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Abstract

Glocalization refers to the local adaptation of global trends, and even h it has been

especially relevant in education given that around the world, proaches to
language learning such as Content and Language Integrated Le
Lingua Franca (ELF) have gained popularity and influe aper examines beliefs,
ers from two contexts:

Taiwan and Andalusia (Spain). To this avail, g#€0 t of questions was developed and
,‘ o

iwte at CLIL teachers have considerable

Teachers, even with different nationalities, teaching

. The present study concludes with identifying different training needs in each

context aNghthus supports the notion of glocalizing CLIL teacher training to optimize the results.
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Globalization forces and the internationalization of education have brought about the
development of content and language integrated learning (CLIL) programs across the globe
(Coyle, 2007; Mehisto, Marsh, & Frigols, 2008). Often times, the language of instruction in
CLIL programs is English (Lasagabaster & Sierra, 2010). This goes in line with a
sociolinguistic reality that is sometimes overlooked in CLIL research literature, most

interactions in extramural English today take place among international users of @Aglish, rather

than with native speakers. That is, when English is used outside the claséfoorWgiL is mostly

sometimes missing. It is difficult to establish how many peoplguse d the world,

but experts estimate that non-native speakers of Englis speakers in a 5:1

ratio and this tendency is going to continue well rystal, 2016; Eberhard,

ould Wen to account when studying and discussing

CLIL. ELF-aware teacher training rams, such as the ENRICH project, develop ELT
practitioners’ metalingglistic ess, propose strategies for teaching multilingual learners

from migrant § gunds, anddflevelop trainees’ innovative language teaching practices

18). In this line, Glocalization, or the local adaptation of global trends,
ve analysis of geographically dispersed contexts such as Taiwan and
egards to both CLIL and ELF.

2l scholars have pointed out to the common pedagogical issues that emerge with the
implementation of CLIL programs (Ball, 2020; Lyster & Ballinger, 2011) despite the diverse
geographical, linguistic, and educational contexts (e.g. primary, secondary and higher
education) where CLIL is implemented today. One of the most prominent pedagogical issues

is the need for teacher training: “the call for increased professional development is urgent



because the odds are such that most teachers working in CBLT (content-based language
teaching) contexts have been trained to teach either language or a non-language subject area,
but not both” (Lyster & Ballinger, 2011, 285). In this light, while CLIL teacher training is best

designed within general CLIL parameters, at the same time it should be flexible enough to adapt

to specific local, and educational demands (Ball, 2020). On top of that, professional

teaching (ELT) and training, particularly in contexts wher I along with
content, such as in Taiwan or Spain. This glocal (global in teacher training

and professional development programs targeting @aers, needs to incorporate

needs.

The current research pres iM€s in-service CLIL teachers’ needs as a

preliminary phase prior to tfie desigof a teacher training program that can adequately
accommodate the two @ompl ary methodological frameworks discussed above, namely

CLIL and ELF, asearch wadcarried out in two distant contexts: Taiwan and Andalusia

(Spain), two gk glish is a highly influential language, but it does not have an official
orc

0 jurisdictions also share similar language policies, scale of primary and junior
high schoO®implementation, and bilingual education requirement. Both Andalusia and Taiwan
propose a similar educational change in all levels of instruction (primary, secondary and tertiary)
by introducing equivalent CLIL models and EMI programs. In terms of scale, as of 2020, the

number of bilingual education primary and secondary schools in Andalusia was 1076 (Table

2), whereas in 2021 in Taiwan, the number of schools with bilingual programs reached 1000



(Hsu, 2021).

The two jurisdictions also share similar bilingual education requirements (see Section 3
for more details). For instance, to qualify as bilingual schools, at least one-third of their classes
should be taught in L2. For certification, bilingual teachers should achieve a CEFR B2 level in

English. In addition, both countries adopt CLIL in their bilingual education programs. It is for

these similarities that there has been a close academic tie between the two coug#fes, as many

notable CLIL scholars in Spain, (e.g. Elisabet Pladevall Ballester, Ana L4#fare maculada
at academic conferences and teacher training workshops.

To fulfill the purpose of establishing in-servic a common set of

are most in need, so that teacher edu n providers can develop an effective program. To that
end, the following resedi’ch g80s will be explored:

e the diffgf€nces and similarities between Taiwanese and Andalusian

eeds?
¥ the differences and similarities between teachers of linguistic and
con kground in terms of needs?

3. Are CLIL teachers’ attitudes towards language in line with ELF research? Are

there any misconceptions that should be addressed?

