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Abstract

This paper details how a Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL)
course was designed and the research conducted on two groups of students to
explore their attitudes to decisions made during its creation. CLIL was chosen
as the teaching approach to a Lecture and Discussion course at Rikkyo
University. The decision was based on the course’s fit in wider language
provision at the university and the assumed content goals and language needs
of students. The CLIL course design outlines the Language Triptych, and the
4Cs: Content, Cognition, Communication, and Culture were considered when
designing the course along with different approaches to CLIL, namely hard and
soft. A harder approach to CLIL was taken, meaning the course was more
balanced more toward content than language support. Two studies were carried
out over two subsequent years, which found that students had overwhelmingly
positive attitudes toward the harder approach to CLIL. They showed appreciation
for the balance between content and language, which allowed for the opportunity
to focus on specialized content of interest. They also felt positively toward the
flexible approach to language support allowed by the approach. Although the
research results were seen as indicating student satisfaction with the course, it
was decided that the research method was flawed, and subsequent studies must
consider a more exploratory interview-based approach.
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Introduction

Before starting work at Rikkyo University, teachers are asked to provide their preference
of classes to teach. The Lecture and Discussion class is one such class. This is an advanced
level class and consists of two 100-minute classes per week for 14 weeks. It is an elective
course, meaning students can opt for it. The course is unavailable for first-year students, and
students choosing this course will have taken mandatory English language classes and may
possibly still be taking language-focused classes.

The content and curriculum of this class is to be decided by the teacher. As a new
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teacher, the author of this paper took this opportunity to propose a course based on his
passion for British politics, culture, and music. The author was assigned the course and
started to think about materials to use. An abundance of materials were available to the author
such as CDs, streaming subscriptions, music magazines, books, newspaper articles,
memorabilia, and YouTube playlists of music-related documentaries, videos, interviews, and
news stories.

The material considered for use was intended for native speakers with a large amount
of cultural knowledge assumed. It could be challenge for anyone unacquainted with British
culture and more challenging for people with English as a second language. Hence, it had to
be decided if the material should be adapted or presented in its original form. This led to an
investigation of Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL). The author had some
awareness of CLIL due to its increasing popularity as a teaching approach both internationally
and in Japan. CLIL has been defined as an approach to teaching in which the delivery of
content and language teaching are combined. The teacher may decide to emphasize content
or language teaching, but both must be present for it to be considered CLIL (Coyle et al.,
2010). CLIL was summarized by the author in a review of a book on CLIL as “not a
pedagogy in itself but as an approach that allows the course designer or teacher (provider)
to choose between the best language supportive methodologies while delivering content in
the desired second language” (Thomas, 2021). This means there are different varieties of
CLIL used to fit different contexts. It seemed like a suitable approach to teach content on
British music and society while supporting students in their learning.

CLIL as a concept arose in Europe “during the mid-1990s to adhere to the European
Union’s (EU) multilingual policies” (Tsuchiya & Pérez Murillo, 2015, p. 26). At the time, it
was the EU’s objective for its citizens to speak two or more languages. CLIL at this time
was mainly conducted in schools and included content teachers teaching subjects such as
math or science in a second language. These teachers were usually non-native and untrained
language teachers (Tsuchiya & Pérez Murillo, 2015). The practice of CLIL spread to
European universities, and in the mid-2000s, inspired by these European countries, Japanese
universities started providing CLIL classes (Pinner, 2013). Since 2009, there has been
increasing awareness of CLIL at Japanese universities (MacGregor, 2016), and the government
has encouraged universities to include English medium education (Morizumi, 2015). In fact,
at the authors current institution, there has been an ongoing development of courses supported
by CLIL theory and methodology (Yamamoto & Nitta, 2021). However, according to Brown
and Bradford (2017), there has been no common approach to how CLIL is implemented, and
there has been confusion between CLIL and other English medium teaching approaches,
namely English medium instruction (EMI) and content based instruction (CBI). There has
also been reports of student resistance to CLIL due to its unfamiliarity and perceived lack of
usefulness (Smith & Ssali, 2019).

Literature Review

CLIL, EMI, and CBI
CLIL is an approach to teaching that integrates the provision of content knowledge with
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language support. It is not simply providing content in English or as a science teacher wrote
“a teacher blabbing about physics in English is not CLIL because CLIL attends to the
learners’ ability to use language” (Teresa Ting, 2011). However, as Mok (2021) argues, CLIL
classes should not be simply language classes with content themes “where content is still the
means to the end (language)” (p. 55).

