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ABSTRACT

This article contrasts two studies that focus on language learning strategies (Study 1) and strategy

instruction (Study 2) in CLIL programs. Drawing from the literature on language learning strategies and

strategy instruction, we propose a theoretical framework that takes into account metacognitive awareness

as a useful concept to capture the interrelatedness of teaching, learning and using language learning

strategies in CLIL. We approach metacognitive awareness from two positions: 1) as a concept that

describes self-regulated learning in students and constitutes one of the important areas of language

learning strategies (metacognitive strategies), and 2) as a key concept when describing the decisions

teachers make in their pedagogical planning and implementation, including when deciding on which

language learning strategies to single out for instruction, and how to instruct these.  We understand these

two positions as interrelated and “speaking to each other”, scaffolding the learning processes through 

focused attention to vocabulary and language structures needed for content message and understanding.

For future research, we propose a focus on CLIL teachers’ reflective cycles that take into account students’

prior knowledge (e.g., cognates, language learning strategies learnt in mainstream language classes,

understanding of subject-specific concepts in native language), to build up a repertoire of language learning

strategies and strategy instruction that supports the processes when integrating language and content

learning.
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In a recent special issue on Language Learning Strategies

(LLS), Pawlak and Oxford (2018) call for more research 

into language strategy instruction, to “potentially enhance 

the efficacy of instruction in LLS” (p. 530). Furthermore, 

the authors identify content-based language instruction as a 

“setting in which empirical investigations of LLS should 

gain momentum in response to the ongoing changes in how 

second and foreign languages are taught and learned” (p. 

530). Oxford (1990) established a comprehensive inventory 

of LLS, named the Strategy Inventory for Language 

Learning (SILL). She divided LLS into two main areas: 

direct (memory, cognitive, and compensation strategies) 

and indirect (metacognitive, affective, and social 

strategies). However, Cohen and Wang (2018) have argued 

that strategies tended to be labelled in a relatively 

monolithic way with regard to their function (i.e., cognitive, 

metacognitive, social, and affective) and at any micro-

moment a given strategy may assume more than one 

function. We are particularly interested in the interplay of 

cognitive and metacognitive LLS and, furthermore, the 

possible interplay of students using such cognitive and 

metacognitive strategies for learning language and content 

in CLIL settings, and teacher instructing their students to do 

so across language and content integration. 

     As an enabler for this endeavor, we present here a cross-

analysis of two existing studies in CLIL. CLIL stands for 

Content and Language Integrated Learning and refers to 

teaching subjects such as science, history and geography to 

students through a foreign language. One of the studies we 

draw on is a study conducted by Ruiz de Zarobe (the first 

author of this article) and Zenotz (2018); their article, “How 

does strategy instruction affect reading competence over 

time?”, was singled out as a case pertinent study by Pawlak 

and Oxford (2018, p. 530). The study looks at reading 

strategy instruction in a CLIL classroom in Spain, with the 

focus on students’ competence. The second article (Smala, 

2014) draws on a study into experiences of CLIL teachers 

in Australia, with a focus on their pedagogical work and 

decision-making. We offer here a novel interpretation of 

both studies, in an effort to pave the way towards further 

studies in language learning strategies and language 

strategy instruction in CLIL settings that might consider 

such variables as the “context in which it is undertaken, the 

types of strategies that are taught, the way in which it is 

conducted” (Pawlak & Oxford, 2018, p. 529). 

     CLIL programs are now a widespread phenomenon in 

Europe, and increasingly also in countries like Australia and 

Japan. Recent years have seen a global rise of CLIL as a 

pedagogical approach in bilingual programs and as a 

teaching activity in second language classrooms, with 

publications exploring CLIL in Asia (e.g., Lin, 2016), South 

America (e.g., Banegas, 2011) and Africa (e.g., Webb, 

2010), as well as the long tradition of researching content-

based instruction in the United States (e.g., Snow & 

Brinton, 2017). It is therefore an apt time to utilize insights 

from many diverse contexts to conduct “eagle-eye” studies 

– at the same time broad in contextual scope (like an eagle

from above) and focused in its topic (like an eagle and its

prey). We have chosen here to focus on language learning

strategies and language strategy instruction, and understand

this field as closely related to such concepts as

metacognitive awareness, self-regulated learning, but also

self- and collective teacher efficacy. Self-regulation in

language learning is connected to the learners taking

responsibility for their own learning (Oxford, 2017).

