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ABSTRACT 

 Dual language and immersion (DLI) instruction at the secondary level is a 

particular challenge, as teachers are tasked with teaching abstract, cognitively complex 

content while supporting students in continuing to develop their partner language 

proficiency. This content and language integration requires a unique skill set and 

knowledge base, but secondary DLI teachers rarely have DLI-specific teacher 

preparation. Moreover, secondary DLI teachers face an additional hurdle in that almost 

no pedagogical materials exist that are designed specifically to support the integration of 

content and language. This dissertation study sought to address both of these difficulties 

by (re)designing two secondary Spanish DLI teachers’ content-based pedagogical 

materials to include language-focused modifications with the ultimate goals of 

developing the teachers’ knowledge for content and language integration and fostering 

integrated instruction in practice.  

 For this study, I collaborated closely with two teachers over the course of the 

2020 academic year, and the teachers’ participation in the study served as a professional 

development experience. Drawing on design-based research (McKenney & Reeves, 

2012), we completed iterative cycles of collaborative materials analysis, (re)design of 

materials, instruction with modified materials, and collaborative reflection. Data sources 

included formal interviews, informal conversations, collaborative planning and reflection 

sessions, and classroom observations. This study included both research on the 

intervention, as I examined how the teachers used the (re)designed materials, and 

research through the intervention, as I explored how participating in the study shaped the 

teachers’ conceptualizations and enactments of content and language integration. 
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 Findings suggest that pedagogical materials have the potential for supporting 

secondary DLI teachers in integrating content and language in their instruction. However, 

well-designed materials must include features that educate teachers about discipline, 

language, and literacy connections as well as pedagogical practices for integration. 

Furthermore, this study demonstrates that secondary teachers’ understanding of content 

and language integration is grounded in their conceptualization of language itself. 

Therefore, secondary DLI professional development programs should include a focus on 

language-content relationships. This dissertation concludes with theoretical contributions 

about DLI teachers knowledge, design principles for future research on materials as a 

resource for content and language integration, and implications for DLI teachers 

development.  
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 Background and Rationale 

Dual language and immersion (DLI) programs in the United States are a form of 

content-based language instruction (CBI) in which students learn subject-matter content 

through the vehicle of a second or heritage language, hereafter referred to as the partner 

language (PL). There are two main categories of additive DLI programs in the United 

States. Thomas and Collier (2012) distinguish that one-way programs serve one language 

group. Examples include one-way foreign/second language programs that serve mainly 

majority-language students, one-way developmental bilingual education programs that 

serve a primarily homogenous group of minority-language students, and indigenous 

language revitalization programs. Two-way programs serve students from two language 

groups—majority-language and a minority-language—integrated in the same classroom. 

In the United States, the vast majority of two-way programs serve Spanish-home 

language and English-home language students, as is the case of the secondary two-way 

continuation program that is the context of the present study. Regardless of program 

category and type, the objectives of DLI education are threefold: high levels of academic 

achievement, development of bilingualism and biliteracy, and promotion of cross-cultural 

competence (Hamayan et al., 2013).  

Secondary continuation programs have become increasingly common in the 

United States over the past few decades as DLI programs expand beyond their 

elementary offerings (Collier & Thomas, 2018). In order for a secondary program to be 

considered DLI, two or more subject areas must be taught in the PL (Christian, 2011; 

Fortune & Tedick, 2008). Secondary DLI programs are especially challenging to 
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implement well due to the complexity of middle/high school organization and scheduling, 

a lack of appropriately licensed, highly proficient bilingual teachers, a dearth of 

linguistically- and academically-appropriate materials, and differences in student 

proficiency and motivation levels (Collier & Thomas, 2018; de Jong & Bearse, 2014; 

Hernández, 2015; Montone & Loeb, 2000).  

1.1.1 Academic and Linguistic Outcomes 

DLI programs have been shown to be quite effective in terms of academic 

achievement, as students in the long term perform as well as or better than their non-DLI 

peers on academic standardized tests administered in English (e.g., Genesee & Lindholm-

Leary 2013; Lindholm-Leary, 2001; Watzinger-Tharp et al., 2016). Both majority- and 

minority-home language DLI students also consistently develop higher overall PL 

proficiency than non-DLI peers, although proficiency outcomes vary depending on 

intensity and length of exposure to the PL throughout the DLI program [Burkhauser et 

al., 2016; Center for Applied Second Language Studies (CASLS), 2013; Fortune & 

Tedick, 2015]. However, a focus on specific modalities demonstrates that although 

majority-language DLI students develop high levels of receptive proficiency (reading and 

listening) in alphabetic partner languages, they continue to use non-targetlike 

grammatical, lexical, sociolinguistic, and pragmatic features in their speaking and 

writing, even after many years of DLI education (Allen et al., 1990; Lindholm-Leary & 

Genesee, 2014; Lyster, 2007). Less research exists on minority-language students’ PL 

outcomes. Some studies have shown that minority-language students achieve greater 

levels of bilingualism than their majority-home language peers (e.g., Lindholm-Leary & 

Hernández, 2011); however, they can also develop linguistic shortcomings in the PL 
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compared to peers who recently arrived in the United States (e.g., Montrul & Potowski, 

2007; Potowski, 2007). Equally concerning, some research on PL outcomes has identified 

a language proficiency plateau beginning in late elementary grades that seems to be 

prompted by the increase of English instruction, sociocultural pressures of adolescence 

and schooling, and insufficient input and opportunities for student output in the PL 

(Ballinger et al., 2017; Fortune & Tedick, 2015; Hart et al., 1991; Swain, 1985; Tarone & 

Swain, 1995).  

Scholars acknowledge that comparing DLI students to a native-like target may be 

unreasonable given that the goal of DLI programs is not native-like proficiency (Day & 

Shapson, 1996; Tedick & Lyster, 2020). However, there is genuine cause for concern that 

students are not acquiring stronger productive proficiency in the PL because in DLI 

programs, language is a means not only for social communication but also for high-level 

cognitive engagement with increasingly complex academic content. As DLI students 

advance into secondary continuation programs, they encounter more challenging and 

abstract academic concepts that are typically construed via context-reduced and complex 

academic language (Cummins, 2000; Schleppegrell, 2004). Language is an essential 

condition for knowing (Halliday, 1993). Therefore, DLI students cannot truly understand 

or express the nuances of advanced and abstract academic content if they are not 

acquiring the requisite linguistic forms and academic language proficiency.  

Little research exists on secondary continuation programs in the United States, 

and even less on how secondary DLI students engage with academic content via the PL. 

To set the scene, in an extensive study of DLI students’ proficiency trajectories in 

Portland Public Schools, Burkhauser et al. (2016) concluded that, on average, students in 
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Spanish immersion achieved Intermediate Mid skills in listening, speaking, and writing, 

and Intermediate High skills in reading by eighth grade on the Standards-Based 

Measurement of Proficiency (STAMP) assessment.1 Moreover, the authors draw on the 

STAMP proficiency descriptors as they highlight that “this suggests that the average 

student can understand the main ideas and explicit details in both written and spoken 

material, short monologues and conversations; express independent thoughts orally and 

in writing using an assortment of different vocabulary words; and show good accuracy 

when using relatively formulaic sentence structure” (Burkhauser et al., 2016, p. 427). 

When compared to eighth-grade Common Core State Standards (National Governors 

Association, 2010) that expect students to analyze, integrate, compare/contrast, and 

evaluate arguments, it is clear that the Portland Public School students’ PL skills are not 

up to the task. Moreover, research has shown that secondary DLI students lack the 

academic language proficiency to extract meaning from content materials in the PL 

(Hernández, 2015) and that secondary immersion teachers may resort to using the 

majority language to ensure content understanding (Hoare & Kong, 2008). 

1.1.2 Calls for Content and Language Integration 

In response to the linguistic outcomes summarized above, many DLI scholars 

have called for more intentional content and language integration (C/LI) during content-

focused instruction in order to reach the higher levels of PL proficiency necessary to 

construe and access advanced academic content (e.g., Allen et al., 1990; Lyster, 2007; 

Snow et al., 1989; Swain & Lapkin, 2000; Tedick & Lyster, 2020). These calls argue 

 

1 These reported levels are similar to the ACTFL proficiency designations (ACTFL, 2012), however they 
are not equivalent (Burkhauser et al., 2016). 



 5 

against the traditional “language bath” approach to DLI programs, which assumes that 

students will acquire the PL via intense immersion in rich comprehensible input and 

highly contextualized academic content (Krashen, 1985). Indeed, the language bath 

philosophy continues to permeate DLI programs. DLI teachers are typically concerned 

with students’ understanding of content/meaning with little attention paid to language 

beyond vocabulary. They instead rely on the belief that students will simply ‘pick up the 

language’ over time (Cammarata & Tedick, 2012; Fortune et al., 2008; Walker & Tedick, 

2000). Although large amounts of comprehensible input do seem to facilitate some PL 

acquisition, particularly in the early years, the research on linguistic outcomes outlined 

above strongly suggests that input alone is not sufficient for more advanced levels of 

language acquisition.  

Several explanations for the linguistic shortcomings have been proposed. First, 

DLI classroom discourse tends to be mainly meaning-oriented, focusing on content 

teaching and learning. Within this orientation, students can understand the meaning of the 

content-related input with support from pragmatic clues, vocabulary, and prior 

knowledge without engaging in syntactic or morphological analysis (Swain, 1985, 1988). 

Moreover, because some grammatical features, such as gender, are not salient in regular 

classroom input and carry very little communicative value, students can understand and 

express academic content while cognitively bypassing much of the grammar of the 

discourse (Skehan, 1998). Relatedly, comprehension is often emphasized at the expense 

of production in DLI classrooms as subject-matter instruction does not necessarily invite 

much student output (Swain, 1985). Moreover, when asked to produce the PL, DLI 

students are adept at conveying their intended (content-based) meaning in ways that are 
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comprehensible to, and often accepted by, their teacher and peers regardless of 

grammatical inaccuracies (Harley, 1993; Lyster, 1987; Swain, 1974, 1985). Without 

cognitive or social pressure to make themselves more comprehensible to a wider 

audience, students are not pushed to produce more linguistically or pragmatically 

accurate language (cf. Fortune et al., 2008).  

1.1.3 Counterbalanced Instruction 

The consistent findings that DLI students are not reaching desired levels of PL 

proficiency have led scholars to argue that DLI instruction needs to include a greater 

focus on student output (Allen et al., 1990; Swain, 1985, 1993) as well as systematic and 

intentional attention to form (Harley, 1993; Lyster, 2004a, 2007). However, this 

language-focused instruction should not occur as stand-alone grammar lessons, but 

instead needs to be integrated within meaningful content instruction (Swain & Carroll, 

1987). Lyster (2019b) draws upon Swain (1988) in his argument that “content teaching 

needs to be manipulated and complemented in ways that maximize L2 learning…[and] 

teachers need to draw students’ attention to specific form/meaning mappings by creating 

contexts that allow students to notice and practice L2 features in their full functional 

range” (p. 18). Based on studies of both reactive and proactive form-focused instruction 

in immersion classrooms (Lyster, 2004b; Lyster & Mori, 2006), Lyster and Mori (2006) 

proposed the counterbalance hypothesis, which posits that:  

Instructional activities and interactional feedback that act as a counterbalance to 

the predominant communicative orientation of a given classroom setting will be 

more facilitative of interlanguage restructuring than instructional activities and 
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interactional feedback that are congruent with the predominant communicative 

orientation. (p. 294).  

To elaborate, because DLI teachers and learners overwhelmingly focus on 

communicating meaning in relation to academic content, the cognitive effort required for 

learners to shift their attention to linguistic accuracy will positively impact their 

interlanguage forms by strengthening connections between long-term memory and 

proceduralized, or actual, language use (Lyster & Mori, 2008).  

In practice, the counterbalanced hypothesis is operationalized via both reactive 

and proactive instructional strategies. Reactive approaches to counterbalanced instruction 

aim to ‘spontaneously’ utilize classroom interaction to improve students’ content 

comprehension and content and language production via questioning techniques and 

corrective feedback (Tedick & Lyster, 2020). Research on corrective feedback in DLI 

classrooms in particular has shown that form-focused corrective feedback is most 

effective when it emphasizes linguistic precision and accuracy while supporting students 

“to say what they themselves had already decided to say” (Lightbown, 1991, p. 211). 

However, DLI teachers often use a haphazard and unsystematic approach in addressing 

linguistic errors in student output (e.g., Allen et al., 1990; Day & Shapson, 1996). For 

example, interactional data from immersion classrooms demonstrates the challenges in 

distinguishing whether a teacher’s response to student output reflects approval of the 

content of the utterance or a reformulation of a linguistic error (Lyster, 1998). As such, 

DLI teachers need to be intentional about their use of corrective feedback types, both 

reformulations and prompts, to ensure that they are appropriately encouraging students to 
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self-repair and negotiate form based on their current linguistic knowledge (Lyster & 

Ranta, 1997; Llinares & Lyster, 2014; Lyster et al., 2013).  

Proactive form-focused instructional strategies explicitly embed language-focused 

activities into content lessons and are particularly useful for the acquisition of linguistic 

features that are not learned implicitly or have contributed to a plateau in students’ 

interlanguage. Importantly in DLI classrooms, form-focused practice activities, or those 

that systematically and deliberately develop knowledge and skills in the PL through 

repeated oral and/or written production (DeKeyser, 2007), are conducted within the 

meaningful, communicative context of the academic content. Such activities are 

supported by the concept of transfer-appropriate processing, which posits that “the 

expression of previous learning will be successful to the extent that the learners’ 

psychological state existing of the time of learning matches that required at the time of 

expression” (Segalowitz, 1997, p. 105). In other words, for learners to be able to access 

and use their language knowledge in meaningful communication (about content), they 

must acquire (i.e., notice and practice) that knowledge in similarly content-based 

communicative contexts.  

In summary, C/LI requires intentional and systemic shifting between content and 

explicit attention to language within the context of that content in order to support 

students’ PL development. To accomplish this shift pedagogically, DLI teachers need to 

proactively plan activities that focus students’ attention on language and elicit production 

of target language forms. They also need to be conscious of their own teacher discourse 

and how their prompts and corrective feedback do or do not provide opportunities for PL 

production.  
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1.1.4 Obstacles to Systematic Implementation of C/LI 

 Despite the demonstrated potential of form-focused instruction in research studies 

(e.g., Harley, 1989; Lyster, 1994, 2004; Tedick & Young, 2016; Wright, 1996), in reality, 

DLI teachers face great obstacles to taking up this approach in their own teaching. First 

and foremost, secondary DLI teachers in the United States are typically licensed as 

subject matter specialists. They therefore often have little, if any, training in second 

language acquisition or language pedagogy and view themselves primarily (or 

exclusively) as content teachers who are adept at instructing in a minority language. 

Therefore, DLI teachers often experience a significant professional transformation as 

they reshape their teacher identity to envision themselves as both language and content 

teachers (Cammarata & Tedick, 2012). This identity transformation is no small feat, as it 

means “accepting the challenge that reinventing oneself represents and perceiving the 

journey as a necessary means to better oneself as a (content) teacher” (Cammarata & 

Tedick, 2012, p. 258). Making the shift requires a new understanding—and really an 

expansion—of the roles and responsibilities of a DLI teacher as having to attend to both 

language and content is a considerable cognitive and instructional demand.  

 Effectively integrating content and language in instruction also requires a unique 

set of knowledge and pedagogical skills not taught in mainstream teacher education or 

professional development programs. DLI teachers must have a robust conceptual 

understanding of how language and content are interdependent (Cammarata & Haley, 

2017; Llinares et al., 2012; Morton, 2016). However, even this language awareness is not 

sufficient for teachers who “have difficulty identifying what language to focus on, 

figuring out how and when to integrate that language in the context of content instruction, 
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and deciding how to follow up on the language in their assessment strategies” 

(Cammarata & Tedick, 2012, p. 261). In short, DLI teachers also need a multifaceted 

pedagogical content knowledge (Shulman, 1986) in order to know how to practically and 

systematically address language while teaching academic content. Lastly, other external 

challenges such as limited planning and instructional time, a dearth of appropriate 

instructional resources in the PL, and little curricular guidance for integrated instruction 

all limit teachers’ efficacy in integrating content and language in their instruction (Allen 

et al., 1990; Amanti, 2019; Cammarata & Tedick, 2012; Fortune et al., 2008).  

 All of the aforementioned issues are exacerbated for secondary teachers who are 

often the only DLI teachers in their content areas and have little opportunity to 

collaborate with other DLI peers. Secondary DLI teachers also typically receive little 

guidance from administrators, and few DLI-specific professional development 

opportunities exist that are geared exclusively for the unique challenges and needs of 

secondary teachers. One major cause for concern for secondary teachers, however, is the 

severe lack of appropriate pedagogical materials in the PL (Cammarata & Tedick, 2012; 

Hernández, 2015). Secondary DLI teachers spend innumerous hours searching for, 

translating, and/or designing their own instructional materials (Morrell et al., 2017). 

Moreover, even pedagogical materials like published textbooks that have been translated 

into the PL ostensibly for use in DLI classrooms are not designed with the intention of 

supporting C/LI. Interestingly, none of the previous research examining how and why 

teachers do or do not implement C/LI has looked at the role that pedagogical materials 

might play as barriers or support for instructional integration.  
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1.2 Research Questions 

This multifaceted research project contributes to our understanding of secondary 

DLI education by foregrounding two intersecting challenges—secondary DLI teachers’ 

difficulties integrating content and language intentionally and systematically in 

instruction, and the lack of appropriate materials to support this pedagogical practice. 

Employing design-based research (DBR) methodology, this study engages in a 

collaborative materials (re)design process to explore how pedagogical materials might 

support DLI teacher knowledge and instructional practices in order to facilitate C/LI.  

DBR is a systematic but flexible research methodology designed to both improve 

local educational practices and inform educational theory through the implementation of 

an iterative, classroom-based intervention (Wang & Hannifin, 2005). The intervention is 

purposefully designed to engender desired instructional practices or learning outcomes in 

order for the researcher to study both those practices/outcomes as well as the processes, 

structures, and artifacts that affect them. Although there are many approaches to DBR, 

they all share five underlying characteristics: they are interventionist, iterative and 

adaptive, locally-grounded, collaborative, and theory-driven (McKenney & Reeves, 

2012; Reinking & Bradley, 2008). At its core, DBR is a methodology that seeks to make 

real educational change while pursuing the dual commitments of understanding and 

improving educational processes (diSessa & Cobb, 2004; Edelson, 2002). In this study, 

the intervention involved collaboratively (re)designing secondary DLI teachers’ content-

based materials to include language-focused modifications with the intention of 

supporting C/LI when those materials were enacted in the classroom.  

This study aims to answer the following research questions:  
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1. How do teachers interact with and use language instruction features 

incorporated into secondary DLI materials in supporting their students’ Spanish 

language development?  

2. How are teachers’ conceptualizations and enactments of content and language 

integration shaped by participating in a materials redesign ‘lesson study’ 

experience?   

 The design of this intervention and the two research questions are grounded in a 

multifaceted theoretical framework, which is described in detail in the methodology 

chapter. The sociocognitive perspective of second language acquisition (Batestone, 2010) 

and Systemic Functional Linguistics (Halliday & Hasan, 1976) informed the redesign of 

the materials, and, in particular, the types of language-focused modifications that were 

included. Sociocultural theory—and especially Vygotsky’s (1978) theorization of cultural 

tools as mediators of human action—was used to understand how the teachers interacted 

with and used the (re)designed materials. Lastly, theories of CBI teacher knowledge for 

C/LI (Morton, 2016; Cammarata & Cavanagh, 2018) created the framework for 

understanding how participating in the intervention process shaped teachers’ 

conceptualizations and enactments of C/LI. 

1.3 Significance of the Study 

Although much has been written about DLI pedagogy (e.g., Hamayan et al., 2013; 

Lyster, 2016; Lyster et al., 2013; Lyster & Tedick, 2014; Tedick & Lyster, 2020), very 

little existing literature highlights the roles of pedagogical materials in the DLI 

classroom. Moreover, the ongoing conversation about the challenges associated with 

C/LI is incomplete without the inclusion of a nuanced discussion of the materials used. 
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With this in mind, this multifaceted study contributes to the field of DLI education in 

several ways. First, it empirically demonstrates the possibilities and challenges associated 

with pedagogical materials and C/LI. Second, it adds to the growing understanding of 

DLI teacher knowledge in relation to C/LI while also providing a professional 

development opportunity for the collaborating teacher participants. Finally, following a 

design-based research methodology (McKenney & Reeves, 2012; Reinking & Bradley, 

2008), the study develops a series of design principles for educative DLI materials that 

support C/LI that could then be transferred to other DLI contexts.  

Research on materials development and use in language education and other 

subject-matters such as science and math employs a variety of definitions of curricular 

and pedagogical materials. In the broadest sense, materials are “anything that can be used 

by language learners to facilitate their learning of the target language” (Tomlinson & 

Mashuhara, 2018, p. 2). However, in this study, the term pedagogical materials is 

intentionally used to limit the definition of materials to print artifacts that are introduced 

into the classroom by the teacher with an immediate and specific pedagogic purpose. 

Pedagogical materials, therefore, include items such as textbooks and other texts, 

worksheets, graphic organizers, PowerPoints, and assessments. This narrow definition is 

necessary given that the materials in this study were (re)designed before they were used 

in the classrooms. Hereafter throughout this dissertation, the terms pedagogical materials 

and materials are used interchangeably. 

 By focusing on pedagogical materials, this study adds to the body of literature that 

highlights factors that impact DLI teachers’ abilities to implement C/LI. For example, in 

a discussion of an extensive professional development program for secondary immersion 
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teachers in Canada that included analyzing curriculum and collaboratively writing lesson 

plans, Cammarata and Haley (2017) note that in order to implement an integrated 

approach to DLI instruction, teachers must change their pedagogical habits and decision-

making processes. Similarly, as noted previously, Cammarata and Tedick (2012) report 

the need for teachers to reshape their teacher identity and re-envision their roles as an 

immersion teacher in order to successfully enact C/LI. This convergence of identity 

transformation and pedagogical practices is similar to that which has been identified in 

English as a foreign language (EFL) contexts around the world, where textbooks and 

materials are often perceived as a crucial vehicle for supporting desired pedagogical 

change (Tomlinson & Masuhara, 2018). The relationship between materials, teacher 

identity, and enacted pedagogical practices has been shown to be incredibly complex, 

with many internal and external factors playing important roles in how teachers interact 

with and enact materials that represent new pedagogical approaches (e.g., Kramer-Dahl, 

2008; Tsui, 2007; Zhang & Hu, 2010). By examining teacher identity/knowledge growth 

and enactment of C/LI from a ‘materials perspective’, this study adds to our 

understanding of how DLI teacher identity, knowledge development and related 

pedagogical practices can be supported within and beyond PD programs.  

 In order to implement C/LI effectively and systematically, DLI teachers need to 

have a strong conceptualization of what C/LI actually is. Several conceptual, heuristic 

frameworks exist that attempt to describe DLI teacher knowledge—or the knowledge that 

is necessary for C/LI (Cammarata & Cavanagh, 2018; Lindahl & Henderson, 2019; 

Morton, 2016, 2018). However, more empirical studies are needed that explore if and 

how these frameworks map onto actual DLI teachers’ understandings of C/LI. This study 
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contributes to the field by including a professional development component for 

participating teachers as they collaboratively work to analyze and redesign materials and 

reflect on implementing those materials in the classroom. Therefore, the teachers’ 

conceptualizations of C/LI are captured throughout the course of the study, providing rich 

data for understanding both DLI teacher knowledge and how that knowledge might 

evolve through practice-based professional development involving collaborative analysis 

and redesign of materials. 

1.4 Overview of the Study 

 In Chapter 1, I have explained the need for research exploring the potential of 

pedagogical materials as resources for supporting secondary Spanish DLI teachers in 

integrating content instruction and language instruction. This study builds on previous 

research that has demonstrated that need for C/LI in order to foster PL acquisition within 

a content-oriented language classroom as well as research that addresses how 

professional development can prepare teachers for this complex instructional approach. 

By focusing on classroom materials, this study addresses a gap in the DLI literature: no 

previous research has discussed C/LI from a materials perspective.  

In Chapter 2, I explore relevant literature that undergirds the four main issues at 

stake in this study. I structure the literature review to respond to four sequential 

questions. First, I discuss literature that has addressed the issues of what C/LI actually is 

conceptually and what it looks like pedagogically. Then, I review three theoretical 

frameworks that have attempted to articulate the specific knowledge(s) that DLI teachers 

need in order to enact C/LI in their classrooms. I explain each theoretical framework in 

turn, defining their central constructs and noting how they have been studied empirically. 



 16 

Third, I address how DLI teacher knowledge can be developed through professional 

development (PD) experiences. I identify key content that needs to be covered as well as 

the fundamental characteristics of PD that have been demonstrated in several recent 

studies. Lastly, I turn to the question of how pedagogical materials might play a role in 

the development and enactment of C/LI in the secondary DLI classroom. Little previous 

literature exists in this area, and so I review the few empirical studies related to materials 

and teacher knowledge in CBI while also drawing upon literature from the 

teaching/learning of other content areas.  

In Chapter 3, I outline the methodology of this study. I first describe design-based 

research, noting key characteristics and addressing a few major critiques of this research 

approach. I then turn to the present study, describing the context and participants. I 

explain the materials (re)design intervention, including the “conjecture map” (Sandoval, 

2014) that outlines the conjecture, embodiment, mediating process, and expected 

outcomes that underlie the intervention. Next, I describe the phases of the study and the 

data that were collected within each phase. Finally, I provide an explanation of the 

techniques used to analyze the data: (a) qualitative analysis of how the teachers used the 

(re)designed materials via tracers (Arias et al., 2016) and Remillard’s (2018) framework 

for material use, and (b) qualitative analysis based on the Interconnected Knowledge for 

Integration framework (Cammarata & Cavanagh, 2018).  

Chapter 4 presents the findings from the first research question. In this chapter, I 

present the analysis of how the teachers used the (re)designed materials in two parts. 

First, I share numerical data of how the teachers enacted the various types of language-

focused components in the (re)designed materials. Second, I describe two themes that 
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emerged from a close analysis of the teachers’ instructional moves when using the 

materials. This chapter therefore elucidates in both general terms and with some detail 

how the teachers interacted with and took up the (re)designed materials in actual 

instruction.  

In Chapter 5, I describe the findings from the second research question. In this 

chapter, I triangulate analysis of data from classroom observations, collaborative 

planning sessions, and interviews to understand how the teachers’ conceptualizations and 

enactments of C/LI shifted in response to their participation in the ‘lesson study’ 

experience of this study. Three main themes and various subthemes are presented in this 

chapter. 

Finally, in Chapter 6 I synthesize the findings from the study and offer insights 

into the possibilities and challenges of materials-based professional development for 

C/LI. I also propose several theoretical and practical contributions of this study. I argue 

that this study helps build our understanding of DLI teacher knowledge and informs the 

frameworks that have been developed to describe this knowledge. I also describe four 

design principles derived from this study for the creation of future educative materials for 

C/LI. Third, I outline implications for professional development for C/LI. I end the 

chapter with a discussion of the limitations of this study and recommendations for future 

research.  
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CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

 This study uses design-based research to explore how pedagogical materials 

might be designed to support teachers’ knowledge and skills for content and language 

integration in secondary DLI classrooms. The development of this collaboration-based 

intervention arose from several key issues and gaps in the DLI literature. Studies 

reviewed in this chapter provide the conceptual and empirical background for the 

designed intervention by addressing four key questions: (a) What is content and language 

integration?; (b) What knowledge do DLI teachers need to integrate content and 

language?; (c) How can DLI teacher knowledge be cultivated through professional 

development?; and (d) What role might pedagogical materials play in supporting teacher 

knowledge for and actual enactment of content and language integration?  

2.1 Content and Language Integration 

 The term content and language integration (C/LI) has become ubiquitous in both 

the empirical and teacher-focused pedagogical literature in DLI education. Despite its 

prominence, C/LI is rarely explicitly defined and is understood differently by authors 

from various content-based language instruction contexts. In this section, I provide an 

overview of how C/LI has been conceptualized and operationalized in the broad field of 

CBI, focusing on theoretical frameworks and pedagogical implications. More 

specifically, I will first describe how C/LI is generally understood by DLI scholars in the 

United States and Canada using a counterbalance metaphor. I then turn to the way 

content and language integrated learning (CLIL) scholars—typically from Europe—have 

drawn upon Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) to ground their understanding and 
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research of C/LI.2 The distinction between these two approaches can be summarized as 

follows: for DLI authors the term content and language integration generally refers to a 

concept that resides in the realm of praxis and pedagogy, whereas for CLIL authors the 

term refers first and foremost to an underlying conceptual understanding of the 

inextricable link between content and language—an understanding that then could inform 

programmatic and classroom level decisions.  

2.1.1 C/LI as a Counterbalance 

 The idea of integrating content and language as a form of language education 

dates back to the inception of the original French immersion programs in Canada in 1965. 

By leveraging subject-matter content to create an optimal context for language learning, 

these programs contrasted with traditional language teaching in which language is an 

isolated object of instruction. There are several interrelated theoretical rationales for 

integrating content and language in this way (Genesee, 1994; Snow et al., 1989). First 

and foremost, content subject matter provides a meaningful basis, both cognitive and 

motivational, for language learning. By engaging with language to communicate about 

content, students acquire new linguistic functions and structures in a meaningful context. 

Moreover, using language to communicate substantive meaning is motivational to 

students and reflects naturalistic language use and acquisition. Next, integrating content 

and language in the classroom supports the natural relationship between cognitive and 

 

2 Although some have argued that CLIL is a distinct educational model from DLI (e.g., Coyle, 2007; Pérez-
Cañado, 2012), recently scholars have highlighted the similarities, pushing instead for CLIL to serve as an 
umbrella term that encompasses any educational context where content and language are taught in an 
integrated fashion (Cenoz et al., 2014; Llinares & McCabe, 2020). In this dissertation, the term “CLIL” is 
used to highlight the particular research perspectives and agenda stemming from European language 
education rather than to distinguish between program models. 
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social development and language development in young children. Finally, teaching and 

learning language through subject-matter content acknowledges the functional variation 

of language in relation to context. Given that language is used differently in various 

academic domains (Schleppegrell, 2001, 2004), grounding language learning in 

meaningful contexts allows for the teaching and learning of specific functional uses 

rather than treating language as a decontextualized monolith. Importantly, a foundational 

tenet of these early programs, which continues to permeate today, was that students 

would acquire the PL naturally through this long-term immersion experience, without the 

need for explicit language instruction (Krashen, 1985). 

Although the original French immersion programs and subsequent DLI models 

have had great success in developing students’ receptive language proficiency, numerous 

studies have shown that DLI students do not reach expected levels of productive 

proficiency (e.g., Allen et al., 1990; Fortune & Tedick, 2015; Potowski, 2007). This 

contrasts with the prevailing language acquisition hypothesis originally undergirding 

these programs and led scholars to argue that ‘incidental’ language teaching is not 

sufficient to foster PL acquisition (Genesee, 1987; Snow et al., 1989). In response, DLI 

scholars have proposed pedagogical strategies to more effectively and systematically 

integrate content and language in the classroom.  

Snow et al. (1989) outlined an early conceptual framework for integrating content 

and language at the classroom level in a variety of CBI contexts. In contrast to a 

traditional language curriculum that follows a standard hierarchy from simple to complex 

syntactic structures, this framework calls for the language curriculum to coincide with the 

content curriculum so that language objectives function to directly support content 
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learning. This is achieved through the development of both content-obligatory language 

objectives, which delineate the language required for students to master and communicate 

about specific content material, and content-compatible language objectives, which 

outline language that is compatible with, but not required for, successful content mastery 

(Snow et al., 1989).  

DLI scholars have also called for the inclusion of form-focused instruction (FFI) 

in DLI pedagogy in order to shift students’ attention to language within the content-

oriented DLI classroom. FFI generally refers to “any planned [proactive] or incidental 

language activity that is intended to induce language learners to pay attention to linguistic 

forms” (Ellis, 2001, p. 1-2). To date, at least six studies have explored the effectiveness 

of proactive form-focused approaches in one-way DLI programs in Canada, one has done 

so in a two-way immersion classroom in the United States, and one examined FFI in Irish 

immersion. Each of these classroom-based studies involved DLI teachers implementing 

form-focused activities or lesson sequences created by or in collaboration with 

researchers. The six Canadian studies were quasi-experimental, involving experimental 

groups who were exposed to FFI and control groups who were not. However, the targeted 

structures and nature of the treatments as well as the pre-, post-, and delayed post-tests 

varied among the studies, including the conditional mood (Day & Shapson, 1991), the 

passé composé and imparfait past tense/aspect in French (Harley, 1989), second-person 

pronouns (Lyster, 1994), verbs of motion (Wright, 1996), and grammatical gender 

(Harley, 1998; Lyster, 2004).  

Results across the six studies demonstrated that of the 19 delayed post-test 

measures, 13 showed significant positive differences between the treatment groups and 
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the controls. Only Harley (1989) did not show significant improvement on students’ use 

of perfective and imperfective past tenses in French on any of the delayed post-test 

measures. Harley (1989) argues, though, that the results may have been negatively 

impacted because the teachers in her study were not adequately prepared to implement 

the FFI and the provided instructional materials focused much more on content than 

form.  

Tedick and Young’s (2016) study in the United States was a descriptive, 

observational case study, employing quantitative and qualitative discourse analysis in 

order to examine actual student language use during classroom interaction. The study 

targeted the production of the two past tense/aspects in Spanish, the preterite and 

imperfect, by fifth-grade DLI students. By recording and observing student language use 

before and after the instruction of 10 FFI activities, they found that most focal students 

produced more examples of the targeted structure with more accuracy during the post-FFI 

observations. Those who showed little improvement began the study with a more 

advanced proficiency and already consistently produced the accurate past tense/aspects. 

That said, claims cannot be made that FFI was directly responsible for the increased 

accuracy because the study was not quasi-experimental.  

Ó Duibhir et al. (2016) studied the effectiveness of what they termed “an explicit-

inductive approach to grammar teaching” in improving the linguistic accuracy of the 

genitive case of 274 Grade 5 and 6 Irish immersion students3. An important caveat to this 

study in comparison to those discussed previously is that only students’ explicit 

 

3 Although it took place in Ireland, this study draws on the same literature and perspectives of C/LI as used 
in the United States and Canada. 
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knowledge of the genitive case was measured via ‘fill in the blank’ tests administrated 

three times as a pre-test, post-test and delayed post-test. No measurements were taken of 

students’ productive use of the targeted language feature. The results showed that there 

was a significant increase in correct responses between the first and second 

measurements as well as a significant increase between the first and third measurements. 