According to Brown and Bradford (2017), CLIL has been confused by institutions and
teachers with EMI and CBI. This has led to instructors not providing the balance between
content provision and language support integral to CLIL. EMI refers to content being taught
in English, wherein content provision is connected to the learners major and content
knowledge is the basis of assessment. As Bradford (2018) explains, “the goal of EMI is
subject-content knowledge, not the acquisition of language” (p. 65). In EMI, there is no need
to provide language support to help learners understand content or encourage retention;
therefore, it clearly is not CLIL. Alternatively, CBI has been described as a teaching method
wherein content is the medium for teaching language. The teacher teaches a subject and
related content, but the learners understanding and learning of language is the focus of the
teacher. CBI curricula can be organized sequentially, with tasks that require higher level
language comprehension placed later in the curricula. It seems safe to argue neither EMI nor
CBI can be seen as interchangeable with CLIL, which is supposed to integrate content and
language support. CLIL classes need to support students in understanding content unlike
EMI, but it should not let language dictate what is taught and when, as in CBI.

The Language Triptych

To guide teachers in creating CLIL courses, Coyle et al. (2010) created the Language
Triptych framework, which can be used to help select the language presented and activities
used in classes to enable students to tackle content and retain language. The Triptych is
represented as a triangle, with the three points being Language of learning, Language
through learning, and Language for leaning with CLIL linguistic progression being in the
center (Martin del Pozo, 2016). The first point of the triangle, language of learning, refers
to the language required to understand the meaning of the content. Instructors should consider
the functional and notional levels of difficulty demanded by the content. In other words, can
learners grasp the ideas being taught? Are they relatable to learners of a certain age, in a
certain country, and in a certain context? The second point of the triangle, language for
learning, concerns the language that learners need to use in the process of learning, such as
asking questions and discussions. The third point, language through learning, focuses on
how activities included in lessons can encourage language retention. By utilizing the
Language Triptych, the teacher does not change the content to be presented or reorganize it
in order of language difficulty. Rather, the teacher can use the framework to reflect on what
language support students can be given to help them benefit most from lessons in terms of
both content and language.

The 4Cs
In addition to the Language Triptych, Coyle et al. (2010) proposed the concept of the
4Cs, which can be used as a framework for designing CLIL lessons, enabling course
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designers to incorporate theory in addition to needed functional language in their lesson plans
(Iyobe & Li, 2013). The 4Cs stand for content, cognition, communication, and culture. Used
to guide teachers in the combination of content and language support, the 4Cs allow them to
identify whether a gap exists between a student’s language ability and the cognitive demands
of the given content. The first C, content, refers to the need in CLIL classes for content
learning, which is the knowledge and skills provided about the theme of the class. Content
does not just refer to the content presented; rather, a successful CLIL course should enable
students to research the theme further and create their own content knowledge (Meyer, 2010).
Coyle et al. (2010) suggest that language and communication should be viewed as inseparable.
In a CLIL class, students need to articulate observations on the meaning of content, which
of course will require essential communicative language. The second C, cognition, in other
words, thinking and understanding, is considered the most important (MacGregor, 2016).
Cognition refers to the ability of learners to apply their newly acquired content knowledge
to contexts outside the class (e.g., with colleagues or friends). The final C, culture, refers to
students understanding and interacting with the cultural community in which the content is
based. For example, if one was to teach a course on American movies, students would need
to know the sociopolitical background against which certain movies were made if they were
to understand the aim of the person making the movie beyond the monetary benefit.

CLIL in Japan: Hard vs Soft

In Japan, English has been seen as an important element of education with the aim of
making the country and its citizenship globally competitive and able to participate in the
global society. However, English proficiency in Japan has remained comparatively low
(Leontjev & deBoer, 2022).

The adoption of CLIL in Europe inspired the Japanese government, universities, and
educators to consider it as possibly useful in meeting the nation’s language learning goals
(Lockley, 2015). Lockley (2015) argues that CLIL fosters international posture, which was
described by Yashima (2002) as an attitude that includes “interest in foreign or international
affairs, willingness to go overseas to stay or work, readiness to interact with intercultural
partners, and, one hopes, openness or a non-ethnocentric attitude toward different cultures”
(p. 57). This aspect of CLIL, which is compatible with Japan’s English language goals, was
acknowledged by Ohmori (2014) who suggested that it encourages cultural understanding.
She suggests as learners are made to grapple with meaning in its original cultural context
and unchanged for Japanese consumption, they are given an insight of the culture usual
language classes fail to provide.