Teacher self-efficacy refers to the beliefs teachers hold

about their capability to influence student learning (Klassen

& Chiu, 2010) and collective teacher efficacy (CTE) is the

collective belief of teachers in their ability to positively

affect students (Hattie, 2015). CTE is associated with a

number of productive behaviors including implementation

of school improvement strategies, increased teacher

leadership, communication of high expectations, and a

strong focus on academic pursuits (Donohoo, 2018). We

therefore place language learning strategies and language

strategy instruction in the broader field of metacognitive

behavior in school settings.

     We understand LLS as an expression of metacognition 

and self-regulated learning, and offer here both a broad 

theoretical overview of research on metacognition in CLIL 

worldwide, and two more focused comparing and 

contrasting views of strategizing learning in CLIL practice 

– one from the viewpoint of teachers in Australia, and the

other from research into students learning in classrooms in

the Basque Country.

     The experiences of teachers and learners in the 21st 

century mainstream classrooms are characterized by 

ubiquitous standardized testing regimes. CLIL programs are 

not exempt of these pressures, but they explore integrative 

and transformative repertoires of teaching and learning that 
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require a re-conceptualization of knowledge construction, 

meaning-making, creativity and ownership (Fullan & 

Langworthy, 2014) by allowing students to engage with 

content through the prism of two languages. We understand 

the development of metacognitive awareness (both for 

teachers and learners) as an integral part of such knowledge 

construction in a learning situation that is utilizing two (or 

more) languages. 

Metacognitive Awareness, Self-regulated Learning and 

Language Learning Strategies in CLIL 

     This section introduces our conceptual framework based 

on metacognitive awareness in teachers and students. We 

understand metacognition and metacognitive awareness as 

an integral component of language learning strategies and 

strategy instruction, the two interrelated aspects we are 

interested in here. Metacognition is “the ability to reflect 

upon, understand and control one’s learning” (Schraw & 

Dennison, 1994, p. 460). In our understanding of 

metacognitive awareness, we follow Bialystok’s (1993) 

approach: 

The term ‘metacognition’ has been used in the 

psychological literature to refer to both ‘knowledge 

about cognition and regulation of cognition’; rather 

than signaling a contradiction, it may be that these 

two functions may reflect two different but equally 

essential components of the processing that 

determine the difference between cognition and 

metacognition. The first of these is the requirement 

for specific types of knowledge structures and the 

properties entailed by them; the second is the 

requirement for a degree of intentionality in 

cognitive processing,  the possibility that these are 

two functionally distinct but equally important 

aspects of metacognitive processing is the basis for 

the discussion of metalinguistic awareness [in 

children] (…). (p. 211) 

Metacognitive awareness, in this view, can refer to 

executive control of language functions, such as 

grammaticality judgment (Bialystok et al., 2014), as well as 

the readiness of using metacognitive strategies such as 

directing attention and mental translation (Rahimi & Katal, 

2012, quoted in Zhou & Wei, 2018). Metacognition is often 

connected to Jean Piaget’s (1929) notion of intentionality, 

which presupposes thinking that is deliberate and goal-

directed and involves planning a sequence of actions. While 

research in the field of languages has extensively focused 

on the differences between metalinguistic awareness in 

bilingual and monolingual children (see cf. Bialystock & 

Barac, 2012), we focus here on an exploration of 

intentionality as part of student’s metacognition about LLS 

use, and teacher’s intentions to instruct students in using 

strategies. Intentionality as regulation of cognition in 

language learning was explored in the debates on the role of 

consciousness in second language learning, and learning in 

general, some 20 years ago (see cf. Hulstijn & Schmidt, 

1994).  

     The importance of metacognition in teaching and 

learning has been pointed out by several CLIL researchers. 

Mehisto (2013) suggests that “(…) if teachers do not raise 

their metacognitive and meta-affective awareness through 

discussion, they will be less likely to consciously manage 

their beliefs and the impact of those beliefs on students and 

a school’s ethos” (p. 33). Fortanet-Gómez (2010, as quoted 

in Costa, 2013, p. 119) “also thinks that these teachers must 

be made aware of the fact that it is not enough to translate 

their lesson into another tongue; they must also focus on 

both the language and content. According to Fortanet-

Gómez (ibid., p. 119), “a training course for such professors 

must be set up and start from a self-reflection on the 

didactical approach. CLIL teachers must be trained with 

regard to aspects that are usually dealt with in language 

courses, such as metacognitive skills, assessment (which 

must be a joint evaluation), the use of code-switching, 

vocabulary, oral presentations, etc.” 

