covered in a Language Course, as an Effect of Teacher Collaboration

In any case, Dalton-Puffer, Nikula and Smit (2010) argue for “specific curricula for language

development across the various subjects taught” (p. 81).

4.3.2 Language in the subject course

The preceding section explored linguistic elements addressed in language courses. The following
paragraphs delve into how language is approached in subject courses. Within the literature,
three themes emerge: (1) the role of STs in form-focused teaching, (2) various depictions of
language in subject courses, (3) the link between language-aware teaching and effective didactics.

Our analysis of sources suggests that when implementing dual focus, STs not only cover
subject-specific content but also the associated language, often collaborating with language
colleagues. However, we know from Chopey-Paquet’s (2015) interviews with STs and LTs in
secondary CLIL education, that STs do not identify themselves as LTs (see also Reitbauer et
al., 2018, p. 91). Consequently, they do not consider teaching language classes, which they
prefer to delegate to their fellow LTs. Instead, STs are expected to be “language aware”,
attending to language and the way content is expressed (Alvarez-Alvarez, 2016, p. 19). This
may lead to a focus on form within subject courses (Halbach, 2014), as seen in Lyster’s study

in primary CLIL education, where “[c]ounterbalanced instruction requires teachers to shift the
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instructional focus between language and content” (2019, p. 501). However, this focus on form
within the subject course differs, according to de Graaff et al.’s study (2007), from form-
focused activities used in the language course: STs prompt language form awareness and feedback
but do not typically provide formal instruction or rule explanations.

In existing literature, various descriptions capture the nature of language covered in
subject courses, suitable for a dual focus approach. In line with Cummins’ (1979) distinction
between Basic Interpersonal Communicative Skills (BICS) and Cognitive Academic Language
Proficiency (CALP), both BICS and CALP co-occur within subject courses (Pavon Vazquez &
Méndez Garcia, 2017), bridged by STs guiding students from colloquial to scientific language
(Coyle & Meyer, 2021) — the so-called (un)packing of subject-specific content (also in Dalton-
Puffer et al., 2010, and Lin, 2016). Likely, Coyle et al.’s (2010) concepts of language
OF/FOR/THROUGH learning distinguish subject-related, classroom, and process language.
Besides, learners’ linguistic repertoire can reciprocate between L1 (referring either to the school
language or the home language) and target language, enhancing content understanding and L1
skills (Tardieu & Dolitsky, 2012; Lorenzo & Dalton-Puffer, 2016). Addressing language strategies,
particularly reading, is emphasised (Cammarata & Haley, 2018). The CLIL literature reflects
significant interest in literacy and genre didactics, bolstered by the pluriliteracies approach
(Chopey-Paquet, 2015; Coyle & Chopey-Paquet, 2020; Coyle & Meyer, 2021; Dalton-Puffer,
2007; Dalton-Puffer et al., 2010; Dalton-Puffer, 2016; Ivanova, 2021). The pluriliteracies
approach focuses on subject knowledge, as well as written and oral literacy in multiple languages
and disciplines across genres, benefiting from collaboration between STs and LTs. The
genre approach, highlighting language-content interplay, is seen as key in LT-ST
collaboration because STs are familiar with subject-specific genres (Chopey-Paquet, 2015;
Coyle & Chopey-Paquet, 2020; Lorenzo, 2013). Utilising this language in both courses could
effectively develop pluriliteracies.

A relationship seems to exist between language-aware teaching and effective didactics.
Coyle and Meyer (2021) highlight how principles from the pluriliteracies approach and CLIL
didactics align with effective teaching, beyond CLIL. These principles encompass visible
thinking, prior knowledge connection, feedback, verbalising content and knowledge
transfer. Researchers (de Graaff, 2016; Nikula, Dalton-Puffer, et al., 2016) report about STs
adopting CLIL methods in regular classes. The same applies to de Graaff et al.’s (2007) CLIL
observation tool, which emphasises general didactic principles. Thus, with respect to dual focus,

attention to language in subjects supports robust learner support.
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4.3.3 Content in the language course

The content treated in language courses is an interesting object of study because — apart from
the language itself and some semantic fields — official curricula leave an extent of freedom to
the teacher in determining topics for reading, speaking, listening, and writing activities. This
relative liberty provides occasions for alignment with the subject matter, since, as Coyle and
Meyer (2021) put it, it is difficult to learn a language in a vacuum.