This is despite a significant decrease in correct responses between the second and third 

tests, meaning that although a leveling off occurred between times two and three, 

students did maintain their learning gains.  

As a whole, these eight studies demonstrate the potential of FFI in DLI 

classrooms when well-implemented longitudinally. In his detailed review of five of the 

Canadian studies noted above, Lyster (2004b) highlights various ways that the 

implementation of the form-focused activities may have affected the results. For 

example, the activities in Day and Shapson’s (1991) and Harley’s (1989) studies may not 

have been designed so that the target language features were truly obligatory, thus 

creating contexts too similar to the typical communicative orientation of the classroom. 

Moreover, the activities in these two studies unevenly included noticing/awareness and 

practice tasks, foregrounding the latter. Emphasizing that noticing/awareness of linguistic 

forms serves as the catalyst for students to develop the metalinguistic knowledge that will 

then inform their production, Lyster (2004b) stresses the importance of incorporating “a 

balanced distribution of activities interweaving opportunities for noticing, language 

awareness, and practice” (p. 336).  

In response to the abovementioned research, particularly the Canadian studies, 

Lyster (2007, 2016) drew on the counterbalanced hypothesis (Lyster & Mori, 2006) to 
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propose a counterbalanced approach to integrating language within content instruction. 

This approach is predicated on the argument that because DLI instruction is 

predominantly oriented toward communication about content, teachers need to employ 

instructional practices that act as a counterbalance by explicitly focusing students’ 

attention on language form and function. The cognitive effort required for learners to 

shift their attention to the language features that are not typically attended to within a 

content-oriented context will positively affect their interlanguage forms by strengthening 

connections between long-term memory and proceduralized, or actual, language use 

(Lyster & Mori, 2008). As explained in the introduction, the counterbalanced approach 

calls for both reactive and proactive instructional strategies for focusing students’ 

attention on language within the context of meaningful content.  

Tedick and Lyster (2020) reconceptualized the proactive strategies of the 

counterbalanced approach with their comprehensive, four-phase CAPA 

(contextualization, awareness, practice, and autonomy) model, an instructional blueprint 

that guides teachers in systematically integrating content and language for student 

language development. The CAPA model and its associated phases function in two ways: 

(1) as a detailed instructional sequence for FFI, and (2) as a broader structure for planning 

lessons within a topic-specific module in which the CAPA phases are learning phases 

that connect the lessons of the module (see Tedick & Lyster, 2020, Appendix B). The 

following paragraphs describe the phases of the CAPA model from the FFI perspective, 

as this was how it was operationalized in the present study.  

The first phase, contextualization, is grounded in a meaningful oral or written text 

and serves to establish a meaningful context in which the target language feature appears. 
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This phase is fundamental because it introduces the subject-matter topic that will be the 

underlying thread throughout the subsequent activities. The next phase, awareness, refers 

to developing students’ metalinguistic awareness. This phase is crucial in that it: (1) 

prompts students to notice (Schmidt, 1990) the target language feature, a cognitive act 

that is theorized as necessary for linguistic input, or the language to which the learner is 

exposed, to become intake, or the “language data that have begun to enter the learner’s 

cognitive system” (Tedick & Lyster, 2020, p. 105), and (2) prompts students to develop 

an “analyzable representation” of the target form (Tedick & Lyster, 2020, p. 107). In 

practice, learners’ attention is first drawn to the target language feature in a text via input 

enhancements (Sharwood Smith, 1993), such as bolding, underlining or intonation stress 

(for oral texts). Then, learners engage in metalinguistic analysis via consciousness-raising 

tasks (Fotos, 1994) such as discovering linguistic patterns, developing language rules, or 

identifying cross-linguistic connections. Together, these two components of the 

awareness phase increase students’ attention to the target language form in the texts while 

scaffolding them to discover the patterns governing that form.  

Importantly, this metalinguistic knowledge alone is not sufficient to restructure 

interlanguage forms. The practice phase, therefore, is designed to scaffold learners to 

internalize the previously developed metalinguistic knowledge through comprehension 

and production processing (Tedick & Lyster, 2020). In this phase, learners engage in 

controlled or guided practice activities that remain grounded in the meaningful content 

from the contextualization phase. These practice activities are intentionally designed to 

require students to accurately produce the target language form in order to complete the 
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task, thus pushing them to destabilize interlanguage form and to proceduralize the 

aforementioned metalinguistic knowledge (Lyster & Sato, 2013).  

The final stage of the CAPA model, the autonomy phase, brings the discipline-

specific topic from the contextualization phase back into the foreground. In this phase, 

learners engage in typical content-focused activities that are purposefully designed to 

elicit the target language form from the previous phases. In this way, students continue to 

produce the target form while gaining fluency, motivation, and confidence (Tedick & 

Lyster, 2020). This phase is important for providing learners an opportunity to embed 

their developing linguistic knowledge within content-oriented production, thus building 

automaticity through genuine communication (Segalowitz, 2000).  

In summary, DLI scholars in Canada, the U.S., and Ireland have conceptualized 

and operationalized C/LI as pedagogically shifting between content-oriented and 

language-oriented instruction. The goal of this pedagogical approach is to explicitly focus 

on language forms and functions within the context of meaningful content rather than (a) 

assuming language will be acquired incidentally through content learning or (b) teaching 

language as a decontextualized object. Despite arguing that the counterbalance metaphor 

“aims to diffuse dichotomous views of instruction as being only about language or only 

about content” (Tedick & Lyster, 2020, p. 81), the DLI literature on content and language 

integration is lacking in a robust discussion of how language and content (and literacy) 

are inextricably interconnected. Moreover, the end result of this conceptualization of 

C/LI tends to be a focus on morphosyntactic and lexical features, with a lesser focus on 

broader syntactic, discursive or genre features required to fully comprehend and perform 

more (subject-specific) complex academic thought. As will be seen in the next section, 
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the theory of Systemic Functional Linguistics offers another way of conceptualizing C/LI 

that addresses this concern.  

2.1.2 C/LI and Systemic Functional Linguistics 

 On the surface, C/LI in CLIL appears to have a similar foundation as that of DLI. 

Both models advocate the teaching of meaningful content material through a second 

language in order to improve second language acquisition outcomes in comparison to 

traditional foreign language teaching. However, recent CLIL scholarship has begun to 

refine several theorizations of the actual concept of integration that push beyond the 

underlying assumptions from DLI. As Llinares (2015) argues, “the understanding of how 

language and content are not only balanced but integrated in immersion/CLIL/CBI 

pedagogies requires the application of theoretical models that see language as inseparable 

from the meanings (and content) it conveys” (p. 61, emphasis added). Llinares makes a 

distinction between balancing content and language and integrating content and language, 

one that resides in a theoretical understanding of the relationship between the two 

constructs of content and language.  

In contrast to DLI scholars, CLIL scholars explicitly describe content and 

language as embodying one another: “language is not simply a means of transport for 

ideas, carrying the knowledge of the subject, but, in fact, it constructs, structures and 

even restricts knowledge through discipline-specific texts” (Llinares et al., 2012, p. 111). 

By specifying that the purpose of CLIL classrooms is to teach “the language of 

schooling” (Schleppegrell, 2004) rather than community-based social, or ‘street,’ 

language, scholars can focus on how language shapes educational knowledge. Content 

and language are therefore inextricable entities that are always experienced in tandem. 
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This conceptualization is grounded in Halliday’s (1993) argument that language is an 

essential condition for knowing. Therefore, content cannot exist without language, and, 

an important corollary that will be elucidated later, CLIL students cannot truly express 

content/meaning without the associated requisite forms.  

Many CLIL scholars build on the body of work of systemic functional linguistics 

(SFL) to undergird their conceptualization of C/LI. SFL is a meaning-based theory of 

language that argues that all linguistic features, whether lexical, grammatical or 

discursive, have evolved to express specific discourse functions (Martin, 2001). The 

underlying questions asked by SFL are “how do people use language?” and “how is 

language structured for use?” (Eggins, 1994). Language, and, moreover, language use, 

are therefore never analyzed in isolation but rather always situated in context. SFL 

scholars argue that these functional analyses can elucidate the grammatical resources that 

are necessary for students to successfully construct the registers and genres that are 

expected in academic contexts (e.g., Schleppegrell, 2001, 2004). Fundamentally, learning 

new ways of using language is learning new ways of thinking, and learning new ways of 

thinking in a given discipline requires learning new uses of language. 

Some CLIL researchers have turned to broadened notions of literacy as defined by 

New Literacy Studies to highlight the unified relationship between content and language. 

For example, Lorenzo and Dalton-Puffer (2016) discuss historical literacy in particular, 

arguing that “the mere representation of events does not constitute history; the discourse 

of history demands cognitive academic operations” (p. 61). Historians are masters of the 

particular rhetorical features and genres of historical texts and need to be able to 

manipulate the associated linguistic features in order to successfully “do” historical 
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thinking. There is a direct link for students, then, between the types of learning (and how 

that learned knowledge is performed) and the types of language that instantiate that 

learning (Veel & Coffin, 1996). Lorenzo and Dalton-Puffer (2016) argue that in an L2, 

the “semantic and syntactic mapping of advanced historical functions (causality and 

appraisal) may delay historical competence” (p. 64). Essentially, unless CLIL students 

can produce the complex linguistic and discursive features required by advanced 

historical cognitive discourse functions (Dalton-Puffer, 2016), they will not be able to 

successfully function as historians and will not be able to fully access or produce 

historical knowledge.   

The conceptualization of C/LI grounded in a functional theory of language has 

impacted how C/LI has been researched in CLIL contexts. For example, learner-focused, 

classroom-based studies in Europe have paid particular attention to how students use 

language to express academic meaning in a given discipline (Nashaat-Sobhy & Llinares, 

2020), how they move from oracy to literacy (Nikula et al., 2016), and how they express 

not only factual information but also evaluate the content they are studying (Whittaker & 

McCabe, 2020). Much of this work has focused on how students (and teachers) perform 

discipline-specific cognitive discourse functions (CDF) during classroom interaction 

(e.g., Evnitskaya & Dalton-Puffer, 2020; Dalton-Puffer, 2013; Llinares & Nikula, 2016). 

Some studies have also examined how C/LI evolves through interaction. These studies 

are centered on particular genres, such as investigating the relationship between teacher 

questioning and different history genres (Llinares & Pascual Peña, 2015) or the role of 

situated practice (activities) in the production of historical explanations (Llinares & 

Morton, 2010). Notably absent from this research, however, are comprehensive 
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discussions of problematic grammatical features that arise in CLIL students’ 

interlanguage as they perform those CDFs (c.f. Adrián & Mangado, 2015; Lorenzo & 

Moore, 2010). As such, CLIL research on C/LI reflects the conceptual assumptions of the 

term as strongly grounded in subject-specific or disciplinary literacies and focusing on 

integration at the genre-level much more so than discrete morphosyntactic or lexico-

grammatical aspects of language (Nikula et al., 2016).  

2.1.3 Content and Language Integration in CLIL Pedagogy 

 As noted above, in DLI contexts the very concept of integration is generally 

understood as an instructional matter, instantiated in literature on explicit pedagogical 

strategies for shifting attention between content and language in the classroom. In 

contrast, CLIL scholars frequently conceptualize integration at a theoretical level, 

drawing on theories of language and literacies to describe how language is used to 

structure knowledge. Despite the prevalence of classroom-based research that has 

examined how students and teachers currently use language in CLIL classrooms (e.g., 

Jakonen, 2016; Llinares & Pascual Peña, 2015; Morton & Jakonen, 2016), a pedagogical 

agenda for how to apply that conceptualization to classroom-level instructional practices 

remains less comprehensive. In this section, I will briefly highlight two pedagogical 

approaches that have emerged from the literature: genre-based pedagogy and a focus-on-

form approach.  

Genre-Based Pedagogy 

When discussing the introduction of language instruction into subject-led 

classrooms, CLIL scholars frequently focus on subject-specific cognitive discourse 

functions and “a progression of narrative, descriptive, informative, argumentative, and 
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persuasive texts” —texts which are referred to as genres in SFL (Dalton-Puffer, 2007, p. 

295). Genres are the means through which content knowledge is expressed in discipline-

appropriate ways. Therefore, in order to be competent in the discipline, students need to 

be able to produce texts that appropriately construe the purpose, structure, and audience 

of the given genre.  

 The goal of a genre-based pedagogy is to increase students’ awareness and control 

of a range of genres and genre features. This is accomplished through a teaching/learning 

cycle of text deconstruction, joint construction, and independent and/or collaborative 

construction (de Oliveira et al., 2020). Morton (2010) notes that this cycle serves two key 

purposes in the CLIL classroom. Most obviously, it fosters critical analysis of genre 

features while also creating opportunities for students to practice and perform those genre 

features themselves. The co-construction of the text can foster noticing and awareness of 

linguistic features as it requires a discussion of the lexical, grammatical, and discursive 

structures inherent to the genre (Martin, 2009). Secondly, this cycle provides a 

framework that might enhance spoken classroom interaction as teachers and students 

explore both the content of the texts (the field in SFL terms) and the linguistic forms by 

which this content is construed. In this way, content and language are integrated in 

classroom instruction as students gain an understanding of the ways that language 

instantiates content knowledge.  

 To the best of my knowledge, despite the recommendation for genre-based 

pedagogy in CLIL education, there is little published research demonstrating its 



 32 

effectiveness4. Morton (2010) shares classroom interaction data from three secondary 

CLIL history classes in Spain. However, there wasn’t an explicit implementation of 

genre-based pedagogy in any of the classrooms. Instead, Morton analyzes the teachers’ 

instructional moves to highlight instances where a genre pedagogy would theoretically 

support students in better producing the desired historical genres. In contrast, Yi Lo and 

Jeong (2018) worked collaboratively with a secondary language arts teacher in an 

English-medium CLIL program in Hong Kong to develop and implement a 

teaching/learning cycle with her eighth-grade students. Pre- and post-tests were employed 

to measure the impact of the language-focused instruction on students’ production of the 

‘exposition’ genre, focusing on academic vocabulary, spelling and grammatical features, 

sentence patterns to realize academic functions, and the structure of the exposition text. 

The results showed that students made statistically significant improvements in their 

overall ‘language’ scores with the most salient improvements in the organization of the 

essays and the use of sentence patterns and connectives in line with the target genre.  

Focus-on-Form Approach 

Somewhat surprisingly, given the overarching call for a focus on language-as-

genres, some CLIL scholars do propose incorporating a focus-on-form approach in the 

content-driven classroom. Although they reference the counterbalanced approach as a 

model, these scholars make notable distinctions from Lyster’s (2007) work. First, as 

noted above, there are few studies that comprehensively analyze CLIL students’ second 

language development, and those that do focus more on features of academic language 

 

4 There is considerable research on genre-based pedagogy in English as a Second Language programs (e.g., 
de Oliveira et al., 2020); however, this is outside of the scope of this literature review as the contexts for 
these programs differ considerably from DLI programs. 
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than discrete grammatical phenomena. For example, when comparing CLIL students’ 

oral production in English with peers studying history in the L1 (Spanish) in Spain, 

Llinares and Whittaker (2010) found that the CLIL students were more likely to use 

complex clauses and were less proficient in the use of lexical abstractions and 

prepositional phrases to express circumstance. Llinares (2015) concludes that “some 

features of the language of the disciplines seem to be learnt more incidentally as part of 

the learning of the content of the subject (e.g. subject-specific lexis), while others (e.g. 

presenting information in phrases…) would require special attention and some kind of 

implicit or explicit teaching” (p. 65, emphasis added).  

Therefore, in CLIL contexts, scholars argue the choice of what language to teach 

in a focus-on-form approach stems from the genres of the content discipline more so than 

from a concern for grammatical accuracy in second language development. Indeed, 

Llinares et al. (2012) argue that “teachers need to be aware of the characteristic features 

of different genres and registers in order to be able to identify those lexico-grammatical 

features that need attention, not simply because they are not accurate or grammatically 

correct, but mainly because they are necessary for the realization of ideational meaning5” 

(p. 190). To that end, they propose the term ‘focus on language’ rather than ‘focus on 

form,’ extending the approach to encompass language functions in academic registers and 

genres.  

 In contrast to the rationale and targets of form-focused instruction in Lyster’s 

(2007, 2016) counterbalanced approach, CLIL scholars propose that the linguistic target 

 

5 According to the SFL model of language, there are three ‘metafunctions’: ideational, interpersonal, and 
textual. It is through the ideational metafunction that we make sense of our experiences and communicate 
about content.    
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of proactive and/or reactive instruction must always be directly embedded within the 

specific register and genre of the context. For example, the recommendation in response 

to research showing article transfer error in CLIL students’ oral language in English in 

Spain (Vásquez, 2010, cited in Llinares et al., 2012) is for CLIL teachers to teach article 

use “within a more general focus on the linguistic features which are necessary to 

organize the content and create cohesive texts (e.g., the passive voice or the expansion of 

nouns with pre- and post-modifiers…)” (Llinares et al., 2012, p. 204). As another 

example, instead of focusing on accurate verb morphology, CLIL scholars recommend 

that teachers scaffold the types of processes6 that students use when producing oral and 

written discourse. For instance, a prompt asking for historical description should require 

relational processes in the response, and the teacher’s form-focused instruction should 

therefore prioritize the appropriate lexical verb choice rather than morphological 

accuracy. The target of the form-focused instruction appears to be two-fold, with a higher 

priority given to the production of a genre-appropriate text and a lesser priority granted to 

a given linguistic structure.  

2.1.4 Lessons Learned—What is C/LI?  

 As demonstrated in the above literature review, C/LI is understood by some 

scholars as an instructional approach whereas for others it is first and foremost a 

conceptual term that reminds us of the inextricable relationship between content and 

language. Both of these conceptualizations are beneficial to this study, as it is important 

 

6 In a transitivity analysis in SFL, the process is what kind of event/state is being described via the verb of 
the clause. Six main types are typically recognized: material (‘doing’), mental (‘experiencing’), verbal 
(‘saying’), relational (‘being or becoming’), behavioral (‘behaving’), and existential (‘exist’) (Halliday & 
Matthiessen., 2004). 
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to have a strong theoretical understanding of C/LI that undergirds how it is 

operationalized in the classroom. With this in mind, the intervention of this study draws 

on concepts of Systemic Functional Linguistics, particularly genre and register 

(described in depth in the methodology section), to support the collaborating teachers in 

developing their understandings of how the subject-matter topics and discipline-specific 

texts used in their courses are construed by language. At the same time, the CAPA model 

is used as a blueprint for the specific pedagogical activities that are embedded into the 

(re)designed materials. This perspective aligns with what Leung and Morton (2016) refer 

to as an approach to C/LI with a higher disciplinary orientation with more visible 

language pedagogy. In this approach, “the notion of developing language competence is 

closely tied to the expression of construction of meanings associated with specific 

disciplinary content, skills, and thinking processes” (Leung & Morton, 2016, p. 238). As 

such, the intervention in this study focuses on the types of language-related knowledge 

and skills inherent to a specific disciplinary subject while, at the same time, identifying 

specific linguistic forms to be targeted and instructional strategies that would, 

theoretically, lead to language acquisition over time.  

2.2 DLI Teacher Knowledge for C/LI 

After previously expounding on what C/LI is, this next section articulates the 

knowledge necessary for DLI teachers to effectively enact an integrated approach in their 

instruction. Much has been written about best pedagogical practices for DLI education 

(e.g., Hamayan et al., 2013; Lyster, 2016; Tedick & Lyster, 2020), and a small but 

growing body of research is beginning to explore how professional development can 

support teachers in developing these skills (and underlying knowledge) (Cammarata & 
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Haley, 2017; He & Lin, 2018; Hernández et al., 2019; Ó Ceallaigh et al., 2018; Tedick & 

Zilmer, 2018). However, there is not yet consensus in the field as to how to 

conceptualize, define, and describe the knowledge base required of teachers to effectively 

and consistently embody C/LI in their instruction and teacher identities. What is agreed 

upon, however, is that isolated knowledges of the content subject matter and the target 

language is simply not sufficient for integration. In the following section, I outline three 

conceptual frameworks that attempt to describe the complex domains of teacher 

knowledge necessary for C/LI, henceforth referred to in this dissertation as DLI teacher 

knowledge.  

2.2.1 Teacher Language Awareness 

Teacher language awareness (TLA) is a “label applied to research and teacher 

development activity that focuses on the interface between what teachers know, or need 

to know, about language and their pedagogical practice” (Andrews & Svalberg, 2017, p. 

220). Conceptually, TLA has been operationalized as a framework that is comprised of 

three overlapping and dynamic knowledge domains: knowledge for language use (the 

User domain), knowledge about language (the Analyst domain), and pedagogical 

knowledge for teaching language (the Teacher domain) (Andrews, 2007; Lindahl & 

Baecher, 2016). In other words, TLA takes into account teachers’ procedural knowledge 

of language, declarative knowledge about language, and pedagogical content knowledge 

for teaching language via content (Andrews & Lin, 2017). This framework highlights that 

neither advanced target language proficiency nor metalinguistic knowledge about 

language forms and functions is sufficient for language instruction without pedagogical 

know-how. Andrews (2007) suggests that TLA forms “a pedagogically related reflective 
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dimension of language proficiency” that is a sub-component of the teacher’s overall 

pedagogical content knowledge (p. 30). Much research on TLA has sought to understand 

how the three domains interrelate in order to explain how, for example, explicit 

knowledge about language and pedagogical content knowledge support one another 

(Andrews & Svalberg, 2017; Xu & Harfitt, 2019). 

Although TLA research has generally studied traditional foreign or second language 

teachers (Andrews & Svalberg, 2017), it can theoretically be applied as a construct for 

teachers of all disciplines, following the adage that “all teachers are language teachers.” 

Recently, scholars have used TLA as a theoretical framework to describe the challenges 

mainstream teachers in the Unites States face in supporting emerging bilingual students 

to meet the demands of discipline-specific literacies (Bunch, 2013; Lindahl & Watkins, 

2015; Lindahl et al., 2013). The results from these studies demonstrate that CBI teachers 

need to be competent users, analysts, and teachers of subject-specific language, not just 

language as a decontextualized code. More specifically, Andrews and Lin (2016) 

advocate that TLA research for CLIL contexts needs to take into account genre and 

register theory from a SFL perspective in order to accurately describe the language 

knowledge and pedagogical skills that CLIL teachers need. For example, He and Lin 

(2018) described how a CLIL science teacher’s TLA and teacher identity shifted during 

professional development from a language user with little pedagogical knowledge for 

language to a “CLIL teacher” as she developed the knowledge and pedagogical skills to 

guide her students in deconstructing and co-constructing scientific texts.  

In the only study to my knowledge that examines TLA in DLI education in 

particular, Lindahl and Henderson (2019) explore how TLA and language ideologies 
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intersect for 97 DLI teachers, instructional coaches, and educational specialists in a 

school district in Utah. The authors used a mixed-method explanatory approach to survey 

and interview the educators. Focusing exclusively on the Teacher domain of TLA, they 

examined the participants’ knowledge of principles of second language acquisition and 

their relation to pedagogy. In brief, the three main results showed considerable variation 

in the degrees of TLA in the Teacher domain across participants, an emphasis on implicit 

over explicit language teaching, and a prioritization of content over language instruction. 

These also found an association between positive language ideologies about English 

language learners and higher degrees of TLA in the Teacher domain. A weakness of this 

study is that TLA was operationalized as SLA knowledge. Although SLA knowledge is 

an essential component of DLI teacher knowledge, it alone is not sufficient for teachers 

to effectively integrate content and language instruction.  

Despite these attempts to apply TLA to CBI, and particularly DLI contexts, it 

appears to not be a sufficiently robust construct for this purpose. Although the three 

domains of user, analyst, and teacher have value in teasing apart the language-related 

skills a CBI teacher needs, the overall framework is lacking in specificity. Moreover, the 

recent turn to incorporating SFL into TLA notwithstanding, the TLA construct itself 

lacks a focus on the inextricable interrelationship between content, language and literacy. 

As will be shown in the two subsequent models, a conceptualization of DLI teacher 

knowledge must take into account the content knowledge for teaching as well as the 

language (and literacy) knowledge for teaching directly linked to that content knowledge.  
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2.2.2 Content and Language Knowledge for Teaching 

Morton (2016, 2018) was the first to propose a conceptualization of teacher 

knowledge that explicitly takes into account the relationship between content and 

language in bilingual/content and language-integrated learning (CLIL) programs. 

Building on previous models of teacher knowledge such as pedagogical content 

knowledge (Shulman, 1978) and content knowledge for teaching (Ball et al., 2008), 

Morton argues that in order to integrate content and knowledge effectively, DLI/CLIL 

teachers’ knowledge must consist of knowledge about and knowledge for teaching 

content and knowledge about and knowledge for teaching language. As such, Content 

and Language Knowledge for Teaching (CLKT) (Morton, 2016)—or the revised 

construct of Language Knowledge for Content Teaching (LKCT) (Morton, 2018)—

consists of four content knowledge domains and four parallel or analogous language 

knowledge domains. The four content knowledge domains are drawn directly from Ball 

et al. (2008) and are divided into two categories: subject matter knowledge (common 

content knowledge, specialized content knowledge) and pedagogical content knowledge 

(knowledge of content and students, knowledge of content and teaching).  

The four language knowledge domains map directly onto the content knowledge 

domains. Common language knowledge for content teaching (CLK-CT) consists of the 

ability to communicate and understand discourse about the subject matter being taught, 

essentially “linguistic competence and knowledge about language that teachers share with 

others who use the language for a wide range of non-teaching purposes” (Morton, 2018, 

p. 278). CLK-CT can include both procedural and declarative knowledge, and also 

includes both every-day, non-academic language as well as discipline-specific language. 
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Therefore, DLI teachers may have language knowledge, particularly academic language 

knowledge, that they cannot explain or explicitly leverage to support student learning. 

Interestingly, Morton (2018) argues that CLK-CT is perceived differently by DLI content 

teachers, such as teachers of math or science, than by language teachers, such as a 

language arts teacher. This is evidenced by CLIL content teachers who willingly 

acknowledge gaps in their language proficiency in ways that they would not expose gaps 

in content knowledge (e.g., Hüttner et al., 2013).  

Specialized language knowledge for content teaching (SLK-CT) is knowledge of the 

language connected to the teaching goals, evidenced by the ability to linguistically 

unpack how content ideas are expressed. This type of language knowledge is analogous 

to that needed to identify content-obligatory and content-compatible language objectives 

(Snow et al., 1989) and to maintain a ‘language alertness,’ a habit of mind for switching 

between thinking about content and thinking about language, during planning and 

instruction (Maguire, 2018). In his later writing on SLK-CT, Morton (2018) redefines the 

construct, arguing that it refers to how teachers use language in interaction and the 

communicative choices that they make during lesson enactment, essentially “the unique 

ways in which teachers use language to represent content knowledge and make it 

accessible to learners” (p. 279). With either definition, there is a clear focus on teachers’ 

abilities to see the connections between a content discipline and the language that is used 

to construe that discipline in practice.  

The final two knowledge domains connect directly with pedagogical decision-

making for C/LI. Knowledge of language and students allows teachers to anticipate 

language that will be familiar or challenging for students in any given content material or 
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activity. It comes into play when teachers intentionally craft activities to target or avert 

specific language demands based on teaching objectives and students’ needs. Lastly, 

knowledge of language and teaching enables teachers to incorporate explicit language 

use and learning goals within instructional sequences, including both proactive activities 

and scaffolds and reactive corrective feedback. In short, this domain represents the 

pedagogical knowledge teachers use when designing form-focused activities within 

content-based instruction.  

Each language knowledge domain is distinct, and yet they overlap and integrate with 

the parallel content knowledge domains. In order for teachers to effectively implement 

C/LI, they need to have robust schemas for each of the four language knowledge domains 

as well as understand how they interrelate to content knowledge/teaching. Furthermore, 

Morton (2016) emphasizes that CLKT “emerges in unfolding sequences of classroom 

interaction” (p. 152) and so must be analyzed through a holistic, situated approach that 

includes both detailing teachers’ personal schemas and observing those teachers’ situated 

actions in the classroom.  

It appears that Morton’s framework has yet to be applied in empirical studies about 

DLI or CLIL teacher knowledge or practice. In his own work, Morton (2016, 2018) 

provides illustrative examples of how the various components of CLKT might be 

analyzed. For example, he examines the classroom interaction of a year 10 CLIL biology 

teacher in Spanish to highlight gaps in her CLK-CT, or moments in which she admits to a 

lack of knowledge of an English word (Morton, 2018). He also analyzes teacher 

interviews to demonstrate how CLKT can appear as a cognitive construct represented in 

reflection about pedagogic purpose or instructional decisions (Morton, 2016). However, 
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further empirical research is needed to better understand how this construct can be 

applied as a heuristic for analyzing DLI teacher knowledge.  

2.2.3 Knowledge Base Framework for Integration in Immersion 

The third and final framework for conceptualizing DLI teacher knowledge was 

introduced by Cammarata and Cavanagh (2018), and shares much in common with 

Morton’s model in that it articulates in detail the various facets of the DLI teacher 

knowledge base. However, Cammarata and Cavanagh’s framework adds the additional 

component of literacy, more explicitly highlighting the interrelated natures of discipline-

specific content, language features and functions, and literacy practices. Their knowledge 

base framework for integration in immersion (IKI) brings together theoretical concepts 

from SFL as well as pedagogically-focused teacher knowledge domains in an attempt to 

comprehensively map all of the components of DLI teacher knowledge. Importantly, this 

model was initially designed to investigate the knowledge base of French Immersion 

Teacher Educators (ITEs)’ in Canada, rather than that of DLI teachers themselves. 

However, the authors themselves describe the model as capturing “the essential 

knowledge required by immersion teachers for successful pedagogical integration” (p. 

196).  

At its foundation, the IKI is grounded in four core content knowledge domains: (1) 

general pedagogical knowledge (GPK), including classroom management, curriculum 

and lesson-planning, and knowledge of students; (2) content knowledge for the discipline 

(CK-DI), or key concepts and principles of the field; (3) content knowledge related to 

language (CK-La), including both declarative and procedural knowledge of the partner 

language (PL); and (4) content knowledge related to literacy (CK-Li), namely knowledge 
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of discipline-specific text types and structures and strategies for students to reproduce 

those texts. These four knowledge domains are represented by the circles in Figure 2.1. 

Figure 2.1  

Knowledge base framework for integration (Cammarata & Cavanagh, 2018, p. 196) 

 

 

 The arrows within the circles illustrate the various connections among these 

knowledge domains that DLI teachers must understand in order to successfully enact 

C/LI during instruction. The red lines represent the specific pedagogical content 

knowledge that teachers must possess in order to effectively transform their content 

knowledge in “pedagogically powerful ways” for student learning (Shulman, 1987, p. 

15). In DLI contexts, teachers need to possess three types of PCK in order to effectively 

teach discipline-specific concepts, discipline-specific language skills, and discipline-

specific literacy skills. The dotted black lines represent the knowledge of how content, 

language, and literacy are intricately linked together. For example, DLI teachers must 

understand that the learning of discipline concepts requires language development not 

only at the lexical level, but also in syntax and discourse structures (discipline-language 
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connection). Also, teachers must understand that particular subject-specific genres and 

text types of their disciplines call for specific language forms and text structures (literacy-

language connection). Lastly, teachers must be aware of how disciplinary learning 

necessitates understanding of particular text types/structures (discipline-literacy 

connection).  

In their own empirical study, Cammarata and Cavanagh (2018) followed in 

Morton’s (2016, 2018) footsteps in studying only the dimensions of their model related to 

knowledge of language and literacy, as these are the areas that research has shown to be 

most challenging for DLI teachers. To analyze the knowledge base of six ITEs in Canada, 

the authors developed a comprehensive IKI analytical tool that consists of an itemized list 

of types of understandings per knowledge category that are ordered to portray depth of 

understanding. This analytical tool is unique in the literature on DLI teacher knowledge 

in that it allows the researcher to quantify facets of teacher knowledge in order to 

compare among educators in a standardized manner. Moreover, the IKI analytical tool 

facilitates the potential to visually map educators’ knowledge base and then engage in 

cross-comparisons among those visual models. Using this method, Cammarata and 

Cavanagh (2018) found that the ITEs displayed some confusion in distinguishing 

between the concepts of language and literacy and demonstrated little awareness of the 

importance of language and literacy in disciplinary teaching/learning. The authors also 

note the effectiveness of the IKI maps in supporting the identification of gaps in the ITEs 

knowledge base which could then be targeted for future professional development.  
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2.2.4 Lessons Learned—What knowledge do DLI teachers need to integrate content 
and language?  

 A few key themes emerge when surveying the literature on DLI teacher 

knowledge. First, DLI teachers need to have rich knowledge of the PL itself, both in 

terms of declarative knowledge of the structures and functions of the PL and in terms of 

procedural knowledge to use the language in rich, complex, and discipline-appropriate 

ways. Both the Morton and Cammmarata and Cavanagh frameworks are beneficial here 

in that they distinguish between the need for high levels of overall PL proficiency and the 

need for discipline-specific language knowledge. Second, DLI teachers must have a 

robust understanding of how the content of their subject matter and the discipline-specific 

literacy practices are construed by language. Moreover, Cammarata and Cavanagh’s IKI 

model emphasizes that DLI teachers need to understand the intricate links between 

discipline, language, and literacy, moving beyond the vague call for discipline-specific 

language, which is commonly misunderstood as vocabulary. Third, DLI teachers need to 

understand how to operationalize their knowledge of language into their classroom 

practice. This includes employing verbal, procedural, and instructional scaffolding 

strategies (Gibbons, 2015; Tedick & Lyster, 2020) that make the language of their 

discipline comprehensible and that support students in producing rich and accurate 

language when making meaning. It also requires knowledge of language and students, per 

Morton’s framework, to predict and prepare for language-related difficulties that may 

arise for students.  