     These voices point to aspects of strategy instruction 

highlighted by Plonsky (2011) in his systematic review of 

strategy instruction research. Plonsky summarizes 

definitions of strategy instruction as “explicit instruction on 

specific practices or techniques that can be employed 

autonomously to improve one’s L2 learning and/or use”, 

citing Cohen’s (1998) statement that strategies-based 

instruction ultimately aims to “empower students by 

allowing them to take control of the language learning 

process” (Cohen, 1998, p. 70, cited in Plonsky, 2011). 

Plonsky identifies strategy instructions as highly context 

dependent, with aspects such as the proficiency level of 

students, the nature of language learning (second, foreign), 

the approach to strategy instruction (timing, length, 
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repetition, level of embeddedness, opportunities for 

scaffolding and guided practice), metacognitive awareness 

raising and evaluation of practices central to the 

implementation in classrooms. 

     Hawker (2013, p. 159) asserts that “over the past decade, 

a rapidly increasing body of literature has provided fairly 

strong support, both theoretically and empirically, for the 

idea that learning under the CLIL approach is a cognitively 

enriched experience which has the potential to sustain 

thinking of a higher order and boost metacognitive 

awareness (Coyle et al., 2010; Lorenzo et al., 2010; 

Jäppinen, 2005; Stohler, 2006; Ting 2011; Vollmer, 2008; 

Zydatiß, 2007)”. More specifically, Hansen-Pauly (2013) 

links metacognitive awareness to one of the key 

pedagogical frameworks in CLIL, the 4Cs model 

(communication, cognition, content and culture) by Do 

Coyle (2007). Hansen-Pauly (2013) points out that “for all 

the principles that underpin Coyle’s framework the idea of 

a constructivist and interactive approach is fundamental 

(Coyle, 2007, p. 550)”, and that for Coyle, “cognitive and 

metacognitive processes enhance the link between content 

and linguistic demands” (Hansen-Pauly, 2013, p. 226). 

However, she also reminds us that “(…) most students 

appear more interested in topical issues than in 

metacognitive and learning skills, including reflection on 

language use” (Hansen-Pauly, 2013, p. 232), and indicates 

that there some gaps in the research: 

Though the dominant pedagogical discourse 

emphasises learner autonomy and metacognitive 

skills, few attempts have been made to raise the 

learners’ (and teachers’) own awareness of this 

interdependence of language and thought. Learning 

in a second or foreign language supposedly requires 

more effort and possibly yields more frustration 

than learning in a first language – so learning 

situations must be truly meaningful and 

empowering for learners to assume their 

responsibility and overcome obstacles. (p. 235) 

     The failure to understand and focus on self-regulated 

learning skills and metacognitive awareness in CLIL can 

have serious consequences. Mehisto (2013) gives an insight 

into research findings that confirm the importance of 

planning, monitoring and evaluating learning, the three key 

steps of self-regulation. She/he is worth quoting at length on 

this point: 

The consequence of not helping students to develop 

learning skills, to become more autonomous and 

self-motivated learners can leave those students 

who are least prepared to manage their own 

learning at a distinct and likely ever-growing 

disadvantage. For example, Watkins (2005, p. 80, 

referring to Atkinson, 1999) reports on a study that 

reviewed General Certificate of Secondary 

Education (GCSE) examination results in England 

and found that students who “plan the least have 

just 30% of the scores of pupils who plan the most”. 

In situations where students are faced with 

intellectually challenging tasks, Veenman et al. 

(2002, p. 337), who studied over 300 first-year 

university students, found that meta-cognitive skills 

are a greater determinant of student achievement 

than intellectual ability as measured by IQ tests. 

This suggests that building learning skills for the 

learning of content and language has an important 

role to play in CLIL. Similarly, Chamot (2005), 

Knouzi et al. (2010), Edmondson (2009) and 

Kohonen (2009) all argue that effective language 

learners operate with a high degree of learner 

autonomy meaning that they are skilled at 

managing their own learning. (p. 30) 

     Empirical studies underpin Hawker’s (2013) assertion 

that CLIL environments seem to strengthen the need to 

develop metacognitive awareness. Nieto Moreno de 

Diezmas (2016) reports on a study that involved 1,966 

students in bilingual CLIL programs and 14,713 students in 

mainstream classes in the Spanish region of Castilla-La 

Mancha enrolled in the 2nd year of Compulsory Secondary 

Education. Students took a series of tests designed to assess 

metacognitive strategies and learning strategies. The results 

of the study showed that students in bilingual CLIL 

programs scored significantly higher than the control group 

on the key competence of learning to learn:  