Dale et al.’s (2018) study reveals that language lessons’ content — besides language itself
— is linked to teacher quadrant position. Four content types are distinguished: school subjects,
thematic content, cultural content, and language as content (p. 8). In school subjects and thematic
content, the connection is evident. Texts from subject courses, or thematically related authentic
texts, enrich language lessons, through authentic discipline-specific texts, or through texts with
thematic links but without the specialised view from the subject course. In cultural content,
Coyle and Chopey-Paquet (2020) demonstrate how gothic literature enhances general academic
language and cognitive discourse functions, fostering transferable skills. Regarding language
as content, Coyle & Meyer (2021) propose meaning creation through text analysis and co-
construction, encouraging students to engage in “lexical harvesting”, i.e. the search for collocations
and chunks in (subject-related) texts, so as to shift focus from content to how content is

languaged (p. 169). Table 2 presents examples from our sources, illustrating dual focus opportunities.
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Category (Dale et al., 2018) Topic Reference
Pollution (1)
) o (1) Banegas, 2015
] Preparing the writing of cause-effect
1) School subjects (2) Coyle & Meyer,

texts using the example of the
2021
water cycle (2)

) The human body as a whole-school Pavon Vézquez et al.,
2) Thematic content

project 2015
Gothic literature — writing skills (3)
First-hand introduction of cultural (3) Coyle & Chopey-
topics by native speakers language Paquet, 2020
3) Cultural content ) B
assistants (4) (4) Julian-de-Vega &
Posters and photos for class Fonseca-Mora, 2017

decoration (4)

Text analysis and co-construction
4) Language as content ) ) Coyle & Meyer, 2021
Lexical harvesting

Table 2: Examples of Content Topics Covered in a Language Course, as an Effect of Teacher Collaboration

5. Conclusion
In conclusion, this review highlights dual focus as crucial for CLIL success, while acknowledging
its complexity and lack of precise definition. For dual focus, different stages of teacher collaboration
were outlined. Additionally, the study examined the content in language courses and the language
in both courses for dual focus potential. The next paragraphs will revisit these aspects, extracting
insights about dual focus as a concept and its implementation in language and subject courses.
The absence of clear delineation and conceptualisation of dual focus in the literature
hampers its practical realisation. A common frame of reference is needed for research, practice
and professional development. Therefore, we aim to align terminology and to conceptualise
dual focus through a critical review. We follow Coyle et al. (2010), Dalton-Puffer (2013) and
Lin (2016) by emphasising the pedagogical twist in the concept, referring to the aspect of learning
or teaching content as well as language. Our literature review enabled us to emphasize two
critical prerequisites for achieving dual focus. First, the responsibility for achieving dual focus
should not be exclusively attributed to the ST alone, but, on the contrary, should be considered
as a shared responsibility with the LT. Second, the concept of dual focus is not constrained to

what happens in the classroom. From our analysis of the literature, work outside the classroom,
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through collaboration between teachers, is an absolute prerequisite for achieving dual focus. To
guide future research, we suggest the following working definition that incorporates essential

elements drawn from the existing literature:

Dual focus in CLIL teaching pertains to a focus on both language and content goals in
teaching and learning. It is achieved before, during and after the teaching experience,
and through collaboration between CLIL subject teachers and target language teachers.
The planning phase involves an analysis of the students’ linguistic needs, the search
for synergy between language and discipline curricula and agreements on content, language,
teaching materials, didactic approaches and timing. Insofar as teaching does not take
place in co-teaching, it entails, in the subject course, the deliberate focus on increasing
and supporting students’ language skills to foster their receptive competences in
understanding the content, and their productive competences in expressing their
knowledge of the subject matter in the target language. In the target language classroom,
it relates to a conscious development of linguistic competences that support students —
directly or indirectly — in learning content for the subject matter, whether or not using
content related to the subject course. During and after the teaching experience, outside
the classroom, teachers reflect on their lessons so that adjustments can be made in
mutual consultation. The subject teacher and the language teacher also agree on a

consistent evaluation of and feedback for the students.

This working definition reveals that the realisation of dual focus within the classroom hinges
on its precedence outside the classroom. An initiating phase, even before CLIL has been
implemented in a school, includes team planning, professionalisation and ongoing school support.
Teachers collaboratively plan lessons, a time-consuming process emphasised in our definition,
requiring ample time allocation for STs and LTs.

Within the classroom, collaboration dictates the ST and LT’s positions on the content-
language continuum (Dale et al., 2018), and vice versa. Regarding the language covered in the
language course, choices correlate with the teacher’s quadrant position, identity, role perception
and cooperation openness. Integrating language objectives in the subject course is not widespread
practice, yet beneficial for dual focus: (1) BICS/CALP distinction aids (un)pack demanding
subject-specific content, (2) language OF/FOR/THROUGH learning provides teachers with an eye
for necessary scaffolding and students with extra language practice opportunities, (3) form focus

also enhances L1 skills, (4) strategies ensure cross-subject transfer, and (5) (pluri)literacy,
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emphasising cognitive discourse and genres, has akey role in ST-LT collaboration. Some argue
that dual focus aligns with good didactics, albeit in the target language (e.g., Coyle & Meyer,
2021).