2. Glocalization and CLIL

The local adaptation of international educational approaches such as CLIL and ELF-



aware pedagogy can bring about methodological changes that empower the stakeholders
involved in the process. As Patel and Lynch argue, “glocalization can arrest the impact of local
and global socio-economic and political concerns through dialogue and action, thereby creating
an exceptional and powerful learning experience for local and global learning communities”

(2013, p. 223). Glocalized pedagogical ownership, that is, adapting existing (CLIL) pedagogies

Before moving on to the descrig@iQn of the context of our research and the discussion of

our results, it is importdlit to gele a number of definitions that are essential when discussing

CLIL and biling ultiling ducation. Content and language integrated learning (CLIL)

has been defflic il focused educational approach in which an additional language is
use d teaching of both content and language” (Coyle, Hood, and Marsh,
201 . Over the past two decades, CLIL has grown globally in importance and in scope,
this is part@ularly true for Europe, where it has flourished supported by EU policies such as the
CLIL Matrix (http://archive.ecml.at/mtp2/CLILmatrix/EN/gMain. html) and the European
Framework for CLIL Teacher Education (EFCT-http://clil-cdecml.at), and by national and

regional regulations such as the Order of 28" June 2011 regulating Bilingual Education in



Andalusia®, Spain. In Asia, CLIL is quickly gaining momentum with the development and
implementation of different top-down policies and projects such as bilingual STEM programs
in Thailand or Singapore (Dixon, 2005; Liu, 2019) and bottom-up initiatives such as in Taiwan
(MOE, 2018).

Despite differences in educational policy, methodological aim or implemeggation, CLIL

features have specific implications on teachers’ roles ¢ RedaoogiCal and linguistic needs.
2.2 Training needs of in-service CLI
Given the integrated nature of CLIL, are responsible for content and language

teaching, and in the process they

p studf tOgommunicate such content knowledge in
subject-specific language in e dual-nature approach differs from how teachers are
normally trained and ected_to perfdfm, which tends to be more subject-specific and
ice t

specialized. In-ser ers Wi participate in CLIL need to adopt a new mindset and be

prepared to a pes of challenges: psychological and pedagogical (Lo, 2020, p. 21).
The foffe@invV@lics tedPhers’ beliefs and attitudes toward CLIL. Teachers’ understanding of
> and theories of CLIL, along with their adherence to the dual roles (i.e. content and
language@Baching) which they are expected to perform, are crucial to the success of
implementation. The second type of challenges is concerned with how a CLIL teacher designs

and implements CLIL lessons. To prepare for this challenging task, Lo (2020) identified four

training areas: (1) understanding of the CLIL approach and related theories; (2) pedagogical

1 Orden del 28 de junio de 2011, por la que se regula la ensefianza bilingiie en los centros docentes de
la Comunidad Auténoma de Andalucia.



knowledge about teaching and integrating language and content; (3) curriculum development
of CLIL lessons; (4) intercultural learning (p. 18). The first area helps prepare CLIL teachers
in the psychological aspect, whereas the other three areas equip teachers with the knowledge
and skills they need for CLIL teaching.

2.3 ELF perspective and training of CLIL teachers

Several authors have identified a correlation between teachers’ attitudes, afliefs (Dewey

& Pineda 2020; Grazzi 2015; Lopriore 2016) and self-identifications or met ic identities

service ELT practitioners to self-identify through different la e, Dewey &

As Englishgismgika by more people as a common language for international

communicati archers have suggested the importance of ELF awareness in teacher

edu gald® 2015; Sifakis, 2019; Wach & Monroy, 2019). The topic of ELF
awa Is equally important for CLIL teachers in the EFL context. Their viewpoints will
affect howStanguage is taught and, more importantly, how they model as ELF users to their
learners. According to Sifakis (2019), ELF training should highlight three topics: awareness of
language and language use in the ELF context; awareness of instructional practice to facilitate
ELF use; and awareness of learning from the ELF perspective (p. 291). The aim of the training

is to update teachers’ beliefs and attitudes, which will in turn lead to the development of ELF-



informed curriculum design, policies, and assessment tools that are relevant and appropriate for

the local teaching and learning context.

3. Context: Andalusia & Taiwan
Andalusia is a region in the south of Spain that has autonomous competence with regards

to education. This means that regional authorities, not the national government, are in charge

of educational and linguistic policies to be implemented at primary, seco and tertiary
education. Table 1 below shows the progression in the number of school@involve he Plan

de Fomento del Plurilingtiismo (Educational Plan Fostering P that in 2005

secondary or vocational) is taught i g practitioners involved in that 30% of the

an L?
teaching must have a linguisti ditatioh of B2 or above according to the CEFR; c) the
methodological standpoj mentio in previous regulations, should be CLIL. Any

educational institution ng With these requirements can apply to become “bilingual”, but

it is the prerog@tive of Q& r government to grant it or not.