CLIL students significantly outperformed their 

peers in both learning to learn dimensions, “meta-

cognitive strategies” and “learning and self-

regulation strategies”. They also displayed 

significantly higher scores for all standards tested: 

“identification of own learning styles”, “self-

evaluation of results”, “organisation of information 

in conceptual maps”, “integration of information in 
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content sheets”, “outlining the main ideas”, 

“planning a written text” and “presenting clear and 

logically ordered texts.” The data analysed lead us 

to conclude that CLIL methodology has a positive 

effect on the development of learning to learn 

strategies. (p. 30) 

     It is therefore not surprising that a more transparent 

engagement with the cognitive processes involved in the 

construction of knowledge in CLIL has lately become the 

focus of research. Reitbauer et al. (2018) claims that raising 

teachers’ awareness of the epistemic function of language 

and drawing their attention to the human cognitive 

architecture can help them achieve a higher level of 

understanding of the process of integration of content and 

language” (p. 88). Based on a study of a task design taken 

from a training course for CLIL teachers in Austria, the 

authors conclude, “language is central to the process of 

knowledge construction (epistemic function of language), 

and awareness of cognitive discourse functions are at the 

interface of thinking and language” (p. 103). Such calls for 

metacognitive awareness resonate with cognitive load 

theory (Sweller, 1988), which requires that in content-based 

instruction programs like CLIL programs, “students need 

both the prerequisite content background knowledge as well 

as sufficient language ability in order for their cognitive 

resources to be focused on the learning objective of the 

class” (Graham et al., 2018, p. 22). We argue here that 

strategy instruction in self-regulated metacognitive learning 

strategies like goal-setting and checking progress can 

support metacognitive awareness of language functions and 

learning objectives, as proposed in a study by Lozano 

Velandia (2015):  

Self-set goals and reflection helped learners focus on 

the specific language functions and vocabulary 

necessary to complete communicative tasks (role-

plays) successfully, and that this led to increased 

learner awareness, confidence, and positive self-

concept. In addition, learners showed progress in 

development of specific (e.g., English for Specific 

Purposes) language functions and technical 

vocabulary. (p. 131) 

     Strategy instruction in content-based language learning 

contexts is under-researched; for example, Plonsky (2011) 

does not mention a single example of research in CLIL, 

bilingual or immersion contexts in his systematic review. It 

is therefore worth taking a look at what has been researched 

about the role of learners and teachers in CLIL, and how 

further research on strategy instruction can build up on 

existing insights. 

Teachers in the CLIL Classroom 

There is still limited research into strategy instruction and 

language learning strategy use of teachers and learners in 

CLIL settings. Much of the research that has been 

conducted up to now has been product-oriented research 

(Dalton Puffer et al., 2010; Juan-Garau & Salazar-Noguera, 

2015; Ruiz de Zarobe & Jiménez Catalán, 2009; Ruiz de 

Zarobe et al., 2011), i.e., research that has investigated if 

CLIL can produce better results than more traditional 

educational contexts mainly in terms of language outcomes. 

However, in order to test the importance of the approach, it 

is necessary to analyze what is taking place in the CLIL 

classroom, constituting a more process-oriented focus in all 

its variety (Nikula et al., 2016). One of the questions that 

needs to be addressed is how we can use the CLIL 

classroom as the appropriate context to move towards 

independent language learning strategy use while 

enhancing successful content learning (Coyle, 2013), and 

integration, a major aim of the approach itself (Ruiz de 

Zarobe & Cenoz, 2015). 

     Quite interestingly, CLIL pedagogy has often been 

associated with “good teaching”, with “innovative, student-

centred pedagogical approaches” (van Kampen et al., 2018, 

pp. 223-224). Yet, little is still known of what actually takes 

place in the CLIL classroom and, what is more important, 

which instructional pedagogies can be most efficient in 

CLIL. What has been published on CLIL classroom 

research across many different educational contexts has 

quite frequently focused on the teacher. For instance, Van 

Kampen et al. (2018) analyzed CLIL pedagogies used by 

teachers in the Netherlands using self-reported survey data 

and interviews. Their results showed that CLIL teachers 

considered CLIL as a unique pedagogy in that it integrates 

content and language teaching. They further argued that 

CLIL teaching is more interactive and focuses more on 

higher level cognitive skills. However, there were some 

concerns about focus on form in this study. Teachers’ focus 

on language was very limited in their classroom: they 

stimulated spoken output but hardly ever were language 
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forms corrected. This has been corroborated by other 