Language course content implies flexibility due to non-rigid curricula. Again, LTS’
choices relate to quadrant position, identity, role perception and willingness for dual focus and
ST collaboration (Dale et al., 2018; Chopey-Paquet, 2015).

The study answers the research question: dual focus is realised through ST-LT
collaboration, each in their own subject or in co-teaching, bridging language and content. Each
can be complementary from their own expertise. After all, the thorough realisation of dual focus
is very demanding for one person. In order to enact dual focus in practice, at least three hurdles
need to be overcome: removing the conceptual ambiguities regarding dual focus, providing
comprehensive professionalisation for both STs and LTs (including on the role of language in
the learning process), and giving time to teachers to grow in dual focus proficiency.

This article initiates a working definition, incorporating language-content processes
inside and outside the classroom, contributing to curricular and planning discussions. Thereby,
we address what Nikula, Dalton-Puffer, et al., (2016) and Llinares (2015) label what? (the level
of curricula and planning). Further analyses in terms of how? (the level of concrete classroom
practice) and who? (the level of teachers and students) will enrich the working definition of
what? This should enable the presentation of a more comprehensive framework for dual focus,

serving as a solid foundation for future research and implementation in the field.



NORDIC JOURNAL OF LANGUAGE TEACHING AND LEARNING | VOL. 11 | No.3 | 2023 272

References?

*Aguilar Cortés, C. E., & Alzate, N. E. B. (2015). The Dialogues between Content and Language:
Cautions and Challenges in the Emergence of a Bilingual Education Program.
Latin American Journal of Content & Language Integrated Learning, 8(2), 161-183.
https://doi.org/10.5294/laclil.2015.8.2.5

*Ahern, A. (2014). The roots of CLIL: Language as the key to learning in the primary class-
room. In R. Breeze, C. Llamas Saiz, C. Martinez Pasamar, & C. Tabernero Sala (Eds.),

Integration of Theory and Practice in CLIL (pp. 15-36). Rodopi.

*Alvarez-Alvarez, A. M. (2016). Analysis of collaboration between CLIL and ESL teachers in
5th year of Primary Education: A proposal to improve teamwork [Master’s dissertation.
Directora: Maria Teresa Fleta Guillén]. Universidad Internacional de La Rioja, Facultad
de Educacion.

*Baetens Beardsmore, H., & Coyle, D. (2007). Research on Content and Language Integrated
Learning (CLIL). International Journal of Bilingual Education and Bilingualism, 10(5),
541-542. https://doi.org/10.1080/13670050708668197

*Ball, P. (2018). Innovations and Challenges in CLIL Materials Design. Theory into Practice,
57(3), 222-231. https://doi.org/10.1080/00405841.2018.1484036

*Ball, P., Kelly, K., & Clegg, J. (2015). Putting CLIL into practice. Oxford University Press.

*Banegas, D. (2015). Sharing views of CLIL lesson planning in language teacher education.
Latin American Journal of Content & Language Integrated Learning, 8(2), 104-130.
https://doi.org/10.5294/laclil.2015.8.2.3

*Barbero, J., & Gonzalez, J. A. (2014). CLIL at university: Transversal integration of English
language and content in the curriculum. In R. Breeze, C. Llamas Saiz, C. Martinez Pasa-
mar, & C. Tabernero Sala (Eds.), Integration of Theory and Practice in CLIL (pp. 161-

188). Rodopi.

*Barbero, T. (2012). Intégrer compétences cognitives et communicatives dans CLIL/EMILE.
Synergies lItalie, 8, 141-148.

*Barcena-Toyos, P. (2020). Teachers’ classroom practices to achieve integration of content and
language in CLIL. NABE Journal of Research and Practice, 10(3-4), 94-106.
https://doi.org/10.1080/26390043.2021.1890989

*Barwell, R. (2016). A Bakhtinian Perspective on Language and Content Integration: Encountering
the Alien Word in Second Language Mathematics Classrooms. In T. Nikula,
E. Dafouz, P. Moore, & U. Smit (Eds.), Conceptualising Integration in CLIL and
Multi-lingual Education (pp. 101-120). Multilingual Matters. https://doi.org/k8x3

*Baudet, P. (2012). Vers une possible transposition de la didactique du FOS a [’enseignement
bilingue en Turquie: Elaboration d’un référentiel FLE/DNL [Mémoire de master 2 pro
fessionnel a distance, sous la direction de Catherine CARRAS. HAL Id: dumas-
00742281]. Université Stendhal 3.