Sophia University and Saitama University, who started piloting CLIL courses in 2008
and 2010 respectively, were leaders in CLIL education in Japan (Ohmori, 2014). Inspired by
these examples, other universities attempted to provide CLIL classes, but these courses were
seen to take very different approaches (Brown & Bradford, 2017). One such institution is
Rikkyo University, which has started providing CLIL classes in an attempt to bridge its first-
year mandatory English language classes and EMI classes available to second to fourth year
students (Yamamoto & Nitta, 2021). The CLIL courses at Rikkyo University interweave
content with explicit instruction on study skills. This inclusion categorizes the course at
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Rikkyo as a softer variety of CLIL.

Ohmori (2014) identifies hard and soft CLIL as varieties of approach to CLIL with
differing emphasis on content and language. Hard CLIL concentrates on content, with the
teacher providing no language support. It could be argued that such an approach would be
undistinguishable from EMI and inaccessible for only very proficient students. In contrast,
soft CLIL is weighted toward language support, with content being the theme or delivery
method of language and not in its original cultural context. This may help learner
comprehension but would lose the cultural context desired by CLIL practitioners.

CLIL courses in Japan have tended toward soft CLIL (Leontjev & deBoer, 2022) due
to misunderstanding of CLIL, students being less proficient in English and needing more
help than their European counterparts, and the provision of CLIL being situated in language
learning departments. Ohmori (2014) suggests that the CLIL courses at Saitama University
tended to be weighted toward language learning to be considered as CLIL. This was due to
the courses being organized by the language department and teachers having insufficient
content knowledge to teach subjects effectively.

Curriculum Design and Assessment

When designing a CLIL curriculum, it seems reasonable to suggest a softer or harder
stance rather than a completely soft or hard approach that would better accommodate the
language and content elements of CLIL. Using a softer or harder method would necessitate
significantly different approaches to curriculum design. However, the 4Cs and Language
Triptych frameworks can be applied to either form of CLIL. There are also recognized
features of all CLIL curriculum.

CLIL courses should utilize authentic materials, i.e., material in its original context free
from adaptations, although support should be given based on the learners’ language
proficiency (MacGregor, 2016). CLIL lessons should necessitate students to use higher order
thinking skills (Margana & Widyantoro, 2017). Higher order thinking entails students
critically interacting with authentic material and evaluating and discussing it (Tanaka, 2019).
This interaction with authentic material corresponds with the cognition aspect of the 4Cs.
CLIL courses should instill global human resources in students, allowing students to
participate in the global society by enabling collection of information in English, thinking in
English, and sharing ideas in English (MacGregor, 2016). Margana and Widyantoro (2017)
argue that having students search for material in its original context is essential to CLIL,
which complements the culture element of the 4Cs.

If a softer approach is chosen when designing the curriculum, teachers must imagine
what challenges students may encounter with authentic materials and plan explicit support
for them. This means formally providing students with the language of and for learning
identified in the Language Triptych. Soft CLIL curricula should clearly state planned
interactions (Leontjev & deBoer, 2022). For example, a CLIL debate course curricula at
Rikkyo University includes both language support and study skills in its curriculum. These
interventions are planned for specified times in the course to support student activities.
Language skills include teaching phrases for making propositions and rebutting, whereas
study skills include instructions on how to take notes (Nitta & Yamamoto, 2020). Another
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example of language support in a softer CLIL class is the teaching of tenses before showing
a video to aid comprehension in a course for people in the hospitality industry (Gonzalez
Gonzilez et al., 2022).

When choosing a hard approach, language support needs to be given but does not need
to be included in the curricula. The elements of CLIL identified by the 4Cs and Language
Triptych should be present but need not be formally stated. The teacher is aware that
language is being taught, but this is not explicitly communicated to the learner. Language is
taught inductively, presented in its original context with students able to learn from examples
(Mok, 2021). This entails grammar or lexis being taught and then students should be asked
to notice it in its original context.