studies on the field. Thus, De Graaff et al. (2007) through 

observation of CLIL lessons from three Dutch CLIL 

secondary schools found how the didactic innovation 

inherent in CLIL gives teachers an opportunity to break 

down the barriers and to collaborate in a new learning and 

teaching environment, facilitating exposure to input and 

output production and using compensation strategies when 

necessary. Similarly to what Kampen et al. (2018) argued, 

teachers in their study used innovative teaching tools, but 

they seldom facilitated and corrected learners’ use of 

English. That has also been found in other contexts such as 

Spain (Morton, 2010) or Sweden (Airey, 2012). 

     The change of classroom pedagogy, from a more 

teacher-centered approach, typical of traditional teaching 

contexts, to a more student-centered approach, has often 

been addressed in CLIL classrooms in relation to the role of 

the teacher and the student. In Finland, Nikula (2010) 

compared a biology teacher’s instructional style in CLIL 

and non-CLIL lessons, as well as teacher-student 

interaction. She found that the students adopted a more 

active role in the CLIL classes, compared to more 

traditional ones, and that they found themselves “on a more 

equal footing with the teacher as far as the right to 

participate in classroom discourse is concerned” (Nikula, 

2010, p. 119). Furthermore, teachers used less varied 

language, mainly in cases where they felt they had a limited 

competence in the foreign language. Different results were 

presented in other studies, such as Mahan et al. (2018, p. 13) 

in the Norwegian context, where teachers’ instruction in 

CLIL lessons was found to be “rich, lengthy and accurate”. 

     Even though it is interesting and necessary to study if 

CLIL settings may involve a change in classroom 

pedagogy, our aim in this paper is to go one step further by 

focusing on the students’ active role in strategy use and the 

teacher’s role in strategy instruction. As Koopeman et al. 

(2014, p. 124) state with regard to research in the Dutch 

context, “most of the studies have focused mainly on learner 

outcomes and results rather than pedagogy; those that have 

looked at pedagogy have done so from a ‘process-product’ 

perspective.” This idea is also present in Van Kampen et al. 

(2018, p. 225), where “the few studies investigating 

pedagogy have tended to do so from a ‘process-product’ 

perspective, with teacher behavior (process) used to predict 

learner outcomes (product)”. However, it is our opinion that 

when learners actively participate in the process, when they 

actively understand how and under which conditions they 

can learn, deeper understanding of learning takes place. 

This involves learner-based research with different levels of 

control and involvement on the part of the children 

(Anderson, 1999). This is precisely what we have aimed to 

do in the research conducted in a multilingual context in the 

Basque Country, which involves CLIL, learning strategies 

and metacognitive awareness, as the following section will 

present. 

Metacognition, learning strategies and CLIL in the 

Basque Country 

Metacognitive awareness refers to the knowledge that 

learners have of the learning process, the readiness they 

have to use metacognitive strategies, and how they can 

develop skills and processes that support their learning 

(Zhang, 2010). Even though the notions of metacognitive 

strategies and metacognition have quite often been used 

interchangeably (Goh, 2019), our objective here is to see 

how metacognitive awareness can be used in learning and 

teaching in CLIL settings. Our aim in this study is to see 

how metacognition can be fostered through instruction in 

the case of learning strategies. More precisely, our study 

analyses metacognitive awareness in reading and includes 

knowledge of the strategies that students use or should use 

while reading, the strategies involved in planning, 

monitoring and evaluating the reading process.  

     Taking into consideration the importance of 

metacognitive awareness, our study made use of some 

strategic interventions (Carrell, 1998) to raise learners’ 

awareness. This study involved a pre- and post-test design 

in Year 5 and Year 6 classes (age 11-13) at a school in the 

Basque Country in Spain. In the school, there was a 

balanced use of the three languages (Spanish, the majority 

language, Basque, the minority language, and English, the 

foreign language). English, physical education, arts and 

crafts, and science were taught through English; Basque, 

music, religion and tutorials were carried out in Basque, and 

all other subjects (Spanish and mathematics) were 

undertaken in Spanish. This school was part of what was 

called the Trilingual Education Framework (see Ruiz de 

Zarobe, 2015), with several subjects conducted in the 

foreign language through CLIL, apart from the two official 
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languages of the community (Spanish and Basque). In our 

research there were four intact groups of learners with 100 

students, two groups of learners (N = 50) were divided into 

control (CG) and two (N = 50) into experimental groups 

(EG). The EG received instruction on reading strategies 

based on broad skills, using Chamot’s (2001) taxonomy. 