*Beéliard, J., & Gravé-Rousseau, G. (2009). Le «I» d’EMILE: Enseignants de DNL et de LV: a
armes égales?. Les Langues modernes, 103(4), 66—75.

*Breeze, R. (2014). Identifying student needs in English-medium university courses. In R.
Breeze, C. Llamas Saiz, C. Martinez Pasamar, & C. Tabernero Sala (Eds.), Integration
of Theory and Practice in CLIL (pp. 143-160). Rodopi.

2 References with an * are part of the literature review.


https://doi.org/10.5294/laclil.2015.8.2.5
https://doi.org/10.1080/13670050708668197
https://doi.org/10.1080/00405841.2018.1484036
https://doi.org/10.5294/laclil.2015.8.2.3
https://doi.org/10.1080/26390043.2021.1890989
https://doi.org/k8x3

273 MARTENS, METTEWIE, & ELEN

*Cammarata, L., & Haley, C. (2018). Integrated content, language, and literacy instruction in a
Canadian French immersion context: A professional development journey. International
Journal of Bilingual Education and Bilingualism, 21(3), 332-348. https://doi.org/k8x4

Cenoz, J., & Genesee, F. (Eds.). (1998). Beyond bilingualism: Multilingualism and multilin-
gual education. Multilingual Matters Ltd.

*Chopey-Paquet, M. (2015). Investigating teacher partnerships for CLIL: Developing a
model for subject-content and language teacher pedagogic collaboration towards
intgration [Doctoral Dissertation]. University of Aberdeen in collaboration with the
Université de Namur.

*Coyle, D. (2020). Exploring the Potential of a Pluriliteracies Approach. In K. Bower, D.
Coyle, R. Cross, & G. N. Chambers (Eds.), Curriculum Integrated Language Teaching:
CLIL in Practice (pp. 187-204). Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/k8x5

*Coyle, D., & Chopey-Paquet, M. (2020). Enacting Pluriliteracies Teaching for Deeper
Learning (PTDL) in a language classroom. ‘A big, big shift’ [Research report].
University of Edinburgh & International School of Geneva.

*Coyle, D., Hood, P., & Marsh, D. (2010). CLIL: Content and Language Integrated Learning.
Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009024549

*Coyle, D., & Meyer, O. (2021). Beyond CLIL: Pluriliteracies Teaching for Deeper Learning
Cambridge University Press. www.cambridge.org/9781108830904

Cummins, J. (1979). Cognitive/Academic Language Proficiency, Linguistic Interdependence,
the Optimum Age Question and Some Other Matters. Working Papers on Bilingualism
Toronto, 19, 197-202.

*Dafouz, E., Huttner, J., & Smit, U. (2016). University Teachers’ Beliefs of Language and
Content Integration in English-Medium Education in Multilingual University Settings.
In T. Nikula, E. Dafouz, P. Moore, & U. Smit (Eds.), Conceptualising Integration in
CLIL and Multilingual Education (pp. 123-143). Multilingual Matters. https://doi.org
/k8x3

*Dale, L., Oostdam, R., & Verspoor, M. (2018). Searching for identity and focus: Towards
an analytical framework for language teachers in bilingual education. International
Journal of Bilingual Education and Bilingualism, 21(3), 366—383. https://doi.org/gjtnhs

*Dale, L., Oostdam, R., & Verspoor, M. (2021). Towards a professional development tool for
teachers of English in bilingual streams: The dynamics of beliefs and practices.
International Journal of Bilingual Education and Bilingualism, 24(9), 1288-1305.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13670050.2018.1556244

*Dale, L., & Tanner, R. (2012). CLIL Activities: A resource for subject and language teachers.
Cambridge University Press.

*Dalton-Puffer, C. (2007). Discourse in content and language integrated learning (CLIL)
classrooms (Vol. 20). Benjamins.