Lastly, regardless of how DLI teacher knowledge is conceptualized, the limited 

empirical research exploring this knowledge base in DLI and other CBI contexts has 

revealed several main themes. First, DLI teachers (and even DLI teacher educators) 
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typically understand teaching “language” as teaching vocabulary (Cammarata & 

Cavanagh, 2018; Cammarata & Haley, 2017; Cammarata & Tedick, 2012; Ó Ceallaigh et 

al., 2018). Second, teachers have trouble identifying how language and content 

interrelate, which often manifests as difficulty determining what language features to 

target in the context of a given subject matter topic (Cammarata & Haley, 2017; Lyster, 

2019a). Lastly, and perhaps most crucially, the few studies that have examined DLI 

teacher knowledge in relation to their actual practice have shown that an increase in 

knowledge for integration does not always lead to full operationalization of this 

knowledge (Cammarata & Haley, 2017). Put another way, even as teachers develop 

understanding of how content, language, and literacy interrelate, they still require the 

pedagogical content knowledge necessary to translate this knowledge into effective 

pedagogical practices. Moreover, the implementation of newly developed knowledge for 

C/LI requires a considerable change in classroom routines and practices, essentially a 

new way of going about planning and teaching, which necessitates a new teacher identity 

(Cammarata & Haley, 2017; Cammarata & Tedick, 2012; He & Lin, 2018). With these 

challenges in mind, the next section explores how professional development can better 

prepare teachers to consistently implement an effective integrated instructional approach.  

2.3 Professional Development for C/LI 
 

As the previous sections establish, integrating content and language in the DLI 

classroom requires a unique and complex set of knowledge and skills beyond those of a 

mainstream classroom teacher. Some states such as California, Texas, and Minnesota 

have preparation programs for DLI—or bilingual—teachers (see Alfaro, 2018; 

Capdevila-Guetiérrez et al., 2020; Garza et al., 2020). However, on the whole, very few 
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DLI teachers in the United States participate in pre-service DLI-specific teacher 

preparation designed to develop the specific knowledge and skills for C/LI, especially at 

the secondary level. Instead, secondary DLI teachers are typically trained as content 

specialists, receiving licensure from traditional, content-specific teacher education 

programs with the possibility of an add-on bilingual education certificate in some states 

(Boyle et al., 2015; Erben, 2004; Guerrero & Lachance, 2018; Tedick & Fortune, 2013). 

In many cases, therefore, DLI-specific teacher education occurs through continuing 

education professional development (PD) programs. Only recently has the research field 

turned to examine these programs (Cammarata & Ó Ceallaigh, 2018), yet there is a 

burgeoning understanding of the characteristics necessary for PD to effectively cultivate 

the knowledge and skills necessary for systematic and effective C/LI.  

The following review outlines the content matter to be covered in PD for C/LI as 

well as some specific characteristics of PD that improve DLI teachers’ ability to integrate 

content and language instruction. The scope of this review is limited to research focused 

on PD for C/LI in particular, and a broader discussion about teacher cognition and 

conceptual models of professional development is intentionally absent (see, for 

example, Darling-Hammond et al., 2017).  

2.3.1 Content of PD for C/LI 

Language genre, functions, and form 

As outlined previously, in order for DLI teachers to integrate content and language 

in their instruction, they need to have a robust understanding of how their subject matter 

is construed by language—essentially specialized language knowledge for content 

teaching from Morton’s (2016, 2018) framework. This includes an understanding of 
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academic language (Zwiers, 2014; Lo, 2019), the ability to identify the genre, register, 

and stages/phases of specific text types (Andrews & Lin, 2017; He & Lin, 2018), and 

competence in identifying subject-specific literacy skills (Cammarata & Haley, 2017).  

DLI-specific PD programs operationalize the teaching of this language knowledge in 

various ways. Some emphasize the concepts of content-obligatory and content-

compatible language objectives (Snow et al., 1989) with the goal of helping teachers 

explicitly establish the function, forms, and vocabulary they expect to target in a given 

lesson or unit (e.g., Cammarata & Tedick, 2012; Ó Ceallaigh et al., 2018; Tedick & 

Zilmer, 2018). Others follow a SFL perspective, using genre and register theory (Halliday 

& Hasan, 1976; Rose & Martin, 2012) to analyze texts in order to describe the typical 

language features of given subject-specific genres (e.g., He & Lin, 2018). Andrews and 

Lin (2017), for example, suggest that CBI teacher education include linguistic analysis 

activities like inductive comparison of different content topics and everyday texts to 

identify varying levels of lexical and grammatical language complexity and language 

demands. They argue that “after teachers have gone through the analysis stage 

themselves (e.g., in teacher preparation programmes) through an inductive process, they 

are more likely to be aware of how to teach such features to their future students using a 

similar, inductive approach” (Andrews & Lin, 2017, p. 71). Lastly, Cammarata and Haley 

(2017)—described in more detail below—implemented a comprehensive planning 

framework for integration at the curricular level. The PD modules associated with the 

framework encompassed both of the previously mentioned perspectives. Canadian French 

immersion teachers were exposed to concepts of content and disciplinary literacy and the 
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language of schooling via analysis of text types while also gaining familiarity with 

various types of interrelated instructional objectives (content, language, and literacy).  

In summary, an important facet of DLI-specific PD programs is discussion about 

and analysis of language. Because DLI teachers are typically trained as content teachers 

rather than language teachers, it cannot be assumed that they already have the 

(meta)linguistic knowledge to analyze, identify and talk about the language they wish to 

target in their instruction (Andrews & Lin, 2017; Cammarata & Tedick, 2012; Ó 

Ceallaigh et al., 2019). Without this knowledge, DLI teachers will struggle to consistently 

and effectively apply new instructional strategies that integrate a language focus with 

content. Therefore, one component of DLI-specific PD needs to include teaching of 

language and opportunities for teachers to practice identifying and analyzing language 

features themselves.  

Teaching of instructional strategies 

 DLI-specific PD programs also need to introduce teachers to specific instructional 

strategies for C/LI, or develop their knowledge of language and teaching (Morton, 2016). 

As of this writing, few studies explicitly discuss how these instructional strategies are 

taught in PD programs. For example, Cammarata and Haley (2017) note that French 

immersion PD participants were familiarized “with key instructional strategies…” but 

how this familiarization occurred is not shared (p. 5). An exception is Lyster (2019a) in 

which the author briefly describes introducing his CAPA model to in-service French 

immersion social studies teachers during a 5-workshop PD project. Lyster outlines the 

content of each workshop, including details of when teachers were provided work time to 

collaboratively design and revise their own instructional units. These units were then 
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enacted in the classroom, video-recorded, and used for a stimulated recall session during 

the final workshop in which the teachers viewed and discussed clips of each other’s units.  

 Also, Hernández et al. (2019) report on a 3-day PD workshop for pre-service 

elementary Spanish dual language teachers in the United States designed to develop PCK 

grounded in GLAD (Guided Language Acquisition Design) strategies. Similar to Lyster’s 

(2019a) PD project, the pre-service teachers in this workshop were directly taught GLAD 

strategies within the context of a third-grade science unit and then immediately provided 

opportunities to apply that knowledge by designing materials and observing and assisting 

in the science lessons. As is supported by general education research on teacher education 

(Darling-Hammond et al., 2017), both studies found that the opportunity to immediately 

design, implement, and reflect upon the instructional sequences were fundamental for 

building teachers’ knowledge of language and teaching.  

2.3.2 Characteristics of Effective PD for C/LI  

 In this section, I review in detail several key studies that describe specific PD 

programs designed to develop DLI teachers’ knowledge and skills for C/LI. The goal of 

this review is to summarize the underlying characteristics of these programs that had the 

greatest impact on teacher learning and instructional practice.  

 In one of the first empirical studies related to PD for C/LI, Cammarata and Tedick 

(2012) drew on phenomenology to explore two elementary and one secondary DLI 

teachers’ lived experiences as they attempted to balance content and language in their 

instruction. The three participating teachers had attended a year-long PD program 

designed to expose teachers to the theoretical principles and strategies for embedding a 

language focus within subject matter teaching. The study itself concentrated on the 
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experience of integrating content and language, yet several of the participating teachers’ 

referenced the PD when considering those experiences. One participant noted that the PD 

program broadened her understanding of her role as a teacher, expanding beyond 

elementary or content teacher to also language teacher. Another mentioned that she better 

understood the language-content connection as a result of the PD; however, she also 

noted that this heightened awareness needed to be coupled with increased pedagogical 

skills in order for her to most effectively anticipate student language difficulties. 

Although Cammarata and Tedick (2012) noted that teachers struggled to identify what 

language features to emphasize when teaching content, the authors argued that the PD, 

coupled with more experience, was beneficial in developing a stronger understanding of 

the relationships between content and language.  

 Tedick and Zilmer (2018) greatly added to the literature on PD for content and 

language integration by identifying specific characteristics of a comprehensive PD 

program and its assignments that affected teachers’ ability to focus on language in 

planning and instruction. The researchers surveyed and conducted focus groups with 

CBI/DLI teachers who had participated in an interactive and collaborative online, 

graduate level, PD certificate program at an American university that consisted of five 

15-week courses covering topics like curriculum planning and assessment, language-

focused instructional practices, and biliteracy instruction. They found that the highest-

impact assignments were those that were directly meaningful and relevant to the teachers’ 

contexts. These assignments required teachers to enact new practices in their classrooms 

and reflect on any changes in student language production and learning. Teachers also 

noted the benefit of receiving peer and instructor feedback on assignments and having 
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opportunities to revise and refine their writing and thinking. Equally important was the 

constant feedback that teachers received from one another via online discussions and 

collaborations as they developed new understandings of language-focused instruction. 

The authors also highlight the process of identity development that occurred throughout 

the PD program. Teachers’ identities evolved as they became more language-aware and 

felt empowered by seeing successes in their classrooms. Lastly, collaboration and 

community permeated throughout the findings, and Tedick and Zilmer (2018) argue that 

“learning in community” functioned as the backdrop and context for the development of 

practice, meaning (knowledge), and identity that led to the success of this PD experience 

(p. 288).  

 He and Lin (2018) also highlighted the benefit of close collaboration and 

feedback between a teacher educator and CBI teacher in terms of DLI teacher knowledge 

development. The study reports on a collaboration between a CLIL English-medium 

science teacher in Hong Kong and her university teacher educator (TE) (the first author) 

to help students overcome the content and language demands in science lessons. As a 

follow-up to university-based coursework taken by the CLIL teacher, the TE conducted 

pre-lesson meetings with the teacher to prepare language-focused activities and then 

observed and video-recorded CLIL lessons. They also participated in post-lesson 

debriefs. Importantly, the authors assert that the teacher-TE relationship remained 

collaborative rather than hierarchical throughout the project. The authors found that the 

on-going and dialogic collaboration between the teacher and the TE allowed the teacher 

to develop an identity as a CLIL teacher with advanced language awareness while, at the 

same time, the TE shifted toward a role of partner, removing her scaffolding.  
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 Several PD programs have leveraged collaboration and community as a tool for 

DLI teacher development by drawing on a Lesson Study framework (Fernandez & 

Yoshida, 2004; Stigler & Hiebert, 1999). Lesson study is described in more detail in 

Chapter 3; however, in brief, it is a collaborative and cyclical process in which a group of 

teachers collectively design, teach, observe, reflect upon, and redesign a series of lessons. 

The cycle specifically aims to address pedagogical challenges and student needs that have 

been previously identified. In the case of DLI-specific PD, lesson study frameworks have 

been used to support DLI teachers in planning for and enacting C/LI.  

 Cammarata and Haley (2017) conducted a lesson study with 15 Grade 6-12 

Canadian French immersion teachers during a year and a half long PD project grounded 

in a curricular planning framework designed to make explicit the interrelatedness of 

content, language and literacy (Cammarata, 2016). The authors found that the 

collaborative lesson study model afforded opportunities for teachers to apply what they 

had learned in real educational contexts while reflecting collectively on previously held 

and changing beliefs and practices. However, they also noted that even the explicit 

curricular planning framework and collective knowledge were not sufficient for teachers 

to consistently identify the language to target in lessons. As such, Cammarata and Haley 

argue that “PD interventions designed to foster an integrated approach in the immersion 

context should provide extensive models of what optimal contextualized language 

instruction may look like within specifically-targeted disciplines” (p. 11). This harkens to 

the previous section in that PD for C/LI needs to both deepen teachers’ understandings of 

content-language-literacy connections and provide ample modeling and practice of the 

associated instructional strategies.  
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 Ó Ceallaigh et al. (2019) also employed lesson study in a specially-designed 

teacher education course for seven pre-service Irish immersion teachers gaining licensure 

in elementary education. The 12-week course was divided into three phases and co-taught 

by an Irish immersion teacher educator and math education specialists with the goal of 

simultaneously developing pre-service teachers’ mathematic and DLI-specific PCK. In 

the first phase, pre-service teachers designed a series of four geometry lessons for which 

they selected mathematics-based activities, identified associated language features, and 

designed language-focused tasks. Then, each pre-service teacher taught a pre-designed 

lesson while the other pre-service teachers and instructors observed. Lastly, in the third 

stage, the pre-service teachers reflected on the experience, presenting the outcomes of 

their work to their peers. Through analysis of field notes, lesson plans, observations, and 

pre-service teachers’ reflections, the authors noted that the classroom-based experience of 

this PD positively affected students’ understandings of how to integrate content and 

language. Moreover, the reflective nature of the lesson study cycle allowed students to 

revise lessons, which led to more intentionally and systematically planning for 

integration. For example, content-compatible language objectives that were overlooked 

during initial planning were added as the lessons were implemented. Interestingly, the 

authors noted that the pre-service teachers acknowledge that they had not previously 

engaged in as deep a level of reflection in their teacher preparation. In summary, the 

collaborative, practice-based, and reflective nature of the lesson study model of PD 

helped to make explicit the processes that inform pedagogical decision-making for C/LI.  
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2.3.3 Lessons Learned—How can DLI teacher knowledge be cultivated through 
professional development? 

In order for a PD program to have a lasting impact on DLI teachers’ knowledge 

development, it must include several key characteristics. First, the content of the program 

needs to integrate conceptual understandings about content-language-literacy 

connections, opportunities for teachers to experience inductively analyzing content for 

subject-specific language features, and explicit instruction on and modeling of the 

instructional strategies to integrate that language within content instruction. In other 

words, PD that simply focuses on instructional pedagogy without also targeting DLI 

teachers’ underlying language knowledge will not be effective long-term. Second, the 

activities of the PD program must be applicable to the teachers’ classrooms, and ideally 

are directly intertwined with immediate classroom practice. It is through enacting new 

learning that DLI teachers truly make meaning of that understanding (Tedick & Zilmer, 

2018). In other words, learning occurs through enactment, not in advance of it. Moreover, 

when PD tasks encourage teachers to enact C/LI immediately, they witness change in 

their students, which further solidifies their commitment to the new pedagogical practices 

(Ó Ceallaigh et al., 2018; He & Lin, 2018; Tedick & Zilmer, 2018). Third, all of the 

reviewed studies were collaborative and community-oriented. Learning to integrate 

content and language requires deep changes in teacher identity and pedagogical habits 

and can create tension or feelings of uncertainty (Arshad & Lyster, 2021; Cammarata & 

Haley, 2017; Cammarata & Tedick, 2012; He & Lin, 2018). As such, learning in 

community is vital for providing DLI teachers a safe and supportive space to grow in 

their professional practice. Collaboration is also fundamental for helping DLI teachers to 

develop deeper understandings of the key principles of the integrated approach and to 
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overcome their various individual struggles in implementing that approach in their own 

classrooms (Cammarata & Haley, 2017). Lastly, a few of the studies demonstrate the 

value of PD programs that are longitudinal and iterative in nature, supporting teachers in 

trying out new instructional approaches various times throughout the PD. Both Ó 

Ceallaigh et al., (2018) and Cammarata and Haley (2017) mention that the teachers in 

their programs grew in their abilities to write language objectives over time. Also, the 

cyclical nature of the lesson study model allowed for greater reflection as teachers 

immediately made adjustments based on previous enactments of lessons.  

2.4 The Role of Pedagogical Materials 
 
 The previous sections of this literature review outline the complexity of C/LI and 

the challenges that DLI teachers face when attempting to integrate their instruction. One 

main impediment to C/LI that is frequently cited by Spanish DLI teachers is the lack of 

appropriate materials in the PL (Cammarata & Tedick, 2012; de Jong & Bearse, 2014; 

Hernández, 2015), causing teachers to translate materials from English, create their own 

materials, or draw upon materials designed for Spanish-speaking students from other 

countries (e.g., Mexico or Chile). However, little previous research has examined the 

ways that these materials impact the secondary DLI classroom, and, especially, how they 

serve as a resource or obstacle to C/LI. This final section of the literature review, 

therefore, draws upon materials use research from language, math and science education 

to explain how pedagogical materials might play a part in supporting teachers in enacting 

C/LI.  

 This section is composed of four sub-sections. I first provide a brief overview of 

the definition of pedagogical materials, situating this review within the field of materials 
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use research. Then, building on the premise that C/LI requires a specific type of 

language-focused pedagogy within content instruction, I explore the literature discussing 

pedagogical materials as a tool for supporting desired pedagogy in language education. 

Next, I turn to the concept of educative materials from science and math education before 

describing the scant research looking at materials use in CLIL and CBI.  

2.4.1 Definitions 

 First, it is imperative to clarify what is meant when referring to pedagogical 

materials. Traditionally, discussions of materials in language education focused on print-

based materials, particularly the textbooks (e.g., Crawford, 2002; Hutchinson & Torres, 

1994; Richards, 1993). Quite recently, scholars have pushed back on this narrow 

definition, noting that teachers draw on a wide variety of resources to create language 

learning opportunities, including blackboards or whiteboards (Marcos Miguel, 

forthcoming), digital media (Mathieu, forthcoming; Thorne et al., 2021), and the overall 

classroom environment (Jakonen, 2018), to name a few. Taking this into account, 

Guerrettaz and her colleagues (2021) draw on sociomateriality to argue that what 

constitutes a pedagogical material is context and use-dependent. In other words, 

something is a material when it is perceived and employed as such by the teachers and 

students in a given learning environment. More specifically, language learning and 

teaching materials are “(a) physical entities, (b) texts, (c) environments, (d) signs, and (e) 

technologies within the perceptual field of the learner(s) or teacher(s); these are used with 

the ultimate intention of facilitating [language learning and teaching] in some sort of 

principled way” (Guerrettaz et al., 2021, p. 11).  
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 Guerrettaz et al.’s empirically-based definition of materials provides a valuable 

framework to the field of materials use research (Harwood, 2021); however, the present 

study purposefully utilizes a narrower definition of materials. As stated in the 

introduction, in this study, pedagogical materials (used throughout this dissertation 

synonymously with materials) refers to print artifacts that are introduced into the 

classroom by the teacher with an immediate and specific pedagogic purpose. This 

definition has two advantages for this study. First, when DLI teachers refer to the lack of 

pedagogical materials, they are typically referencing print-based materials that they can 

use as the foundation of a lesson or unit. Given the collaborative nature of this study (see 

methodology chapter), it is important that the definition used resonates with the teacher 

participants, who are less inclined to conceptualize environments or signs as pedagogical 

materials. Second, a main purpose of this study is to examine how paper-based materials 

can be redesigned to prompt C/LI in DLI teachers’ instruction. The following sections, 

therefore, draw primarily from literature that has similarly focused on paper-based 

materials design and use.  

2.4.2 Materials and Pedagogy 

Materials Designs and Classroom Discourse 

 The field of language learning and teaching materials use research studies the 

“entangled and emerging intra-action(s)7 among the teacher(s) and/or learner(s) and one 

 

7 From a sociomaterialist perspective, intra-action refers to the ways that all entities, human and material, 
in a given context are intrinsically entangled assemblages rather than categorically separate (Guerrettaz et 
al., 2021). A full discussion of this term is outside of the scope of this dissertation as it is not a central 
concept to the study. See Toohey (2018) for further explanation.  
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or more [language learning and teaching] materials” (Guerrettaz et al., 2021). One sub-

area of this research that is particularly relevant to the present study has demonstrated 

that materials, and in particular the ways they are designed, can affect instructional 

moves and classroom discourse. Several recent studies have illustrated how teachers 

intra-actions with a given material lead to specific discourse patterns that are not always 

ideal for language learning. For example, Guerrettaz and Johnston (2013) noted that a 

“fill-in-the-blank” activity from a university-level English as a Second Language 

grammar textbook prompted the elicitation and production of prescribed target forms— 

essentially teacher-fronted fill-in-the-blank discourse with little student production. 

Guerrettaz and Johnston also remark on the perceived agency of the textbook, illustrating 

that the teacher at times referred to the textbook author (“they”) as the one desiring 

certain student responses. Guerrettaz (2021) also analyzes a fill-in-the-blank activity in a 

university French as a foreign language classroom. In this analysis, she builds on the oft-

mentioned Initiation-Response-Feedback discourse pattern found in classrooms by 

offering the idea of an (m)IRF chain in which a worksheet takes the first turn. In these 

sequences, the instructor’s utterances (I) referred to the material in a way that would be 

nonsensical without its presence (e.g., “the first sentence,” “next”), thus attributing the 

true first turn to the material itself. Lastly, Tůma and Lojdová (2021) found pre-service 

English as a Foreign Language teachers in Czechia orienting to the task format of the 

textbook when enacting correction sequences. This occurred via explicit gestures and 

gaze directed at the textbook as well as verbal references to the task itself. Moreover, the 

teachers only accepted answers as correct when they matched those in the textbook, thus 

ascribing authority and agency to the textbook itself.  
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 Only one previous study has explored the ways materials impact the secondary 

DLI classroom. Mathieu (2017) investigated the roles the materials (textbooks, associated 

worksheets, and PowerPoint slide decks) played in the classroom ecology of a middle 

school Spanish DLI world history class. Findings shows that the closed nature of the 

reading comprehension questions related to the textbook contributed to a one-correct-

answer paradigm in the classroom. In turn, student language production was limited, with 

most student utterances representing basic, communicative language functions as they 

searched for the correct answers in the text. Moreover, student utterances were typically 

very short, consisting of memorized formulaic chunks or minimal phrases. Mathieu 

(2017) concludes that the design of the materials has an effect on the educational 

paradigm of a classroom, impacting the nature of classroom discourse and opportunities 

for language acquisition.  

 As a whole, these studies provide a window into understanding how the specific 

design of a pedagogical material can impact instructional moves and classroom discourse. 

Across these four studies, there is some evidence that teachers and learners orient toward 

the interactional opportunities offered by the materials themselves. For example, closed 

activities embedded into the materials are associated with limited production—i.e., closed 

discourse. This is further solidified in that the teachers and students appear to orient 

toward the materials as an authority, or at least another participant, in the instructional 

activity. This general finding is important for the present study as an underlying 

assumption of the materials (re)design intervention is that teachers will take up the 

designs/prompts of the materials in some way that facilitates the pedagogical moves and 

discourse associated with C/LI.  
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Sociocultural Theory—Materials as Tools 

 Sociocultural theory provides a useful heuristic for understanding the “some way” 

that pedagogical materials might support C/LI. One tenet of sociocultural theory is that 

all human activity involves mediated action, or the use of cultural tools by human agents 

to interact with one another and the world (Vygotsky, 1978). Humans create tools in 

order to achieve specific goals that would be unattainable independently. The unique 

form and nature of each tool is purposefully designed with a specific function in mind, 

and objects signal intended uses through perceptual cues (Norman, 1988). These cues 

“provide peripheral clues that subtly direct users along particular interpretive paths by 

invoking social and cultural understanding” (Brown & Duguid, 1995, n.p. as cited in 

Brown, 2002). For example, the design of scissors signal that they are for holding and 

cutting; however, how to use scissors effectively is a skill that is often learned in a social 

context like school.  

 Brown (2002) transferred the concept of objects as tools to the classroom by 

conceptualizing how pedagogical materials mediate human action, particularly that of the 

teacher, before and during instruction. According to Brown (2002), the design of a 

material consists of three types of perceptual cues—representations of tasks, 

representations of objects, and representations of concepts—that can set boundaries on 

how that material is used in the classroom (Vygostky, 1978; Wertsch, 1991). In other 

words, the features of a material influence how teachers read/interpret the material, how 

they plan to use that material in their instruction, and ultimately how they enact the 

material in practice (Beyer & Davis, 2012). Similarly, the features of the material will 

mediate how the students interact with and use the material during the lesson.  
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 Notably, there is a clear distinction between the representation of a task embedded 

in the material and the actual task or activity that occurs in the classroom between human 

actors. For example, a Venn diagram on a material represents a compare/contrast task yet 

the actual act of comparing/contrasting (and the cognitive and linguistic features 

associated with it) occurs only when that material is mobilized as a compare/contrast 

activity by the teacher and students. Moreover, as Allwright (1981) reminds us, 

“materials might contribute to goals and content, but they cannot determine either” 

(Crawford, 2002, p. 82). What is actually taught and learned in the classroom is a result 

of the interactions between learners, teachers, and the materials. This distinction is of 

utmost importance for analyzing how teachers interact with language-focused design 

features in the materials, because the features can be designed to offer certain perceptual 

cues to the teacher and students. However, there is no guarantee that the human actors 

will mobilize those features as intended.  

 Remillard (2005) outlines a framework for understanding the teacher-material 

relationship as participatory. A participatory perspective on materials use examines how 

teachers and students actively engage or collaborate with materials. In other words, rather 

than analyzing a teacher’s or student’s use of a material on a scale of fidelity, an analysis 

using a participatory perspective examines how the teacher/student engages with the 

material during instruction by taking into account the interactions among the teacher’s 

personal resources, the perceptual cues of the material’s design, and the contextual 

features of the classroom or school. This type of analysis requires a dynamic and dialectic 

perspective on materials use as well as an ecological perspective that takes into account 

the many interrelated factors that influence that use. A final key element of this approach 
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is the acknowledgement that both the materials and their users change through this 

interactive process. The teachers and students are impacted by the affordances and 

constraints of the materials while at the same time they use their own resources to modify 

and adapt the materials to better suit their local context.  

2.4.3 Educative Materials and Pedagogical Reform 

 There is a prevailing argument in literature on language teaching materials that 

materials, and especially textbooks, can serve as catalysts for pedagogical change. When 

advances in second language acquisition are applied to language classroom pedagogy, 

classroom materials are seen as the vehicle through which evolving theories and research 

are delivered to language teachers. Richards (1993) summarizes the underlying 

assumption that “good teaching will…result from the use of scientifically based 

textbooks or those based on a ‘principled’ approach and which are developed by experts” 

(p. 4). In fact, this assumption persists across content areas, as new textbooks are often 

adopted as the backbone for a reformed approach to instruction, the intention being that 

by enacting these textbooks in their classrooms (accompanied by varying amounts of 

professional development training), teachers will embody the desired pedagogy (e.g., 

Alpaslan et al., 2015; Bednarz. 2004; Blazer et al., 2020). However, research across 

content areas has consistently shown that textbook-based reforms are regularly 

unsuccessful in greatly changing teacher pedagogy because how teachers enact the 

textbook is influenced by myriad factors, including their personal beliefs and educational 

ideologies, contextual constraints, external pressures such as standardized testing, and 

students’ beliefs about education (e.g., Kramer-Dahl, 2008; Hintz, 2014; Son & Kim, 

2015; Zhang & Hu, 2010).  
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 In response to the observation that attempts to use curriculum materials to 

influence classroom instruction were regularly unsuccessful, Ball and Cohen (1996) 

wrote a seminal piece arguing that curriculum materials might better impact teachers’ 

practices if they were designed with closer attention to the process of curriculum 

enactment. They stated that “curriculum materials could only become central to teacher 

learning if the traditional boundaries between texts’ presentation of content and teachers’ 

teaching were redrawn to make central the work of enacting curriculum” (p. 7). They 

further recommended that design changes that would be educative for teachers, such as 

discussions about the nature of content itself, judgements about pedagogical decisions, 

and suggestions for connecting content units across the academic time, be directly 

incorporated into teacher’s guides.  

 The notion of educative materials has been well-received in research on 

pedagogical reform in math and science education. Several empirical studies have 

demonstrated positive outcomes for teacher and student learning when educative features 

are embedded within curricular materials. Davis and Krajcik (2005) define educative 

curriculum materials as materials that are designed specifically to support teacher 

learning in addition to student learning. Remillard (2000) poetically refers to educative 

materials as those that “speak to teachers, not merely through them” (p. 347). Educative 

features in curricular and instructional materials can support teacher learning in a variety 

of ways, such as highlighting principles of practice and key ideas for teachers to consider 

as they modify materials for their local context (Beyer & Davis, 2009) or providing 

rationales to help teachers engage with the material developers’ decisions (Davis & 

Krajcik, 2005; Remillard, 2000).  
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 The incorporation of educative features into curriculum materials is grounded in 

two related arguments. First, during a curricular or pedagogical reform, even experienced 

teachers may feel like novices again as they are faced with learning new ways of 

representing content and new instructional strategies (Schneider & Krajcik, 2002). This is 

certainly the case for secondary DLI teachers who are learning to intentionally integrate 

language instruction in a principled manner into their content teaching. Second, teacher 

learning of this new content, pedagogy, and pedagogical content knowledge is best 

supported when situated in the classroom (Borko and Putnam, 1996), and educative 

materials are intended to be embedded within the local classroom and the instructional 

events that the teacher designs.  

 Results from several qualitative case studies in science education have shown that 

educative features can support teachers in their analysis of new curriculum materials and 

implementation of that curriculum into practice (Beyer & Davis, 2009; McNeill, 2009; 

Schneider & Krajcik, 2002). For example, Beyer and Davis (2009) found that both 

lesson-specific and general supports embedded in educative curriculum materials 

supported pre-service elementary science teachers in improving their pedagogical design 

capacity, or ability to perceive and mobilize resources to craft instruction. In contrast, 

Callahan et al. (2013) reported less success in their design experiment examining the 

effectiveness of web-based educative curriculum materials for social studies. They found 

that teachers skimmed many of the educative features, did not visit hyperlinked scaffolds, 

and implemented few of the new practices from the provided lessons. The authors 

provide suggestions for future educative materials, including integrating the educative 

materials into a lesson study framework to prompt collaborative thinking.  
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 Arias et al. (2015) critique the aforementioned empirical work on educative 

materials for taking the materials as a whole and for not examining the effects of 

particular kinds of educative features beyond the planning stage. The authors conducted a 

well-designed qualitative case-study examining how different educative features of a 

science curriculum impacted the teacher learning, instruction, and subsequent student 

work in two elementary science classes. The educative materials were purposefully 

designed to facilitate learning of important science content and practices, and different 

types of educative features were incorporated to facilitate different areas of learning. The 

authors found that each type was taken up to some degree as represented in teacher 

instruction and student work (Arias et al., 2015; Bismack et al., 2015); however, they also 

noted that the features that were more directly situated in teachers’ practice, such as 

narratives of how a fictional teacher might teach the lesson and model rubrics, prompted 

more teacher uptake. These studies demonstrate the importance of designing a variety of 

educative features that specifically target certain aspects of teacher learning and of 

conducting research that distinguishes among these features rather than studying the 

material as a whole.  

2.4.4 Pedagogical Materials and DLI Teacher Knowledge  

 Very little previous research exists that examines the intersection of pedagogical 

materials and DLI teacher knowledge or the enactment of C/LI. Also, to the best of my 

knowledge, no research has previously studied educative materials in a DLI education 

context. A bit more has been written about materials from CLIL contexts, including the 

provision of guidelines, checklists, and frameworks for a balanced approach to content 

and language (Ball, 2018; Ball et al., 2015; Banegas, 2017). In his review of the state of 
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materials in CLIL, Morton (2013) notes that “a key question for designers (and users) of 

CLIL materials is…how to ensure that they both meet the requirements for achieving 

content learning outcomes and foster second language development” (p. 121). Ball 

(2018) offers some suggestions for finding this balance, particularly in terms of content 

area text-types, vocabulary, and language. He argues that salience of language should be 

a key consideration of materials design, suggesting, for example, that materials have 

explicit language tips that highlight the academic language needed for a specific task. 

However, as far as I know, no previous research has reported on how teachers engage 

with these types of designs during actual instruction.  

 That being said, one study from a CLIL educational context is particularly 

important to the current study. Banegas et al. (2020) report on the results of a workshop-

based PD experience for English-medium CLIL instructors at a private university in 

Colombia. The purpose of the PD was to prepare the instructors to adapt and create their 

own CLIL materials. The instructors first received training in CLIL features and 

recommendations for CLIL materials before discussing how materials might be designed 

for effective language instruction. Then, the teachers analyzed their own and each other’s 

CLIL materials and developed a plan for creating new materials for their own courses. 

Through triangulation of qualitative data from the workshop discussions and interviews, 

the materials teachers created during the workshop, and quantitative data from a post-

workshop survey, the authors examined how the teachers’ participation in CLIL materials 

development contributed to their personal professional development (i.e., their teacher 

knowledge). Results demonstrated that the act of designing materials required the 

teachers to make decisions and reflect on the tasks, organization, and input embedded 
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within the materials. Moreover, the teachers reported a growth in knowledge of language 

as a meaning-making system as well as development in their pedagogical content 

knowledge in relation to a CLIL approach. This study represents the potential for a 

materials-based intervention to serve as an effective professional development experience 

to improve DLI teachers’ knowledge for and enactment of C/LI. 

2.4.5 Lessons Learned—What role might pedagogical materials play in supporting 
teacher knowledge for and actual enactment of content and language integration?  

 This review demonstrates that purposefully-designed pedagogical materials have 

the potential for supporting the knowledge development and skills necessary for C/LI. 

First, the literature demonstrates that pedagogical materials do have a real impact in 

classrooms, contributing to the nature of the classroom discourse as well as the 

educational paradigm of the classroom ecology. This is important for this study because it 

provides support for the assumption that changing the designs of the materials might 

influence the teachers (and students’) discourse. As a pedagogical approach, C/LI 

requires teachers to interactionally focus on language via their instructions, questions, 

and prompts during classroom discussions. Therefore, it is possible that language-focused 

designs in materials will help to generate this type of discourse. This conjecture is 

support by sociocultural theory and the construct of materials as tools that mediate human 

action. Based on this theory, language-focused features of materials will cue the teacher—

or at least provide the affordances—to engage in language-focused instruction. Lastly, 

literature on educative curriculum materials has showed that materials have the potential 

not only to affect classroom actions, but also to serve as learning resources for the 

teachers themselves. It is possible, therefore, that the (re)designed materials of this study 
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will operate as an extension and reinforcement of learning that occurs throughout the PD 

experience.  