Some of the skills focused on in Year 5 included: ‘activate 

background knowledge’, ‘make predictions’, ‘guess from 

context’, ‘observe the layout of the text’ and ‘pay attention 

to the type of text’. In Year 6 we included skills such as: 

‘identify the main ideas’, ‘tell fact from opinion’, ‘discover 

the author’s intentions’ and ‘tell true from false’. 

     Strategies that focused on achieving these skills were 

explicitly taught by the teacher/researcher to the EG over a 

seven-week period, providing examples of when, for what 

tasks and how they could be used effectively to increase 

reading comprehension. Each strategy was associated with 

an icon (see Figure 1) to be remembered and retrieved more 

easily by the learners. 

Figure 1. ‘Activate Previous Knowledge’ Icon 

     We followed the Cognitive Academic Language 

Learning Approach (CALLA) developed by O’Malley and 

Chamot (1990), a model that is amply used today for LLSI 

(see, for instance, Chamot & Harris, 2019, where many of 

the chapters follow this format). It basically follows five 

different phases: preparation/awareness raising, 

presentation/modelling, practice, evaluation and 

expansion/transfer, which allow for both content and 

language learning. As Chamot and Harris (2019) state in the 

introduction to their book, “the overall aim is gradually to 

shift responsibility from the teacher to the learner” (p. xxvi), 

and that was also our intention here. 

     Figure 2 shows one of the texts used for the strategy 

“activate previous knowledge”. Most texts were taken from 

science, as this was one of the subjects conducted in English. 

After reading the text, students had to complete a multiple-

choice test, with questions such as those in Figure 3. 

     Apart from the multiple-choice tests, learners were asked 

to answer some specific questions related to the strategy 

under review. These are shown in Figure 4. 

     After the strategies were presented and practiced, the 

students completed a diary in every session to gather 

qualitative information about the difficulty and usefulness 

of the strategy. These diaries were useful for instructional 

purposes to help students reflect on the learning processes 

and the strategies while also developing metacognitive 

awareness (Rubin, 2003). Quite often strategy knowledge 

was defined by the students themselves, enumerating the 

strategies they had used and how effectively they appeared 

to use them to improve the reading process (Sheorey & 

Mokhtari, 2001). 

     Our results (see Ruiz de Zarobe & Zenotz, 2015; Ruiz de 

Zarobe & Zenotz, 2018 for a thorough explanation of the 

intervention and its effects over time) showed how students 

who were thus instructed in reading strategies seemed to 

have greater metacognitive awareness, and were also more 

cognitively engaged in the CLIL classroom, e.g., by 

applying these strategies regularly. Strategy instruction 

supported self-control mechanisms, helping students 

become more aware of the reading process and, eventually 

more strategic readers. Furthermore, we also found that if 

students actively take part in the learning process, they can 

eventually become more independent learners, capable of 

controlling their own learning with the linguistic repertoires 

they possess, which is desirable in multilingual education 

(Cenoz & Gorter, 2015).
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Figure 2. Frogs 

Figure 3. Frogs: Multiple-choice Test Sample 

1. A young frog’s skin must be wet so

a. the frog can swim.

b. the frog can climb.

c. the frog can lay eggs.

d. the frog can breathe.

2. Some frogs have toe pads to help them

a. climb.

b. swim.

c. jump.

d. fly.

Figure 4. Frogs: Activate Your Previous Knowledge 

ACTIVATING YOUR PREVIOUS KNOWLEDGE

1. Could you have answered any of the questions without reading the text? Which ones?

2. When have you heard about this topic before? In class?

3. Has thinking and talking about frogs helped you understand the text? Why?

FROGS

What are frogs?

Frogs are amphibians that live on land and in water. Frogs have long back legs and short bodies. Their
eyes stick out. They do not have tails. Most of the time they move in the water, but they can also move on
land. Frogs have smooth, not bumpy, skin.

How do they breathe and move?

They can breathe through their skin. Their skin must stay wet so they can breathe through it. Young frogs
must breathe through their skin. Older frogs grow lungs. They breathe through their lungs when they are
on land, just like people do. Frogs lay eggs in ponds and other bodies of water, like lakes. Frogs must move
fast to catch something to eat. They must also get away from bigger animals. Some frogs have webs of
skin between their toes. So, they can swim fast. Tree frogs have toe pads. The toe pads help them hang
on when they climb. When they climb, they move up trees or rocks. Some tree frogs live high in very tall
trees. Those tree frogs have webs between their toes. They can jump from tree to tree. They can’t fly, but 
they can stay in the air for a long jump.