<Ipsert@ble 1 herg

18-19 there were over 400,000 students involved in the different forms of CLIL
education in Andalusia and over 7,000 teachers. As shown in Table 2, bilingual schools in
Andalusia in 2019-20 offered primary, and secondary education (including vocational training),
and they were mostly offering CLIL education in English, but also in French and German. This
goes in line with trends in Europe and Asia with English as the preferred language for bilingual

education (Lasagabaster & Sierra, 2010).



<Insert table 2 here>

With a more recent history with regards to CLIL than Andalusia, Taiwan started the
implementation of its bilingual education program in October 2017. With a clear focus on
Content and Language methodology, different pilot institutions adhered to the various stages

within the CLIL continuum. As of December, 2020, a total of 458 schools in Taiygfi’s six major

cities have enrolled in the pilot CLIL program (Yu, et al., 2020).

improve the English education at i## compu Is. The Education Bureau of Tainan City,

the context of this study, initiated it n experimental Bilingual Project in 2017. This local
policy was the first inffhe c which had attracted attention of local and international

specialists to obgg he imple ation and paved the way for the national bilingual education

policy (Chenge In 2018, the Taiwanese Ministry of Education (MOE) announced a

introduced¥h more than 1000 or approximately one-third of public schools (Hsu, 2021).

On the surface, Andalusia and Taiwan may seem two removed educational contexts, both
geographically and in the level of development of BE, provided that the CLIL program started
earlier in Andalusia. We cannot forget the historical bond that Andalusia and Taiwan have

shared for over four centuries (for a review see Taiwan Review, 1959 or Escalante 1577), with



Andalusians first ever learning about Taiwan in the 16" century and then establishing
commercial bonds over time. In terms of language policy and training needs, they are very
similar: policy makers in both contexts, as stated in the current legislation (Pons Segui, 2019;
Tsuchiya & Pérez-Murillo, 2019; Chen, et al., 2020) have a clear preference for CLIL over
other methodologies. In addition, educational policies in both contexts stress the need for
training in both linguistic and methodological skills so that teachers can fullgfeverage the

benefits of combining content and language learning (Lorenzo, 2019).

4. Method

rai nesdts of two in-service

This is a cross-sectional study in which we compa
teacher cohorts, which share a glocal adaptation of tf

7
&

e 0 teenagers today is mostly done on virtual

of CLIL but come from

two contexts where extramural English is u

that extramural use of English among childr
spaces (for a review and definitigf”of Virt’Eng sh as a lingua franca, VELF, see Bosso,
2021).

4.1. Participant

In this stud 3 \were collgBted from teachers in Taiwan (N=158) and Andalusia (N=86).

The profile ofithese parti@pants was summarized in Table 3. The informants included teachers
with g i and bilingual teaching experience. Participants from Taiwan consist
of ap ately half language and half content teachers (53% vs 47%). Informants from Spain
were mosth content teachers (77%), which approximates the rate of content teachers involved
in CLIL in Andalusia. In terms of experience, more than 80% of teachers in Taiwan had less
than 3 years of bilingual teaching experience, whereas close to 60% of the teachers from

Andalusia had taught CLIL for more than 3 years.

The Taiwanese respondents are representative of the whole CLIL teacher population in



Taiwan. They were among the first in Taiwan to receive credited programs endorsed by the
Ministry of Education. The percentage of Taiwanese content teachers in the survey is small
(less than 1 percent) compared to the content teachers in general. At the time of the survey, the
bilingual education program in Taiwan was at the pilot stage, and the pilot programs were
mostly supported by English teachers who crossed over to teach content in bilingual elementary
classrooms. This explains why the percentage of Taiwanese language teacher igher than
that of content teachers in Taiwan.

<Insert table 3 here> F

4.2. The instrument \

This research was carried out by an online sur parts of questions in this

graPic and teaching experience of the

survey. In Part 1, there are 7 questions abg e
teachers. Part 2 includes 8 questions related t0 gual education; they are the key knowledge

for bilingual teachers gathering fr reviou 88 (Ball, 2009; Coyle, et al., 2010; Mehisto,

etal., 2008) about: the importafCe o rdisciplinary collaboration, training needs for bilingual
teaching, attitudes towf@rd English as a lingual franca, identification of own language

proficiency, linguistic training ds in English, and issues regarding bilingual learning

assessment. | stion 3 and Question 7 are on a 4-point Likert scale and all the other
point Likert Scale. The 4-point gradient for Q3 and Q7 evaluate
and importance respectively, and the other questions or statements offer more
elaborate'@ptions this is why two different gradients were selected. To better understand in-
service teachers’ needs, the survey encouraged the respondents to share their views and
questions in Question 8. Data show that 58 teachers in Taiwan and 23 teachers from Spain
provided their input. The responses received include teachers’ view on the national policy,

concerns of their own English abilities, and the need for professional development through

training or classroom observation. The survey questions and statements are listed on Appendix