Although language support does not need to be stated in the curricula, language
comprehension can be supported both premeditatively and spontaneously. Teachers can
predict when students in a class may have problems and teach at this “episode” (Mok, 2021).
This could be done by priming students through the scaffolding of lexis (Valiukiene, 2017),
which means providing students with language they can use to decode a text for meaning.
This lexis is usually slightly above the students’ anticipated level. For example, before
students watch a video or read a text, the teacher could prepare them by voicing and visually
presenting lexis contained in the material. This could also be done for background and
cultural knowledge. Another way of priming students for possibly challenging material is to
activate their schemata (Korosidou & Griva, 2014). This means a teacher should conduct an
activity around or discuss what students already know on a topic before adding to it. This
utilization of background knowledge is argued to make students aware that they have some
knowledge on a topic, allowing them to more effectively grapple with new knowledge.

Not all language support needs to be anticipated, support can be given when problems
arise (Leontjev & deBoer, 2022). This could take the form of corrective feedback. Mok
(2021) uses the notions of driver and co-driver to suggest how feedback can be given. He
uses the metaphor of how a co-driver can set a destination, the driver chooses their own route
and the co-driver corrects the drive along the journey if needed. This could be done by
repeating incorrect grammar and vocabulary, giving necessary phrases, or focusing on
phonology.

As there has been debate about the breakdown between how curricula should be
weighted in terms of content or language in a curriculum, there has been similar debate
concerning assessment (Otto & Estrada, 2019). There is a broad agreement that weighting
should follow the curriculum, but there is an argument over how the two can be combined
in a rubric available to learners.

The Study

The study took place over two years with two groups of students taking a 14-week
course in the second semesters of 2021-2022 and 2022-2023.
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Study 1
Context

The class studied was a Lecture and Discussion class, which consists of two 100-minute
classes over 14 weeks. This class is an elective class. The class is not available to first-year
students, and students are required to have an advanced level of English. The university
stipulates that in this class, students should be given a university style academic lecture and
given opportunities to discuss given and related contents. Alongside gaining content
knowledge, it is explicit in the online curriculum available to students that they will practice
study skills such as taking notes and conducting research. British music and society was
selected as the content for this class due to the authors interest and assumed interest of the
students. The title of the course was “British Music 1960 — Present: How music reflects and
inspires social change.”

It was chosen to split the lecture and discussion elements between classes, so there
would be one 100-minute lecture class per week and one 100-minute discussion. One music
movement would be the focus for each of the first eleven weeks. During the lecture, the
teacher would give a slideshow presentation detailing the narrative of the movement, with
authentic materials embedded in the lecture. During the discussion, following a teacher-led
model discussion, students would present something they had researched connected to the
theme of the previous lecture and lead a discussion on it (Rikkyo University, 2021).

A CLIL approach to the class was taken as it was believed believed the content and
language elements of CLIL would be present throughout the curriculum and in each class.
As for content, authentic materials would be presented in English by someone involved in
the culture concerned, as a music enthusiast in this case. As for language, the class is
provided by the language department, so it would seem safe to suggest students had some
language goals by choosing to take the class. Although the students possessed an advanced
level of English, it was anticipated that they would at times need language support to
navigate challenging notions and material. It was also stated to students in the curriculum
that they would have opportunities to practice study skills related to language learning.

A hard approach to CLIL was chosen. The students would have already taken mandatory
language classes, such as discussions, debates, and presentations, and possessed an advanced
level of English. The students taking the course would have also chosen it over more
language-based elective courses, suggesting that they were seeking something different.
Brown (2015) suggests that students choose CLIL courses due to the challenge it presents
and the opportunity to interact with authentic materials.

Authentic materials embedded in lectures included music videos, clips from
documentaries, TV news features, and quotations from newspapers, music magazines, and
books. Magazine quotations included excerpts of music reviews, opinion pieces, and articles
on artists and movements, whereas book excerpts included biographies, autobiographies, and
genre explorations. Between the lecture and discussion classes, students were given a choice
of materials to further aid their research for the discussions; these included Apple and Spotify
playlists, books and magazines from my personal library, and links to online newspaper
articles. Students would also be encouraged to find their own materials related to the lecture,
which could be focused on a similar movement in another country. For the discussion classes,
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sometimes the teacher would bring their own realia or memorabilia to instigate the discussion.