2.5 Summary 
 
 The existing literature provides empirical evidence for the great complexity and 

challenge of integrating content and language in the secondary DLI classroom. In order to 

effectively and systematically integrate content instruction and language instruction, DLI 

teachers need conceptual knowledge of how language, content, and literacy are 

intertwined as well as the pedagogical content knowledge to support language acquisition 

within a content-oriented environment. In developing these knowledge bases and 

associated skills, secondary DLI teachers often experience a shift in identity and 

pedagogical habits. In order to support these shifts and ensure that new knowledge is 

actually enacted consistently in the classroom, professional development programs for 

C/LI must be practice-based, collaborative, reflection-oriented, iterative, and 

longitudinal. Even so, there is some evidence that DLI teachers continue to struggle to 

integrate content and language after participating in these types of PD. As such, there is 

an interest in considering how classroom-based resources, such as pedagogical materials, 

might function to continue teacher learning beyond the PD experience. The literature 

supports the assumption that intentionally-designed materials can play an educative role, 

encouraging teacher knowledge development alongside, or as an extension of, more 

formal PD. Taken together, the body of research reviewed here supports this study’s 

attempt to (re)design content-oriented secondary DLI pedagogical materials with 

language-focused modifications in order to foster teacher knowledge for and enactment 

of C/LI.  
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 

 This study employs a design-based research (DBR) methodology to investigate 

how instructional materials might support secondary Spanish DLI teachers in integrating 

content and language in their instruction. In this chapter, I outline the methodology used 

to conduct the study. I first describe DBR in general, focusing on the key characteristics 

and noting some challenges and critiques of this methodology. I then outline the study 

itself. I describe the context and participants before then providing details about the 

distinct phases of the study’s intervention and the data collection that occurred within 

each phase. Next, I describe the data analysis process. Lastly, I end this section with a 

discussion of my own positionality as a researcher, collaborator, and participant-observer 

throughout the study.  

3.1 Design-Based Research 

DBR seeks to increase the impact of educational research on improving practice 

by conducting research on and through theoretically-based interventions that are 

implemented in real educational contexts (Anderson & Shattuck, 2012). DBR emerged 

from long-standing critiques that educational research is too weakly linked to practice 

(Design-Based Research Collective, 2003; van den Akker, 1999). McKenney and Reeves 

(2012) describe DBR as having the potential to address this critique by “increasing both 

the robustness and relevance of its [educational research’s] products” (p. 10). By 

intertwining design and research, DBR affords results that are robust in their application 

across contexts as well as relevant from both a scientific and practice perspective.  
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3.1.1 Key Characteristics of DBR 

 Although scholars have favored different methodological frameworks for 

conducting DBR, there is general agreement on the underlying characteristics that 

comprise DBR as a methodology. As Reinking and Bradley (2008) state, “…the fewer of 

these characteristics that are evident, the less likely it is that a researcher is operating 

within the general parameters of this approach” (p. 17). There is also much overlap 

among the characteristics themselves as they intertwine and build on one another (Cobb 

et al., 2003). In this section, I describe the key features in no particular order. I also 

identify some common critiques of the methodology and how they have been addressed. 

Interventionist  

As previously noted, the main intention of DBR is not only to develop theoretical 

understanding of a phenomenon, but also to positively affect practice by designing 

solutions to real educational problems. Cobb et al. (2003) state that “the intent [of DBR] 

is to investigate the possibilities for educational improvement by bringing about new 

forms of learning in order to study them” (p. 10). In DBR literature, proposed solutions to 

identified problems are commonly known as interventions or designs and can include 

educational products, process, programs, or policies (McKenney & Reeves, 2012). The 

systematic and theory-based creation, implementation, and evaluation of designed 

interventions sets DBR apart from other types of design science and formative evaluation 

research. McKenney and Reeves (2012) assert that DBR “uses theory, along with 

empirical findings, craft wisdom, inspiration, and experiences as inputs to create 

interventions that solve real problems” (p. 39, emphasis in original). Sandoval’s (2014) 

conjecture mapping framework, which will be described in more detail in relation to the 
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present study below, provides a sophisticated model for how interventions are actually 

deeply grounded in theory. Conjecture mapping begins from the assumption that “the 

design of learning environments is a theoretical activity, that learning environments 

intrinsically embody hypotheses about how learning happens in some context and how to 

support it” (Sandoval, 2014, p. 20). A designed intervention, therefore, inherently 

embodies theoretical conjectures about how to support learning as well as the specific 

mediating process that will lead to the desired outcomes.  

An important consideration related to the interventionist nature of DBR is how the 

interventions themselves are evaluated, essentially how researchers establish the claim 

that particular features of a design are necessary to bring about the desired outcome 

(Reimann, 2011). Kelly (2004) critiqued DBR for not having a clear argumentative 

grammar, which he defines as “the logic that guides the use of a method and that supports 

reasoning about its data” (p. 118). Several different schools of thoughts exist in response 

to this methodological concern. McKenney and Reeves (2012) identify two basic 

orientations of inquiry regarding interventions. On one hand, research through 

interventions focuses on “understanding the response an intervention engenders” and is 

mostly concerned with generating theory about the educational phenomenon (p. 23). On 

the other hand, research on interventions specifically studies “characteristics and 

functions of particular intervention types” (p. 24). This type of inquiry focuses on how 

well design ideas have been embodied or enacted in a particular implementation of the 

intervention. In this study, Research Question 1, which asks how the teachers use the 

(re)designed materials, is an example of research on the intervention whereas Research 

Question 2, which examines how the intervention experience shifted teachers’ 
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conceptualizations and enactments of content and language integration, is an example of 

research through the intervention.  

Iterative and Adaptive 

The act of design is both a creative and analytical endeavor (McKenney & 

Reeves, 2012). Designed interventions evolve over various cycles of design, 

implementation, reflection, and subsequent redesign during which practice and research 

converge to support the development of useful design and theory (Anderson & Shattuck, 

2012; Cobb et al., 2003; Design-Based Research Collective, 2003; Wang & Hannafin, 

2005). Some authors note the value of iterative and adaptive design cycles to the design 

science itself. For example, Anderson and Shattuck (2012) write that “design-based 

interventions are rarely if ever designed and implemented perfectly; thus there is always 

room for improvements in the design and subsequent evaluations” (p. 17). The iterative 

nature of DBR serves both to improve the designs of interventions for the local context(s) 

and to develop and refine the theoretical conjectures underlying those designs.  

Although the iterative process is widely agreed upon as a fundamental 

characteristic of DBR, it also creates methodological issues for researchers. For example, 

Sandoval and Bell (2004) assert that there is a methodological tension between the 

adaptive process of making a design ‘work’ in the complex context of an educational 

setting and the researcher’s need to maintain the fidelity of the treatment for empirical 

control. Importantly, this critique stems from a positivist empirical perspective. Reinking 

and Bradley (2008) convincingly respond with the argument that “fidelity is the 

antithesis” of DBR (p. 20). Essentially, the intervention is not viewed as a treatment to be 

tested, but rather as a prototype to be refined and adapted based on the needs of and 
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inherent variability of the classroom context. This argument strongly converges with 

Gravemeijer and Cobb’s (2006) model of the iterative cycle, in which researchers 

conduct daily microcycles of analysis and redesign over the course of the larger 

instructional intervention.  

Grounded in an Authentic Educational Context 

By designing interventions that are directly associated with the needs and 

characteristics of a specific educational contexts, DBR studies can develop theoretical 

perspectives while also addressing the immediate concerns of the stakeholders involved 

(McKenney & Reeves, 2012). DBR can therefore do “real work in practical educational 

contexts” (Cobb et al., 2003, p. 13).  

Although the value and purpose of grounding DBR in a real-world context is 

generally agreed upon in the literature, there are varying perspectives as to the impact this 

has on the validity and generalizability of the research. Barab and Squire (2004) 

distinguish between traditional psychology research methods and DBR by describing 

DBR as “understanding the messiness of real-world practice, with context being a core 

part of the story and not an extraneous variable to be trivialized” (p. 3, emphasis added). 

This perspective centers the context within which the intervention occurs as a key 

component that needs to be taken into account both during the intervention design and the 

analysis of the implementation. Gravemeijer and Cobb (2006) go so far as to recommend 

that researchers consider classroom norms, discourses, and cultures when developing a 

design. As such, DBR is “structured to explore, rather than mute, the complex realities of 

teaching and learning contexts, and respond accordingly” (McKenney & Reeves, 2012, p. 

15). Results are therefore interpreted through the lens of the specifics of the context; 
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however, the goal remains to develop theoretical constructs that transcend the particulars 

of that environment (Barab & Squire, 2004).   

 Given that the intervention and its associated and evolving conjectures are 

products of and responsive to the local context, a common concern regarding DBR is that 

the results are not methodologically generalizable. A general response from recent DBR 

scholars is that generalization takes on a different meaning in DBR than in traditional 

scientific experimentation (McKenney & Reeves, 2012; Reinking & Bradley, 2008). For 

example, while some scholars argue that effective interventions should be transferable to 

‘average’ classrooms (Brown, 1992, McKenney & Reeves, 2012), others focus primarily 

on the generalizability (or transferability) of theoretical insights and principles rather than 

the exact intervention (Barab & Squire, 2004; Wang & Hannafin, 2005). Bannan-Ritland 

(2003) provides a pragmatic perspective on generalization in DBR, arguing that insights 

must be “usable, actionable and adoptable” and that the goal is not simply to generalize 

abstractly but to focus on for whom and for what purpose the results are applicable (p. 

24). Finally, despite the contextual nature of DBR studies, Reinking and Bradley (2008) 

suggest that replication of DBR interventions across diverse contexts can uncover 

generalizations and theoretical principles that supersede contextual variability.  

Collaborative  

Collaboration among researchers and practitioners is a necessary component of 

DBR as practitioners have a real stake in solving the educational problem(s) localized in 

their context. Moreover, researchers can learn from the practitioners about the 

complexities of the culture, politics, objectives, and history of the educational context 

that might impact the design and implementation of the intervention (Anderson & 
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Shattuck, 2012; McKenney & Reeves, 2012). Once again comparing DBR to 

experimental and naturalistic educational research, Reinking and Bradley (2008) describe 

research participants (i.e. educational practitioners) as “partners” rather than “pawns” or 

“agents” (p. 23). The collaborative component of DBR can also strengthen the link 

between research and practice because engaging practitioners in the co-creation of 

knowledge can increase uptake and use of new understandings by participants (Ormel et 

al., 2012).  

Another common critique of DBR is that the researcher’s collaborative and active 

role in the design, implementation, and research processes can contaminate the study 

context (Anderson & Shattuck, 2012; Barab & Squire, 2004; Kelly, 2004) and increase 

the chances of an evaluator effect (Patton, 2015). DBR scholars dispute this critique, 

arguing that researchers should intervene in classroom contexts because it is precisely 

through interventions that theoretical principles of teaching and learning phenomena can 

be deeply explored (Barab & Squire, 2004). Hoadley (2004) also argued that the 

researcher’s involvement in all aspects of the project (i.e. theory development, design, 

implementation, and evaluation) “encourages a greater degree of methodological 

alignment” (p. 205). Nonetheless, DBR is inherently a value-laden methodology, and 

researchers must continuously navigate their own values, assumptions, and desired 

outcomes as well as those of their practitioner partners. As such, DBR scholars 

recommend that researchers carefully and systematically consider and document their 

role in influencing and shaping the learning context and the phenomenon under study 

(DBRC, 2003; McKenney & Reeves, 2012).  
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Theory-Driven 

McKenney and Reeves (2012) succinctly describe the multifaceted role of theory 

in DBR when they state that “theoretical understanding in design research: (a) underpins 

the design of an intervention; (b) frames the scientific inquiry; and (c) is advanced by 

findings generated through empirical testing of the intervention” (p. 19). Design 

researchers begin with research and theory-based hypotheses, or conjectures, that guide 

the design process and that are refined throughout the iterative cycles of design, 

implementation, and reflection. Throughout this process, they are gradually “knitting 

together a coherent theory that reflects their understanding of the design experiences” 

(Edelson, 2002, p. 106). A useful oversimplification of how this process occurs is to 

consider how theory is conceptualized as input and as output of the design/research 

process.  

 As has been noted previously, a central goal of DBR research is to develop 

theoretical understanding, yet there is considerable variation in the type of theories that 

are developed through DBR studies. For example, Gravemeijer and Cobb (2006) argue 

that DBR develops theories about “both the process of learning and the means designed 

to support that learning” (p. 18); however, Edelson (2002) argues that along with these 

descriptive domain-specific theories, DBR studies can yield prescriptive design 

frameworks that describe a set of characteristics that a design must have to produce the 

intended results and design methodologies that delineate the process necessary to achieve 

a certain design. Edelson (2002) therefore expands the conceptualization of theoretical 

outcomes from DBR to include theoretical heuristics for the design process itself.  
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Given that DBR studies are initially situated in a bounded localized context, the 

initial theories produced through DBR are considered “local theories” (McKenney & 

Reeves, 2012, p. 35) or “relatively humble” theories (Cobb et al., 2003, p. 9) because 

they represent domain-specific educational processes that are directly linked to the given 

context. Regardless of what type of theory is being developed through DBR, an important 

characteristic of the theoretical work of DBR is the methodology’s philosophical 

underpinning in pragmatism (Reinking & Bradley, 2008). Put simply, pragmatism is less 

concerned about validating the nature of reality or uncovering the essence of a 

phenomenon, instead focusing on practical insights that can inform action (Patton, 2015). 

In terms of theory development in DBR, Barab and Squire (2004) state that “design-

based research that advances theory but does not demonstrate the value of the design in 

creating an impact on learning in the local context of study has not adequately justified 

the value of the theory” (p. 6). Essentially, in order to be considered worthwhile, 

developed theories must do real work in informing and improving practice (Cobb et al., 

2003; DBRC, 2003; Wang & Hannafin, 2005).  

3.1.2 DBR and the Present Study 

 DBR was deemed a useful methodology for the present study for several reasons. 

First, the purpose of the study was to understand how pedagogical materials might be 

(re)designed to support content and language integration (C/LI), which required an 

iterative, classroom-based methodology that would allow for theoretically-grounded trial 

and adaptation of the materials’ designs over several implementations. Second, it was 

important to me as the researcher that participating in the study would immediately 

benefit the collaborating teachers. DBR’s pragmatic focus that assures that studies 
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directly affect the learning environments in which the research occurs aligned well with 

this goal. Lastly, DBR’s flexibility in allowing the researcher to pose research questions 

about both the products of the intervention and the process afforded me the opportunity to 

study both the (re)designed materials and how they were used in the classrooms and the 

way this study functioned as a professional development experience intended to shift the 

teachers’ conceptualizations and enactments of C/LI.  

3.2 The Present Study 
3.2.1 Study Context 

The study was conducted in a mid-sized, urban school district in a Midwestern 

U.S. state. The district is located in an inner-ring suburb of a large, diverse metropolitan 

city and has about 4,000 students PreK to 12th grade. In 2019-2020, seventy-one percent 

of students were students of color, with Hispanic or Latino students making up nearly 

41% of the district’s student population. Twenty-five percent of the students were 

classified as English learners. 

 The district supports one two-way Spanish immersion program, which it referred 

to as “dual language immersion” at the middle and high schools. This program includes 

one elementary school, one middle school, and one high school. At the time of the study, 

the population of the elementary school was nearly 70% Hispanic or Latino, 25% White, 

and about 5% students who identify as two or more races, or who were other minorities. 

However, the demographics of Harrisburg High School (a pseudonym), where this study 

took place, more closely mirrors those of the overall school district, with Hispanic or 

Latino students making up 43% of the student body. Importantly, data on students’ home 

language is not publicly available, and it cannot be assumed that students who identify as 

Hispanic or Latino are native Spanish speakers.  



 80 

In 2019-2020, the DLI program at Harrisburg High School (pseudonym) was in 

its fourth year. Students in the DLI program are required to take two courses in Spanish 

in both 9th and 10th grade. Spanish language arts is required for both grades. In 9th grade, 

the second required course is either a Spanish math or science class. In 10th grade, 

students can choose among Spanish math, science, or world studies classes. Students then 

have the opportunity to take AP Spanish Language and Culture in 11th grade and AP 

Spanish Literature in 12th grade, although these courses count as World Language credit 

rather than as a core content class. The year data were collected, students in the Spanish 

world studies class had the option to take the AP World History exam, although the class 

was not an officially-designated AP class.  

As is typical in secondary continuation programs, Harrisburg High School did not 

have a coordinated DLI department at this time of the study. Instead, teachers who teach 

DLI classes were housed in their respective content area departments (social studies, 

language arts, math, and science in 2019-2020). The DLI teachers rarely met as a group, 

instead participating in Professional Learning Communities with content area colleagues. 

Indeed, in initial interviews the teachers in this study reported little collaboration across 

content areas and a lack of cohesive vision for the DLI program itself. Both teachers 

understood an expectation to teach 100% in Spanish, except when introducing content-

specific vocabulary that would appear on state standardized tests. However, they also 

voiced a desire for more district-level guidance as to how DLI classes should be 

conducted, especially in terms of language-focused instruction and developing students’ 

language proficiency.  
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3.2.2 Research Participants 

Two teachers from Harrisburg High School—Fred and Jessica (pseudonyms)— 

participated in this study. I first met Fred at a workshop for secondary DLI teachers that I 

conducted in 2019, and he expressed a strong interest in learning more about DLI-

specific pedagogy. Because of this, I invited him to participate in this dissertation project 

after receiving district and school permission. I then contacted the other DLI teachers at 

Harrisburg High School with an email invitation. Jessica was the only other teacher who 

responded to this recruitment email. Fred and Jessica were collegial and looked forward 

to an opportunity to collaborate with one another. They both expressed a desire to learn 

more about DLI education but noted limited mental bandwidth and time to seek out 

additional educational opportunities. They were therefore enthusiastic that collaborating 

with me on this project would afford them a structured and organized professional 

development experience that would also directly support their classroom instruction. 

Thus the university-school partnership began.  

Fred 

 At the time of the study, Fred was in his second year as a social studies teacher in 

the DLI program at Harrisburg High School. He had previously taught English as a 

foreign language abroad in Colombia for two years. Upon returning to the United States, 

Fred completed an M.Ed. and social studies teaching licensure program, during which he 

substitute taught for various schools, including several Spanish immersion middle and 

high school programs, before teaching 7th grade social studies for three years at an 

English-medium charter school. When subsequently looking for a public school teaching 
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job, Fred was especially interested in the opportunity to teach in a Spanish DLI program, 

although he had little training in or formal knowledge of DLI education.  

 At Harrisburg, Fred taught World History in both English and Spanish for 10th 

graders as well as an AP U.S. History course in English. In interviews and collaborative 

discussions, Fred often spoke about providing academic rigor for all of his students, and 

he independently adjusted the curriculum for the DLI World History course to prepare 

students to take the AP World History exam. As is the case with many secondary DLI 

teachers (de Jong & Bearse, 2014), Fred was not provided many curricular materials to 

support his instruction. As a result, he independently translated numerous primary and 

secondary sources, acquired published textbooks and instructional materials from other 

countries, and created many of his own materials and activities.  

Jessica 

 In 2019-2020, Jessica held a unique teaching position at Harrisburg High School. 

She taught 9th and 10th grade Spanish language arts—housed in the language arts 

department—as well as 12th grade AP Spanish Literature in the World Language 

department. She was able to take on these dual roles because she held teaching licenses in 

both English Language Arts and Spanish World Language. Jessica was in her third year 

teaching in the DLI program at Harrisburg High School. She had previously taught 

English Language Arts for two years.  

Jessica was a passionate language arts teacher, confident in her skills for teaching 

literary analysis and reading/writing of the main text types promoted by the Common 

Core States Standards—narrative, argumentative, and informative/explanatory (National 

Governors Association, 2010). In the first interview, she expressed some initial hesitation 
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about teaching in a DLI program because she had more experience with English literature 

and literacy than Spanish; however, during our time together, Jessica demonstrated a 

strong dedication to the Spanish language and the Spanish-based language arts units that 

she created. To that end, Jessica was the only Spanish language arts teacher at 

Harrisburg, and, like Fred, was provided little curricular support for her 9th and 10th 

grade courses. She independently selected the texts and topics students studied while 

maintaining alignment with the English language arts curriculum, ensuring that students 

studied the same text types at the same time as their English-medium peers.  

Due to her additional training as a World Language teacher, Jessica brought to 

this project some understanding of second language teaching methods. However, she was 

interested in learning more about how to integrate language instruction within her 

language arts courses. In particular, she was concerned about common grammar mistakes 

from students classified as English home language and spelling errors from Spanish home 

language students. In previous years, she had instituted practices like “Grammar Fridays” 

in which she explicitly taught grammar rules, but she was not pleased with the results. As 

such, Jessica entered this project with a specific goal of developing new strategies for 

addressing these language-related challenges. 

3.2.3 Classroom Demographics 

Data were collected in three separate classes, two 9th grade Spanish Language 

Arts classes taught by Jessica and one 10th grade Spanish World History class taught by 

Fred. For consistency and clarity, Jessica’s classes will be hereafter referred to as Class A 

and Class B, and Fred’s class will be referred to as Class C. Although official 

demographic data of all students in the DLI program at the high school was not publicly 
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available, the demographics of the three classes were reported by the teachers and are 

listed in Table 3.1. It is important to highlight that students’ language practices are more 

complex than the labels “Spanish dominant” and “English dominant” convey. These 

terms are used as they are the emic labels the teachers used to describe their students.  

Table 3.1  

Student demographics, home languages, and experience in DLI program* 

Student demographic 
information 

Class A Class B Class C 

 N % N % N % 
Race/Ethnicity 
Hispanic 14 54% 14 52% 14 52% 
White 12 46% 11 41% 11 41% 
Two or more races 0 - 0 - 1 4% 
Other minority (Black, 
Asian/Pacific Islander) 

0 - 2 7% 1 4% 

Total 26  27  27  
 
Home language 
Spanish home language 14 54% 13 48% 8 30% 
English home language 12 46% 14 52% 14 52% 
Both Spanish and English 
home language 

- - - - 5 18% 

 
Language dominance 
Spanish dominant 8 31% 10 37% 8 30% 
English dominant 18 69% 17 63% 16 59% 
Balanced bilingual - - - - 3 11% 
 - - - -   
Experience in DLI program 
Attended DLI since 
elementary 

24 92% 20 74% 22 82% 

Recent arrival (within last 3 
years) 

2 7% 7 26% 5 18% 

*Source: Classroom data supplied by teachers.  

3.3 Study Intervention Design: Conjecture Mapping 

Sandoval (2014) argues that all learning environments “intrinsically embody 

hypotheses about how learning happens in some context and how to support it” (p. 20). A 
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designed intervention, therefore, inherently embodies theoretical conjectures about how 

to support learning as well as the specific mediating process that will lead to the desired 

outcomes. In order to make these theoretical conjectures explicit, Sandoval (2014) 

suggests that DBR researchers should employ conjecture mapping as a heuristic for 

“specifying theoretically salient features of a learning environment design and mapping 

out how they are predicted to work together to produce desired outcomes” (p. 19). These 

conjecture maps identify the researchers’ initial working hypotheses regarding four main 

areas: (a) high level conjecture, (b) embodiment, (c) mediating processes, and (d) 

outcomes. A high level conjecture is a “theoretically principled idea of how to support 

some desired form of learning,” but remains too general to affect micro-level design 

decisions (Sandoval, 2014, p. 22). The embodiment of the conjecture refers to its 

reification into an actual design. In the case of this study, the embodiment occurs in the 

design of the materials that were introduced into the classroom, and, in turn, the task 

structures—or instructional acts of C/LI—that were intended to be prompted by those 

materials. The mediating processes explicate the specific ways in which the embodiment 

is expected to facilitate the desired outcomes, or the expected results of the intervention. 

The conjecture map for this study (Figure 3.1) is described below.  
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Figure 3.1  

Conjecture map for current study. Adapted from Sandoval (2014) 

3.3.1 Conjecture 

The design for this study was intended to promote instances of C/LI in the 

instructional practices of the participating teachers via the pedagogical materials that they 

enacted. Therefore, the conjecture was that embedding language-focused elements within 

content-oriented materials would prompt C/LI in instruction. As will be further explained 

in the section on mediating processes, this conjecture was grounded in theories of 

teacher-material participation (Remillard, 2005, 2018), which attempt to explain how 

teachers read and enact materials during planning and instruction and how specific 

components of materials can support desired teaching practices (e.g., Arias et al., 2016). 

3.3.2 Embodiment  

The embodiment of this study’s intervention were the types of language-focused 

features embedded within the (re)designed content-focused materials. These features 

were designed to prompt instructional activities that raise students’ awareness of 

language (form/meaning mappings) and metalinguistic rules and push student production 

Conjecture:
Language-focused 
modifications to 
content-oriented 
DLI materials will 
engender 
increased content 
and language 
integration in the 
classroom. 

Embodiment: 
-typographic 
enhancements
-form, function, & 
genre information 
boxes
-language 
components in 
student prompts

Mediating 
processes: 

-increased 
attention to 
function, form, 
genre
-heightened 
language 
alertness
-expanded 
teacher 
knowledge about 
content/language 
relationship

Expected 
outcomes:

-increase of 
integration of 
language within 
content-
focused 
instruction
-change in 
teacher 
discourse
-shift in teacher 
perspectives on 
C/LI 
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with attention to specific form/function/genre features. As such, the design features were 

informed by both sociocognitive theory of second language acquisition and systemic 

functional linguistics, both of which are described below in relation to DLI education in 

particular. Importantly, these theories were employed only to inform the materials 

(re)design. I then outline the three specific types of materials design features that were 

used in this study: (1) language identification features, (2) language analysis features, and 

(3) language production features. Note that these features are discussed in somewhat 

general terms here and will be returned to in a later section outlining the details of the 

study phases.  

Sociocognitive Perspective 

The present study takes an analytic sociocognitive perspective (Batestone, 2010), 

meaning the cognitive and social elements of language learning are understood as 

interdependent but theoretically separate phenomena. An important feature of an analytic 

perspective of sociocognition is the argument that some cognitive and social elements act 

on one another in predictable ways, allowing for the design of pedagogical interventions 

that can influence desired language learning outcomes (Batestone, 2010). Cognitive 

perspectives that draw on information-processing models and skill-acquisition theory 

provide a useful framework for explaining how second language acquisition occurs (or 

does not occur, as the case may be) in content-based instruction. Particularly important 

for second language acquisition in DLI contexts is elucidating the relationship between 

declarative and procedural knowledge (Anderson, 1996). Teachers and students in DLI 

classrooms generally focus on meaning at the expense of form, enacting an assumption 

that second language acquisition processes are similar to those of first language 
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acquisition and that procedural knowledge of a second language can be developed 

without prior declarative knowledge. However, as Johnson (1996) points out, 

interlanguage encodings that enter as proceduralized forms “quickly become highly 

automatized and impermeable to change” (p. 99 as cited in Lyster, 2007). It is argued, 

therefore, that DLI instruction must include more attention to building declarative 

(meta)linguistic knowledge (Lyster, 2007) and to pushing students toward more targetlike 

representations through controlled or guided practice (Ranta & Lyster, 2007; Tedick & 

Lyster, 2020).  

 A crucial element for building declarative knowledge of language within 

meaningful content is for learners to consciously notice target features in the input 

(Skehan, 1998) and, for DLI learners in particular, to notice the gap between their own 

communicatively-oriented production and corresponding partner language (PL) forms 

(Ranta & Lyster, 2007; Swain & Lapkin, 1998). Information-processing models posit that 

learners have limited processing power and thus do not focus on form and meaning in 

input simultaneously, instead prioritizing the semantic meaning over syntactic or 

morphological analysis (Swain, 1988; VanPatten, 1990). It is therefore necessary for 

learners to pay intentional, focused attention to features of L2 input that are infrequent, 

non-salient, and communicatively redundant (Schmidt, 2001). This parallels Swain’s 

(1988, 1996) dual arguments that content teaching in DLI needs to be manipulated in 

order to maximize the frequency and salience of difficult-to-acquire linguistic features 

and that teachers must “draw students’ attention to specific form/meaning mappings by 

creating contrived contexts that allow students to notice second language features in their 

full functional range” (Lyster, 2007, p. 63). In other words, in order to develop accurate 
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interlanguage forms, language learners must consciously notice formal properties of the 

PL and develop explicit rules-based representations of target forms (Ellis, 2002).  

 The subsequent transition from declarative knowledge to procedural knowledge is 

typically understood as a movement from controlled processing to automatic processing 

(Shiffrin & Schneider, 1977). However, Lyster and Sato (2013) aptly note that in DLI 

contexts, the relationship between declarative and procedural knowledge is better 

understood as bidirectional rather than transitional because young DLI students first 

develop procedural (or implicit) knowledge of the PL and are in need of practice 

activities and feedback that will make explicit the form/meaning mappings of the PL to 

prompt interlanguage restructuring. This understanding of transmission between 

declarative and procedural knowledge as a bidirectional process aligns with Lyster and 

Mori’s (2006, 2008) counterbalance hypothesis, which argues that in order to restructure 

interlanguage forms, instructional activities and interactional feedback must 

counterbalance the predominant meaning or form-focused orientation of a classroom. Put 

another way, students who typically develop declarative knowledge of language through 

conventional (form-focused) foreign language instruction need opportunities for 

communication within a meaningful context in order to proceduralize that knowledge; 

whereas DLI students who have acquired the PL in a meaning-focused context are in 

need of form-focused activities in order to develop their declarative knowledge. Lyster 

and Mori (2006) predict that the effort extended by shifting attentional focus between 

meaning and form will strengthen connections between long-term memory and 

proceduralized, or actual, language use.  
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 Importantly in DLI classrooms, form-focused practice activities, or those that 

systematically and deliberately develop knowledge and skills in the PL through repeated 

oral and/or written production (DeKeyser, 2007), are conducted within the meaningful, 

communicative context of the academic content. This is supported by the concept of 

transfer-appropriate processing, which posits that “the expression of previous learning 

will be successful to the extent that the learners’ psychological state existing of the time 

of learning matches that required at the time of expression” (Segalowitz, 1997, p. 105). In 

other words, in order for learners to be able to access and use their language knowledge 

in meaningful communication (about content), they must acquire (i.e. notice and practice) 

that knowledge in similarly content-based communicative contexts.  

 It is within this last point, the fact that DLI education is designed to foster PL 

acquisition through and for meaningful communication, that the social component of the 

sociocognitive perspective comes into play. From this perspective, language learning 

occurs not solely through cognitive processes as described above, but is also mediated by 

the social interactions and environment in which learners experience the PL. An analytic 

account of sociocognition looks at how social elements, such as settings or relationships, 

influence learners’ cognitive capacities, such as the ability to pay attention to new 

language forms (Batstone, 2010).  

As such, a sociocognitive view highlights the importance of interaction in 

classroom learning. In the DLI classroom, students are expected to use the PL to make 

meaning about new academic content, which requires them to accomplish linguistic 

functions and constantly use language that they have not yet fully acquired (Tedick & 

Lyster, 2020). Classroom interaction therefore becomes crucial, as it can be structured to 
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provide the necessary expert-novice scaffolding needed for students to carry out 

linguistic tasks that they would be unable to accomplish independently (Swain et al., 

2015). This type of scaffolding occurs through strategic use of teacher questioning and 

follow-up moves that push learners to expand their ideas and language production as well 

as notice and repair PL errors (Lyster, 2007, Nassaji & Wells, 2000). Notably, it is also 

complimentary to a socio-constructivist view of learning in which the essence of 

teaching/learning occurs in exploratory dialogue (Wells, 2001). Essentially, these 

scaffolded interactions provide learners opportunities to negotiate language through 

content as they are pushed to be clearer, more nuanced, and more accurate in their 

production as they explore, develop, and communicate complex ideas (Lyster, 2007).  

Systemic Functional Linguistics 

As a reminder from the literature review, systemic functional linguistics (SFL) is 

not a theory of language acquisition, but rather a meaning-based theory of language that 

argues that all linguistic features, whether lexical, grammatical, or discursive, have 

evolved to express specific discourse functions (Martin, 2001). Put another way, SFL 

understands language to be a resource for meaning making through interaction, not a 

system of rules. The underlying questions asked by SFL are ‘how do people use 

language?’ and ‘how is language structured for use?’ (Eggins, 1994). Language, and 

moreover language use, are therefore never analyzed in isolation but instead are always 

situated in context.  

Two SFL concepts that are particularly relevant to this study are Halliday’s 

(1993) notions of register and genre. Register refers to linguistic features that are 

associated with specific combinations of features of situational dimensions (Halliday & 
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Hasan, 1976). The three situational dimensions include the field (the focus or key content 

ideas of the activity); the tenor (the relationship between the discourse partners); and the 

mode (expectations for how a text type should be organized). Therefore, register reflects 

the variety of language features that are used to communicate about a specific topic for a 

specific purpose and to a specific audience. Speakers and writers present content, 

negotiate interlocutor relationships, and structure texts through grammatical choices that 

make a text a certain type of text within a given social context (Schleppegrell, 2001). In 

terms of C/LI, this understanding of register demonstrates that for any given spoken and 

written text, certain linguistic features are necessary to communicate the content in an 

effective way—effective implying that the expected register is achieved because it is 

partially through this realization of register that meaning is conveyed.  

Genre is generally defined in SFL as the staged and structured way that people 

use language to achieve certain goals within a particular cultural context (Eggins, 1994). 

However, Llinares et al. (2012) define genre for content and language integrated learning 

(CLIL) more specifically as the “different text types which learners of all subjects have to 

understand and produce” (p. 14). Each subject matter exhibits specific genres, or text 

types, that are created through particular grammatical features typical of schooling 

(Schleppegrell, 2004); however, there are also genres that appear across content areas. To 

clarify, seven prototypical school-based genres include: Recount, Narrative, Procedure, 

Report, Account, Explanation, and Exposition (Llinares et al., 2012). A given school-

based literacy product, such as an expository essay, might be made up of several of these 

genres. SFL scholars argue that functional analyses can elucidate the grammatical 

resources that are necessary for students to successfully construct the genres that are 



 93 

expected in academic contexts. Fundamentally, learning new ways of using language is 

learning new ways of thinking, and learning new ways of thinking in a given discipline 

requires learning new uses of language. 

Language Identification Features 

The goal of language identification features is to draw students’ attention to 

language forms within content-based texts. These features include typographic 

enhancements such as bolding, underlining, and italics (Sharwood Smith, 1993). They 

also included drawing attention to certain sentences in a text by numbering those 

sentences in accordance with an associated language analysis material. These design 

features were used in the present study to build students’ awareness in the sense of 

consciously noticing formal properties of the PL (Tedick & Lyster, 2020). Lastly, a few 

of the materials were modified with function and genre information boxes that provided 

details about how the text was structured and the author’s purpose in light of the 

disciplinary genre.  