4.3. Procedures for data collection
The online survey was distributed to the bilingual teachers during the summer of 2020
for two weeks. Participants were contacted through the local education bureaus and were

invited to participate in the study voluntarily. ANOVA and t-test were used to ze the data

statistically with (SPSS) 17.0 for Windows. Outliers were removed depen formulae

as multiplier to determine the range of normal distribution. Mayi i participants’

nationality, type of teachers (linguistic or content), a in@experience. While

4, Results

This section discusses e re from Part Il of the survey, including the effect of

nationality, teacher prgiifle, a ilingual teaching experience on each question. The study

originally was desiged 10 examigl' three factors: 1) nationality (Taiwan vs Spain), 2) type of

tab dix 2) only presents means and standard deviation of nationality and teacher profile.
Detailed St@istical results for Questions 1 to 7 are attached in Appendix 2. The following briefly
discusses the results for each of the 7 questions. Due to word count limitation, additional data
tables are included only for items with statistical significance (Items 1, 6, and 7). Data from
Question 8, an open question for comments, is included in the Discussion section to support the

statistical results.



5.1 Key knowledge

ANOVA analysis for Q1 shows significant differences for the nationality and teacher
profile variables, but without interaction effects (Table Q1). Taiwanese teachers as a group
rated key knowledge (e.g. bilingual education, English as a lingua franca, etc.) more important
than Spanish teachers (Taiwan M=4.50; Spain M=4.27). In addition, language teachers as a
group assigned a higher importance to understanding key knowledge tha tent teachers

(Language M=4.53; content M=4.34, Table Q1a).

National differences are found in 7 topics. Taiwanese tegche e following

topics as more salient. Top four are Q1-4 Theories and piaebices a@Qut slingual pedagogy
(36.30/<.001***); Q1-8 Course design for ed” bilingual education

(13.15/<.001***); Q1-5 Instructional Engli ylish for classroom management

(8.17/.005**); Q1-11 Course evaluation competence-based bilingual education
(7.67/.006**) (Appendix 2). ,

Analysis also sho at lan e teachers from both countries assigned higher
importance than conteniite he following 6 topics. The top two are Survey Question 1-

ual education (15.38/<.001***) and Question 1-8 Course

regarding bilingual education.
<Insert table Q1 here>

<Insert table Q1a here>

5.2 Teacher collaboration and team teaching



The importance of collaboration and team teaching shows no significant differences or
interaction effects among nationality or types of teachers. All teachers consider the following
types of collaboration to be more important (means>4.00). Top two topics, with means greater
tham 4.5, are Q2-1 interdisciplinary teacher collaboration and Q2-2 team teaching with

content/language teachers,

5.3 Methodological training needs

ANOVA analysis for Q3 shows no significant differences amon@gghe mainS@gtors or

interaction effects. However, several training topics received hi than others.

(Appendix 2). The top 3 training areas are Q3-1 teaching strategi

&

ish (methodologies),

Q3-2 digital resources for teaching in English, and 4

estions (Appendix 2).
Although no statistical difference was fou
(Sections 6.1 and 6.2) to answer Research Q

5.4 Attitudes towards EL ,

4 show significant differences among the main factors or

a shows that Taiwanese and Spanish teachers, regardless

tri municate clearly but not necessarily with a British or American accent (Q4-4,

means 2).
5.5 Self-perceived English proficiency

In this section, participants rated themselves according to the applicability of four statuses:
1=novice, 2=expert, 3=successful user, 4=international speaker. ANOVA analysis was
conducted for each item. Results show that the Spanish teachers as a group reported a higher

score than the Taiwanese group in the categories of experts (Spain M=3.27 vs Taiwan M=2.45,



F=28.37***), successful users (M=4.01 vs M=3.03, F=46.67***), and international speakers
(M=3.73 vs M=2.97, F=20.77***). The overall language teachers indicated a higher status than
the content teachers in the categories of experts (Language M=3.04 vs Content M=2.51,
F=11.71**), successful users (M=3.64 vs M=3.17, F=10.03**), and international speakers
(M=3.62 vs M=2.96, F=16.13***). The findings are discussed in Section 6.3 to answer

Research Question 3.