Language support would be both planned and spontaneous. Narrative slides before focus
on authentic materials would include lexis and background knowledge key to aid
comprehension, giving students a scaffold of the language to aid comprehension. For
example, students would be provided with lexis and information about the West Indies,
empire, immigration, integration, and assimilation, before a documentary video clip on the
experiences of British reggae artists as this language and knowledge would be essential for
comprehension the video. The teacher would also attempt to elicit students’ background
knowledge and schemata on cultural context of musical movements such as the British
economic situation at the time of punk rock. Language support would also be provided
spontaneously when needed.

The class would be assessed mainly on content. Students would be assessed on the
understanding they showed of the materials they selected for discussions. The final assessment
would be a presentation with students assessed on breadth of research and understanding of
the topic. Language would only be considered if it hindered expression of meaning.

The curriculum created followed the Language Triptych and 4Cs framework. Language
of learning would be given in the scaffolding of language in lecture slide presentations and
the modeling of discussions. Language for learning would also be modeled by the teacher
when leading and participating in discussions. Students taking notes in lectures and needing
to retain language for use in discussions and assessments would correspond with language
from learning. As for the 4Cs, the class would be built on content and feature authentic
materials. Communication would be the basis of discussion classes. Cognition would be
present in discussion involving giving opinions, cultural comparisons, and lyric interpretation.
The course is based on culture, and the students would have to make comparisons to life and
music in Japan during the relevant eras.

Participants

The members of the study group were three males from the third year. During orientation,
they all appeared to possess a similar upper-intermediate to advanced level of English. Two
of them displayed a wide knowledge of British music and identified this as the reason they
chose the course, whereas one said he did not know much about music but was interested in
the sociological and political elements of the class. The students in the study will be referred
to as Students 1, 2, and 3.

Objectives

The main objective of the study was to investigate the student’s opinions concerning the
hard approach to CLIL. To discover this, whether the students’ reasons for taking the course
were content or language related needed to be investigated. If they were mainly language
related, a softer approach in the future would need to be considered. Whether the content
weighted breakdown of the course was perceived to be conducive to learning and enjoyment
of the course would also be a research objective. If students felt a content-focused approach
was impeding their ability to learn, it seems a softer approach should be taken. Enjoyment
i1s arguably an important element of any class, especially an elective class that students
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choose to take due to personal interest. Therefore, it was important to know how the hard
approach to CLIL affected enjoyment. Moreover, students’ opinions about a harder CLIL
approach changed over the course would be explored. Resistance to CLIL has been reported
due to its unfamiliarity to Japanese students (Smith & Ssali, 2019). Therefore, it would be
necessary to ascertain if such resistance is present and whether it changed as students become
accustomed to the approach.

Data Collection

Three questionnaires were given to the participants, a pre-course after the first lesson
(Appendix A), mid-course after Week 7 (Appendix B), and post-course after Week 14
(Appendix C). Questionnaires were translated into Japanese by a bilingual associate and both
Japanese and English were used in the document; only English has been included in the
appendices due to word count limitations. Permission for the research was granted by the
university ethics committee, and a consent form for each document was prepared according
to the institution’s regulations. The documents were given and received via the course’s
Google Classroom. The questionnaire comprised six questions with a seventh space for other
comments.

The research tool for the questionnaire was chosen as they can be used to collect
attitudinal data (Dornyei & Taguchi, 2010), and as the research was conducted during the
pandemic, it was seen as a safe and reliable way to collect information. The majority of
information gathered was qualitative in that the questionnaire comprised open-ended
questions but did contain a quantitative element in one question. A mainly qualitative method
was chosen as it would hopefully produce more data, and the possibility of a small number
of participants was anticipated.

The first and second questions in the pre-course questionnaire differed from that of the
mid- and post-course questionnaires. The other questions remained the same to assess any
change in attitudes with the wording being changed to reflect the stage of the course. The
first question in the pre-course questionnaire related to why students chose the course to
judge whether they had content- or language-related goals, whereas the first question on the
later questionnaires considered enjoyment of the course. The second question on the
pre-course questionnaire concerned a more detailed questioning of student’s language and
content goals, whereas the later ones were concerned with difficulty. The third question
involved how much language support students felt they should receive to ascertain whether
their attitudes complemented the chosen harder approach to CLIL. The fourth question
included students desired balance of content and language, asking them to explain and
quantify their preferred balance This was again to gauge how students’ opinions aligned with
the chosen approach of the course design. The fifth and sixth questions were concerned with
assessment and the course’s cohesion with other studies and was outside the remit of this
course but was included for further research.