Dalton-Puffer, C. (2013). A construct of cognitive discourse functions for conceptualising
content-language integration in CLIL and multilingual education. European Journal of
Applied Linguistics, 1(2), 216-253. https://doi.org/10.1515/eujal-2013-0011

*Dalton-Puffer, C. (2016). Cognitive Discourse Functions: Specifying an Integrative
Interdisciplinary Construct. In T. Nikula, E. Dafouz, P. Moore, & U. Smit, Conceptualising
Integration in CLIL and Multilingual Education (pp. 29-54). Multilingual Matters.
https://doi.org/10.21832/9781783096145-005

Dalton-Puffer, C., Llinares, A., Lorenzo, F., & Nikula, T. (2014). ‘You Can Stand Under My
Umbrella’: Immersion, CLIL and Bilingual Education. A Response to Cenoz, Genesee
& Gorter (2013). Applied Linguistics, 35(2), 213-218. https://doi.org/ggms5t



https://doi.org/k8x4
https://doi.org/k8x5
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009024549
https://doi.org/www.cambridge.org/9781108830904
https://doi.org/k8x3
https://doi.org/k8x3
https://doi.org/gjtnhs
https://doi.org/10.1080/13670050.2018.1556244
https://doi.org/10.1515/eujal-2013-0011
https://doi.org/10.21832/9781783096145-005
https://doi.org/ggms5t

NORDIC JOURNAL OF LANGUAGE TEACHING AND LEARNING | VOL. 11 | No.3 | 2023 274

*Dalton-Puffer, C., Nikula, T., & Smit, U. (2010). Language use and language learning in
CLIL classrooms (Vol. 7). Benjamins.

*de Graaff, R. (2016). Foreword: Integrating Content and Language in Education: Best of
Both Worlds? In T. Nikula, E. Dafouz, P. Moore, & U. Smit (Eds.), Conceptualising
Integration in CLIL and Multilingual Education (pp. xiii—xvi). Multilingual Matters.
https://doi.org/10.21832/9781783096145

*de Graaff, R., Koopman, G. J., Anikina, Y., & Westhoff, G. (2007). An Observation Tool
for Effective L2 Pedagogy in Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL).
International Journal of Bilingual Education and Bilingualism, 10(5), 603-624.
https://doi.org/10.2167/beb462.0

*Dupuy, B. (2011). CLIL: Achieving Its Goals through a Multiliteracies Framework/ AICLE:
El logro de sus objetivos a través de un marco multialfabetizaciones. Latin American
Journal of Content & Language Integrated Learning, 4(2), 21-32.

*Escobar Urmeneta, C. (2020). Coteaching in CLIL in Catalonia. CLIL Journal of Innovation
and Research in Plurilingual and Pluricultural Education, 3(2), 37-55.
https://doi.org/10.5565/ revi/clil.54

Fernandez Fontecha, A. (2012). CLIL in the Foreign Language Classroom: Proposal of a
Framework for ICT Materials Design in Language-Oriented Versions of Content and
Language Integrated Learning. Alicante Journal of English Studies, 25, 317-334.
https://doi.org/10.14198/raei.2012.25.22

*Galvez, F. (2008). Pour une contribution a une didactique de I’enseignement bilingue: Et que
devient le «vrai cours de langue» ? Synergies pays germanophones, 1, 169-174.

*Halbach, A. (2014). Teaching (in) the foreign language in a CLIL context: Towards a new
approach. In R. Breeze, C. Llamas Saiz, C. Martinez Pasamar, & C. Tabernero Sala,
Integration of Theory and Practice in CLIL (pp. 1-14). Rodopi.

*Hamciuc, M., & Parker, J. (2016). Interdisciplinary Course Design for CLIL. /£# X 1E =
Comparative Culture, the Journal of Miyazaki International College, 21, 2-14.

Hsieh, H.-F., & Shannon, S. E. (2005). Three Approaches to Qualitative Content Analysis.
Qualitative Health Research, 15(9), 1277-1288. https://doi.org/bhp2s9

*lvanova, I. (2021). Teacher collaboration in CLIL contexts: Challenges and good practices.
Studies in Linguistics, Culture, and FLT, 1, 78-89. https://doi.org/k8x6

*Jiménez, F., Muszynska, A., & Romero, M. (2014). Learning processes in CLIL: Opening
the door to innovation. In R. Breeze, C. Llamas Saiz, C. Martinez Pasamar, & C.
Tabernero Sala, Integration of Theory and Practice in CLIL (pp. 111-122). Rodopi.