What do they eat?

Amphibians like frogs change their eating habits as they grow old. Tadpoles are herbivores and eat aquatic
plants. Adults are carnivores. They eat insects and snails, and sometimes some small vertebrates.
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Teachers Reflecting on CLIL Programs 

We claim in this article that there might be an intersection 

between these learning processes experienced by students 

in CLIL programs, and the sense of efficacy teachers 

experience when using explicit strategy instruction. We 

define teacher efficacy here as the teacher’s sense of 

confidence that they will teach successfully in a particular 

context. We establish the link to metacognitive awareness 

by examining the role of teacher reflection and teacher 

decision-making in a selection of CLIL programs. We 

define metacognitive awareness in teachers as self-reported 

reflections of underlying pedagogy of instructional plans 

and self-efficacy toward instructional planning (Baylor, 

2002). 

     The study we revisit for this perspective, our second 

study presented here, is based in Australia, where CLIL 

programs in a variety of languages have established a small 

niche within the wider schooling landscape. Based on a 

qualitative study of interviews with CLIL program directors 

and teachers (T1- T12, to de-identify the quotes) across 12 

CLIL programs in six different languages in the state of 

Queensland, we provide here an insight into the 

metacognitive awareness of teachers in CLIL programs. For 

the purposes of this article, we are focusing on one research 

question: What role does strategy instruction have in the 

integration of content and language in the CLIL classroom? 

For a more detailed overview of the base study, several 

articles provide analyses of the unique experiences of 

teachers when two (or more) languages are used as a 

medium of instruction (Smala, 2013, 2014, 2016).  

     In a summary analysis, interviewees in this study 

instructed their students in the following language learning 

strategies that integrate the content and language focus: 

1. Select to learn vocabulary specific for the lesson

topic – this might mean that the vocabulary is

distinct from the vocabulary learnt during

accompanying language lesson, and might differ

in sequence (past tense forms need to be learnt

before they are covered in the language

classroom, for example)

2. Practice your understanding of classroom

commands and how to respond to them – the

focus is the content, and content message and

understanding is more important than errors in 

language forms 

3. Use a dictionary, not an online translator. Avoid

translating whole paragraphs through an online

translator.

4. Look up concepts in your native language if you

feel you need a deeper understanding. A bit of

translanguaging is generally encouraged to

support content message and understanding.

5. Look for familiar words or cognates that you

already know from previous studies of the lesson

topic in your native language (for example, prior

knowledge of science words that look familiar in

the second language medium).

6. Organize your vocabulary learning for a

particular topic into “necessary”, “indispensable”

and “essential”, and learn the meanings for all

these terms as key components of the content.

(These will be added purposefully to all texts for

recognition).

7. Focus on the vocabulary that helps you do the

assessment tasks, for example ‘compare and

contrast two planets’- learn the vocabulary and

language structures needed to compare and

contrast (teacher provides these).

8. List patterns in language structures that you

notice and reproduce these in your own work

about a specific lesson topic.

9. Use familiar language learning strategies like

post-it notes in your room, mobile apps and

online flashcard creators.

     For many teachers, working in a CLIL program 

represents unprecedented levels of metalinguistic and 

metacognitive awareness, including linguistic 

communicative competence, micro-linguistic competence, 

and linguistic flexibility (Bier, 2016). In Bier’s (2016) 

words, “CLIL teachers need to master an array of strategies 

in order to facilitate students’ comprehension (scaffolding 

strategies); to encourage student deep reflection upon 

content and oral production of what has been understood; to 
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assess students’ comprehension” (p. 398). The nine 

strategies above, summarized from the interview data, 

indicate that teachers’ scaffolding strategy instruction 

draws upon those language use strategies that they 

themselves have at their disposal when simplifying 

materials for CLIL lessons (a key teaching approach 

reported by all interviewees), and which they are now 

sharing with their students.  

     Target language competences have been identified as 

part of the key skill set for CLIL teachers (Bertaux et al., 

2009), and previous studies have linked perceived 

proficiency levels for example to language teacher efficacy 

(Chacon, 2005; Moate, 2011; Turner, 2018). Instructing 

CLIL students in reading strategies and self-regulated 

learning, as examined in the first study used in our article, 

requires teachers to develop knowledge of language 

learning strategies as well as strategy instruction to support 

the learning of linguistic and content structures required for 

specific lesson topics. 