Results

Quantitative data collected was put into Excel and converted into graphic data to allow
results and patterns of change over the course to be more easily observed. Japanese responses
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were anonymized and translated by a bilingual assistant. Qualitative data was read several
times and then color-coded according to the theme. For example, when exploring students’
reasons for joining the course, language- and content-related aims were highlighted in
different colors. These were then collated to explore similarities and differences in
perspectives, so pertinent observations could be communicated when writing up the results.

Pre-Course Questionnaire. Students 1 and 2 indicated that their primary motivation
was not only interest in class content but also a wish to develop listening and speaking skills.
Student 3 was purely interested in the content. Students 1 and 2 believed that the teacher
should give explicit language support to students. Explanation of the vocabulary and “teach
ways of listening” was requested by Student 1, whereas Student 2 requested “a key vocab
list” to be given. Student 3 desired no help. Students 1-3 desired a breakdown of 75% / 25%,
50% / 50%, and 80% / 20% between content and language, respectively.

Mid-Course Questionnaire. Student 2 was unable to submit his questionnaire. Students
1 and 2 both indicated they were enjoying the course, whereas Student 3 said “it was hard
to listen” to lectures “for over an hour.” Students 1 and 2 were satisfied in terms of language
support, indicating “enough help provided” and “given enough help.” Both were unchanged
in their desired class time breakdown between language support and content with Student 1
stating “if you want to learn language, there is a dedicated class.” Student 1 said listening
was difficult, but he was “able to grasp” the meaning of the content.

Post-Course Questionnaire. All students indicated they enjoyed the class. Student 1
indicated “British music was the reason I chose the class, so I enjoyed it.” The opinion that
the class has a relaxed atmosphere and there was ample speaking time was shared by all
respondents. Further, all respondents felt that the difficulty was appropriate. The three
students felt they were given enough language help. Student 1 said help was always given
if needed, whereas Student 2 said “help given was flexible. Teacher gave important
vocabulary when necessary. When the class becomes huge, flexibility may be more difficult.”
Students 1 and 3 were unchanged in their ideas about the ideal balance between content and
language with Student 3 indicating the balance “was appropriate for the students in the
class.” Student 2 said an appropriate balance for a future course should be 70% content to
30% language, changing from his initially stated equal split. All students indicated they found
the lectures hard to concentrate on for the duration of the lesson.

Discussion

Overall, the results suggest the harder CLIL approach was justified. Content was given
as the primary goal for joining the course with a lesser emphasis on skills practice. This was
indicated throughout the course with students expressing appreciation for the content
knowledge provided. Student 2 who initially favored an equal weighting, moved toward
prioritizing content.
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Figure 1

Study 1 Students’ Desired Class Time Focus
90%
80%

70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0

Student Student Student Student Student Student Student Student Student
1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3

=

Pre-Course Questionnaire = Mid-Course Questionnaire Post-Course Questionnaire

W Content ®Language

Difficulty was seen as appropriate with listening indicated as a challenge by Student 1,
but the content was still graspable. Although explicit language support such as vocabulary
lists and listening skills strategy focus were not provided, students felt they received sufficient
help. Student 2 indicated the “flexibility” of the approach to language support allowed aid
to be given when needed. This corresponds to the harder CLIL approach of dealing with
language problems when they arise. However, he questioned whether such support could be
given if dealing with a larger group. All students said they found it difficult to listen and
concentrate for an entire lesson.

These concerns inspired me to conduct the research again with the following year’s
students. If the group was bigger, I would be able to assess whether the flexible harder CLIL
approach to language support was seen as appropriate for larger classes. I would also attempt
to deal with the issue of students finding concentration difficult during lectures.

Study 2
Context

In 2022, T taught the Lecture and Discussion course to a second group of students. The
curriculum remained the same and the same harder approach to CLIL was taken. The only
intervention was three 7-minute discussion intervals were added after authentic content had
been viewed. For example, after a lecture on British hip-hop artists of the 80s and 90s and
viewing a selection of music videos, students were asked the following: If they liked any of
the music? If it has a different sound and image from US hip-hop and rap? How British
social conditions influenced the subject matter? The inclusion of these intervals meant cutting
some lecture points and shortening videos.