5.6 Language training needs \
.

ANOVA analysis for Q6 shows a significant difference in nationality but no interaction
QN

effects (Table Q6). The Spanish teachers as a group reported a higher need vfor English training
than the Taiwan group (Table Q6a, M=4.38; Taiwan M=4.15, F=7.01**). The topics with
statistical significance include Q6-1 Pronunciation of international English (F=32.96***) and
Q6-5 English fluency (F=7.47**). v

The content teachers as a grouﬁ also re;thed a higher need for English training than the
language group (Q6a; Content M=4.35, Language M=4.09, F=8.04**). The topics with
statistical significance incluﬁg&l Pronunciation of international English (F=13.39***), 6-2
English as a medium of instruction (F=7.73**), 6-3 Interactive classroom English (F=5.12%),

and Q6-5 English fluency (F=4.72*). The findings are discussed in Sections 6.1 and 6.2 to

answ uesuPns 1 and 2.

ert Table Q6 here>

<Insert Table Q6a here>

5.7 Bilingual education performance assessment variables

Statistical analysis for Q7 shows a significant difference in nationality and type of
teachers (Appendix 2). The Taiwanese group indicated higher importance of Q7-1 disciplinary

knowledge than the Spanish (F=122.51***), whereas the Spanish teachers considered 7-2



English grammar knowledge (F=50.74***) and Q7-3 English vocabulary (F=21.60***) more
important (Appendix 2). There is also a significant difference between the language and content
teachers as a group. The content teachers rated Q7-3 English vocabulary as more important in
assessment (F=9.52**), whereas the language teachers rated 7-4 Performance assessment in

English as more important (F=4.50%).

<Insert table Q7 here>

6. Discussion

6.1 Beliefs and training needs of Taiwanese and Andalusi

The first research question compares the training negg chers from the two

by

countries. In general, there was no significant differe jr views on collaboration

(Q2), CLIL training needs (Q3), and attitudes &

The survey results also indicate seve erences between teachers from the two

countries (Q1, 5, 6, and 7). Whil ey knowledge to be very important (the

teach%ate
nese teachers as a group rated key knowledge higher
ich is statistically significant, is possibly because

ondents had fewer than 3 years of CLIL experience, while

49% of Spani ers had taught CLIL for more than 3 years. As reported in this paper,
the pj dalusia started in 1998, while similar programs in Taiwan were not
lau til 2018.

A ble difference between the teachers of the two contexts is related to their self-
reporting on English language proficiency (Q5). The results show that more Spanish teachers
identified themselves as experts/successful users and international speakers; in contrast,
Taiwanese teachers reported a lower self-perception of their English status. A possible
explanation for Taiwanese teachers’ lower self-perception could be attributed to that, unlike

residents of the EU, there were fewer opportunities to use English with foreigners in Taiwan.



Another reason for the result may be because teachers in Taiwan were not as aware of ELF.
Many Taiwanese still subscribe to monolingual ideology, where, instead of ELF, the British or
American version of English is used as the standards. Therefore, self-assessment was based on
comparing themselves with native speakers as opposed to successful international users of
English.

While participants from the Spanish group were more experienced and rted higher

language

proficiency

re taught by more

contexts regarding assessment. Taiwanese ted assigned the highest priority to assessing
content-specific disciplinary kno ge, wws tedchers in Spain considered vocabulary and
performance assessment in English more important (Q7). It is possible to conclude that
programs in Taiwan mor, tent-driven, highlighting the fact that parents and school
administrators anded content learning should not be compromised in bilingual
education.

asty s in Spain tend to lean toward the language end of the CLIL spectrum,
with ans for English vocabulary, and performance assessment in English higher than the
other two pic areas. It is worth mentioning that the average responses from the Spanish group
for all assessment areas are below 3. The data seem to imply that none of the assessment items
are important to the Spanish teachers. Follow-up studies should be conducted to understand
why.

Several implications could be drawn from the findings regarding the training needs across



different context. Firstly, each CLIL context has its own unique teacher profiles and the
corresponding training needs, which supports that glocalization of CLIL is crucial for
successful implementation. For instance, teacher trainers in Taiwan need to be aware of the
lower self-perception reported by the local bilingual teachers. Training programs should focus
on raising the awareness of ELF so that local CLIL teachers do not assess themselves with

English proficiency designed according to native speaker benchmarks, an ey can be

empowered to become more successful users and international speakers.
Equally important, continuous improvement of Spanish teachers’ Eff@hish skills%Such as
pronunciation, English as a medium of instruction, interactivgacla: , classroom

management English, and English fluency, is crucial.