     However, the interview data revealed ambiguous 

perspectives towards the importance assigned to native 

language proficiency in this endeavor. In general, most 

interviewees felt that the presence of native speaker teachers 

enhanced their sense of collective efficacy in selecting 

language structures. However, when reflecting on strategy 

instruction practices, interviewees own experiences as 

second language learners were seen as beneficial in 

understanding language learning strategies, and how to 

instruct students to use them. Interestingly, “native 

proficiency” was occasionally singled out as difficult to 

integrate in the CLIL learning processes: 

So inviting, as I had done, a fellow who is an 

excellent musician, he's of [language dialect variety] 

background and I invited him a couple of times in 

the classroom to talk about various things. Now, he 

found it difficult to sustain what was happening in 

the classroom in [standard variety], to sustain what 

he was talking about through his [language dialect 

variety].  So he did a lot of code switching and he 

did a lot of what they call using Austral[language 

dialect variety], this sort of combination of the 

dialect mixed with English.  I just didn't think it 

fulfilled the sort of requirements that I wanted in an 

immersion program where we are trying to use…  

and I think we do use what they call "standard 

[language variety]" which is sort of stuff that 

teachers are using in [the target language country]. 

(T2) 

 

     The teacher invited a native speaker of the target 

language into the classroom, who was in fact a speaker of a 

native dialect of the target language. The quote exposes 

pedagogical reflections and decisions, from the initial 

choice to invite a native speaker with cultural knowledge 

(the musical connection), to the realization that the 

linguistic skills of the visitor in the standard variety of the 

target language were too limited for the language structures 

and vocabulary choices required for content message and 

understanding of the subject topic. The teacher’s (T2) 

statement, “he found it difficult to sustain what was 

happening in the classroom,” hints at the conflicting 

considerations this teacher had around teaching approaches, 

language learning strategies, and strategy instruction. 

Inviting a native speaker was a desirable social engagement 

for students, but this intercultural experience clashed with 

the more pressing needs to focus on content message and 

understanding through targeted and focused language 

learning of key vocabulary. 

     In summary, strategy instruction in CLIL classrooms 

seems to be driven by the specific needs of lesson topics and 

is making use of familiar language learning strategies such 

as memory strategies for vocabulary learning. However, 

there are also CLIL specific strategies that activate the 

metacognitive awareness of students about potentially 

conflicting language needs in their accompanying language 

classes and the subject-specific vocabulary and language 

structures (past tense for classroom genres like reports etc.) 

in their CLIL lessons. Teachers in CLIL programs seem to 

experience a shift away from language-teaching specific 

methods like the inclusion of intercultural information and 

social language learning strategies that focus on 

intercultural communication, towards more content-focused 

strategy instructions that allows students to cope with the 

learning processes in subjects like science and math. 

 

CONCLUSION 

Further research is needed to explore sustained language 

learning strategy instruction for the purposes of CLIL and 

other bilingual classroom settings. One area we have 
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identified for further exploration is the intersection of 

metacognitive awareness of teachers and students in CLIL 

classrooms. We approached metacognitive awareness from 

two positions: 1) as a concept that describes self-regulated 

learning in students and constitutes one of the important 

areas of language learning strategies (metacognitive 

strategies), and 2) as a key concept when describing the 

decisions teachers make in their pedagogical planning and 

implementation, including when deciding on which 

language learning strategies to single out for instruction, 

and how to instruct these. The first position conceptualizes 

students as active agents in CLIL classrooms and 

acknowledges the role language learning strategies such as 

reading strategies in a second language have for students’ 

coping strategies and self-regulated learning in CLIL 

settings. The second locates metacognition in the reflections 

and decisions CLIL teachers make about the demands of the 

CLIL classroom. We understand these two positions as 

interrelated and “speaking to each other”, scaffolding the 

learning processes through focused attention to vocabulary 

and language structures needed for content message and 

understanding. While metacognition has been the object of 

numerous investigations into student learning in CLIL, 

research into teachers’ metacognitive awareness in CLIL 

and other bilingual settings still is in its infancy. For future 

research, we propose a focus on CLIL teachers reflective 

cycles that take into account students’ prior knowledge (e.g., 

cognates, language learning strategies learnt in mainstream 

language classes, understanding of subject-specific 

concepts in native language), to build up a repertoire of 

language learning strategies and strategy instruction that 

supports the processes when integrating language and 

content learning. 
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