The intervals as well as giving students a break as requested by the Study 1 students
could have benefits for learning. Discussions after content presentation have been suggested
to help students process and retain language (Puspitasari, 2016), which corresponds with the
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language through learning point of the Language Triptych. Discussion can also help integrate
students’ schemata with newly taught content and encourage comradery. Student 2 of Study
1 identified the bond between students as contributing to learning as students felt free to
experiment with language.

Participants

The students were four females and three males from the third and fourth years who
had participated in the same mandatory English language programs as the previous study
group. All students said they had an interest in British music during the orientation. Students
were all of an advanced level apart from one who seemed considerably lower. They all
appeared keen to take the course. The participants will be referred to as Students 1-7.

Objectives

Objectives remained the same apart from additionally wanting to investigate if including
discussion intervals would result in students not indicating difficulty maintaining concentration
during lectures.

Results

Similar to the first group, the quantitative data was converted into graphic form for
analysis. The qualitative data was highlighted and put into themes to ascertain any pattern.
Perspectives given in earlier questionnaires were contrasted with to in later ones to see if
changes in opinions were present.

Pre-Course Questionnaire. Student 4 did not submit the questionnaire. All respondents
indicated their main reason for joining the course was content. For example, Student 1 said,
“I love UK rock,” whereas Student 3 indicated an interest in British bands. Three students
indicated an interest in the social background of music. Student 7 said one reason to select
the course was as the lecturer was British, they would meet someone who had experienced
content first-hand. The desired class time breakdown between focus on content and language
support differed with Student 3 desiring 100% content as “I will learn English by myself”
to Student 2 wanting a 50/50 split. Although the balance varied, all students, except Student
2, thought balance should weigh toward content with remaining student percentages varying
from 60% to 80%. Six students said they should receive help when needed, whereas Student
2 said key vocabulary should be presented pre-task. Student 7 said the teacher should “help
in terms of terminology but don’t interrupt, it could be discouraging.”

Mid-Course Questionnaire. Student 6 did not complete the questionnaire. All
respondents said they were enjoying the class and ascribed this to content. For example,
Student 1 said they were “deepening their knowledge of music,” and Student 5 said they
enjoyed the playlist and “made new discoveries every week.” Student 3 said part of their
enjoyment was due to being able to speak without being criticized. Student 1 said others
seemed to have difficulties, and Student 3 said the content could be challenging, all indicating
the area of difficulty as social context. However, they all said they were receiving enough
help; Student 7 said, “slang was explained.” This time all students said class time should be
weighted toward content with percentages ranging from 60% to 100%.
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Post-Course Questionnaire. Student 7 did not respond. All respondents said they
enjoyed the course very much, three going as far as to say it was the best course they had
taken at the university. All indicated content knowledge as key to enjoyment. Two students
said their increased knowledge of context helped them understand songs better. Student 2
said conversations were also key to enjoyment, whereas four students said the atmosphere
of the class was enjoyable with Student 4 stating “everyone was involved and enjoyed.” Four
students indicated that the content was difficult at times but all felt they received enough
help. Student 2 said “the teacher helped by joining discussions.” Student 4 indicated that
“cooperation with other students” helped them cope with difficulties. All students said if the
course was repeated, class time should incline toward content with percentages ranging from
60% to 100%.

Discussion

All students indicated their primary reason for joining the course was content related,
and content was stated to be key to enjoyment throughout the course. When starting the
course, all but one student thought that content should have more weightage of the class time.
The one student who desired an equal breakdown changed their weightage toward content
later in the course.

Figure 2
Study 2 Students’ Desired Class Time Focus
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All students felt they were given enough help, even though language was not taught
explicitly. In fact, the flexible approach was noted and supported by four respondents. The
content was felt to be challenging at times according to three respondents but it did not
impede enjoyment. Satisfaction with the course was high and unanimous.

The results indicate the students felt positive concerning a harder approach to CLIL, and
the course design met their learning goals and was enjoyable. There was also no indication
that it was difficult for students to concentrate in lectures. However, this lack of indication
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highlights a limitation of this study. The lack of clarity could be due to the decision to use
a questionnaire. Dornyei and Taguchi (2010) argue that respondents often only superficially
interact with questionnaires giving brief and surface level answers. If something is not asked
directly, respondents are unlikely to address it. Future studies on CLIL classes can use
interviews, which may be more effective in exploring student attitudes and experiences.