*Julian-de-Vega, C., & Fonseca-Mora, M. C. (2017). Language policy and teacher team
coordination practices in secondary CLIL schools. European Journal of Language
Policy, 9(2), 183-202. https://doi.org/10.3828/ejlp.2017.12

*Kong, S. (2015). Designing Content-Language Integrated Learning Materials for Late
Immersion Students. TESOL Journal, 6(2), 302—331. https://doi.org/10.1002/tes].151

KU Leuven Bibliotheken. (2022). Wat is Limo? KU Leuven Bibliotheken
https://bib.kuleuven.be/collecties-toegang-ontlenen/wat-is-limo

*Larsen, S., & Jensen, F. (2020). Acknowledging the Role of Language in English Medium
Instruction: Experiences from a Pilot Project Intervention at University of Copenhagen.
In S. Dimova & J. Kling (Eds.), Integrating Content and Language in Multilingual
Universities (Vol. 44, pp. 153-166). Springer International Publishing. https://doi.org
/10.1007/978-3-030-46947-4_9

*Lasagabaster, D. (2014). Content versus language teacher: How are CLIL students affected?
In R. Breeze, C. Llamas Saiz, C. Martinez Pasamar, & C. Tabernero Sala, Integration
of Theory and Practice in CLIL (pp. 123-142). Rodopi.



https://doi.org/10.21832/9781783096145
https://doi.org/10.2167/beb462.0
https://doi.org/10.5565/%20rev/clil.54
https://doi.org/10.14198/raei.2012.25.22
https://doi.org/bhp2s9
https://doi.org/k8x6
https://doi.org/10.3828/ejlp.2017.12
https://doi.org/10.1002/tesj.151
https://bib.kuleuven.be/collecties-toegang-ontlenen/wat-is-limo

275 MARTENS, METTEWIE, & ELEN

*Leung, C., & Morton, T. (2016). Conclusion: Language Competence, Learning and Peda-
gogy in CLIL — Deepening and Broadening Integration. In T. Nikula, E. Dafouz, P.
Moore, & U. Smit (Eds.), Conceptualising Integration in CLIL and Multilingual
Education (pp. 235-248). Multilingual Matters. https://doi.org/k8x3

LIBISnet. (s.d.). Wat is LIBISnet? LIBIS. https://www.libis.be/wat-is-libisnet

*Lin, A. M. (2016). Language Across the Curriculum & CLIL in English as an Additional
Language (EAL) Contexts: Theory and Practice (1st ed. 2016.). Springer.

*Llinares, A. (2015). Integration in CLIL: A proposal to inform research and successful
pedagogy. Language, Culture and Curriculum, 28(1), 58-73. https://doi.org/k8x7
*Llinares, A., & McCabe, A. (2020). Systemic functional linguistics: The perfect match for
content and language integrated learning. International Journal of Bilingual Education

and Bilingualism, 1-6. https://doi.org/10.1080/13670050.2019.1635985

*Lo, Y. Y. (2019). Development of the beliefs and language awareness of content subject
teachers in CLIL: Does professional development help? International Journal of
Bilingual Education and Bilingualism, 22(7), 818-832. https://doi.org/gp35tk

*Lo, Y. Y. (2020). Professional Development of CLIL Teachers. Springer. https://doi.org/k8x8

*Lorenzo, F. (2013). Genre-based curricula: Multilingual academic literacy in content and
language integrated learning. International Journal of Bilingual Education and
Bilingualism, 16(3), 375-388. https://doi.org/10.1080/13670050.2013.777391

*Lorenzo, F., & Dalton-Puffer, C. (2016). Historical Literacy in CLIL: Telling the Past in a
Second Language. In T. Nikula, E. Dafouz, P. Moore, & U. Smit (Eds.), Conceptualising
Integration in CLIL and Multilingual Education (pp. 55-72). Multilingual Matters.
https://doi.org/10.21832/9781783096145-006

Lyster, R. (2006). Form-Focused Instruction in Immersion Classrooms (S. Bjorklund, K.
Mard-Miettinen, M. Bergstrom, & M. Sodergard, Eds.; pp. 38-54).
https://osuva.uwasa.fi/bitstream/handle/10024/7240/isbn_952-476-149-1.pdf?se
quence =1&isAllowed=y

*Lyster, R. (2019). Making research on instructed SLA relevant for teachers through
professsional development. Language Teaching Research, 23(4), 494-513.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1362168818776667

Marsh, D. (2008). Language awareness and CLIL. In N. H. Hornberger (Ed.), Encyclopedia
of Language and Education (pp. 233-246). Springer US. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-
0-387-30424-3 152

McDougald, J. S. (2016). CLIL approaches in education: Opportunities, challenges, or
threats? Latin American Journal of Content & Language Integrated Learning, 9(2),
253-266. https://doi.org/10.5294/laclil.2016.9.2.1

*Mebhisto, P., Marsh, D., & Frigols, M.-J. (2008). Uncovering CLIL: Content and language
integrated learning in bilingual and multilingual education. Macmillan.