Language Analysis Features 

 Language analysis features were designed to prompt students to inductively 

develop metalinguistic knowledge about a target language form or function. These 

features included tables and instructions for students to sort language forms based on 

patterns or to deconstruct sentences in order to identify how language is used to construe 

a given academic function. They also included explicit questions asking students to 

analyze language features that they had sorted (e.g., “What do you notice about the verbs 

in the left column? The right column?”). These questions intended to build students’ 

metalinguistic awareness by moving them toward developing an “analyzable 
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representation” of the target form (Tedick & Lyster, 2020, p. 107). Lastly, some explicit 

questions prompted students to analyze language within a text itself, focusing on the 

author’s communicative meaning via a systemic functional linguistic perspective (e.g., 

“Thinking about the text’s purpose, why does the author consistently use the nosotros/we 

form?”).  

Language Production Features 

 These features prompted students to use the language that they had previously 

analyzed in controlled practice and autonomous/communicative task structures. One 

basic language production feature embedded into previously designed materials was 

modifying task instructions to include a focus on the language used. For example, a 

comprehension question asking students to summarize historical decisions and their 

consequences was modified to include the following (originally in Spanish in the 

material), “Think about the structure for cause and effect relationships. For example, 

Clistenes created ________, which established/permitted/favored _________.” A more 

controlled example was redesigning a reading passage into a cloze activity where 

students had to write in the missing verbs. However, most of the language production 

materials were newly created for this study as the original materials did not offer 

opportunities for focused language production. These materials included several task-

essential games in which the correct language feature needed to be used for the content 

task to be completed successfully (Loschky & Bley-Vroman, 1993) as well as controlled 

paragraph writing scaffolds to support students in essay development.  
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3.3.3 Mediating Processes 

Sandoval (2014) stresses that “designs do not lead directly to outcomes” (p. 23). 

Instead, the researcher must document the mediating processes that connect aspects of a 

design to the observed outcomes when it is in use. In this study, I suggested that 

embedding language-focused features into content-based materials would support C/LI in 

instructional practices. Sociocultural theory, and especially Remillard’s (2005) material-

teacher participatory framework, were used as underlying theories to understand how the 

designs of the materials might impact the teachers’ instructional practices.  

With this theoretical framework in mind, several interrelated mediating process 

were hypothesized to be at play in this intervention. First, the language-focused features 

should draw teachers’ and students’ attention to language form/function/genre when the 

materials are in-use in the classroom (Brown, 2002; Remillard, 2005; Sharwood Smith, 

1993). Second, the increased attention to language as prompted by the materials should 

support an emerging language alertness (Maguire, 2018) for the teachers, a heightened 

state of constantly shifting between thinking about content and thinking about language. 

This language alertness would allow teachers to connect their knowledge about language 

to other components of pedagogical content knowledge for integration, increasing acts of 

content and language integration in instruction (Cammarata & Cavanagh, 2018; 

Cammarata & Haley, 2017; Maguire, 2018; Morton, 2016). Lastly, the materials—and 

the act of enacting them in instruction—should serve as an educative experience for the 

teachers (Davis et al., 2014; Davis & Krajcik, 2005). In other words, as the teachers use 

the materials in the classroom, they themselves will develop new knowledge about what 

content and language integration is and how to implement it in the classroom.  
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3.3.4 Expected Outcomes 

Sandoval (2014) argues that “the success of any design endeavor requires making 

some commitment to articulating what desired outcomes will look like and how they 

might be observed or measured” (p. 23-24). In this study, the expected outcomes are two-

fold. First, it is expected that the teachers will integrate content instruction and language 

instruction when using the modified materials. The materials’ role in this instruction will 

be identified by qualitatively analyzing how the teachers enact the embedded language-

focused features (Arias et al., 2016; Remillard, 2018). Second, the study intervention 

should prompt shifts in how the teachers conceptualize content and language 

integration—how they personally define what it is and how to implement it. Discourse 

from collaborative planning and reflection sessions were analyzed and triangulated with 

classroom data to identify these shifts.  

3.4 Phases of the Study and Data Collection 

DBR studies generally follow a series of three main iterative phases, each of 

which includes interactions with practitioners and classrooms and contributes in some 

way to the development of the intervention and, typically, emerging theoretical 

understandings (McKenney & Reeves, 2012). These phases include analysis and 

exploration, design and construction (or implementation), and evaluation and reflection. 

The phases of this study are generally outlined below along with description of the data 

collected in each phase. I then provide more detail about each mini-unit in which the 

intervention took place. At the end of the section, I include a table visually summarizing 

this information. 
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Notably, because this study was conceived as both a design intervention and a 

professional development experience for the participating teachers, the phases follow a 

modified form of lesson study, an innovative professional development approach 

originating in Japan whereby teachers collaboratively develop, reflect upon, and refine 

research lessons intended to meet specific student goals (Stigler & Hiebert, 1999). 

Yoshida (1999) outlines a typical lesson study cycle as including group meetings with 

research and preparation, lesson implementation, group meetings with reflection and 

improvement, a second lesson implementation, and a final group meeting with 

summative reflection. The goal of this cycle is to build teacher knowledge and skills by 

not only designing theoretically-supported lessons, but by also enacting those lessons in 

the dynamic reality of the classroom and then subsequently collaboratively analyzing 

what occurred and making informed refinements. Importantly, the lesson study cycle 

contains many parallels to the iterative and adaptive nature of intervention design cycles 

in DBR, and previous educational studies have also combined lesson study with DBR 

(e.g., Brown, 2014; Cheung, 2009). Moreover, lesson study has also been previously 

employed in DLI-specific teacher professional development focusing on content and 

language integration (Cammarata & Haley, 2017; Ó Cealleigh et al., 2018) 

Figure 3.2 illustrates how the DBR phases and the lesson study phases correspond 

in the methodology of this study. Although drawing on the structure of a lesson study 

cycle, the present study differs from lesson study in one key way: rather than designing a 

lesson, the participating teachers analyzed materials and designed language-focused 

elements for those materials. This divergence was intentional because one goal of this 

study was to examine how the teachers interacted with the enhanced materials when 
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planning and enacting their lessons mostly independently. As will be outlined in more 

detail below, this cycle was completed three full times with Fred and one and a half times 

with Jessica.  

Figure 3.2  

Visualization of study design in relation to DBR phases 

 

 McKenney and Reeves (2012) suggest that the process of design-based research 

occurs across micro-, meso-, and macro-cycles. Each main phase encompasses a micro-

cycle that includes a logical chain of reasoning, data collection, and ongoing analysis. 

Often, several micro-cycles are then combined, thus creating meso-cycles. Due to the 

various logistical constraints that arose during this study, the two teachers experienced 

different combinations of micro and meso-cycles, as illustrated in Figure 3.3. Fred was 

able to complete three intervention meso-cycles, two in the first semester and one in the 

second. Jessica completed one full meso-cycle in the first semester and planned for a 
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second meso-cycle in the spring semester, completing just the design phase. The thick 

black line indicates the formal evaluation and reflection phase in which Fred, Jessica and 

I came together in January 2020 for collaborative reflection, as described in more detail 

later.  

Figure 3.3  

Fred and Jessica’s intervention cycles 

Fred’s cycles 

 

Jessica’s cycles 

 

Each of the teachers’ mini-units shown here will be described in more detail 

below. First, however, I generally describe the phases of the study. Note that the actual 

implementation of the phases did not occur in unison for the two teachers, as Fred and I 

moved through several iterations in the time that Jessica and I only completed one. Also, 
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although the design phase is visually represented as one cycle in Figure 3.3, in actuality it 

consisted of two sequential sub-phases.  

3.4.1 Phase 1.1—Intervention Design and Collaborative Materials Analysis 

Some DBR frameworks require a preliminary exploration phase in which both the 

problem and the context are thoroughly explored (e.g., McKenney & Reeves, 2012); 

however, I entered this study with a proposed intervention grounded in literature from the 

fields of DLI education, materials development, and materials use. This study is therefore 

considered a “literature-based design” (Ormel et al., 2012) that builds primarily on theory 

and evidence found in previous literature. As such, the first phase of this study consisted 

in collaborative work with the teacher participants to (1) build their understanding of the 

relationship between language and content; (2) analyze a set of their materials for key 

language forms/functions/genres; and (3) develop a set of potential language 

(form/function/genre)-focused components to embed into the analyzed materials. All 

collaborative sessions were audio-recorded. Artifacts (e.g., pedagogical materials, 

outlines of summative assessments, lesson calendars) created during the sessions via 

Google documents were collected as screenshots in order to capture changes during 

planning.  

Prior to beginning this work, I conducted individual interviews with each teacher 

to gain a baseline understanding of their general knowledge about and experience in DLI 

education, their knowledge and skills for content and language integration, and their 

personal goals for participating in this collaborative project. These interviews lasted an 

average of 40 minutes and were audio-recorded.  
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 In order to collaboratively analyze their content-based materials for content-

obligatory and content-compatible (Snow et al., 1989) language form/function/genre 

features, Fred, Jessica and I met twice during the summer of 2019. Each meeting lasted 

for about three hours, during which time we identified an appropriate mini-unit for the 

language integration, discussed possible summative assignments and compatible 

language foci, and analyzed some content-based materials for salient language features. I 

also provided the teachers with some background on content and language integration 

and genre pedagogy. Prior to the first meeting, I shared a section from Zwiers (2014) that 

discusses the language of history and the language of language arts for the teachers to 

peruse (pp. 81-94). Additionally, during the first meeting, I presented a brief introduction 

to genre theory, especially historical literacies (Llinares & Morton, 2010; Llinares & 

Pascual Peña, 2015; Llinares & Whittaker, 2010; Lorenzo & Dalton-Puffer, 2016).  

During the second collaborative meeting, Jessica identified two language features 

on which she wanted to focus in the fall of the academic year: article/noun gender 

agreement8 and accent marks on third person preterite verbs. Although these foci were 

not representative of the rich, meaning-based language that I had hoped to promote 

through integrated instruction, I was supportive of this decision for two reasons. First, it 

was clear from our discussions that understanding how to improve these two aspects of 

language was a key reason that Jessica had joined the study. Second, it was very 

important at this initial stage to build a positive, collaborative relationship with the 

teachers. I was therefore very intentional about honoring Jessica’s desires in the fall mini-

 

8 The mini-unit focusing on gender agreement served as a pilot unit for the study and is not included in the 
collection and is therefore not represented in Figure 3.3. 
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unit with the intended goal of pushing her to consider upping the language ante in later 

iterations. 

Although the original intent of the study design was for all planning to happen 

collaboratively in order for the teachers to learn together (e.g., Cammarata & Haley, 

2017; Ó Ceallaigh et al., 2018), this proved to be logistically impossible due to the 

teachers’ schedules. Therefore, Fred and I also met without Jessica one additional time in 

during Summer 2019. In this meeting, Fred shared with me a Chilean social studies 

textbook that he intended to use as a resource during the upcoming academic year. In 

preparation for our meeting, he had independently analyzed the language of a few 

sections of the textbook and had identified frequently occurring forms as well as uses of 

language that he thought might be difficult for his students. We discussed these language 

forms together and determined the focus for his first integrated unit: the use of relative 

clauses to indicate cause and effect (e.g., The mountains limited agriculture, which forced 

the Greeks to expand to new territories.). 

3.4.2 Phase 1.2—Intervention Design: Materials (Re)design 

 After the collaborative planning sessions in which the teachers and I identified 

target language features for a given set of materials, I independently redesigned materials 

that they had provided to include the language-focused features described above. 

Although the original intent of this study was to solely redesign materials that the 

teachers provided, in actuality I created, or designed, several new materials for both 

Jessica and Fred. This occurred for a few reasons. First, the target language features that 

Jessica had chosen arose from her own observations of student language use, not directly 

from the materials themselves, which were primarily short stories, a novel and her 
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PowerPoint slide decks. It was therefore necessary to design new materials that would 

focus student attention on gender agreement and accent marks and elicit their written 

production in controlled practice activities. Second, while Fred had a scope and sequence 

of his units and content objectives, he was continuing to develop final assessments, 

activities, and presentations while we were planning together. He therefore did not 

always have materials prepared in advance for the units for which he wanted to 

collaborate. Fred also adapted his lesson planning within the unit itself, at times planning 

with me between lessons and creating new materials himself to target a specific issue that 

arose in a previous lesson.  

 The data collected during this phase included the (re)designed materials 

themselves (see Appendices for the materials referenced in this dissertation) as well as 

field notes from informal planning conversations with both teachers. 

3.4.3 Phase 2—Implementation 

After (re)designing the materials, I provided them to the teachers in digital 

formats, and we together determined the schedule of when they would be used in the 

classroom so that I could observe and audio- and video-record those lessons. The teachers 

then mostly independently planned their lessons, although they sometimes informally 

sought my input in terms of the order of activities or classroom logistics such as grouping 

arrangements. The days in which the teachers used the materials in the classroom, I was 

present as a participant-observer. I set up a medium-sized camcorder in the back of the 

classroom on a tripod as well as a second, smaller camcorder in the front of the 

classroom. In this way, I could capture video and audio of both the teacher and the 
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students. I also attended—though did not record—a few lessons in each class when the 

materials were not being used to understand the general dynamics of the classroom. 

 My participation in the lessons varied. For most lessons, I sat in a designated spot, 

recording field notes. However, both Fred and Jessica requested that I assist them with 

some activities. For example, Jessica asked that I help provide directions for a controlled 

practice game that I had designed for her unit on accent marks. In Fred’s class, I also 

served as a language support for some lessons, walking around the classroom and 

providing feedback to students on language-focused components of activities. My highest 

level of engagement was in the last lesson of Fred’s third mini-unit during which Fred 

asked that I assist him at the front of the classroom as students independently approached 

us to check their language-focused responses on a worksheet.  

 The data collected from the various iterations of this phase included a total of 21 

video and audio-recorded lessons—eleven distinct lessons in Fred’s classroom and five 

distinct lessons in Jessica’s classroom taught in two class periods with two different 

student groups, for a total of ten recordings. I also took detailed observation field notes 

during the lessons as well as wrote observation memos following each lesson. Lastly, I 

recorded notes from the informal conversations with Fred and Jessica that occurred prior 

to and after lessons.  

3.4.4 Phase 3—Evaluation and Reflection 

 The formal evaluation and reflection phase of a DBR study is intended to both 

inform the external scientific community while driving future intervention development 

(McKenney & Reeves, 2012). This occurred at the very end of the study as a form of 

retrospective analysis (Gravemeijer & Cobb, 2006), and is described in more detail in the 
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data analysis section. However, evaluation and reflection also constitutes a micro-cycle 

of the ongoing, iterative design process. McKenney and Reeves (2012) used the term 

“semi-summative” to describe this phase because it forms the basis for future decision-

making while functioning as a formative evaluation.  

In this study, this evaluation and reflection occurred in several ways. First, Fred 

and I conducted informal evaluation and reflection between his first and second 

iterations. We met together for a two-hour audio-recorded collaborative planning session 

during which we discussed what had occurred in his first mini-unit and used our 

experiences and learning to inform how we designed materials for the second mini-unit.  

Second, an evaluation and reflection phase corresponded with the collaborative 

reflection stage of the modified lesson study. The teachers and I met together in January, 

2020 to discuss more formally what had occurred when they taught with the (re)designed 

materials and to use our reflection on those experiences to plan the next iteration. Note 

that at this point, Fred had taught two mini-units whereas Jessica had only taught one 

complete mini-unit. The teachers approached this discussion as a space to discuss 

successes and challenges that occurred while teaching with the materials. As such, we 

watched short clips of each teacher enacting the materials in the classroom as a basis for a 

pedagogical-focused discussion. From a theoretical design perspective, I was also 

interested in evaluating the functionality of the language-focused design features of the 

materials. McKenney and Reeves (2012) refer to this type of evaluation as beta testing, or 

the focus of the use of the intervention in context.  

Our audio-recorded conversation was guided by the following questions, adapted 

from Reinking and Bradley (2008):  
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(1) What factors enhance or inhibit the effectiveness, efficiency, and appeal of the 

enhanced materials in regard to supporting content and language integration? 

(2) How can the language-focused components be modified to support content 

and language integration more effectively and efficiently and in a way that is 

appealing to teachers and students? 

(3) What unanticipated positive and negative effects did the enhanced materials 

produce? 

(4) Has the instructional environment changed as a result of the enhanced 

materials? 

3.5 The Mini-Units 

 In this section, I briefly describe the mini-units that made up each iteration of this 

study, focusing on the content topic in which the language was contextualized, the 

language and/or literacy targets, and the associated materials. The purpose of this section 

is to provide sufficient context to understand the analysis and results. The units are 

described in the order in which they were implemented.  

3.5.1 Jessica: Pilot Unit 

 Jessica’s first mini-unit served as a pilot for the study. McKenney and Reeves 

(2012) describe this as alpha testing, or early assessment of ideas, design, and feasibility. 

Jessica asked that this two-day mini-unit not be video-recorded because it was early in 

the academic year and her classes were still forming their culture and community. This 

mini-unit therefore allowed us to practice the design, implementation, reflection cycle, 

but it was not included in the formal data collection and analysis. The content for this unit 

was a short story: Un señor muy viejo con alas enormes [A very old man with enormous 
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wings] by Gabriel García Márquez. The language arts objective for reading this short 

story was to identify plot structure. The target language focus chosen by Jessica was 

article-noun agreement with a specific focus on nouns that are challenging for language 

learners (i.e., masculine nouns ending in -ma, el tema [the theme/subject], feminine 

nouns ending in -umbre, la costumbre [the custom] and feminine nouns that use el in the 

singular form, el ala [the wing]).  

 The (re)designed materials for this unit included the following:  

1. a version of the short story with target nouns enhanced via font color and type. 

2. a sorting worksheet that prompted students to categorize the enhanced nouns 

based on their color. This worksheet also had small group discussion questions 

asking students to look for patterns in each of the categories. 

3. a controlled practice worksheet on which students ordered sentence strips to 

summarize the plot. Students were prompted to correctly insert target nouns in 

each sentence before putting them in order.  

3.5.2 Jessica: A Través de Cien Montañas 

 Jessica’s second mini-unit was grounded in a novel titled A través de cien 

montañas [Across a hundred mountains], written by Reyna Grande. She had various 

content objectives for this unit, including identifying evidence to detect themes, 

analyzing and writing narratives, and identifying parallel plot structure. The target 

language form was the use of accent marks on first and third-person preterite verbs (e.g., 

hablé—I spoke, habló—she spoke).  
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 This unit included a variety of materials, all of which I created because Jessica’s 

materials were more focused on discussion (i.e., spoken discourse) than the written 

production required to target accent marks. The materials were as listed:  

1. A chapter of the novel with preterite verbs underlined. Instructions prompted 

students to read the chapter and highlight the verbs in different colors depending 

on whether or not they had an accent mark. 

2. A T-chart that prompted students to sort the underlined verbs based on whether 

they had an accent mark. The chart also featured questions asking students what 

they noticed about the sorted verbs.  

3. A section of the novel re-typed with verbs removed in a form of a CLOZE 

activity 

4. A summary of a chapter re-written from the first person perspective 

5. A worksheet prompting students to write two truths and a lie about the book. The 

directions reminded students to use a preterite verb and that students would gain 

or lose points based on the believability of their lie and the correct use of accent 

marks 

6. A card game similar to Go Fish in which students matched cause and effect 

relationships from the novel while also writing the preterite verb correctly 

3.5.3 Fred: Classical Civilizations 

 This was the second unit of Fred’s Spanish World History course. The unit 

covered Ancient Greece and Rome, focusing on Mediterranean geography, Greek 

democracy, and other foundational elements of Classical civilizations. In summer 2019, 
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Fred decided to use a Chilean textbook as the backbone for this unit for the first time. 

While analyzing sections from this textbook, we together noticed the complex language 

used to denote cause and effect. We therefore decided that the language focus for the 

mini-unit would include both function and form, namely guiding students to identify 

several ways the author construed cause and effect relationships while focusing specific 

attention on the use of relative clauses. For example, the textbook frequently used the 

following sentence structure, with the relative clause bolded: “Las estaciones están bien 

maracadas, con inviernos fríos y húmedos y veranos secos y calurosos, pero sin llegar a 

temperaturas muy extremas, lo que favorece tanto el asentamiento humano como el 

desarrollo de agricultura” [The seasons are well-distinguished, with cold and humid 

winters and warm and dry summers, but without reaching extreme temperatures, which 

favors both human settlement and agricultural development.] The (re)designed materials 

included: 

1. A re-formatted section of the textbook that included an information box about the 

structure of the section as well as numbers indicating cause and effect sentences 

2. A graphic organizer that prompted students to dissect the numbered sentence in 

the previous material, identifying the cause phrase, the connecting phrase, and the 

effect phrase 

3. A re-formatted section of the textbook that included an information box about the 

genre of the text, content comprehension questions partnered with language 

analysis questions, and synthesis and application prompts that asked students to 

create sentences using relative clauses.  
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4. A practice worksheet in which students were prompted to create their own cause 

and effect sentences given the topic and connecting verb (Fred created this 

worksheet independently) 

5. A worksheet that prompted students to sort cause and effect connecting verbs 

based on positive, negative, or neutral connotations. The second side of this 

worksheet was a conclusion activity, asking students to summarize the content 

they had covered using relative clauses to denote cause and effect relationships.  

3.5.4 Fred: Women’s Roles in Ancient Societies 

 Fred developed this mini-unit in the middle of the semester. His main goal was to 

have students practice compare and contrast essay writing, as this was a requirement for 

the AP World History exam that many students in the class would take at the end of the 

year. The essay topic was to compare and contrast the roles of women in ancient Islamic 

societies and in Aztec society. This mini-unit therefore had a targeted literacy focus—

how to structure compare and contrast paragraphs—but did not have a specific target 

language form. Because Fred had not assigned this essay previously, all of the materials 

were newly created rather than redesigned. They included:  

1. A student packet made up of:  

a. Model compare and contrast paragraphs with the same content written in 

the two target paragraph structures—point-by-point and subject-by-

subject. Questions prompted student to analyze how the paragraphs were 

similar and different as well as how they communicated the information.  
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b. A second set of model compare and contrast paragraphs that were color-

coded to visually demonstrate the two structures. Students were asked to 

identify which was point-by-point and which was subject-by-subject.  

c. A list of trigger words that communicate compare and contrast 

d. Prompts for students to write sample compare and contrast paragraphs 

2. An essay guide graphic organizer that supported students in structuring the 

content of the essay and prompted them to practice the two types of paragraph 

structures 

3.5.5 Fred: Revolutions 

 Fred’s third and final unit was implemented after the collaborative evaluation and 

reflection phase. The content of this unit was themes across the American, French, and 

Haitian revolutions. The language focus was grounded in the concept of register per 

systemic functional linguistics, analyzing how the authors of three primary texts 

(translated into Spanish) used language to persuade their audiences. There was not a 

specific target language form; however, students were prompted to consider why the 

authors used specific language forms or vocabulary when making their arguments.  

 The material for this mini-unit was one student packet. Each section of the packet 

was made up of a primary text translated into Spanish, preceded by a brief explanation of 

the author and context. Each text was followed by a series of six questions. The first four 

questions were the same for each text and asked about the author, the audience, the 

author’s purpose, and the meaning of liberty in that text. The fifth and sixth questions for 

each text focused on language. The fifth question asked students to think about the 

author’s purpose and to consider why certain language forms, such as the nosotros/we 
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form of verbs or the present tense, were used. The sixth question asked students to 

identify one other language resource the author used to convince his audience.  

3.5.6 Jessica: Debate unit 

 In February 2020, Jessica and I collaboratively planned for her second iteration, 

which was to take place in a unit focusing on debates. This was a unit that Jessica felt 

was very successful previously, and she was enthusiastic about adding in a more 

intentional language focus that targeted how authors use language to persuade their 

audience. We were approaching this unit from a systemic functional linguistics 

perspective, considering tenor, specifically focusing on the use of modals in Spanish to 

soften or strengthen persuasive arguments. Unfortunately, the closing of in-person 

schools due to the COVID-19 pandemic disrupted this work, and this iteration was not 

implemented.  

3.6 Research Questions 

The materials (re)design project described above was designed in response to the 

conjecture that intentionally designed materials would support secondary DLI teachers in 

integrating content and language in their instruction. To explore this intervention in 

depth, two research questions were posed. The first (RQ 1) asked, “How do teachers 

interact with and use language instruction features incorporated into secondary DLI 

materials in supporting their students’ Spanish language development?” This RQ is 

characterized as research on interventions, which examines “characteristics and functions 

of particular intervention types” (McKenney & Reeves, 2012, p. 24). In this study, the 

purpose of this question was to examine how the design components (the language-

focused modifications) were embodied during the enactment of the intervention. The 



 113 

purpose of this question was to build theoretical understanding about DLI materials 

design and use, understandings that informed the ultimate development of a design 

framework for DLI materials. 

The second research question (RQ 2) asked, “How are teachers’ 

conceptualizations and enactments of content and language integration shaped by 

participating in a materials design ‘lesson study’ experience?” This question is 

considered research through interventions because it contributes to the theoretical 

understanding of an educational issue not directly related to the intervention itself 

(McKenney & Reeves, 2012). In other words, this question explored how teachers’ 

conceptualizations and enactments of content and language integration were affected by 

engaging in the professional development experience as a whole, not solely as a result of 

the language-focused modifications. RQ 2 aimed to better understand how teachers 

develop the knowledge and skills necessary for content and language integration, and the 

potential efficacy of a materials-based professional development experience on DLI 

teacher education.  

3.7 Data Analysis 

The final phase of this DBR study was retrospective analysis (Gravemeijer & 

Cobb, 2006). Because design conjectures and theoretical propositions are developed over 

the course of the intervention, retrospective analysis is employed to “provide a 

trustworthy account of the process whereby a series of events—each of which is local and 

contingent—can be seen as part of an emerging and potentially reproducible pattern” 

(Cobb et al., 2003). Put another way, the purpose of a retrospective analysis is to 

systemically return to all of the data collected throughout the designed intervention in 
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order to (1) document the emergence of inferences and theories over the course of the 

intervention, (2) solidify and refine developing theoretical conjectures, and (3) connect 

the local design experiment to the broader theoretical context (Cobb et al., 2003; van den 

Akker et al., 2006).  

As this design-based research study investigated two interrelated phenomena—

how the teachers used the (re)designed materials (RQ 1) and their conceptualization and 

enactments of content and language integration (RQ 2)—retrospective analysis occurred 

in several different phases. Table 3.2 outlines the two research questions as well as their 

corresponding data sources and analysis procedures. The first question was answered 

through triangulated qualitative thematic analysis of the interactional research data from 

interviews and collaborative planning sessions and the video-recorded lessons. The 

second question required qualitative coding of the materials themselves and the video-

recorded lessons based on materials-in-use theoretical frameworks (Arias et al., 2016; 

Remillard, 2018). Below I describe in more detail the data analysis procedures for each 

research question individually. 

Table 3.2  

Data sources and analysis 

Research Question Data Sources Data Analysis 
1. How do teachers interact 
with and use language 
instruction features 
incorporated into secondary 
DLI materials in supporting 
their students’ Spanish 
language development? 
 

-copies of all (re)designed 
materials 
 
-video and audio-recorded 
lessons taught with 
enhanced materials 
 
- observation field notes 
 

-Coding for tracers 
embedded in (re)designed 
materials (Arias et al., 
2016) 
 
-Deductive coding for 
materials enactment using 
Remillard’s (2018) 
framework for materials 
use 
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-Inductive qualitative 
coding for instructional 
moves (Castro et al., 2007) 
 

2. How are teachers’ 
conceptualizations and 
enactments of content and 
language integration shaped 
by participating in a 
materials design ‘lesson 
study’ experience?   

-semi-structured 
interviews before and after 
the study 
 
-audio-recording of 
conversations during 
collaborative work 
sessions (material analysis, 
development of design 
features, review of 
instructed lessons) 
 
-video-recorded lessons & 
classroom observations 
 
-observation field notes  
 
-memos 

-Provisional coding (Miles 
et al., 2014) based on the 
Interconnected Knowledge 
for Integration framework 
(Cammarata & Cavanagh, 
2018) 
 
-Descriptive coding (Miles 
et al., 2013) to highlight 
phenomena not in 
theoretical framework 

 

3.7.1 Research Question 1 

Data analysis for this research question occurred in several layers. First, the 

materials were coded for tracers, following Arias et al. (2016), Beyer and Davis (2009), 

and Bismack et al. (2015) in their work developing and evaluating educative materials for 

science teachers. The concept of tracers comes from Duncan and Frymier (1967), who 

used tracers to identify how concepts in written curriculum materials were taken up in 

classroom instruction. Similar to how doctors use dyes as tracers in medical procedures, 

tracers can be purposefully built into materials to identify—or ‘trace’—connections 

between the materials and teachers’ enactment (Bismack et al., 2015). In order to make 

these connections, the tracers represent features of the material that are unique to the 

intervention and not included in the original material itself. Therefore, if the teacher uses 
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those features when enacting the material, it was a possible signal of the features 

affecting the teachers’ instruction (Arias et al., 2016). 

In this study, the tracers in the materials were the various language-focused 

components that were added to or developed within the content-oriented materials. These 

components were coded in three ways. First, they were coded based on the type of 

activity they represented from the CAPA sequence (Tedick & Lyster, 2020): 

contextualization, awareness, practice or autonomy. Second, they were coded for the type 

of engagement with language that they prompted, namely language identification, 

language analysis, or language production. There is some overlap between these two 

coding categories; however, their distinction was important because only a few of the 

materials in the mini-units matched directly onto the activities of the CAPA sequence. 

Therefore the second set of codes was necessary to describe the more general ways the 

majority of the materials prompted content and language integration practices. Lastly, 

each tracer was coded for whether the language focus targeted function or form (or both).  

The second layer of analysis for this research question was the coding of ways the 

teachers enacted the materials, specifically their enactment of the language-focused 

components. The video-recordings of the enacted lessons were watched various times in 

order to divide the lessons into instructional design arcs identified by a distinct 

instructional purpose held by the teacher. Remillard (2018) defines these instructional 

design arcs as:  

episodes that typically began with a planned instructional prompt and follow with 

a segment of time during which the teacher guides classroom interaction toward a 
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particular…purpose. An instructional episode ends when the teacher initiates a 

new prompt, usually, but not always, because the purpose has been met (p. 491).  

Each instructional arc that occurred during the enactment of a focal material was then 

coded based on the initiating prompt by the teacher. These prompts were coded as 

written, adapted, inserted or improvised, indicating the relationship of the prompt to the 

tracers in the material (Remillard, 2018). A written prompt was drawn from the material 

and aligned closely with the language objective of the material design, even if the teacher 

made slight modifications. An adapted prompt occurred when the teacher used the 

material as a resource, but made changes in structure, approach, or objective. An inserted 

prompt was not traced directly to the material and was planned in advance. An 

improvised prompt was also not embedded in the material, but occurred as an in-the-

moment instructional decision in response to the classroom situation. Lastly, the 

instructional arcs were also inductively coded for the instructional moves (Castro et al., 

2007) that the teacher made in each arc. These moves included things like explaining the 

activity, teaching vocabulary, explaining a language form, leading whole class response 

to a language-focused question, and posing a think-pair-share about content or language.  

The data analysis software MAXQDA was then used to qualitatively identify 

relationships among the various coding schemes. Code relation tools were employed to 

determine the qualitative relationship between various tracers, how they were enacted, 

and within the context of what instructional moves. For example, code relations tables 

visually represented the frequency with which language awareness, language analysis, 

and language application codes occurred with each of the enactment codes (written, 
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adapted, inserted, improvised). Results of this analysis—along with representative 

examples from the classroom data—are shared in Chapter 4.  

3.7.2 Research Question 2  

Recordings from interviews and collaborative work sessions were transcribed 

verbatim and then qualitatively analyzed for evidence of teacher knowledge for content 

and language integration prior to, during, and after the study interventions. The analysis 

of these transcripts was completed in several stages. First cycle coding included a mixture 

of provisional codes (Miles et al., 2013) based on Cammarata and Cavanagh’s (2018) 

knowledge base framework for integration in the immersion context, and descriptive 

codes (Miles et al., 2013) for phenomena not represented in their model. Provisional 

codes included the main categories on the Interconnected Knowledge for Integration 

analytical tool (Cammarata & Cavanagh, 2018), namely content knowledge for language, 

content knowledge for literacy, literacy-language connection, discipline-literacy 

connection, and discipline-language connections. During the initial coding process, I 

wrote analytical memos and descriptions of the teachers’ knowledge bases as represented 

in each data source in order to track changes over time. I then completed second round 

coding using pattern codes (Miles et al., 2013) to group the codes, especially the 

descriptive codes, into themes and constructs. These pattern codes included themes like 

pedagogical content knowledge for integration, separation of language and content 

instruction, and form-focused and functional perspectives of language. Evidence and 

counterevidence were recorded for each emerging theme in order to support 

interpretations regarding the shifts in conceptualizations and enactments of content and 

language integration throughout the lesson study experience.  
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3.8 Researcher’s Role in the Study 

 As discussed earlier in this chapter, a fundamental component of DBR is the 

collaborative relationship between the researcher and the (teacher) participants, all of 

whom have agentic roles throughout the study. Underlying this relationship is the firm 

belief that both the research and the teachers contributes important expertise and insight, 

flattening the power hierarchy that can occur in educational research (Cole & Knowles, 

1993). Moreover, because the researcher engages deliberately with the participants and 

within the classroom, “it is incumbent on the researcher to describe and monitor ways 

that their own agenda is responsible for the results” (Hoadley, 2004, p. 205). In this 

section, I examine my various roles as participant-observer and actor throughout the 

phases of the study and explain how I accounted for my own agenda and bias during the 

research process.  

3.8.1 Teacher Educator 

 Because this study was designed and introduced as a form of professional 

development for the participating teachers, my first role in their eyes was as a teacher 

educator, offering them knowledge, support, and models of desired pedagogical practices 

for secondary DLI education. Despite the potential for a power imbalance between the 

teacher educator and the teacher (Cole & Knowles, 1993), I was intentional about raising 

up and incorporating the expertise Fred and Jessica brought to the study, particularly in 

terms of their content curriculum, their pedagogical content knowledge for their content 

areas, and the ecology of the DLI program at Harrisburg High School. For example, I 

asked the teachers to identify which units and materials they wanted to modify, I 
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highlighted their knowledge of their students, and I deferred to them in mapping out the 

sequence of lessons with the modified materials. 

In fact, my main contribution in terms of explicit teaching of the teachers 

occurred only when discussing concepts from Systemic Functional Linguistics and 

identifying target language structures that aligned with planned curricular units. It is in 

this work that my own agenda impacted the study greatly. I entered the study with an aim 

to integrate notions of genre and register from Systemic Functional Linguistics with 

pedagogical strategies from counterbalanced instruction (i.e., Tedick & Lyster, 2020). 