The question asking students to break down desired class time balance between language
support and content seems flawed. Students are not teachers and may be unable to judge
what is content and language support. Language support was embedded in slides presented
before focusing on authentic material. However, students could understandably see the slides
as pure content. If students are unable to understand how language content can be presented,
it seems a desired breakdown would be superficial. An interview could further explore the
dividing of class time between content and language.

Four respondents said some notions presented were difficult to understand but this did
not impede enjoyment. However, it is unclear whether the lack of understanding impede
comprehension of authentic materials. It seems a more exploratory research tool may be
required to uncover more information.

Conclusion

This paper has detailed the journey from being presented by Rikkyo University with a
course to teach, choosing an approach to teaching, designing curriculum to gauging students’
attitudes to decisions taken on course design. CLIL was chosen as a teaching method as
although students were proficient, they would need language support to better comprehend
authentic materials. A harder approach to CLIL was taken as it was assumed students would
have chosen this elective class due to the content. They also would have already taken and
have the opportunity to take more classes related to language learning.

Two courses were studied over two subsequent years. Results from both groups suggest
the choice to choose harder CLIL was justified. Student goals were content based, and the
content was the basis of their enjoyment and perceived success of the class. Students
overwhelmingly believed class time should be weighted toward content focus over language
support. Those who felt a more equal division would be preferable and explicit language
support should be given moved toward a more content-focused balance and less teacher
intervention over the course.

An intervention was made in the second study to address student claims that maintaining
concentration in lectures was difficult. This assertion was not made by the second group.
Rather than indicating positive evidence that the problem had been rectified, the study
pointed to a flaw in the research design. It seems reasonable to suggest the more exploratory
research method of interviews be used in any further research.

Although the course design decisions suited the groups in question, as a student
indicated, such a flexible approach would not be effective with larger groups and certainly
not groups with a lower level of English proficiency. This could be an area for further study,
along with assessment design and the relation between language scaffolding in teacher
presentation and comprehension of authentic materials.
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Overall, I feel the investigation described has been a success both in terms of my
understanding of CLIL course design and its suitability for the study groups. For university
educators in Japan, CLIL is now an inescapable fact of life. An understanding of the
Language Triptych, the 4Cs, and different approaches to CLIL will allow language educators
to better present the content they want to highlight. Moreover, by using these tools, teachers
can better satisfy students’ language needs and learning goals, while providing enjoyable and
informative classes.
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Appendices

Appendix A: Pre-Course Survey
. Why did you choose to study this course?

. What do you hope to gain from the course? What language skills (if any)? What
content knowledge (if any)?

. The materials in the class are authentic (meant for people with English as a first
language). Do you think students should be given help by the teacher in class to
prepare for understanding and participating in listening, reading and discussion
activities.

If so, what help should be given? E.g., key vocab given pre-task, focus on listening
skills

.In class time, what breakdown do you think there should be between focus on
language (for comprehension and participation) and content (the subject being
studied)? E.g., 40%

language, 60% content.

. Do you think students should be assessed on their language ability, content knowledge
learned or a mix of the two? If a mix of the two, what do you this the breakdown

should be?

.How do you think the course will complement your other studies at Rikkyo
University?

. Any other comments?

Appendix B: Mid-Course Survey
. Are you enjoying the course so far? Why? Why not?

2. How would you assess the difficulty of the course? Why? Please explain.

. Do you think you are being given enough help to comprehend listening and reading
tasks and participate in discussions? If not, what kind of help would you like?

. Would you like the teacher to concentrate more on language or content? What
breakdown do you think there should be? E.g., 40% language, 60% content?

. Do you think you are being prepared for the assessment? Please explain.

. How do you think the course complements your other studies at Rikkyo University?
. Any other comments?
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Appendix C: Post-Course Survey
1. Did you enjoy the course? How difficult was it? Please explain.

2. Did you feel the course was meaningful? What did you gain from it?

3. Do you think you are were given enough help to comprehend listening and reading
tasks and participate in discussions? If not, what kind should have been given?

4.If the course was run again, do you think the teacher should concentrate more on
language or content? What breakdown do you think there should be? E.g., 40%

language, 60% content?

5. Did you think the assessment reflected the use of class time? Were you prepared
enough? Please explain?

6. Do you think the course complemented your other studies at Rikkyo University?

7. Any other comments?