*Méndez Garcia, M. del C., & Pavén Vazquez, V. (2012). Investigating the coexistence of
the mother tongue and the foreign language through teacher collaboration in CLIL con
texts: Perceptions and practice of the teachers involved in the plurilingual programme
in Andalusia. International Journal of Bilingual Education and Bilingualism, 15(5),
573-592. https://doi.org/10.1080/13670050.2012.670195

Met, M. (1998). Curriculum decision-making in content-based language teaching. In J. Cenoz
& F. Genesee (Eds.), Beyond bilingualism: Multilingualism and multilingual education
(pp. 35-63). Multilingual Matters Ltd.

Meyer, O. (2010). Towards quality CLIL: Successful planning and teaching strategies. Pulso.
Revista de Educacion, 33, 11-29. https://doi.org/10.58265/puls0.5002



https://doi.org/k8x3
https://www.libis.be/wat-is-libisnet
https://doi.org/k8x7
https://doi.org/10.1080/13670050.2019.1635985
https://doi.org/gp35tk
https://doi.org/k8x8
https://doi.org/10.1080/13670050.2013.777391
https://doi.org/10.21832/9781783096145-006
https://osuva.uwasa.fi/bitstream/handle/10024/7240/isbn_952-476-149-1.pdf?se%09quence%09=1&isAllowed=y
https://osuva.uwasa.fi/bitstream/handle/10024/7240/isbn_952-476-149-1.pdf?se%09quence%09=1&isAllowed=y
https://doi.org/10.1177/1362168818776667
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-0-387-30424-3_152
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-0-387-30424-3_152
https://doi.org/10.5294/laclil.2016.9.2.1
https://doi.org/10.1080/13670050.2012.670195
https://doi.org/10.58265/pulso.5002

NORDIC JOURNAL OF LANGUAGE TEACHING AND LEARNING | VOL. 11 | No.3 | 2023 276

*Meyer, O., Coyle, D., Imhof, M., & Connolly, T. (2018). Beyond CLIL: Fostering Student
and Teacher Engagement for Personal Growth and Deeper Learning. In J. de D.
Martinez Agudo (Ed.), Emotions in Second Language Teaching: Theory, Research and
Teacher Education (pp. 277-297). Springer International Publishing. https://doi.org/
10.1007/978-3-319-75438-3 16

*Moore, E., Ploettner, J., & Deal, M. (2015). Exploring professional collaboration at the
boundary between content and language teaching from a CHAT approach. Ibérica,
30(30), 85-103.

*Moore, P., & Nikula, T. (2016). Translanguaging in CLIL Classrooms. In T. Nikula, E.
Dafouz, P. Moore, & U. Smit (Eds.), Conceptualising Integration in CLIL and
Multilingual Education (pp. 211-234). Multilingual Matters. https://doi.org/k8x3

*Morton, T. (2018). Reconceptualizing and describing teachers’ knowledge of language for
content and language integrated learning (CLIL). International Journal of Bilingual
Education and Bilingualism, 21(3), 275-286. https://doi.org/gptgfv

*Morton, T., & Jakonen, T. (2016). Integration of Language and Content Through Languaging

In CLIL Classroom Interaction: A Conversation Analysis Perspective. In T. Nikula, E.
Dafouz, P. Moore, & U. Smit (Eds.), Conceptualising Integration in CLIL and Multi-
lingual Education (pp. 171-188). Multilingual Matters. https://doi.org/k8x3

*Muylkens, B., Bouchat, H., Jansen, W., & Tirtiaux, J. (2020). EMILE ou De I’éducation...
immersive de I’anglais. Les Annales de QPES, 1(1), 2-17. https://doi.org/k8x9

*Nikula, T., Dafouz, E., Moore, P., & Smit, U. (2016). Conceptualising Integration in CLIL
and Multilingual Education (Vol. 101). Multilingual Matters.

*Nikula, T., Dalton-Puffer, C., Llinares, A., & Lorenzo, F. (2016). More Than Content and
Language: The Complexity of Integration in CLIL and Bilingual Education. In T.
Nikula, E. Dafouz, P. Moore, & U. Smit (Eds.), Conceptualising Integration in CLIL
and Multilingual Education (pp. 1-25). Multilingual Matters. https://doi.org/k8x3

*Pavon Vazquez, V. (2014). Enhancing the quality of CLIL: Making the best of the collabo-
ration between language teachers and content teachers. Encuentro — Revista de Investi-
gacion e Innovacion En La Clase de Idiomas, 23, 115-127.