Therefore, I was very intentional in our collaborative planning sessions to explicitly 

return to these ideas, often explicitly drawing connections between the teachers’ ideas 

about language and language acquisition and these theoretical frameworks. Undoubtedly, 

my efforts here impacted the target language features that were chosen for the mini-units, 

especially by Fred.  

3.8.2 Curriculum Collaborator 

 My role as a curriculum collaborator was not part of my initial design of this 

study, as I had originally expected the teachers to provide a series of well-established 

materials on which I would make language-focused modifications. In practice, however, I 

became a sounding board for both teachers to varying degrees for planning the scope and 

sequence of curriculum units. I was quite willing to take on this role because it was 

evident that both teachers felt little guidance from their school or district in terms of 

expectations for DLI-specific curriculum planning, and it was a way that I could offer 

them concrete support. In this way, I was democratizing the research process, responding 
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to a direct need of the teachers rather than foregrounding only my ideas and priorities as a 

researcher (Reinking & Bradley, 2008).  

3.8.3 Participant-Observer in the Classroom 

 Because this study was designed to examine how the language-focused 

modifications to the materials affected the teachers’ instructional practices, I had 

originally intended to remain a passive observer in the enacted lessons in order to 

examine how the teachers themselves interacted with the (re)designed materials. 

However, within the very first iteration, it became clear that Fred and Jessica wanted my 

day-to-day role to be more collaborative. They each approached me with questions about 

how to enact the materials, chatted with me during the enacted lessons with in the 

moment queries or commentary, and to varying degrees asked me to present an activity 

or engage with students as they worked on a material. Once again, I quickly adjusted my 

role to meet the needs and desires of the teachers. However, I was cognizant of the ways 

that my actions then changed how the teachers might have independently enacted the 

language-focused activities. I therefore wrote detailed observation memos after each 

lesson to indicate my role in what transpired. These memos were used during data 

analysis to better understand emerging themes, especially in relation to the teachers’ 

shifting conceptualizations and enactments of C/LI.  
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CHAPTER 4: USE OF THE (RE)DESIGNED MATERIALS 
 
 This chapter addresses the first research question: How do the teachers interact 

with and use language instruction features incorporated into the secondary DLI materials 

in supporting their students’ Spanish language development? Understanding how 

teachers use materials is a complex theoretical undertaking as “use” itself can be 

conceptualized in various ways, such as how teachers read materials during pre-lesson 

planning (e.g., Li & Harfitt, 2017; Remillard, 2012) or how teachers employ materials in 

classroom interactions (e.g., Tůma & Lojdová, 2021). In this chapter, I answer the 

research question by considering materials use from two perspectives: (1) a macro-level 

description of the initiating prompts the teachers made in relation to each language-

focused component of the materials and (2) a micro-level analysis of two salient 

instructional moves that occurred in relation to the materials that had a particular impact 

on the effectiveness of their content and language integration (C/LI). 

First, I draw upon Remillard’s (2018) framework of materials enactment to 

quantify the frequency of various types of instructional decisions—or materials use—the 

teachers employed in relation to the embedded language-focused prompts. These findings 

provide a broad, overarching picture of how the teachers interacted with the modified 

pedagogical materials via two analyses. I present the relative frequency with which each 

teacher employed each type of materials use prompt. I then describe the frequency with 

which each teacher used the various types of materials use prompts in relation to each 

type of language-focused design component in the materials themselves. This second 

analysis reveals qualitative patterns for how the teachers interacted with components of 

the materials that represented the various stages of content and language integrated 
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instruction, namely language identification, language analysis, and language application. 

Next, I turn to a micro-level analysis of materials use, presenting classroom observation 

data to describe two themes related to the teachers’ instructional moves and their use of 

the materials. I conclude the chapter with a discussion synthesizing these macro- and 

micro-level findings.  

4.1 Macro-level Analysis of Materials Use 

 In order to generally understand how Fred and Jessica used the language-focused 

modifications to the materials, I analyzed the prompts the teachers used in initiating each 

instructional design arc. As a reminder from the methodology chapter, instructional 

design arcs are episodes that begin with a particular instructional purpose initiated by a 

prompt, continued with classroom interaction, and then ended when a new prompt with a 

new instructional purpose is initiated (Remillard, 2018). Importantly, I only analyzed 

instructional design arcs that occurred when the modified materials were the focal 

planes—the entity at the epicenter of classroom activity (Guerrettaz, 2021)—so prompts 

related to other materials, activities, or instructional objectives are not included. Table 4.1 

reviews the four types of prompts.  

Table 4.1  

Types of materials use prompts (Remillard, 2018) 

Written The prompt is drawn directly from the material, even if slight 
modifications are made 

Adapted The teacher uses the material as a resource, but makes 
changes in structure, design or objective. 

Inserted The prompt is not traced to the material and was planned in 
advance. 

Improvised The prompt is not traced to the material and occurs as an in-
the-moment response to the classroom situation. 
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By operationalizing “materials use” via these four types of prompts, I am 

analyzing materials use as a participatory process that involves interactions between the 

materials and the teachers. As Remillard (2018) states, “this view emphasizes the 

interactive and transactional nature of this work, framing [materials] use as a dynamic 

and ongoing relationship between teachers and resources, a relationship shaped by both 

the teacher and the characteristics of the resource” (p. 486). Any given material 

contributes to the relationship via the perceptual cues embedded in its design (Brown, 

2002). In turn, the teacher brings to the relationship a myriad of resources, stances, and 

perspectives, such as pedagogical content knowledge, perception of students, identity, 

and tolerance for discomfort (Remillard, 2005), that impact how they read and enact the 

material. Lastly, the teacher-material participatory relationship is always embedded 

within the particular local, national, and/or global context. For example, external factors 

such as school policies, standardized tests, departmental goals, and state and national 

standards existed as an overarching umbrella mediating how the teachers interacted with 

the materials. The intention of this section, therefore, is not to reveal whether the teachers 

used the materials “correctly”, but rather to characterize the decisions the teachers made 

when enacting the materials in their classrooms.  

4.1.1 Overall Relative Frequency of Materials Use Prompts 

 This section presents the analysis of the overall relative frequency of the materials 

use prompts by each teacher. Relative frequency (percentage) is used rather than total 

frequency since the two teachers had different amounts of total prompts. Relative 

frequency therefore allows for qualitative comparison between the two teachers’ 

materials use decisions. Although an analysis of the total prompts of the two teachers 
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combined was initially completed, the individual analyses showed that Fred and Jessica 

enacted the materials in such distinct ways that the combined results did not further add 

to the understanding of materials use. Therefore, only the individual results are presented 

here.  

Figure 4.1 shows the relative frequency of Fred’s materials use prompts. Fred 

exhibited written prompts the most frequently, at nearly 46% of his total prompts. This 

suggests that nearly half of Fred’s instructional prompts were sourced directly from the 

materials themselves. Inserted prompts occurred the second most frequently, at 26% 

percent, indicating that a quarter of Fred’s prompts were planned in advance but not 

sourced from the material. Only 15% of Fred’s prompts were improvised, meaning he 

exhibited few instances where his prompts were explicitly in response to student needs or 

the classroom interactions. Lastly, only 12% of Fred’s prompts were adapted, indicating 

that the vast majority of his prompts followed the activity structures and instructional 

objectives embedded in the materials. Moreover, based on his prompts alone, Fred 

appeared to make use of the design of the materials to guide the unfolding of the lesson.  
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Figure 4.1  

Relative frequency of materials use prompts by Fred 

 

 

Jessica’s individual results paint a very different picture in comparison to Fred’s, 

as shown in Figure 4.2. Jessica most frequently exhibited improvised prompts (38%), 

followed by inserted (27%) and then written prompts (23%). When improvised and 

inserted prompts are combined, they make up nearly 65% of Jessica’s total prompts, 

indicating that over half of her instructional design arc prompts were not sourced from 

the materials themselves. Instead, her instructional design arcs were frequently informed 

by her own instructional expertise (inserted prompts) or in response to something that had 

occurred in the classroom (improvised prompts). Only 23% of Jessica’ prompts were 

drawn directly from the materials (written prompts). Despite the fact that Jessica’s 

prompts appear to relate less directly to the materials than Fred’s, it is important to note 

that she, too, only enacted adapted prompts about 13% of the time. The low percentage of 

adapted prompts means that she maintained the activity structures and instructional 

objectives embedded within the materials despite incorporating more improvised and 

inserted prompts. In short, Jessica, too, responded to the materials as a resource for her 
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instruction; however, she also drew heavily on her own personal resources when making 

instructional decisions.  

Figure 4.2  

Relative frequency of materials use prompts by Jessica 

 

 

4.1.2 Materials Use Prompts and Language-Focused Components 

 The findings presented in the previous section represent how the teachers enacted 

the materials in general, but they do not provide the detail necessary to understand how 

the language-focused modifications themselves were taken up by the teachers. Arias et al. 

(2016) argue that research on educative materials needs to specifically examine how 

teachers take up various features of those materials rather than solely studying 

interactions with the materials as a whole. To better discern the teachers’ responses to 

specific components of the materials, I analyzed the frequency of co-occurrences of the 

types of materials use prompts with the three types of tracers embedded within the 

materials, namely language identification components, language analysis components, 

and language application components. Table 4.2 provides examples of each of these 

components for each teacher.  
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Table 4.2  

Examples of the language-focused tracers in the (re)designed materials 

 Jessica Fred 
Language 
identification 

Underlined verbs in text and 
directions asking students to 
highlight those verbs based on 
presence of accent mark 
(Appendix A) 

Graphic organizer in which 
students dissected cause and 
effect sentences (Appendix E) 

Language 
analysis 

Prompt on t-chart material 
asking students what they 
observe about categorized 
verbs (Appendix B) 

Prompt asking students why an 
author used a certain language 
feature (Appendix G) 

Language 
application 

Two truths and a lie material 
(Appendix C) 

Prompt directing students to 
write cause and effect sentences 
using relative clauses 
(Appendix F) 

 

This analysis shows trends for how the teachers took up each of these types of language-

focused modifications. As will be discussed further, the analysis also provides insight 

into how the teachers interacted with the materials when enacting the various phases of 

an integrated approach to content instruction and language instruction 

(identification/noticing, analysis/awareness, application/practice).  

Fred 

 Table 4.3 presents the frequency of co-occurrences of Fred’s materials use 

prompts and the types of language-focused components in his materials in raw numbers. 

These numbers allow for detailed qualitative comparison of how Fred responded to each 

of the types of language-focused components in the materials.  
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Table 4.3  

Fred: Materials use prompts and language-focused components 

 Language 
identification 

Language 
analysis 

Language 
application 

None* 

Written 8 17 1 3 
Inserted  4 6 1 5 
Improvised 1 3 5 0 
Adapted 1 5 2 0 

 
*NOTE: A few materials use prompts were not coded with a language-focused materials 
design tracer, such as when students read the instructions out loud.  
 

Several salient findings emerge from the data presented in Table 4.3. First, Fred 

primarily used written prompts when interacting with the language identification and 

language analysis components of the materials. This suggests that Fred chose to use the 

material as a guiding resource for moments of integrated instruction that focused on 

language identification and language analysis. In contrast, when interacting with the 

language application components, Fred was more likely to improvise or adapt than follow 

the guidance embedded within the materials’ designs. Importantly, of Fred’s seven 

improvised and adapted prompts related to the language application tasks, five of those 

prompts diminished the richness of the intended C/LI by either eliminating the language 

focus entirely or separating the language application from the meaningful content of the 

unit. For example, when enacting the controlled practice question from the worksheet on 

Greek democracy (shown in Figure 4.3), Fred improvised in response to students’ 

confusion by removing the language requirement, instead directing students to focus only 

on content in their responses, as shown in Excerpt 4.1. 
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Figure 4.3  

Controlled practice question from Greek democracy worksheet 

 

Translation: Explain at least two decisions that led to the formation of the democractic 
sytem.  
Think about cause and effect relationships. For example, Clistenes formed ______, which 
established/made/permitted/favored _____________. 
 
Excerpt 4.1 

1. Fred:  (speaking to whole class with material projected by the document 
camera) Había dos preguntas en cuanto a cómo se hace esto. Entonces, 
(reading from text) piensa en las decisiones que dieron lugar la 
formación de este sistema democrático. Entonces, por ejemplo, la 
decision de Pericles (flips paper over to indicate spot in text). … Y 
explica en una oración la decisión y cómo cambió el sistema 
democrático. Entonces, pusimos esto como ejemplo… (reads example). 
Éstas (indicating the examples verbs in the sentence stem) son las cosas 
que ustedes encontraron ayer que son frases de conexión. No más 
estamos practicando oraciones de causa y efecto. Entonces pueden usar 
éste como guía (points at the sentence stem) y buscan dos decisiones y 
los efectos de las decisiones. ¿Tiene sentido? (some students mutter 
responses)  
 
(speaking to whole class with material projected by the document 
camera) There were two questions related to how to do this one. So, 
(reading from text) think about the decisions that led to the formation of 
this democratic system. So, for example, Pericles’s decision (flips paper 
over to indicate spot in the text)… And explain in one sentence the 
decision and how it changed the democratic system. So, we put this here 
as an example… (reads the example). These (indicating the example 
verbs in the sentence stem) are the things that you all found yesterday 
that were connecting phrases. We are just practicing cause and effect 
sentences. So you can use this as a guide (points at the sentence stem) 
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and look for two decisions and the outcomes of those decisions. Does 
that make sense?  
 

  (students working for several minutes as Fred explains how to answer 
this question to individual students) 
 

2. Fred: (speaking to whole class) No más explica una decisión, pues dos, pero 
por cada pregunta, una decisión que hizo y cómo afectó la democracia. 
Causa y efecto. 
 
Just explain a decision, well two, but for each question, one decision 
that (he) made and how it affected the democracy. Cause and effect. 

 

 In the first line of Excerpt 4.1., Fred enacted a written prompt in attempting to 

clarify the expectations for the language application question. This prompt is analyzed as 

written because Fred drew directly from the material, using the exact language of the 

instructions and the example sentence stem to give directions to his students. However, 

when students returned to working independently, Fred appeared to become frustrated as 

multiple students continued to express confusion about how to answer this question. He 

responded in line 2 with an improvised prompt in which he told the whole class to just 

explain the decisions that affected the democracy (content) without attempting to further 

clarify the expected language. Due to this instructional decision, the language focus was 

eliminated, as was the opportunity for students to practice written production of the target 

language feature. This type of decision to remove the language focus when enacting 

planned lessons has been alluded to in previous studies as well, although not in relation to 

materials (e.g., Cammarata & Haley, 2017; Ó Ceallaigh et al., 2018).  

Jessica 

The frequency of co-occurrences of materials use prompts and the types of 

language-focused components in Jessica’s instruction is represented in Table 4.4.  
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Table 4.4  

Jessica: materials use prompts and language-focused components 

 Language 
identification 

Language 
analysis 

Language 
application 

None* 

Written 4 2 9 0 
Inserted 1 8 4 4 
Improvised 5 13 5 1 
Adapted 2 4 3 0 

*NOTE: A few materials use prompts were not coded with a language-focused materials 
design tracer, such as when students read the instructions out loud. 
 

As with the general analysis of the materials use prompts shown in the previous sub-

section, Jessica’s individual instructional decisions differed greatly from Fred’s. Jessica 

primarily responded to the language identification components in the materials with 

written or improvised prompts. Also, she predominantly improvised when interacting 

with the language analysis components. Importantly, all 13 of these improvisations 

maintained the objective of the language analysis activity. Jessica drew on her knowledge 

of her students and language to predict and respond to confusions during the analysis 

activities and to scaffold her students in developing metalinguistic knowledge of the 

language rules. For example, Jessica noticed that students were having difficulty 

identifying the infinitive forms of some conjugated verbs for the sorting T-chart 

(Appendix B) and brought the whole class’s attention to the several irregular verbs (e.g., 

poner—to put—is the infinitive of puso—he put. Some students wrote pusar, which is 

not a Spanish word). The way that Jessica went about this scaffolding will be further 

described later in this chapter. Lastly, Jessica’s interactions with the language application 

components were somewhat more evenly distributed across the four prompt types, 
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although she enacted written prompts most frequently when engaging with these 

components.  

4.1.3 Summary and Discussion 

 Fred and Jessica exhibited qualitatively different ways of interacting with the 

language-focused components of the (re)designed materials. Overall, the majority of 

Fred’s materials use prompts were written, or sourced directly from the material whereas 

the majority of Jessica’s materials use prompts were improvised, or occurring in response 

to classroom interactions. In terms of the specific types of language-focused components 

of the materials, when interacting with language identification components, Fred 

predominantly used written prompts while Jessica’s prompts were more evenly split 

between written and improvised. The most noticeable difference between the two 

teachers appeared in relation to the language analysis components on the (re)designed 

materials. Fred overwhelmingly used written prompts with these components whereas 

Jessica primarily used improvised prompts. Finally, Fred largely responded to the 

language application components with improvised prompts whereas the majority of 

Jessica’s prompts in relation to those components were written, followed by improvised 

prompts.  

Although the data collected for this study does not strongly elucidate the teachers’ 

thinking behind their materials use prompts, a few possible explanations for the 

noticeable differences in Fred and Jessica’s individual prompts can be posed. First, and 

most importantly for this study, the designs of Fred’s and Jessica’s materials differed 

considerably. Many of Fred’s materials were structured around a short text ranging from 

a paragraph to a page in length with explicitly numbered questions directing student 
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thinking back to certain components of the text (see Appendix F for an example). 

Moreover, I re-designed these materials with limited initial input from Fred, leading me 

to include various explicit instructions, language notes, and examples within the materials 

themselves. In theory, this type of structured materials design will more likely foster 

written prompts since the material clearly guides the teacher through the instructed 

lesson, if the teacher so chooses to follow it.  

In contrast, Jessica’s materials contained less direct guidance, instead providing 

the general activity structure with fewer explicit stages (see Appendix B for example). I 

worked in collaboration with Jessica while developing these materials, and verbally 

explained to her how I envisioned them being used. I therefore did not always include as 

much detail for how the material might be enacted embedded within the design itself. As 

such, Jessica’s prompts were more likely to be coded as inserted or improvised because 

the material design itself did not provide as much explicit guidance. This dissimilarity in 

how the materials were designed, both in process and in final product, is a limitation of 

this study that will be further discussed in the final chapter. However, the variation in 

how the teachers enacted the designs also provides insight into working design principles 

for educative materials for C/LI. These, too, are elucidated in Chapter 6.  

 Secondly, various individual differences related to Fred and Jessica’s educational 

backgrounds and instructional commitments most likely affected how they enacted the 

materials. Previous research has well-documented that the ways teachers enact language 

teaching/learning materials are impacted by the convergence or divergence between their 

own educational backgrounds and how language pedagogy is represented in the material 

itself (e.g., Kramer-Dahl, 2008; Zhang & Hu, 2010). In their interviews, both Fred and 
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Jessica expressed confidence in teaching language, although their previous experience as 

language teachers was in traditional Spanish World Language (Jessica) or English as a 

Foreign Language (Fred) contexts where language was the primary object of instruction. 

The language-focused components of Jessica’s materials more closely resembled what 

might be seen in a World Language classroom with verb sorting, rule creation, and 

CLOZE practice activities. In contrast, the language-focused components of Fred’s 

materials tended to be deeply integrated within the content and required both the ability 

to quickly shift attention between content and language and the knowledge to talk about 

language from a functional perspective. It is possible, therefore, that Jessica felt more 

comfortable improvising during her language-focused instruction as the activities 

embedded in her materials more closely aligned with her previous training. Conversely, 

Fred’s tendency to use written prompts in relation to language identification and language 

analysis components may have been due to his lack of familiarity and comfort with the 

pedagogical approach.  

 An additional factor that may have influenced how the teachers interacted with 

the materials was their personal commitment to the target language feature of the 

language-focused modifications. Jessica felt very strongly about the importance of 

improving students’ use of accent marks in their writing, and this was an orthographic 

feature that she had attempted to target in previous years, albeit with explicit, 

decontextualized instruction. She was therefore highly committed to scaffolding students’ 

understanding of when to use accent marks and already had the metalinguistic knowledge 

necessary to guide students in discovering the orthographic rules for applying accent 

marks to third person preterite verbs. It seems likely that this preparation was a factor in 
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Jessica’s frequent use of improvised prompts, especially in relation to language analysis 

components of the materials, as she appeared very comfortable providing examples, 

explanations, and questions that supported student understanding. By comparison, Fred 

was generally passionate about integrating language into his world history curriculum, 

but he exhibited less personal commitment to the specific language features that were 

targeted in the various units. Although Fred self-identified as very knowledgeable about 

Spanish grammar, he appeared less prepared to provide clear metalinguistic explanations 

and examples in the moment when enacting the materials. It is possible that this more 

general commitment to the pedagogical approach coupled with a lower personal interest 

in the specific language features led Fred to more closely rely on the materials as a 

resource in guiding the interaction.  

 Lastly, Fred and Jessica exhibited different instructional commitments in relation 

to their content areas, which may have affected how they approached the language 

application components of the materials. As a language arts teacher, Jessica seemed 

predisposed to see language integration as supplementing her regular content curriculum, 

which was organized around three writing genres (narrative, persuasive, and 

informative). She therefore understood the language application components of the 

materials as directly benefitting her instructional goal of improving students’ literacy 

skills. Moreover, she shared in the initial interview that in her previous attempts at 

explicit language instruction, she had not seen little long-term improvement in student 

production, even when they made gains in metalinguistic knowledge. Notably, Jessica’s 

observation is supported by SLA literature that argues that metalinguistic awareness is 

the means to the end, not the end itself in terms of language production (Tedick & Lyster, 
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2020). However, her prior experience may explain why she used more written prompts 

when interacting with the language application components, as she was eager to learn-

through-doing how to better foster consistent and accurate use of accent marks in 

students’ writing. In contrast, Fred at times seemed to have more difficulty in seeing the 

language instruction as directly benefitting his content goals, a finding that is discussed in 

detail in Chapter 5. In short, Fred’s first instructional commitment was to the content 

standards of world history, and he seemed to view language instruction as beneficial 

insofar as it did not detract from meeting the content standards. This may shed light on 

why he used improvised and adapted prompts when engaging with language application 

components of the materials as he seemed to distill those components back to content 

when he felt the language requirement was a distraction.  

4.2 Micro-Analysis of Materials Use: Teachers’ Instructional Moves 

 The analysis outlined above is important to understanding how the teachers used 

the (re)designed materials because it demonstrates in general terms the instructional 

decisions they made and the ways in which they interacted with the language-focused 

components of the materials. However, upon qualitatively analyzing the teachers’ 

instructional moves in relation to their interactions with the materials, it became clear that 

a more detailed analysis of what actually occurred in the classroom interactions was 

necessary to fully understand how the teachers did or did not take up key components of 

the materials’ designs for C/LI. As described in the methodology chapter, the 

instructional design arcs were inductively coded for the teachers’ instruction moves, such 

as explicitly explaining a language feature, guiding language analysis, and student 

grouping. In second round coding, these codes were grouped thematically, with a specific 
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focus on those that related to content and language integration. In this section, I describe 

the two most frequently occurring themes that demonstrate how the teachers’ use of the 

(re)designed materials impacted their effectiveness in integrating content and language in 

the classroom: (1) verbal scaffolding during language analysis activities and (2) 

collaborative student interactions as a critical component of integration. Notably, the first 

theme relates to the teachers’ discourse when enacting the (re)designed materials whereas 

the second pertains to how the teachers implemented student partner/group work or 

independent work for various activities.  

4.2.1 Verbal Scaffolding During Language Analysis Activities 

 Fred and Jessica’s (re)designed materials both included language analysis 

activities that were designed to raise students’ consciousness about language features. 

The language analysis components of Jessica’s materials closely followed Tedick and 

Lyster’s (2020) recommendations for the CAPA model: one material included a T-chart 

in which students sorted preterite verbs highlighted in a passage of the novel based on the 

presence or absence of an accent mark (see Appendix B). The directions on this material 

explicitly guided students (and the teacher) through the activity, directing them to 

categorize the verbs that they had highlighted and then prompting students to consider 

what they observed about the verbs in each column (Figure 4.4).  
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Figure 4.4  

Section of the verb-sorting language analysis activity 

 

 One of Fred’s language analysis materials from the Ancient Greece unit followed 

a similar pattern as Jessica’s (Appendix E). This material included a graphic organizer 

that prompted students to dissect cause and effect sentences by explicitly separating the 

cause, a connecting word or phrase, and then the effect. Subsequent questions on the 

material asked students (1) what they observed about how the sentences were constructed 

and (2) to make a list of the connecting verbs that were used in the text. However, the 

majority of the language analysis components in Fred’s materials targeted language 

features from a functional perspective, meaning they did not focus on a specific language 

or orthographic feature (such as the accent marks in Jessica’s materials) and instead 

asked students to observe how the author used language to accomplish a given purpose. 

For example, the second material from the Ancient Greece unit (Appendix F) asked 

students to identify three specific cause and effect relationships in a text and then reflect 

metalinguistically on what language the author used to indicate cause/effect. In this case, 

each cause and effect relationship was construed through different language features, so a 
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specific language form was not targeted. A section of this material and its translation is 

shown in Figure 4.5. 

Figure 4.5  

Questions from the Greek democracy material. Translated by author. 

  

 

 Importantly, the language analysis components of both Jessica’s and Fred’s 

materials were designed to prompt versions of “What do you observe?” moments in the 

classroom interactions. In other words, the questions posed to the students by the material 

were intended to be enacted by the teacher in whole class discussions during which the 

students would detect and think explicitly about the target language features. Both Fred 

and Jessica did take up these components in this manner; however, the ways they enacted 

the “what do you observe?” questions via actual classroom discourse differed 

considerably, as will be demonstrated in the following two excerpts. 

 First, Excerpt 4.2 is from Jessica’s lesson with the abovementioned T-chart 

material. In this excerpt, Jessica guided the students to inductively detect patterns about 

the sorted verbs. Her ultimate goals were for students to recognize where the accent mark 

is placed for preterite third-person verbs, to understand the connection between 
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pronunciation and the accent mark placement, and to develop a metalinguistic rule by 

which they could remember when to use accent marks in their own writing9. This excerpt 

shows the beginning of this sequence as Jessica elicited students’ observations about the 

verbs in the both columns. In preparation for this discussion, she re-created the T-chart on 

the whiteboard in order to write down students’ observations as they arose. Pseudonyms 

are used throughout all excerpts. 

Excerpt 4.2 

1. Jessica: ¿Qué ven? 
What do you see?  
 

2. Tony: Todos que se llevan tilde terminan con 'o' 
All of the verbs that have an accent mark end in ‘o’ 
 

3. Jessica: ok, ok. (writes 'o' on the whiteboard on left column). ¿Qué más ven? 
ok, ok. What else do you see?  
 

4. Esme: Las de forma infinitiva terminan con la 'r' 
The infinitive forms end in ‘r’ 
 

5. Jessica: Ok. Todos terminados con 'r'. ¿En los dos lados?  
Ok. They all end in ‘r’. On both sides? 
 

6. Esme: Eh sí (Jennifer writes 'r' across both columns) 
Eh yes 
 

7. Phillip: Y terminan también con o, la 'dijo',- 
And they also end with o, the ‘dijo’- 
 

8.  Paul: la forma ((unintelligible)) termina con 'o', además 
the ((unintelligible)) form ends in ‘o’, also 
 

9.  Jessica:  Oh ok. ¿También dices que este lado acaba con 'o' también? (writes 
'o' on right column). Um. ¿Qué más ven? 
Oh ok. You are also saying that this side ends in ‘o’ as well? Um. 
What else do you see?  

 

9 Accent mark placement in written Spanish follows general rules related to the stressed syllable of a word, 
a full discussion of which is not necessary for this finding. For a complete explanation of these rules, see 
Butt and Benjamin (2011). 
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  ….. 

 
10.  Jessica:  (pointing to T-chart projected in front of classroom) ¿Estas palabras 

parecen a éstas? (pointing to the conjugated verbs and their infinitive 
forms) ¿Poquito? Quebró, quebrar, echó echar. ¿Hizo hacer? ¿Puso 
poner? ¿Cambia más letras, sí? ¿Hiz? ¿Hac? Podemos decir, ¿cuál 
lado podemos decir es regular y cuál es irregular? Chicos, tenemos 
que hablar de la pronunciación... 
These words appear the same as these? A little? Broke, break, threw, 
throw. Made make?* Put put?* More letters change, right? Hiz, hac. 
We can say, which side can we say is regular and which is irregular? 
Guys, we have to talk about pronunciation… 
*These verbs are irregular in Spanish 

 

 In this excerpt, Jessica uses open-ended questions to elicit student observations 

about the categorized verbs. Three times in this short interaction Jessica asks the simple 

question, “¿Qué ven?,” or what do you see? (lines 1, 3, and 9). Subsequently, when 

students provide an observation, Jessica’s follow-up moves are universally confirmatory. 

These follow-up moves include re-stating the students’ observations (lines 5 and 9) and 

visibly writing their responses on the whiteboard as an affirmation of their contribution to 

the whole class discussion (lines 3, 6, and 9). Notably, Jessica accepts students’ 

metalinguistic observations, even when they are not in line with her ultimate goals for 

this instructional sequence. For example, she responds positively to three observations 

about the final letters of the verbs before moving students toward noticing the patterns of 

regular and irregular verbs through a language-related think aloud in line 10.  

 The way that Jessica structures this brief interaction is important for several 

reasons in relation to the language analysis stage of C/LI pedagogy. First, Tedick and 

Lyster (2020) argue that “getting students to detect patterns [in language] may be more 

effective than simply giving them an explanation to start with” (p. 107). In this excerpt, 
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Jessica appears to be conscientiously providing students time to detect their own patterns 

in verb formation and accent marks by eliciting several student observations and 

affirming their contributions. Second, given that this was only the second time that 

Jessica had attempted this type of metalinguistic analysis with this group of students (the 

first being during the pilot mini-unit), it was not expected that students would 

independently reach the desired conclusion regarding the placement of accent marks. 

Instead, the purpose was more so to begin to develop students’ skills in metalinguistic 

observations. Therefore, it is notable that Jessica accepted all contributions both orally 

and visually on the whiteboard, before eventually moving students toward the desired 

objective. Lastly, in line 10, Jessica explicitly modeled analyzing the targeted language 

feature, a model that served as a bridge to guide her students from their initial 

observations toward her ultimate goal of understanding the relationship between 

pronunciation (stressed syllables) and accent marks on third person preterite verbs. 

Jessica’s apparent ease in managing this interaction demonstrated an understanding of her 

students and language (Morton, 2016). In other words, she had anticipated and was 

prepared for the types of responses her students produced as well as how she would guide 

them toward her intended linguistic analysis.  

 In comparison, Excerpt 4.3 is an example from Fred’s instruction related to the 

language analysis component of the material shown in Figure 4.5—question #2.5. The 

questions shown in Figure 4.5 are in response to a section of the text that reads (translated 

into English): “Pericles eliminated the privileges of the Areopagus (in which only the 

nobles participated) in benefit of the Ecclesia and the Boule. Thus, a greater number of 

social groups could access the high magistracies.” (See Appendix F for the entire 
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material.) Therefore, the expected content response to question #2 would be something 

like, “eliminating the Areopagus’s privileges meant a larger number of social groups 

could participate in the government.” The linguistic clue in this case was the phrase “De 

esta forma”, or “thus”. In Excerpt 4.3., Fred leads a whole class review of the response to 

questions #2 and #2.5 after students had an opportunity to work on the questions 

individually. The excerpt began with Fred calling on a student to share his response to 

question #2.  

Excerpt 4.3 

1.  Fred: Mario, ¿qué tenía como resultado por este? 
Mario, what did you have as a result for this one? 
 

2.  Mario: Que benefició el Ekklesia y la Bulé.  
That it benefitted the Ecclesia and the Boule.  
 

3.  Fred:  Tengo otra respuesta. ¿Alguien tiene algo más? Está cerca pero no 
exactamente. Dime, Raúl.  
I have a different answer. Does anyone have something else? It’s close 
but not exactly. Tell me, Raúl.  
 

4. Raúl: Puse ‘un mayor número de grupos sociales pudo acceder a las altas 
magistraturas’. 
I put ‘a greater number of social groups could access the high 
magistrates.  
 

5.  Fred:  Sí. Entonces, en beneficio de la Ekklesia y la Bulé es más como 
contexto. Pero el resultado es lo que dijo él. Un mayor número de 
grupos sociales pudo acceder a las altas magistraturas (indicating text 
with pen on material projected on the document camera) (Writes 
response on material projected on document camera.) Y Raúl, ¿cómo 
sabías que esto fue el resultado? ¿Cuál fue la pista lingüística?  
Yes. So, in benefit of the Ecclesia and the Boule is more like context. 
But the outcome is what he said. A greater number of social groups 
could access the high magistrates. And Raúl, how did you know that 
this was the outcome? What was the linguistic clue?  
 

6.  Raúl: En beneficio, desde allí le presenta de el (unintelligible), cuando dijo 
en beneficio 
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In benefit, from there it talks about the (unintelligible), when it said in 
benefit 
 

7.  Fred:  Mmmm pero en beneficio es antes de la Ekklesia y la Bulé, ¿cierto? 
¿Alguien tiene otro?  
Mmmm but in benefit is before the Ecclesia and the Boule, right? Does 
anyone have something else?  
 

8.  Claudia: De esta forma. 
Thus 
 

9.  Fred:  De esta forma, ok. Esto es como ‘de esta forma’ conecta la frase 
anterior a la que viene después. Si fuera el resultado de la Ekklesia y 
la Bulé, sería ‘en beneficio’ pero no lo es. 
Thus, ok. This is like ‘thus’ connects the previous sentence to the one 
that follows. If it were the outcome of the Ecclesia and the Boule, it 
would be in benefit, but it’s not.  

 

  In line 2 of the excerpt, a student provides an answer to question #2, which 

focused on the content information. In line 3, Fred rejected the students’ response by 

immediately saying, “tengo otra respuesta” or “I have another answer”. He then called 

on another student, Raúl, who did share the expected answer, albeit verbatim from the 

text on the material (line 4). In line 5, Fred accepted this response and attempted to 

clarify why the first answer was incorrect. However, his explanation—that the phrase “in 

benefit of the Ecclesia and the Boule” was simply context—was not accurate as this 

phrase was key for understanding the shifting in power between three political entities 

(the Areopagus, the Ecclesia, and the Boule). Fred then prompted Raúl to share how he 

found the correct answer, asking for the linguistic clue in the text. In line 6, Raúl 

indicated the phrase “en beneficio” was the linguistic clue, a response that Fred rejected 

in line 7 with an explanation that “en beneficio” was located too early in the text to 

signal the outcome. Claudia then provided the answer Fred expects, “de esta forma” 

(thus). Finally, in line 9, Fred provided a metalinguistic explanation for why this answer 
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was correct, saying that “de esta forma” connects two sentences, before somewhat 

confusingly stating “if it were the outcome of the Ecclesia and the Boule, it would be in 

benefit of, but it’s not.”  