importance than content teachers in 6 out of the 11 topics. The results may reflect that more

language teachers in this study were from Taiwan and had fewer years of CLIL experience.
The second difference between the two groups is that language teachers in both countries

reported being more confident users of English than the content group. The implications for the



findings are several. Teacher education providers may conduct separate training for language
and content teachers so that each group could develop additional specialized skills. For instance,
content teachers will benefit from more training in English skills and opportunities to interact
in international communication. Given that both types of teachers agree to the importance of
interdisciplinary collaboration, it is also desirable to conduct joint training so teachers of

different specialties could develop a community to facilitate collaboration. T int training

may be more sustainable because the community could continue to suppo bers after

the training is complete. The cross-disciplinary collaboration is aligned witiggh.o (202

calls for professional development through cross-curricular cogper

F are crucial to the success of

bilingual education. Our study found encourd@id® results regarding teachers’ awareness and
attitudes toward ELF. Responsgéto Surv Q4¥ndicate that all teachers, regardless of
nationalities or specialties, demonst attitudes and understanding of language use in line
with ELF research. T belj that exposure to native speakers and successful users of

English is equadiymimaportant. T result suggests that CLIL teachers in this survey did not

privilege nat over ELF speakers. Equally important, while most participants

repo e native speaker accents and expressions, they agreed that a British or
Am accent is not a prerequisite to effective communication. The bilingual teachers’
awareness€&nd attitudes toward ELF are encouraging. They are likely to become good role
models to their students. This means that both teachers and learners will have a more positive
identity as users of English and they will develop communicative skills to facilitate international

communication. Andalusian teachers pointed towards the need for horizontal coordination so

that CLIL content teachers set up similar strategies and coordinate “making and managing



interactive content” (#11, #15).

Comments in Q8 suggest that Taiwanese teachers are also interested in both general and
content-specific language abilities. A teacher indicated that an ideal teacher is one who is
proficient at English and is able to teach content knowledge in proper English. However, the
response also shows that the language requirement for content bilingual teachers should be

lower than those for English teachers. Another teacher commented on the gffportance of

teaching content-specific language and to adjust learners’ language deman el suitable

to their age.
Importantly enough identifying participants’ metalinggistic tions might
correlate with their adherence to an ELF-compatible pergg@an o i ning needs or with

.y

ifie

amore traditional view of language and bilingual ed gple, respondent #21 from

Andalusia, a primary school Science teacher

identify as a SUE (score 3 on'a 1-5 e), displays a more traditional view on language and
bilingual education, bagéd on padime-speaker norms: “The most useful way of reaching a high

teaching perforgs or bjlin teachers (at least in High Schools) is the possibility of

following co e countries and reproducing the same environment that we have to

On CLIL teachers’ metalinguistic identity, we found that CLIL teachers in Spain are more

confident in their English proficiency than the Taiwanese teachers, and that more language
teachers as a group perceived themselves as successful users of English than the content

teachers. According to the responses to Q6, even though the Spanish teachers indicated a higher



self-identification of their English language proficiency than the Taiwanese participants, they
still assigned a greater importance to language training. For instance, according to Q8 responses,
one teacher indicated that English pronunciation and speaking are most important (R#42). One
comment provided by a Spanish teacher indicates the following: “l would like to have more

opportunities to learn English as a teacher, because | like English and | would like to be an

like to engage in “fluent communication on a daily basis” with their coll
(Respondent #34).

Possible reasons may include either policy requirementsgor s ot . Regardless,

one implication is that even for experienced CLIL tg corSider themselves as

successful ELF users and even when indicating that

w

g advanced linguistic support is available to

important than accuracy”

(Respondent #21), there is still a need for allguage training. The findings are

important to teacher trainers so that continuo
not just for novice but also for e enced w in¥Service teachers.
7. Conclusions

7.1 Glocalizing @LIL r education

The preseg comp the training needs and viewpoints of CLIL in-service

teachers in pain), and Taiwan. The different teacher profiles have revealed

diff ”Because Andalusia has been implementing CLIL methodology since
199 teachers are experienced content specialists who reported a higher English status
for thems&8es. Andalusia’s longer history with CLIL means that there are more content
teachers who have been trained to support CLIL. At the same time, the local authorities in
Andalusia have imposed more rigorous requirements for CLIL teachers and learners, as

discussed above. Thus, participants in this study reported a need for more linguistic training for

themselves and assigned a higher priority to language assessment.