*Pavon Vazquez, V. (2018). Innovations and Challenges in CLIL Research: Exploring the
Development of Subject-Specific Literacies. Theory into Practice, 57(3), 204-211.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00405841.2018.1484035

*Pavon Véazquez, V., Avila Lopez, J., Gallego Segador, A., & Espejo Mohedano, R. (2015).
Strategic and organisational considerations in planning content and language integrated
learning: A study on the coordination between content and language teachers.
International Journal of Bilingual Education and Bilingualism, 18(4), 409-425.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13670050.2014.909774

*Pavon Vazquez, V., & Méndez Garcia, M. del C. (2017). Analysing teachers’ roles regarding
cross-curricular coordination in Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL).
Journal of English Studies (Logrofio), 15(15), 235-260. https://doi.org/gptgbd

*Pérez-Ibanez, 1. (2014). Addressing our students’ needs: Combined task-based and project-
based methodology in second language and CLIL courses. In R. Breeze, C. Llamas Saiz,
C. Martinez Pasamar, & C. Tabernero Sala, Integration of Theory and Practice in CLIL
(pp. 97-110). Rodopi.

*Reitbauer, M., Firstenberg, U., Kletzenbauer, P., & Marko, K. (2018). Towards a Cognitive-
Linguistic Turn in CLIL: Unfolding Integration. Latin American Journal of Content &
Language Integrated Learning, 11(1), 87—108. https://doi.org/k9gp



https://doi.org/%0910.1007/978-3-319-75438-3_16
https://doi.org/%0910.1007/978-3-319-75438-3_16
https://doi.org/k8x3
https://doi.org/gptgfv
https://doi.org/k8x3
https://doi.org/k8x9
https://doi.org/k8x3
https://doi.org/10.1080/00405841.2018.1484035
https://doi.org/10.1080/13670050.2014.909774
https://doi.org/gptgbd
https://doi.org/k9gp

277 MARTENS, METTEWIE, & ELEN

Rui, X., Li, X, Li, Y., & Lo, Y. Y. (2022). Examining the effects of teacher collaboration on
student learning in a CLIL classroom. International Journal of Bilingual Education and
Bilingualism, 0(0), 1-17. https://doi.org/10.1080/13670050.2022.2152276

*Rumlich, D. (2014). Prospective CLIL and non-CLIL students’ interest in English (classes):
A quasi-experimental study on German sixth-graders. In R. Breeze, C. Llamas Saiz, C.
Martinez Pasamar, & C. Tabernero Sala, Integration of Theory and Practice in CLIL
(pp. 75-96). Rodopi.

*San Isidro, X., & Lasagabaster, D. (2020). Lessons to Be Learned: A Professional Develop-
ment Approach to Curriculum Planning in a Multilingual School in Galicia. In K.
Bower, D. Coyle, R. Cross, & G. N. Chambers (Eds.), Curriculum Integrated Language
Teaching: CLIL in Practice (pp. 145-164). Cambridge University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108687867.010

*Tardieu, C., & Dolitsky, M. (2012). Integrating the task-based approach to CLIL teaching.
In J. de Dios (Ed.), Teaching and Learning English through Bilingual Education (pp.
3-35). Cambridge Scholars Publishing. https://hal.archives-ouvertes.fr/hal-00748683

*Valdés-Sanchez, L., & Espinet, M. (2020). Coteaching in a science-CLIL classroom:
Changes in discursive interaction as evidence of an English teacher’s science-CLIL
professional identity development. International Journal of Science Education, 42(14),
2426-2452. https://doi.org/10.1080/09500693.2019.1710873

*Wallace, A., Spiliotopoulos, V., & llieva, R. (2020). CLIL Collaborations in Higher Education:

A Critical Perspective. English Teaching & Learning, 44(2), 127-148.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42321-020-00052-4

*Wozniak, M. (2013). CLIL in Pharmacy: A case of collaboration between content and
language lecturers. Language Value, 5, 107-128. https://doi.org/k8zb

Xiao, Y., & Watson, M. (2019). Guidance on Conducting a Systematic Literature Review.
Journal of Planning Education and Research, 39(1), 93-112. https://doi.org/gcskzk



https://doi.org/10.1080/13670050.2022.2152276
https://doi.org/10.1017/9781108687867.010
https://hal.archives-ouvertes.fr/hal-00748683
https://doi.org/10.1080/09500693.2019.1710873
https://doi.org/10.1007/s42321-020-00052-4
https://doi.org/k8zb
https://doi.org/gcskzk

	Abstract
	1. Introduction
	2. Aims and research questions
	3. Methodology
	4. Findings
	4.1 The concepts of integration and dual focus
	4.2 Teacher collaboration for planning, execution and evaluation of dual focus
	4.2.1 Planning
	4.2.2 Execution
	4.2.3 Evaluation

	4.3 Dual focus in the language and subject matter classroom
	4.3.1 Language in the language course
	4.3.2 Language in the subject course
	4.3.3 Content in the language course


	5. Conclusion