 As a whole, this brief interaction represents an unsuccessful attempt to guide 

students through a “what do you observe?” language analysis question. Fred’s reactions 

to student responses and attempts at explanations in lines 3, 7, and 9 seem to demonstrate 

that he had not anticipated student misunderstandings in relation to the language of the 

text. For example, both Mario and Raúl seemed to identify the phrase “en beneficio de” 

as a trigger of cause and effect, which makes sense given that the verb “beneficiar” (to 

benefit) had been highlighted in previous lessons as a cause and effect verb. This might 

have been a moment for Fred to push student output and metalinguistic analysis by 

asking probing follow up questions, such as ‘Tell us more’ or ‘Can you talk us through 

your thinking?’ (Tedick & Lyster, 2020). This was also a missed opportunity for Fred to 

notice that students were confusing the orthography and functions of the prepositional 

phrase en beneficio de (in benefit of), which was used in the text, and the verb benefició 

(it benefitted), which they had seen in previous lessons. Lyster (2007) emphasizes that 

awareness activities, or what I have termed “language analysis activities” in this study, 

require learners to engage in some type of elaboration about targeted language features, 

such as comparing and contrasting language patterns. Fred was unexpectedly presented 

with an opportunity to scaffold this type of elaboration for this students; however, he did 

not pick up on the linguistic connections they might have been making and instead 

improvised an explanation of the syntax of the sentence. Moreover, Fred did not provide 

much clarity as to why “de esta forma” (thus) was the expected linguistic clue. Fred 
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stated that this is a phrase that connects two sentences, but given that at least two students 

did not recognize it as a cause/effect trigger, it seems that a more robust explanation was 

warranted. In short, based on the interaction in Excerpt 4.3, it seems unlikely that a 

student who did not know the phrase “de esta forma” prior to this activity would 

understand its meaning and function going forward.  

 Fred’s interactional moves in relation to language analysis questions did show 

improvement over the course of the study. The following excerpt (Excerpt 4.4) is from 

the third mini-unit in which students read and answered content and language questions 

about primary texts from the Haitian, French, and American revolutions that had been 

translated into Spanish. In this excerpt, Fred guided students in answering a language-

focused question about the American revolution text (Appendix G). The question reads 

“¿Pensando en el propósito del texto, por qué utiliza tanto la forma de nosotros (-amos, -

emos, etc.)? (Thinking about the purpose of the text, why does the author use the 

nosotros/we form so much?).  

Excerpt 4.4 

1.  Fred: Es importante saber cómo hizo el argumento y cómo esto refleje qué tipo 
de revolución es. El idioma mismo que usa el autor. Entonces, para el 
cinco, pensando en el propósito del texto, por qué utiliza tanto la forma 
de nosotros (-amos, hemos) etc.?... Entonces, por qué utiliza nosotros? ... 
por qué dice ‘hemos’ y no solamente como 'yo he hecho esto’.  
It’s important to know how he (the author) made the argument and how 
this reflects the type of revolution it is. The language itself that the author 
uses. So, for number five, thinking about the purpose of the text, why 
does he use the nosotros form so much, -amos, hemos, etc.)? So, why 
does he use nosotros? Why does he say ‘we have’ and not just like ‘I 
have done this’.  
 

2.  Pablo:  Porque es más de una persona  
Because it’s more than one person. 
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3.  Fred: o sea, esto indica que es más de una persona. (interruption and behavior 
management) Pablo acaba de decir algo, bueno, básico pero importante. 
¿Por qué es ‘hemos’?  
Or like, this indicates that it is more than one person. Pablo just said 
something, well, basic but important. Why is it ‘we have’? 
 

4. Pablo:  porque es más de una persona  
Because it’s more than one person.  
 

5.  Fred:  Y por qué decidió indicar que es más de una persona? Alguien puede 
decir por qué es importante que es más de una persona e indicar eso? 
(student silence) Habla con sus compañeros. ¿Por qué crees que usa en 
este caso ‘hemos hecho’, ‘somos?’ ¿Por qué sigue usando nosotros e 
indicando que no es solamente él sino un grupo?  
And why did the author decide to indicate that it is more than one 
person? Can someone say why it is important that it is more than one 
person and to indicate this? Talk with your partners. Why do you think 
that in this case he uses ‘we have,’ ‘we are?’ Why does he continue using 
nosotros and indicating that it is not just him but rather a group?  
 

6.  Fred: Entonces, ¿Qué dijeron? ¿Por qué quiere usar más, o sea, por qué usa 
nosotros? Alex?  
So, what did you say? Why did he want to use more, or I mean, why did 
he use nosotros? Alex? 
 

7. Alex: Porque está representado al grupo de personas que está apoyando 
Because he is representing the group of people that he is supporting 
 

8.  Arturo: (unintelligible) que un grupo de personas está apoyando él. Que él no 
está sólo sino que está apoyado.  
(unintelligible) that a group of people is supporting him. That he is not 
alone, but instead he is supported.  
 

9.  Fred:  Exacto. Entonces. En este caso, como quiere motivar a los demás, 
diciendo que somos todos y no solamente él trabajando, lo hace más 
efectivo. Cierto.  
Exactly. So. In this case, since he wants to motivate others, saying that 
we are all and not just him working, it makes it more effective. Yes.  
 

  

In line 1 of Excerpt 4.4, Fred indicated the purpose of this question was to analyze 

form-function relationships, explicitly stating that it was important to analyze the 
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language the author uses to make his argument in order to better understand the context 

of the specific revolution. He then offered the question to the students, asking them to 

consider why the author uses hemos hecho (we have done) rather than the singular he 

hecho (I have done). Pablo immediately responded in line 2, noting the plurality of the 

verb form. Fred accepted this response in line 3, albeit labeling it as basic, and asked 

Pablo to repeat to ensure others heard. In line 5, Fred then pushed the class to more 

deeply analyze why the author chose to express plurality, improvising a turn-and-talk 

when students were initially reticent to respond. Notably, Fred’s discourse to this point 

already demonstrated more openness to accepting and validating student responses than 

shown in Excerpt 4.4 as well as more comfort in asking students to analyze the language 

themselves before providing his own explanations. In lines 7 and 8, two students co-

constructed a response together, indicating that the use of nosotros/we showed that the 

author was not alone in the revolution but rather was supported by others. Fred accepted 

this response enthusiastically in line 9, rephrasing the students’ answer and providing 

affirmatory remarks like exacto (exactly) and cierto (right). In comparing Excerpts 4.3 

and 4.4, one sees that in the former Fred carried the burden of the exchange (Tedick & 

Lyster, 2020) whereas in the latter, he approached the interaction with a more dialogic 

perspective (Gibbons, 2015), providing ample prompts and opportunities for students to 

develop a language analysis themselves.   

Although there is much that could be analyzed about Fred and Jessica’s 

pedagogical decisions in the previous excerpts, for this study the discussion will remain 

limited to considering their instruction in relation to the materials themselves. First and 

foremost, it is imperative to highlight that guiding students through language analysis 
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activities is a challenging task that requires various layers of knowledge, including (a) 

metalinguistic knowledge to talk about the language in a manner understood by the 

students; (b) knowledge of language and students to predict potential student 

misunderstandings, and (c) knowledge of language and teaching for guiding students 

through inductive language analysis (Morton, 2016). Second, the targeted language 

features selected for each of the iterations represented in the excerpts vary greatly. It 

appeared much easier for Jessica and Fred to navigate the dialogic conversations 

prompted by the “What do you observe?” questions when the targeted language features 

were concrete, such as accent marks or the use of nosotros, in comparison to the more 

abstract language features targeted in the material on Greek democracy. Lastly, all of the 

interactions in Excerpts 4.2, 4.3, and 4.4 were grounded in the materials themselves, 

meaning an ineffective classroom discussion cannot be attributed solely to the personal 

resources the teachers bring to the enacted activity. With this in mind, it is clear that the 

designs of some of the materials were not sufficiently robust to support the teachers in 

accessing or developing the necessary knowledges whilst in use. Notably, the design of 

the material used in Excerpt 4.3 did not provide Fred with any scaffolding about the 

targeted language feature. In contrast, the design of Fred’s material in Excerpt 4.4 gave 

more guidance by indicating a specific target language feature (use of nosotros). In short, 

simply including “What do you observe?” style prompts in the materials without 

additionally designed support was not sufficient for Fred to successfully scaffold his 

students’ comprehension and production throughout the language analysis discussion. 

The implications of this in terms of materials design principles will be discussed in 

Chapter 6.  
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4.2.2 Collaborative Student Interactions as a Critical Component of Integration 

 Encouraging collaborative partner or group work is fundamental to C/LI because 

it affords opportunities for quality interactions among students, interactions in which 

language becomes “simultaneously a means of communication and a tool for thinking” 

(Swain & Lapkin, 1998). In other words, it is through collaborative interactions in which 

students are “talking-it-through” (Swain, 2010) that cognitive development occurs. The 

various stages of the CAPA model for C/LI—contextualization, awareness, practice, and 

autonomy—all include opportunities for collaborative dialogue, or dialogue in which 

students engage in joint problem-solving and knowledge building (Swain, 2000). 

Moreover, within this collaborative dialogue, students can participate in language-related 

episodes, or instances where they “talk about the language they are producing, question 

their language use, or correct themselves or others” (Swain & Lapkin, 1998, p. 326). The 

output that occurs in these episodes mediates their knowledge building about the partner 

language (Swain et al., 2015). With all this in mind, whether students work in groups or 

independently can affect the potential benefits of integrated activities. For instance, 

students are more likely to co-construct robust analyses of a targeted language feature 

when “growing the meaning” together (Swain et al., 2015, p. 39) than when they are 

working individually. Accordingly, various components of the (re)designed materials 

included specific, albeit flexible, instructions for grouping students with the intention of 

prompting the teachers to facilitate opportunities for collaborative dialogue. The 

instructions were specific in that they directed students to work in small groups or 

partners, but they were flexible in that details on how to group students (i.e., in terms of 
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language proficiency) were not included to allow the teachers to draw upon their own 

knowledge of their students classroom communities.  

 The analysis of the teachers’ instructional moves demonstrated that they rarely 

responded to the grouping instructions with written prompts, as shown in Table 4.5. 

Instead, the majority of the teachers’ prompts in relation to grouping students were 

inserted, improvised, or adapted.  

Table 4.5  

Total number of student grouping prompts enacted by the teachers 

 Written Inserted Improvised Adapted 

Total number of student 
grouping prompts enacted by 
the teachers 

1 2 2 2 

 

 Both Fred and Jessica ascribed to a student-centered dialogic teaching philosophy, 

which was evident in the frequency with which they had students work in partners or 

small groups to develop knowledge. In fact, both teachers inserted or improvised student 

grouping prompts various times in their instruction when the materials did not provide 

such guidance. For example, Fred either included pair/small group work in his 

instructions or responded affirmatively to students’ requests to work in teams for many of 

the language awareness and language identification tasks. Importantly, these grouping 

arrangements were often haphazard rather than strategic in that students were frequently 

allowed to choose their own partner or groups. As mentioned above, having students 

work in partners or groups affords opportunities for cognitive development; however, 

Tedick and Lyster (2020) emphasize that “teachers need to take into account students’ 
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language proficiencies, personalities, and, at times, abilities” when creating groups (p. 

229).  

In Jessica’s classroom, student desks were permanently arranged in groups of 

four, and she frequently improvised momentary turn-and-talks during language analysis 

activities. For instance, after the whole class inductive discussion on the placement of 

accent marks on third person preterite verbs, Jessica improvised an instructional prompt 

asking students to work in their small groups to come up with a language rule by which 

to remember when to use accent marks. Some groups were more successful than others in 

creating a concrete and accurate rule, but it is likely that the group work mediated 

students’ knowledge development to a degree that they would not have achieved if 

individually writing the language rule. As such, this inserted activity is a prime example 

of how teachers can wield collaborative group work to scaffold students in complex 

cognitive tasks as part of an integrated approach to instruction.  

 Despite this affinity for collaborative work, both Fred and Jessica at times adapted 

the materials in ways that removed the grouping that was intentionally embedded within 

a given material’s instructions. For Jessica, this occurred with one of the two application 

tasks (Appendix C). The material prompted an activity called “Two truths and a lie”, and 

the directions instructed students to work with a partner to write two truths and a lie about 

the novel’s plot using verbs in the preterite past tense. The intention of this activity was 

for students to collaboratively review the content of the novel while also determining the 

placement of accent marks on their verbs. When enacting this activity, Jessica did not 

read the instructions verbatim, instead explaining the activity in her own words. In doing 

so, she instructed students to write their three sentences independently, eliminating the 
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opportunity for collaborative dialogue. As students were working, Jessica acknowledged 

to me that she accidentally made this adaptation to the material, mentioning “I didn’t 

realize this was supposed to be group work….” (Observation notes, 10.14.19). This 

suggests that some of the teachers’ decisions about how to enact the activities in the 

materials were made in-the-moment, and whether grouping suggestions were taken up 

could depend on how the teacher read the material itself (i.e., reading for general activity 

structure or reading for specific guidance on enactment) (Remillard, 2012).  

 Fred also adapted a specific grouping instruction embedded within one of his 

materials (Appendix E). In this case, students had first dissected cause and effect 

sentences in a Chilean text about Mediterranean geography, most of which were 

constructed with relative clauses. They were then prompted to discuss what they 

observed about those sentences in small groups. Similar to Jessica’s material described in 

the previous paragraph, this instruction was written directly at the students, using 

command language [“Discuss the following questions in small groups” (translation from 

original Spanish)]. When enacting this material, Fred eliminated the small groups 

completely, instructing students to work independently when answering the language 

analysis questions. In our informal conversation after the lesson, Fred alluded that he had 

made this decision in response to student behavior and lack of attention to their work 

(Observation notes, 10.1.19). However, in my observation notes, I noted that students 

were writing their responses rather than discussing with peers, so an activity that was 

intended to take advantage of collaborative dialogue was instead enacted as busy work 

(Observation notes, 10.1.19). Fred’s rationale for his instructional decision 

notwithstanding, as this was the first language analysis activity of this sort that the 
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students had experienced in this class, they most likely would have benefitted from the 

peer-peer scaffolding and cognitive co-construction that might have occurred in 

collaborative work.  

Similar to the “what do you observe?” prompts in the previous section, it seems 

that the simple directions related to student grouping were not sufficient to support Fred 

and Jessica’s pedagogy, even, interestingly enough, when they were philosophically 

predisposed to have students work in groups. Instead, student grouping appeared to be an 

instructional decision that occurred in the moment and was strongly dependent on how 

the teacher prepared for the activity in advance, how the teacher read the material itself, 

and how the teacher responded to the energy in the classroom on a given day. This is not 

a surprising finding per se, but it does have implications for the designs of the materials, 

especially when student grouping was intended as a fundamental tool for fostering 

student languaging and subsequent partner language development.  

It is also possible that the teachers were less attuned to this detail embedded on 

the material because they had not created the material themselves. Wenger (1998) argues 

that people who are expected to use a product (i.e. classroom materials) for which they 

did not participate in the production process will interpret it according to their own 

beliefs, standards and needs (Graves, 2008). In short, because teachers are not involved in 

the creation of the materials, they are not party to the process (thinking, rationale, 

intentions) that the materials serve to reify and therefore cannot approach the materials 

from this same process and knowledge. It is possible that the teachers did not read the 

grouping instruction as central to C/LI, especially because we had only briefly discussed 

how collaborative work was key to the types of student-student interaction that are 
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central to the tasks of an integrated approach to instruction. As such, they may have been 

less attuned to the grouping prompts embedded in their materials than other prompts that 

they understood as critical components of C/LI.  

4.3 Summary 

 In general, Fred and Jessica responded very positively to the (re)designed 

materials. In informal conversations, both teachers shared that they liked several of the 

materials and would use them again in their future instruction. This positive reaction was 

further represented in their willingness to incorporate the materials into their classroom 

instruction in an attempt to integrate content and language. Nonetheless, as shown in the 

first section of this chapter, Fred and Jessica differed considerably in how they enacted 

the materials, especially in relation to the different types of language-focused 

components. In general, Fred had a greater tendency to use written prompts whereas 

Jessica was more likely to improvise when enacting the materials. Only for the language 

application components did Fred improvise more frequently whereas Jessica used more 

written prompts. Differences like these were anticipated because the teachers brought 

unique personal resources—preparation, ideologies, commitments, experiences, etc.—to 

their relationships with the materials. That being said, these findings raise interesting 

questions for further study in terms of how secondary DLI teachers approach the distinct 

pedagogy of the various stages of C/LI (contextualization, language identification, 

language analysis, and language practice).  

 The micro-analysis also shows that even when teachers enact the materials as 

written, their knowledge and skills might not be sufficient to successfully accomplish the 

instructional goals. This is the case for the nimble verbal scaffolding necessary to 
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inductively guide students through language identification and language analysis 

activities as well as decisions related to general procedural scaffolding, such as grouping 

students for collaborative interactions. Therefore, it appears that the designs of the 

materials themselves needed to provide more explicit educative features for the teachers 

to help them (1) understand and commit to the importance of certain components of C/LI 

pedagogy and (2) effectively enact that pedagogy in the moment-to-moment business of 

classroom interaction.  
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CHAPTER 5: TEACHERS’ CONCEPTUALIZATIONS AND ENACTMENTS OF 
CONTENT AND LANGUAGE INTEGRATION 

This chapter addresses the second research question by presenting findings on 

how Fred and Jessica’s conceptualizations and enactments of content and language 

integration were shaped by participating in the materials redesign ‘lesson study’ 

experience. As outlined in the methodology chapter, due to various logistical and 

personal factors, the two teachers had very distinct processes with the materials redesign 

and implementation. Moreover, the experience was cut short for both teachers—and more 

so for Jessica—when schools moved online due to the COVID-19 pandemic. Despite 

these differences between the teachers’ experiences, during data analysis I identified 

three unifying themes revealing how both teachers’ conceptualizations and enactments of 

content and language integration were shaped by participating in this project. The 

development of teacher knowledge and skills is a messy, non-linear process affected by 

myriad internal and external variables such as past experiences, beliefs, school-level 

expectations, and curricular requirements, to name a few (Borg, 2009). Not surprisingly, 

the findings for this research question were similarly messy. Although this study’s project 

did indeed shape the teachers’ knowledge and enactments of content and language 

integration in several ways, there also emerged counterpoints to the identified themes.  

In this chapter, I articulate and illustrate these themes and their counterpoints. The 

first theme describes the “what” of content and language integration, explaining how the 

teachers’ conceptualizations of language were shaped by the project. The second theme 

touches on the “how” of integration, describing the teachers’ experiences with shifting 

between content and language in their planning and pedagogy. Lastly, the third theme 

focuses on the iterative nature of this professional development experience itself, 
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illustrating how the opportunity to experience content and language integration in action 

impacted the teachers’ conceptualizations.  

5.1 Not just Grammar Instruction (But Really?) 

 Over the course of the study, the teachers demonstrated a developing 

conceptualization of content and language as more than explicit and/or decontextualized 

grammar instruction. At the beginning, both teachers frequently used the term “grammar” 

when referring to integrating language into their instruction. In fact, “grammar” was 

mentioned by Fred and Jessica a total of 52 times during the initial interviews and two 

summer collaborative work sessions.  

5.1.1 At the Beginning: Grammar, Grammar, Grammar 

 Both Fred and Jessica repeatedly expressed concern for specific morphosyntactic 

or orthographic errors (which they combined as “grammar”) frequently committed by 

their students. These included specific verb conjugation errors (yo tiene—I he has; yo 

sabe—I she knows) and grammatical gender agreement with articles and nouns (el gente, 

people, should be “la”; la tema—theme, should be “el”), errors that are frequently 

anecdotally reported by teachers of English-home language Spanish immersion students. 

The teachers were also concerned about orthographic challenges that are common for 

heritage Spanish speakers such as dropping a silent ‘h’ or missing accent marks 

(Llombart-Huesca, 2018). Both teachers noted that they had received little guidance from 

the school or district about whether—much less how—to address these types of errors. 

For example, Fred shared that “our school is not telling us to teach grammar…[the 

district] believes in this model that they will through osmosis learn grammar structures” 

(collaborative planning session, 9.14.20). Jessica also emphasized that, “…it’s a lack of 
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training and also I just don’t feel, I’m unsure if it’s a priority” (initial interview, 6.6.19). 

Although neither felt mandated by their school or district to teach language explicitly, 

they both felt that the students’ inaccuracies were a weakness of the program. For 

example, Jessica said,  

a big question I’ve had this year is like they’re wildly inaccurate with grammar - 

or at least I perceive them to be. They’re probably not as bad as I think they are. 

And I just don’t know if that if that should be a focus of my classroom. And I 

would like to go to someone about that, and depending on who I talk to I get a 

different answer. ‘They need to be highly communicative’. Ok, well that doesn’t 

mean I need to focus much on grammar. But do they need to be academically 

accurate and polished? In a dual language and immersion program based on true 

biliteracy? (initial interview) 

Interestingly, in this quote Jessica seems to demonstrate a very complex 

conceptualization of student language proficiency. On one hand, similar to some trends in 

second and foreign language instruction (Burns, 2011), she divorces the notion of ‘highly 

communicative’ from teaching grammar. On the other hand, she does appear to associate 

linguistic accuracy with academic accuracy and “polished” language. Here Jessica has 

embodied a language-focused contradiction that can appear in DLI programs: students 

become highly adept at expressing academic knowledge comprehensibly within the 

classroom context, but are not pushed toward accurate, academically complex, or 

nuanced use of the partner language (e.g., Lyster, 1987; 2007; Potowski, 2007).  

 The concern with grammatical and orthographic accuracy highlights that both 

teachers initially thought about language from a form-focused linguistic perspective. 
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Spanish DLI teachers can have a tendency to focus on what Fortune et al. (2008) called 

“The V’s of language teaching: Vocabulary and verbs” (p. 77). Although Fred and 

Jessica’s initial language concerns expanded beyond verb tenses, they, too, were mostly 

drawn to specific aspects of language that they considered “egregious errors” (Jessica, 

final interview, 4.13.20), regardless of the content at hand. This conceptualization differs 

considerably from a functional perspective, which would instead consider language as a 

meaning-making activity embedded within the genres and registers of a specific 

discipline (Halliday & Matthiessen, 2004; Llinares & McCabe, 2020).  

 Because the teachers held a structural perspective of language, they understood 

the purpose of integrating language into their instruction as fixing these specific errors, 

which manifested in explicit grammar instruction. Fred shared in the initial interview 

(6.2.19) that he had previously integrated language forms, namely a few verb tenses and 

gender agreement, into his final assessment rubrics. He recalled an assessment for which 

he required students to use the conditional mood, but then found he needed to provide 

examples of conjugated verbs and direct students to online resources such as 

wordreference.com because students did not have knowledge of grammatical terms. The 

year prior to the study, Jessica had incorporated “Grammar Fridays” during which she 

paused her language arts curriculum each Friday to explicitly teach a grammatical form 

and gave small grammar quizzes separate from her content assessments. Lyster (1987) 

critiqued this type of explicit grammar instruction in early French immersion curricula, 

noting that immersion students need practice using correct tenses at the appropriate 

times—i.e., a focus on grammar within a meaningful context. Similarly, Lightbown 

(2014) argues that separating language and content “deprive[s] students of opportunities 
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to focus on specific features of language at the very moment when their motivation to 

learn them may be at its highest” (p. 30). Jessica, too, understood that her approach to 

grammar instruction was not effective, as she shared that,  

I was seeing that my Grammar Fridays were not applying to their everyday 

writing. Like they’d learn all the preterite forms of the irregular preterite and then 

I’d still see yo podí [I put, should be puse]. And I was just like ‘well okay, that 

was a waste of time, it didn't stick. Something else has to work better’. (initial 

interview) 

As an additional complication, both teachers expressed discomfort in choosing 

which language forms to target due to the linguistic diversity of their students. As a 

reminder, Jessica’s Spanish Language Arts class was made up of English-home language 

and Spanish-home language students who had participated in the elementary and middle 

school DLI program whereas Fred’s Spanish World History class also included 

newcomer Spanish-speaking students with a wide range of Spanish literacy skills. Fred 

typically responded to this challenge by focusing mainly on content:  

it was really hard for me to know how to teach grammar or language specifically 

when there were such different needs across the two groups. So I focused on 

content. And I incorporated the language as best I could, but as a ‘I’m not 

specifically teaching this. This is a part of what we’re doing’. (initial interview) 

In contrast, Jessica tried to “pick grammar topics that affect both groups” (final 

interview). Moreover, she was especially aware that her focus on gender agreement and 

orthography could feel demeaning to her Spanish-home language students, describing 

them as “feeling icky” to teach. She justified this decision to herself by arguing “But I 
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felt like I had to teach that group [native English speakers]. If I was willing to do that 

[gender agreement] for native English speakers, why then would I not feel good about 

spelling? (final interview)” In addition, she acknowledged that her own pedagogical 

content knowledge for language was geared toward those learning Spanish as a second 

language. In the first interview, she shared,  

So, like there’s spelling issues with my native [Spanish] speakers, grammar issues 

with my non-native speakers. I just don’t know what I’m doing. … ‘cause like my 

strength honestly with the little training I have as a Spanish teacher is how to 

teach non-native speakers of Spanish Spanish. And they do well with like the 

systematic approach, like my kids have really taken off with that but my native 

Spanish speakers are like ‘what’s this? and why are we doing this? I know how to 

say all this.’ Right, but you never use accent marks, so we’re going over it. (initial 

interview) 

Very little previous research on C/LI has considered the challenges of 

differentiating language targets for linguistically diverse students. Young (2016) is an 

exception; however, her study targeted language functions rather than structural forms. 

She argues that when considering language-focused differentiated instruction, teachers 

are advised to take into account each student’s emerging bilingual identity, access to 

conversations through language supports, exposure to increasingly complex linguistic 

structures, and affordances for language awareness experiences (Young, 2016); however, 

she does not discuss how teachers should differentiate the language targets themselves. 

Fred’s and Jessica’s experiences demonstrate that when conceptualizing language from a 

form-focused perspective, teachers in linguistically diverse classrooms run the risk of 
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alienating certain students (often highly proficient Spanish-home language students) 

when targeting forms based on the errors of others (English-home language students). Or, 

as Fred’s quote exemplifies, the teacher may simply choose to avoid planned language 

teaching altogether, instead prioritizing content and only teaching (about) language when 

opportunities arise.  

5.1.2 Developing a Functional Perspective 

In the first collaborative work session, I introduced Fred and Jessica to concepts 

from Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) such as genre and register. I continued to 

return to these concepts throughout the project, focusing mainly on history genres 

(Llinares & Pascual Peña, 2015) with Fred and, for the interrupted iteration, tenor with 

Jessica. Over the course of the project, both teachers showed interest and understanding 

of a more functional perspective of language with emerging articulations of the 

connections between discipline, language, and literacy.  

 For example, during the first collaborative work session, the three of us examined 

short answer prompts for Fred’s final assessment for a unit on Ancient Greece and Rome. 

As Fred brainstormed various content questions that he might ask, we first considered 

specific forms that might be obligatory for the prompts, such as the correct use of the 

preterite and imperfect past tenses or the past subjunctive. Over the discussion, I nudged 

Fred and Jessica to look at the list of content questions from a functional perspective, 

asking them to identify what academic language functions and what history genres were 

prompted for a given question. This process inspired Fred to reconsider how he thought 

about language targets for his unit:  
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my goal for the summer was after getting the benchmarks for each assessment 

was like ‘okay what are the language skills that I want them to know’, and I think 

I was too focused on, like, type like in their final essay you need to have two uses 

of the conditional in this paragraph and you’d literally just get your two points for 

using them. So like in this solution, … more like meaningful, like argument or 

compare and contrast. (collaborative planning session, 6.17.19) 

Developing this new conceptualization caused Fred to also reconsider the short answer 

questions themselves. While maintaining the same content goals, Fred revised his 

questions so that one (#1) would require a period study centered on compare and contrast 

and the other (#3) would require a historical argument using argumentative language. The 

two questions as they appeared in Fred’s working planning document are shared in 

Figure 5.1.  

Figure 5.1  

Screenshot of working planning document for Fred’s unit on Ancient Greece 

 

 

Importantly, as the teachers began to conceptualize C/LI as targeting genres and 

language functions, they struggled to identify what specific language forms might 

coincide. As Jessica attempted to write a sample answer for Fred’s short answer prompts 

in order to identify a target language form, she expressed,  
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‘Cause when you write you’ll see like ‘okay what would I use to answer this 

academically?’ cause I think you could go a lot of ways with these questions. Like 

I’m kind of overwhelmed right now just like...well if you just do compare/contrast 

phrases and really just focus on that, that could be a lot but then you have this 

opportunity for verbs (sighs). (collaborative planning session, 6.17.19) 

Previous research has documented that it can be challenging for DLI teachers to identify 

what language to teach (e.g., Cammarata & Haley, 2017; Cammarata & Tedick, 2012); 

however, this study showed that this difficulty continues—and is possibly magnified—

when teachers adopt a more functional understanding of language. Despite their high 

self-evaluations of grammatical knowledge and comfort teaching grammar, both Fred and 

Jessica felt gaps in their own specialized language knowledge (Morton, 2016) when they 

were pushed to identify more nuanced and complex uses of language as is required when 

considering discipline-specific genres or tenor.  

5.1.3 Glimpses of Discipline, Language, and Literacy Connections 

Despite the abovementioned difficulty in identifying specific language forms to 

teach, conceptualizing content and language integration through an SFL lens seemed to 

afford the teachers new ways of considering or articulating connections between their 

disciplines, language, and literacy. As a language arts teacher, Jessica joined the project 

with a robust understanding of literacy skills, particularly at the discourse level. For 

example, in our collaborative work sessions, she shared various ways to structure 

compare/contrast essays and mentioned different ways she had used scaffolds, such as 

sentence stems, to support ninth-grader students with academic writing. However, she did 

not discuss in detail how language might function differently to construe various 
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academic writing genres, such as the strategic use of preterite, imperfect, and past perfect 

verb forms in time-ordered story genres (Martin & Rose, 2008). Similar patterns have 

been noted by Cammarata and Cavanagh (2018), who observed that Immersion Teacher 

Educators had a stronger awareness of the literacy-content relationship than the language-

content or literacy-language relationships. 

Similarly, despite a stated commitment to incorporating literacy skills into his 

social studies instruction, Fred began the project with a less developed understanding of 

how language and literacy were inextricably embedded within the discipline of history. 

Fred was aware that the state standards for English Language Arts included some 

standards for literacy in history/social studies (Minnesota Department of Education, 

2010), and he did refer to these standards as a tool for his curriculum planning. However, 

in the first collaborative session, Fred explained, “Because in history it’s much more like 

‘this is the content that you should know’, and then it’s like ‘you should also do these 

things’ [referring to literacy and language skills].” Fred’s understanding of the discipline 

of history appears to explicitly separate the content from the literacy and language.  

This was further evidenced in how Fred enacted the first mini-unit. As a reminder, 

in the first iteration, Fred and I focused on cause and effect language, particularly the 

frequent use of relative clauses in a mentor text to connect a cause and its effect within 

one sentence. However, Fred’s enactment of the unit seemed to demonstrate that he 

conceptually understood relative clauses and the content of the unit as two distinct 

objectives. For example, when students were reading the mentor text and identifying the 

cause and effect language, Fred advised that it was okay if they did not understand the 

content as long as they could identify the cause and effect (Observation field notes, 



 168 

10.1.2019). In other words, the objective became to identify the relative clause as the 

cause and effect trigger with less concern about whether students conceptually 

understood the cause and effect relationship itself.  

Furthermore, upon noticing that many students were having trouble using relative 

clauses productively, Fred developed an additional material through which students 

practiced relative clauses completely removed from the meaningful content of the unit. 

Fred’s goal with this activity was to support the students’ understanding of the functions 

of relative clauses by removing the cognitive difficulty of the unfamiliar content. 

However, the structure of the activity as written in the material was such that it caused 

more confusion because students were provided with a subject and a relative clause and 

were tasked to write a cause and effect sentence without additional scaffolding in the 

material’s design. (Figure 5.2).  

Figure 5.2  

Section of material created by Fred to practice relative clauses with example student 
response. Translation by author.  
 
Instrucciones:  

- Escribe una oración de “Causa y Efecto” que usa las frases o palabras conectores 
indicadas.  

- La cláusula de “causa” necesita al menos 10 palabras.  
- La cláusula de “efecto” necesita al menos 5 palabras.  
- Necesita usar tildes y gramática correcta. 

 
[Instructions:  

- Write one “cause and effect” sentence that uses the indicated connecting words or 
phrases  

- The “cause” clause needs at least 10 words.  
- The “effect” clause needs at least 5 words.  
- You (singular) need to use accent marks and correct grammar.] 
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Sujeto: Los estudiantes de Harrisburg High 
School  

[Subject: Harrisburg High School students] 

Conector: lo cual permitió 

[Connector: which permitted]  

Los estudiantes de Harrisburg High School hacían todas sus actividades y 

terminaban sus tareas a tiempo, lo cual permitió que los profesores estuvieran 

muy contentos. 

[Harrisburg High School students did all of their work and finished their 

homework on time, which permitted that the teachers were very happy.] 

 

Facets of a teacher’s knowledge for C/LI can be manifested in situated acts of 

teaching (Morton, 2016), and this activity reveals much about Fred’s understanding of 

discipline, language, and literacy connections as well as his pedagogical content 

knowledge for teaching language features. In the design of this material, Fred completely 

separated the language application activity from the discipline of world history, 

eliminating any focus on history-specific function of relative clauses from this mini-unit 

and instead approaching the feature as a decontextualized object of instruction. 

Furthermore, the confusing design of the activity itself indicated that Fred was lacking 

the pedagogical content knowledge for teaching this specific language feature. Lastly, it 

is important to note the instructions that Fred included on the material, which highlight 

the number of words students are expected to write as well as a general requirement for 

correct grammar and accent marks. These instructions reveal Fred’s priorities, further 

underscoring his ultimate perspective that integrated language instruction should focus 

first and foremost on grammatical accuracy.  