In contrast, Taiwan first launched its pilot CLIL programs in 2018 and therefore, in this
inception phase, most schools have relied on language teachers, who are comfortable teaching
in English, to support CLIL. Taiwanese participants in this study, most of whom had less than
3 years of CLIL experience, have expressed a greater need for acquiring CLIL knowledge and
skills to meet the job requirements. In addition, Taiwan’s language and content teachers

reported a lower status as successful users of English and international speaker, is possible

to conclude that their less favorable self-assessment stems from Taiwan’s island with

learning is not compromised. The findings this study support the need to identify

specificity of a learning context glocali#LlL practice accordingly.
7.2 Pedagogical @inplic

The finding is study l@e implications for contexts where bilingual education has

had a longer Il as those contexts launching new CLIL programs. We found that

provide more CLIL training to in-service language teachers. Meanwhile, awareness training in

ELF is crucial so that local bilingual teachers are empowered and could contribute to bilingual
teaching with confidence. In addition, more effort should be made to recruit and train content

teachers so trained CLIL teachers with content background are available when young CLIL



learners enter higher grade levels.

As a country gains more CLIL experience, more rigorous language requirements for
teachers and learners could be expected. Recommendations for more experienced contexts like
Spain are to upgrade the quality of language teaching and learning (after the initial focus on
content learning), and to provide more language training to teachers and learners. Equally

important, the more experienced countries are encouraged to network and share th@fr experience

with others interested in launching CLIL programs. Through sharing of f ntries can

their contexts. In other words, glocalization of CLIL will successful
implementation.
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Appendix 1.
The survey: Questions and Indices

Question

Part 1

Q1. Your nationality?

Q2. Which grade do you teach?

Q3. Are you a content teacher or language teacher?

Q4. Please indicate the content area you teach.

Q5. Have you ever implemented bilingual instruction in your school

Q6. How long have you been practicing bilingual instruction®

Part I

Q1 to Q7. See Appendix 2

Q8. Other comments

L



Appendix 2
Statistical Results for Questions 1 to 7

Taiwan Spain  Types
Language Content Languag Content Natltgnall te;cfhe
N Teacher Teacher Teacher Teacher E rs
0.  Question/Index M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) M(SD) F
Please evaluate
the importance
Q of the following 4.60 4.27 4.28 4* 951*
1 Kkey elements for (0.42) 4.39 (0.44) (0.53) (0.59) N *
bilingual
teacher.
1 Definition and
"~ concept of 4.65 4.60 . 13.63
L bilingual ©os5 434073 g5 ) [,
education
1 Current status of
" bilingual 4.27 . x
2 aducation (0.81) 4.04 (0.67) 5.11 4.75
around the globe
1- Concept of 451 Q
3 English as ' 4.2 ' 5.59* 1.99
lingua franca (0.75) (1.02) (0.79)
Theories and
1- practices about 4.6 ( 3.85 3.74 46.54* 10.69
4 Translingual 441072)  08g)  (1.09)  wx  w=
pedagogy
1- Instructional 4.05 4.17 10.00*
5 English 4.38(068)  0o5)  (0.95) x 290
1- English Ig 4.41 (0.66) (g:gg) (g:gg) 000  3.22
4.42 (0.70) (g:gg) (‘1‘:33 586% 5.47*
4.30 4.20 17.34* 7.48*
4.53 (0.62) (0.73) (0.98) o -
education
1 Task design for
- competence- 4.69 4.50 4.45
9 pasedbilingual  (0.51) 24060 059 08y 30 33
education
Material
1- development for
4.64 4.70 4.53
10 competence- (0.57) 4.51 (0.63) (0.57) (0.84) 0.01 2.34

based bilingual
education
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Course
evaluation for
competence-
based bilingual
education

4.61
(0.60)

4.45 (0.69)

4.25

(0.64)

4.25

(0.85)

8.77**

3.94*

N O

Do you
consider
following
practices
important in
bilingual
education?
(interdisciplina
ry)

4.27 (0.54)

4.29 (0.54)

4.32
(0.56)

4.17
(0.57)

1.02 0.36

w O

Interdisciplinar
y teacher
collaboration
Team teaching
with
content/langua
ge teachers

4.68 (0.50)

4.38 (0.71)

Team teaching
with home
room teachers

3.86 (0.95)

Team teaching
with foreign
teachers

4.01

Team teaching
with other local
teachers

4.65 (0.51)

451 (0.75)

4.23@5)

4.30 (0.68)

4.32 (0.72)

(0.85)

4.30
(0.72)

3.56
(0.90)

4.38
(0.68)

0.83

0.04

0.37

3.36  3.16

*
235" 1397

098 0.46

i option that
illustrates
yourYraining
needs.
(bilingual
needs)

3.46 (0.50)

3.42 (0.47)

3.49
(0.28)

3.43
(0.56)

0.00 0.52

Teaching
Strategies in
English
(methodologies

)

3.68 (0.47)

3.53 (0.58)

3.75
(0.44)

3.47
(0.67)

*
0.90 6'22



Digital

resources that
3 Joucanuse  355(059) 338(0.70) o9 364 447 084
2 . (0.47) (0.69)
when teaching
in English
Tips to
3 structureyour  3.26(075) 312(0.72) oD 321 500 060
3 (0.59) (0.87)
syllabus
Tips to
3- 3.15 3.18
4 structure your 3.27 (0.83) 3.47 (0.60) (0.49) (0.84) .70 0.78
lectures
Non-linguistic
3- and
5 paralinguistic 3.40 (0.70) 3.51(0.50) 0.17
devices
Asking
3- questions and
6 providing 3.50 (0.63) 3.49 (0.60) 0.01
feedback
3; Answering 3.39(0.62) 3.49 0.66
questions
Problem
3- solving, 3.50 3.47
8 advising and 3.58 (0.5 3.43?2) (0.51) (0.64) 0.18  2.07
consultancy
Please provide
your opinion to
the following 4.36 4.12 *
(3 statements 4.13(053) (0.38) (0.64) 0.05 4.0
about Engii8
(ELF)
To
el
ih, we
4~ Q! to be 4.45(059) 4.32 (0.71) (g'gg) (g'gg) 034 211
sed to ' '
Speaker
models of

English.



To
communicate
effectively in
English, we
need to be
exposed to
Successful
Users of
English
(native and
non-native).

| try to imitate
native speaker
accents and
expressions.

| try to speak
clearly and
communicative
ly but not
necessarily
with a British
or American
accent.

When | use
English with
international
students and
colleagues, |
try to be
flexible with
pronunciation.
When | use

English with
international
students and
colleagues, |
try to be
flexible with
vocabulary.

4.58 (0.50)

4.30 (0.69)

4.49 (0.63)

3.92

4.13 (0.80)

451 (0.58)

3.99 (0.82)

4.42 (0.57)

L

3.84 (0.84)

3.80 (0.83)

4.01 (0.69)

4.65

(0.67)

4.40
(0.68)

¢

4.05
(1.00)

4.25
(0.64)

4.05
(0.83)

4.50

(0.66)

4.2
(0.8

3.94

(1.11)

3.77
(1.19)

4.02
(1.01)

0.04 1.40
1. 4.78
4.85* 475
0.45 0.21
0.01 3.08
0.21 0.87




How would

you define

yourself with 3.85 3.59 40.67* 14.29
(g regards to 3.34(0.72)  2.48(0.79) (0.73) (0.79) *x Hxx*

English?

(English status)

Student/Learne 3.65 3.58
51- " 3.39(1.21) 3.19(1.21) (1.18) (1.22) 333 0.20
52- Expert 2.94(1.02) 1.89(1.13) égg) (i(z)é) 11‘,31

4.30 3.9 10.03
53— Successful user 3.49 (0.58) 2.05 (1.21) (0.80) . -

International 4.00 16.13
54 speaker 3.52(0.96) 2.35(1.27) (0.92) 8) o

Please evaluate

the following

training that

you think are 4.35 o 8.04%
(g important for 4.01(0.73) 4.31(0 " (0.56) 7.01 .

bilingual

teachers.

(English needs)

Pronunciation *

6- of international  3.58 3.96 (0.85) (g'gi) (61.471(2)) 32;26 1339
1 English ' '

English as a *
6-  medium of 8M)  4.54 (0.60) (g'g% (g'gg) 036 73
2 instructio ' '

Interac

4.75 441
6- classrod 408 (0.88)  4.50 (0.75) 3.47 5.12*
3 ‘ (0.64) (0.88)

oom

4.55 4.26
6- ement 4.06 (0.83) 4.39 (0.77 100 271
y (0.83) ©71 069  (087)
_ English 4.40 4.59 o *
% fluency 4.20 (0.83) 4.34(0.85) (0.68) (0.58) 7.47 4.72

English
6 grammar 406 (0.83) 4.11(0.82) (g'gg) (gé‘z‘) 009 035
6 accuracy ' '




Please evaluate
the importance

of the
following
Q items for
7 biIinguaI
learning
effectiveness.
(bilingual
assessment)
_ Disciplinary 1.95 2.27 251
71 knowledge 3.55(0.84) 3.72(0.69) (1.28) (1.22) o 1.80
English 2 35
7-  grammar 1.46 (0.77) 1.49(0.71) (0'93) 2.89
2 knowledge '
_ English 2.60 .60* 9.52*
73 vocabulary 2.27 (0.75) 2.43(0.72) (. o "
Performance 2B
7- assessment in 2.71(0.95) 2.36(1.00) 1'30) 150 4.50*
4 English '
*p<.05 ** p<.01 *** p<.0

/