Throughout the project, I saw glimpses of emerging understandings of and 

commitments to discipline, language, and literacy connections from both teachers. For 
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Jessica, this development manifested in a planned focus on the use of modals in 

persuasive texts for the interrupted iteration. In our first collaborative planning session 

(1.16.20) for this iteration, Jessica suggested that we “look at debates and see what kind 

of language is used.” This suggestion demonstrated an awareness of the connection 

between a literacy genre (debates) and the genre-specific language that might be used by 

native Spanish speakers. In the following collaborative work session (3.2.20), we 

determined that the unit would focus specifically on modals, and Jessica showed further 

enthusiasm for language instruction that was linked directly to the literacy genre by 

saying, “I like this…I like this idea of teaching them the strength of like the nuances of 

language.” Unfortunately, Jessica was not able to teach this unit before the COVID-19 

shutdown, but her articulation of the language/literacy connections during the planning 

process exhibited a shift in her understanding of how language features might be chosen 

expressly for their direct integration with her literacy goals.  

Fred, too, appeared to experience a momentary change in his understanding of 

how the discipline of social studies can be construed by language and literacy. As we 

approached the planning for the third iteration, Fred proposed the idea of analyzing 

primary texts (translated into Spanish), and I suggested that we consider how the authors 

use language persuasively—i.e., analyzing the tenor of the texts. Fred was enthusiastic 

about focusing on language in this way, noting that it better matched his understanding of 

C/LI: “it’s like finding here’s some applicable language knowledge that will help you 

understand the content better, in small doses” (phone call, 2.9.2020). Although the actual 

enactment of this unit—described in detail below—illustrated a less robust understanding 

of how to put these ideas into practice, considering language in this way during the 
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planning phase helped Fred conceptualize content, language, and literacy as more 

intertwined. In the final interview, he shared, “so I think it [the study] has made me try to 

have to be more intentional about like ‘this is clearly the content standards that they need 

to know and then this is the literacy or analytic language piece they need to get.’” In this 

quote, Fred demonstrates a burgeoning conceptualization of content and language 

integration as a deep conceptual link between content and the language/literacy that 

construes it.  

 One final finding of these teachers’ emerging understanding of the connections 

between discipline, language, and literacy as a foundation of C/LI was a greater comfort 

in approaching language instruction in a linguistically diverse classroom. As mentioned 

above, Jessica and Fred were both uncomfortable with how they had previously 

integrated explicit form-focused instruction, in particular in relation to how their Spanish-

home language or newcomer Spanish speaking students might feel marginalized in these 

lessons. This awareness is crucial as research has shown that K-12 heritage learners can 

respond negatively to explicit language instruction that positions them as incomplete or 

inaccurate speakers of their home language (Harklau, 2009; Helmer, 2014). Instead, 

approaching integration with constructs from SFL provided the teachers a conceptual 

framework to articulate discipline or literacy-specific language targets that would benefit 

all students. Fred expressed this by saying,  

I also want to think about the lens where maybe historical genre is the way to go 

because half of the kids are native speakers. So this genre, like I'm not going to be 

telling them ‘oh no sorry you should really be using imperfect’. Like my focus 

should be more like ‘we’re writing cause and effect. that looks different than 
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when we write…’ and this isn't the genre language I know, but I think that's 

probably more authentic. So I can use my grammar lens to explain in you know 

parentheticals maybe to like the white kids. But I feel like I might be over, like I 

think if I focus too much on the grammar, the terms, and the vocab, that might be 

hard for the non-English speakers. (collaborative planning session, 7.29.19) 

Here Fred makes a distinction between standard-oriented language instruction in which 

he might correct a (Spanish-home language) student’s choice of verb tense/aspect and a 

genre-oriented approach through which he would guide students in understanding how 

language construes a certain text type. He envisions this genre-focused approach to 

language as being received as more “authentic”, especially by his more Spanish 

proficient students. Interestingly, he mentions the potential for continuing explicit 

grammar instruction for the “white kids” but is concerned that the use of grammatical 

terms would be too hard for or alienate those who speak Spanish as a first language. A 

further discussion of the potentially troubling ways that Fred is positioning race, language 

background and proficiency, and language instruction is outside of the scope of these 

findings, but it is prudent to remark that his suggestion, which stems from an intended 

consideration of equity, would probably unintentionally deny his Spanish-home language 

and newcomer Spanish-speaking students important learning opportunities about 

language. 

5.1.4 Counterpoint—Back to Grammar 

Although both Fred and Jessica demonstrated some transformation in their 

conceptualization and enactment of content and language integration over the course of 

the project, they both returned to focusing on specific, mostly decontextualized grammar 
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concerns in the final interviews. This manifested differently for each teacher, as outlined 

below.  

When asked in the final interview how she would describe C/LI to another DLI 

teacher, Jessica tentatively responded, “I guess my understanding of it … is that you’re 

not teaching grammar as a separate thing, um, that you’re using what you are already 

doing with literature and finding a grammar concept in there?” With this explanation, 

Jessica maintains her new understanding of teaching language integrated within her 

literature-based units rather than as a separate ‘Grammar Friday’. However, she is 

continues to conceptually conflate language with grammar.  

Jessica’s vague suggestion that one “find” a grammar concept in the content is 

lacking in a robust understanding of discipline, language, and literacy connections. 

However, later in the interview she does acknowledge that students might not be “doing 

the content of a language arts class if they’re not using the nuances of that particular 

style”. Even here, though, Jessica’s seems to be lacking the ability to clearly articulate 

details of content and language integration beyond grammar. Because Jessica did not 

have an opportunity to enact a more functional approach to content and language 

integration, it is unsurprising that little long-term change was seen in this area. Most 

interestingly, when speaking about how she views her role as a language arts teacher, 

Jessica stated that if the goal of the DLI program were to have students “arrive to AP 

highly literate with accurate Spanish”, she would transform her class. She said, “We 

wouldn’t be reading entire novels and writing long argumentative papers. We’d probably 

be doing shorter bursts of grammar and communication. Like probably like a more 

traditional Spanish class” (final interview). This quote indicates that Jessica is not yet 



 174 

conceptually committed to the inextricable links between content, language, and literacy, 

as she does not envision a content-based course as a means for developing high levels of 

bilingualism and biliteracy. 

Moreover, Jessica continued to concentrate on the two types of errors she found 

most troubling from her students—grammatical gender and use of accent marks in 

writing—regardless of the content. She somewhat facetiously referred to these as her 

“crusade,” one which she intended to continue throughout the year, across units that 

covered different writing genres. Jessica viewed these types of errors as impeding her 

students’ ability to “sound literate” and “sound academic.” Once again, this focus on 

discrete language and orthographic features demonstrates that Jessica conceptualized 

content and language integration as broadly “fixing” students’ language errors from a 

structuralist perspective rather than considering the ways language might be used to make 

meaning in language arts.  

 Fred, too, spoke frequently of grammar in the final interview. Further, by the end 

of the year in which the study took place, Fred rather surprisingly appeared to have 

developed an even stronger desire to teach grammar explicitly and divorced from 

meaningful content. In the final interview, Fred brought forward two suggestions for 

ways that he would like to teach language (grammar) going forward: (1) using a 

grammar-focused textbook or software like Duolingo as an “enrichment” for students or 

(2) doing “stand alone” grammar lessons at the beginning of the school year to later be 

able to say to students “These are the things you need to know. We’re not going to allow 

any more mistakes in this area.” Both of these suggestions demonstrate a 
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misunderstanding of how languages are learned (Lightbown & Spada, 2013) as well as a 

superficial understanding of discipline, language, and literacy connections. 

5.1.5 An Interlude: Fred and Grammar Instruction 

Fred’s interest in explicitly teaching grammar seemed to have been 

unintentionally fostered by the work that we did together—he developed a very complex, 

and at times almost contradictory, conceptualization of language form, function, and 

literacy. Across the three mini-units that I planned with Fred, we moved from a form-

focused approach (identifying and producing relative clauses for cause and effect), to a 

focus on discourse (structuring compare and contrast paragraphs), to a genre-informed 

approach to text analysis (analyzing persuasive language in mentor texts). This shift was 

intentional on my part, but was also in response to the materials and assessments that 

Fred wanted to use and the language foci that were of interest to him.  

Throughout the first unit, Fred was often frustrated with how the lessons 

proceeded, and, in our collaborative reflection meeting in the middle of the project, he 

expressed that he felt that the activities had not been successful. He returned to this idea 

in the final interview, stating that, “I think that you and I focused too much time on the 

grammatical structures and not enough time on the interesting analysis and looking at the 

language parts…and part of it is that we were doing it in an inauthentic way to get them 

to speak about cause and effect relationships….” Fred’s reference to (in)authenticity of 

language use in relation to expecting students to produce specific forms is especially 

interesting for two reasons. First, Fred omitted several of the opportunities for students to 

analyze the target language features and to practice the features in a more autonomous, 

meaningful manner. For example, in the materials containing a text and reading questions 
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on Mediterranean geography (Appendices D and E), I had included (a) two discussion 

questions prompting students to discuss in small groups what they observed about the 

compare/contrast phrases that they identified in the text and (b) a final prompt asking 

students to summarize the content using relative clauses at least twice. When enacting 

this handout, Fred had students answer the analysis questions individually and eliminated 

the wording of the final prompt that focused on language. Second, Fred himself 

independently created two additional “inauthentic”, grammar-focused activities for 

students to practice relative clauses by constructing sentences unrelated to the unit’s 

content, as discussed above. 

As such, Fred’s sense of inauthenticity seemed to relate to the pedagogical 

decisions that he made, instructional moves that might be associated with a more 

traditional world language classroom and might stem from his own background as an 

English as a foreign language teacher. In other words, Fred’s pedagogical content 

knowledge for language (Morton, 2016) may have overridden any emerging pedagogical 

content knowledge for integration. It was this explicit, at times decontextualized, 

grammar practice to which Fred responded negatively, and yet he ended the project with 

a desire to completely separate grammar instruction from any content whatsoever. It is 

possible that Fred was convinced of the need to separate content and grammar instruction 

because of the negative associations he felt with these more form-focused attempts at 

integration.  

Fred distinguished these attempts with the final unit in which we implicitly asked 

students to consider tenor by identifying language in mentor texts but did not expect them 

to produce a specific language form. He positively assessed this unit by saying, “I do 
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think that the work that we were doing in terms of like ‘What do you notice about this 

language?’ and in terms of getting the hourglass model10 was effective and could have 

been done more to get it more comfortable with students” (final interview). Fred 

considered this unit to be about “language analysis”, an activity he deemed worthwhile 

and was able to conceptually relate to the literacy standards that he hoped to address, 

such as ‘Analyze how a text uses structure to emphasize key points or advance an 

explanation or analysis’ (National Governors Association, 2010). Notably, when enacting 

this “language analysis” in the lesson, Fred seemed to equate language with language 

arts. For instance, when modeling how to respond to a prompt that asked students to 

identify the language the author uses to persuade his audience, Fred suggested,  

“Esto puede pensar en la clase de literature, entonces ¿qué lenguaje? como like 

dicción, las palabras que usan, idioma figurativo. ¿Qué hace el autor…para 

hacer más efectivo, para convencer su audiencia de su argumento?” (Classroom 

video-recording, 2.20.20) 

This can relate to literature [language arts] class. So what language? Like diction, 

the words they use, figurative language. What does the author do…to make more 

effective, to convince his audience of his argument?11 

 

10 Fred’s mention of the hourglass model’ referred to an hourglass metaphor introduced by Pauline Gibbons 
(2013), which illustrates how the focus of teaching/learning during content-based language instruction 
should move from content (teaching through language), to language (teaching about language), and then to 
once again teaching content through language. Teaching about language occurs at the “narrowing” of the 
hourglass as the teacher moves from focusing on meaning to form and subsequently back to meaning.  

11 This translation captures Fred’s intended meaning and does not include errors made in his Spanish 
discourse. 
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Fred also accepted various answers related to language arts or literacy rather than 

language form, as was intended by the material design. These included repetition, 

rhetorical questions, religious references, and the use of a list. By enacting the prompt in 

this way, Fred appeared to conceptualize language analysis—and, in turn, content and 

language integration—as focusing on an author’s craft rather than analyzing the function 

and structure of a language form.  

This finding is further confirmed when, in the final interview, Fred directly 

contrasted these two approaches by saying,  

… there is a huge lack of grammatical knowledge that could be done separately as 

a side thing so that we can just have the expectation that, you know, like you [the 

students] should know these things for writing and analysis. So, you’re [the 

teacher] not using what should be like analysis of language to like pick apart little 

grammar details. 

Here we see that Fred has developed a mental framework in which language (grammar) 

and literacy skills (analysis of language) are distinct. In addition, he exhibits a lack of 

conceptual clarity that form-focused, metalinguistic knowledge is needed in order to 

successfully analyze the language of mentor texts. For example, in order to understand 

and articulate the nuances of hypotheticality in one of the mentor texts, students would 

need to be able to identify and talk about the subjunctive mood. Without this explicit 

knowledge about language, students were unable to successfully identify the language 

choices used by the author to accomplish his purpose (as prompted by the handout). In 

short, they did not have the metalinguistic language awareness (metalanguage) 

(Schleppegrell, 2013; Tedick & Young, 2016) to talk about language choices within a 
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text. It is noteworthy that one critique of the pedagogy for C/LI proposed by SFL scholars 

is that it lacks specificity for precisely how to focus on target forms (Accurso & Gebhard, 

2020). As shown here, by the end of the study, Fred appears to conceptualize content and 

language integration as developing literacy skills to analyze texts for features like 

figurative language. In contrast, he argues that language form might be more 

effectively—or efficiently—taught separate from meaningful content.  

5.2 Finding Footing in the Dance of Content and Language Integration 

The previous section highlights that both Fred and Jessica had complicated and 

dynamic conceptualizations of what content and language integration is, especially in 

relation to their understandings of language and literacy. However, they also at times 

grappled with a more practical conceptualization of how to integrate content and 

language—in particular, how to move between content instruction and language 

instruction within a single lesson and over a series of lessons within a unit. At the end of 

the project, both Fred and Jessica expressed some discomfort with how they enacted 

language integration in relation to their content instruction. Integrating content and 

language instruction has previously been explained as an act of balance (Cammarata & 

Tedick, 2012; Ó Ceallaigh et al., 2018)—a metaphor that has been critiqued by SFL 

scholars for implying that content and language are separate constructs that can be in, or 

out of, balance (e.g., Llinares, 2015; Llinares & McCabe, 2020). It may be more apt, 

then, to consider integration as a shift, or a dance, in which instruction sometimes focuses 

more on content and sometimes more on language while also maintaining a conceptual 

understanding that the two are inextricably linked (Lyster, 2019b). As will be shown in 
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this section, it appeared that Fred and Jessica’s discomfort with their lessons derived from 

moments when they attempted to shift their instruction toward language.  

5.2.1 Which Comes First? Timing the Shift Across a Series of Lessons 

One challenge that emerged for both Fred and Jessica was determining when to 

shift toward language instruction within the scope of a content-focused unit. In our 

collaborative planning sessions, I introduced the teachers to the CAPA Model (Tedick & 

Lyster, 2020), and I provided gentle suggestions throughout the planning process to 

encourage them to loosely follow the model by beginning with a content-based (meaning-

focused) contextualization phase before moving through a combination of awareness, 

practice, and autonomous activities. In reality, however, both teachers found that 

following this model and knowing when to shift toward language was less concrete, 

especially in units that were centered on larger literacy practices like reading a novel 

(Jessica) or writing a compare/contrast essay (Fred).  

 As a reminder, Jessica’s main integration unit was grounded in the novel A través 

de cien montañas [Across one hundred mountains] (Grande, 2006) and focused on the 

placement of accent marks on third person preterite verbs. For the contextualization 

phase, the class read and discussed several chapters of the novel without any explicit 

language focus beyond vocabulary. We then began embedding various language-focused 

activities that followed the CAPA model; however, these activities were spaced out 

across various lessons that spanned several weeks of instruction. This was intentional 

because the language focus itself was content-compatible (Snow et al., 1989) and not 

required for students to make meaning of the text. Moreover, I was cautious not to overly 
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disrupt Jessica’s typical instruction of the novel since it was the first main literature unit 

for the ninth-grade students and our first collaborative iteration.  

 Despite this intentionality in spacing out the language-focused activities, Jessica 

expressed some frustration regarding the pace of the overall unit. After two sequential 

lessons with language-focused activities, Jessica mentioned to me that the language work 

was slowing down the reading of the book and that she wanted to do some “serious book 

work” (observation field notes, 10.4.19). She also noted that some students were reading 

ahead, which hindered her planned activities and spoiled the novel for other students. She 

returned to this in the reflective discussion when she shared,  

…just like breaking up the book was harder for me to do. So I think like waiting 

until we had finished the book. It just kind of killed the momentum of the 

discussion and stuff at times….I still want to do it [the language focus] but 

maybe…do it with the book like after we’ve read it before we start writing. 

(1.16.2020) 

Although Jessica felt that the language-focused activities were beneficial, she found the 

unit-level shift toward language to be too disruptive of the content. She expressed more 

comfort in separating the activities from the novel reading and discussions, instead 

focusing on language between the reading and writing portions of the unit. It is possible 

that Jessica’s reaction was in part due to the language focus that she chose as students’ 

use of accent marks in writing did not have a meaningful function for reading and 

comprehending the novel.  

 Importantly, during the planning session for the interrupted debate unit, Jessica 

shared further reasoning for how she would determine when to focus on content and/or 
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language within a given unit. The unit was designed to begin with a contextualization 

phase in which Jessica would introduce students to the genre of debate, focusing on 

meaning and debate structure. She would then include awareness activities drawing 

students’ attention to argumentative language, and, in particular, the use of modal verbs 

to express varying degrees of intensity (the target language feature). Students would then 

prepare for their own debates on a topic, during which time language practice activities 

would be interspersed. As we were planning, we had the exchange shown in Excerpt 5.1. 

Excerpt 5.1 

1. Corinne: …. So how do you think, thinking about the debate unit then—I think 
it’ll work better because the language is so embedded in crafting an 
argument. Do you think that too? 
 

2. Jessica:  Yes. I think frontloading would be important. Like if we want to 
express opinions, what do we do? And like how do we structure that? 
What do we notice? I think almost starting with the language and then 
getting into the project would be good. Don’t you think? 
 

3.  Corinne: Yeah. I think so.  
 

4. Jessica: Yeah. Like you have to have it to be able to do it. Whereas here you 
don’t need this [accents] to be able to read the book. But you do to be 
able to write your own stories. So maybe pushing it—I think I’ll use 
the materials again because they’re so lovely but (laughs) I might wait 
next time  

 

 By contrasting the focus on accent marks with that on argumentative language, 

Jessica highlights the connection between the language target and the literacy skills 

taught in a unit. She demonstrates an understanding that the language focus needs to be 

directly linked to a given literacy practice in order for the activities to feel applicable to 

the students. Thus, activities targeting orthography should occur in relation to a writing 
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unit whereas those focusing on meaning-making (argumentative language) should be 

implemented prior to asking students to produce that function.  

 As shown above, Jessica envisioned how to integrate a functional language focus 

into a literacy-based unit; however, Fred’s attempt at a similar unit demonstrated that 

deciding when to shift between content and language can still be difficult in reality. For 

the second mini-unit, Fred developed a new project in which he asked students to write a 

compare/contrast essay on the roles of women in Aztec society and ancient Islamic 

societies. While enacting this unit, Fred continuously revised the activities and their order 

based on the previous days’ lessons. Namely, he was uncertain of how to order lessons on 

independent research of the two ancient societies (content) and lessons on compare and 

contrast discourse structures (language/literacy). A few days into this unit, Fred and I 

debriefed on the phone, and during the conversation he stated, “I know the language is 

the vehicle by which they communicate the information, but I want to be sure they have 

the information” (11.14.19). Fred was committed to first introducing the students to 

content as a contextualization for the language (Tedick & Lyster, 2020); however, he 

seemed unsure of how to determine when exactly they had enough engaging content 

knowledge to then effectively shift to the integrated language instruction.  

This tension between content and language was evidenced in a later lesson when 

Fred modeled writing a compare/contrast paragraph before providing the students 

independent writing time. In my observation field notes, I noted that many students had 

trouble knowing what to write, which I interpreted in the following memo:  

Once again, the balance between making sure students have the content 

understanding as well as the language structures is very hard to do. Fred has 
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mentioned on the phone that students took longer to understand and organize the 

content for this essay than he had expected and that he felt that we did an 

inadequate job of ensuring students had the content foundation necessary before 

considering the language. (Observation field notes, 11.18.19) 

To summarize, throughout the project, Fred and Jessica (re)considered how to 

plan shifts between content and language instruction across a unit. Both developed a 

greater commitment to ensuring that the content foundation was established before 

introducing language-focused activities, i.e., implementing a more extensive 

contextualization phase through which students were certain to develop a robust amount 

of content knowledge.  

5.2.2 Not Taking on Two New Things at the Same Time: Integration Within a 
Lesson 

Along with their questions about shifts and timing between content and language 

across lessons, the teachers also recognized the challenges that can occur when shifting 

within a single lesson. When enacting several of the (re)designed materials, both Fred 

and Jessica predicted that their students were not able to consider content and language 

“simultaneously12.” In other words, when the material was designed to prompt students to 

engage with both content and language in close succession, the teachers enacted the 

material in a way that first prioritized the content and then later shifted to a focus on 

 

12 Information processing theories posit that it is difficult for students to actively pay attention to both 
content and language simultaneously (Swain, 1988; VanPatten, 1990), and this is not the intention of 
integrated activities. However, DLI teachers need to be able to adeptly and quickly shift between content 
and language, especially when supporting students in analyzing how meaning is construed by language.  
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language, rather than continuing to shift between the two. The following two examples 

illustrate this point.  

First, for an awareness activity early in Jessica’s literature unit, I re-typed a short 

chapter of the novel that spanned only several pages in order to underline third-person 

preterite verbs, the first paragraph of which is shown in Figure 5.3. The instructions 

prompted students to read the chapter and highlight the underlined verbs in different 

colors depending on whether they carried an accent mark.  

Figure 5.3  

Redesigned material for Jessica’s literature unit 

 

Immediately prior to enacting this activity, Jessica asked me how to go about 

having students read a new chapter and focus on language at the same time. She 

expressed concern that students would simply concentrate on the underlined verbs, 

jumping from one to another to complete the highlighting task, without reading for 

comprehension (Observation field notes, 10.1.19). In this conversation, Jessica used her 

knowledge of her students to predict a potential pitfall with the integration while also 

calling attention to the challenge of shifting between content and language within a given 
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material/handout. Her solution was for the class to first read the chapter aloud, popcorn 

style, before having students independently read through the chapter a second time while 

highlighting the enhanced verbs. Notably, Jessica instinctually created a contextualization 

phase that was not explicitly included in the original material as a way to ensure her 

students accessed the content of the text. In this way, students were more likely to pay 

attention to the content of the chapter first; however, the language-focused task also 

became decontextualized because, as Jessica predicted, the students highlighted the verbs 

without paying attention to their meaning or function within the sentences. The way the 

students interacted with the material is understandable in hindsight since the language 

focus was only on the accent marks, a feature which did not carry a heavy communicative 

load in this context. In short, the lack of salient form/meaning connection of this targeted 

orthographic feature essentially encouraged students to rush through the highlighting task 

without much analysis of the verbs themselves.  

Fred’s experience differed in that he felt that asking students to think about 

content and language in an integrated fashion was a cognitive overload. For example, In 

the Ancient Greece unit, students were introduced to new content through sections of a 

Chilean World History textbook that were both conceptually and linguistically dense. The 

worksheet that we designed for this reading asked students to consider content and 

language as a pair, as demonstrated in Figure 5.4  
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Figure 5.4  

Content and language questions associated with text on Greek democracy. Translated by 

author.  
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As already explained in Chapter 4, this worksheet prompted students to first 

describe a cause and effect relationship that is indicated in the text (content). Then, the 

subsequent question, which is indicated as 1.5, 2.5, or 3.5, prompted students to identify 

what linguistic clue helped them determine the cause and effect relationship. In other 

words, the purpose was to guide students to explicitly consider what language features 

were used by the author to construe cause and effect relationships. The design of the 

material intentional juxtaposed the content and language questions in immediate 

succession with the intention of prompting the teacher and students to shift back and forth 

between meaning and language for each cause and effect relationship.  

When enacting this handout, Fred skipped the language-related questions (1.5, 

2.5, 3.5), directing students to instead focus only on the content at first. He then led the 

whole class through the language questions with the intention of modeling how to go 

about finding the “linguistic clue”. In this way, Fred made an in-the-moment decision to 

prioritize content first before shifting attention to language. However, in reflecting on the 

lesson, he later expressed that the content itself was too detailed for students to 

understand without more background information. This resulted in him feeling that both 

the content and the language components of this activity were unsuccessful. Notably, the 

activities in this mini-unit were preceded by a very minimal contextualization phase in 

which Fred briefly lectured about Mediterranean geography, and the activity related to 

Greek democracy had no specific contextualization phase at all. Thus, students were 

confronted with the challenge of simultaneously engaging with new content while being 

asked to consider language. In the collaborative reflective session, Fred summarized his 

conclusion from this experience by saying, “So I think like just making sure that students 
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have the content and the vocab already and they’re not like taking on two new things at 

the same time” (1.16.2020).  

To summarize, Fred and Jessica both experienced practical difficulties in shifting 

between content and language, both in determining the order of lessons across a unit and 

in attempting to integrate content and language within a single lesson. In all cases, the 

inclusion of a language focus seemed to overload the teachers, at times detracting from 

the content that they wanted to cover. This finding coincides with previous research that 

has shown that integrating content and language can be perceived as an extra demand for 

DLI teachers that can impact the quality of their content instruction (Cammarata & 

Tedick, 2012). Moreover, Cammarata and Haley (2017) emphasize that an integrated 

instructional approach requires considerable changes to DLI teachers’ pedagogical habits 

and existing practices, which was seen also in Jessica’s and Fred’s experiences as their 

mini-units did not proceed as they had expected when including the language integration.  

5.3 The Impact of an Iterative, Classroom-based Professional Development 
Experience 

 As discussed in the literature review, it has been previously documented that 

learning to integrate content and language systematically and effectively is a complex, 

non-linear task that requires on-going, practice-based professional development (e.g., 

Cammarata & Haley, 2017; Lo, 2019). This was further demonstrated by the results of 

this study, especially because the two teachers had very different experiences within the 

same lesson study framework. Although both teachers attested that their understanding 

and skills for integrating content and language benefitted from the lesson study 

experience, the fact that Fred completed three distinct iterations afforded many more 

opportunities for application and reflection than Jessica experienced. 
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As has already been shown in the previous findings, Fred experienced shifts in his 

conceptualization of content and language integration—both in terms of the partner 

language and/or literacy skills and how to enact the integration in practice—across the 

three mini-units that he completed. It was clear during our collaborative planning 

sessions throughout the year that he was drawing on his reflections from previous units to 

inform the future iterations. For example, when planning the second mini-unit, he 

explained how he might hypothetically justify the compare/contrast essay to an 

administrator by contrasting it with the previous unit on Greek geography:  

I think it’s going to be more successful. It should be more successful because a) 

we’ve learned about the Aztecs and the Incas. We’ve learned about Islamic 

societies so what they’re writing their papers about is stuff they know and we’ll 

build on. Second, there’s a summative tied to what they’re learning. Third, it’s 

way more interesting than agriculture in Greece and Rome. Fourth, if anyone 

questions me, this is a […] state standard and an AP standard. Fifth, they’re 

improving their writing skills. This is an AP skill. Compare and contrast. So it 

looks good (collaborative planning session, 11.10.19). 

Although not all explicitly mentioned, each of these five points relates to several critiques 

that Fred had articulated about the first integrated mini-unit: (1) that there was not a 

sufficient content foundation—or contextualization phase—and that the chosen content 

was not interesting to the students; (2) that there was not a clear final product or 

meaningful purpose for the language form; and (3) that the language focus was outside of 

the scope of his standards. This pattern continued to the third mini-unit focused on 

analyzing primary sources from various revolutions. When reflecting on this third mini-
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unit, Fred once again stressed the “authenticity” (his word) of the language integration 

and its relationship to the AP curriculum: 

So like I think that’s a similar thing that we should be looking at in terms of like 

how we can connect this to their language and their social studies skills is like 

how is this written? For whom? And I think we got close to that with the French 

revolution and the Haitian revolution. That was actually one of the more cool 

instances of like … that was a better example of how I can see this stuff actually 

applying to like the AP skills we were working on and not just like a ‘look at this 

particular grammatical structure that exists in Spanish.’ (final interview) 

In this quote from the final interview, Fred implicitly compares the third mini-unit to the 

first two, once again making a distinction between targeting a specific language form and 

guiding students to analyze a text from a wholistic, meaning-based perspective. Although 

Fred’s understanding of content and language integration actually moved away from 

what I had intended in terms of professional learning, it was clear that having multiple 

opportunities to attempt to explicitly integrate language into his instruction allowed Fred 

to identify what approach best aligns with his teaching philosophy, curriculum, and 

classroom constraints.  

This interpretation is further supported by Fred’s own words. In the final 

interview, he stressed the value of experimenting with this new teaching approach 

various times with my support: “On a planning and personal confidence and personal 

reflection basis, it was helpful to have three to four interventions where you were 

observing class and seeing things.” From Fred’s reflections, it was evident that the 

iterative nature of this classroom-based PD was fundamental to his professional growth. 
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By going through the process of identifying a language feature, planning lessons, and 

enacting those lessons several times, Fred grew in his understanding of content and 

language integration as “a very useful way to think about how can I be intentional about 

the language that I’m teaching kids so they can communicate the ideas that they have, 

whether in Spanish or English, more precisely” (Fred, final interview).  

Regardless of the number of iterations they implemented, the applied, classroom-

based nature of this professional development was crucial for both teachers to gain a 

deeper understanding how to go about integrating content and language in their 

instruction. Jessica explained how the hands-on experience guided by my support and the 

materials themselves provided her the model that she needed to put into practice 

pedagogical ideas that she had previously only heard about.  

And it’s funny because [Katie] at the middle school, teaches grammar like you’ve 

taught me. And I didn’t get it. She’s just like ‘oh you just embed it in what you’re 

doing.’ And I was like ‘what does that look like? What does that mean?’ because 

every text you have like millions of different things you could focus on. And it 

was just really nice to have someone do it with me because I learn by doing, so. 

Now I get it. I get the idea. (final interview) 

The power of attempting a new pedagogical approach and then reflecting on that action 

has long been recognized in the literature related to teacher development (e.g., Schön, 

1983), and, more recently, for the development of the skills and knowledge needed for 

content and language integration (Arshad & Lyster, 2021; Cammarata & Haley, 2017; 

Lyster, 2019a; Tedick & Zilmer, 2018). Jessica’s enthusiastic response to the opportunity 

to practice specific instructional activities following the CAPA model with my immediate 
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support in the classroom further underscores the fundamentality of this local guidance to 

DLI teacher professional growth.  

 Fred, too, commented on the realizations that he experienced while attempting to 

integrate content and language in practice. As evidenced throughout this chapter, Fred 

entered the study with some preconceived ideas of how to integrate content and language, 

at least theoretically. However, in the final interview, he confirmed that the reality of 

enacting the practice in his instruction was much more challenging than he had 

anticipated. He shared,  

I think it was very different, and I got an appreciation of how difficult it is to do. 

Because like in my head, I was just like ‘oh perfect. We’ll do this activity’… and 

then like my first vision for that was like way more profound than it ended up 

being….And it seemed a lot easier to do in my head than in practice. And the 

main reason for that is like the lack of authentic, good, sensible texts, you know? 

In this quote, Fred exemplifies another theme that has been previously introduced in the 

literature—as teachers learn more about content and language integration, they recognize 

the need to develop new pedagogical habits and decision-making processes (Cammarata 

& Haley, 2017). For Fred, this realization occurred when he was pushed by this project to 

try various integration-based activities via the materials. It was through this act of 

enacting new instructional approaches that Fred realized the difference in difficulty 

between envisioning and actually doing content and language integration, which also 

inspired him to be more intentional with his planning in the future. 



 194 

Summary 

 The analysis of the collaborative planning sessions, the pre and post-interviews, 

and the classroom observations revealed that participating in this modified lesson study 

experience shaped how Jessica and Fred conceptualized and enacted content and 

language integration in various ways. First, this experience affected how both Fred and 

Jessica understood the ‘what’ of content and language integration, especially how they 

conceptualized the language component. To varying degrees, both teachers shifted 

between targeting discrete language features (grammar and orthography) and raising 

awareness of how language is used functionally for specific communicative purposes. 

Fred in particular exhibited various shifts throughout the study and the three mini-units 

that he completed. In the end, he settled on an unexpected conclusion that it would be 

most effective to teach grammar decontextualized from content and that the act of 

integration is better understood as analyzing texts for literacy constructs like author’s 

purpose, structure, and craft. Second, participating in this ‘lesson study’ experience and 

attempting to include content and language integration in their pedagogy revealed to both 

teachers the challenges of the ‘how’ of integration. Both Jessica and Fred experienced 

difficulty with the dance of shifting between content and language across and within 

lessons. Their experiences underscores the importance of professional development that 

models micro-instructional practices as well as higher-level curricular or lesson planning. 

It also shines a light on the difficulty of materials-based professional development, which 

will be further discussed in the next chapter. Lastly, several key characteristics of the 

modified ‘lesson study’ process itself were fundamental to how the teachers 

conceptualized and enacted content and language integration. These included the iterative 
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nature of the experience, which allowed the teachers to reflect and learn from 

immediately prior attempts, and the fact that the professional development was directly 

grounded in their classrooms.  
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CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
 
 In this final chapter, I synthesize the findings of this dissertation and discuss the 

contributions of this research. In particular, I discuss how the findings of this study 

contribute to the existing theoretical frameworks for describing DLI teacher knowledge. I 

also outline four working design principles for DLI materials that integrate content and 

language. These working design principles are grounded in the findings of this study and 

are intended to be prescriptive by describing the characteristics that I theorize are 

necessary for DLI materials to support content and language integration (C/LI) in an 

educative manner (Anderson & Shattuck, 2012). Then, I share several implications for 

professional development (PD) for C/LI that emerged throughout this project. Lastly, I 

conclude this dissertation with a discussion of the limitations of this study and 

suggestions for future research.  

6.1 Summary of Findings 

 The foundational purpose of this design-based research (DBR) study was to 

explore how pedagogical materials might be (re)designed as a resource for supporting 

teacher knowledge for and enactment of C/LI in secondary Spanish DLI classrooms. One 

overarching theoretical proposition of the study was that teachers and pedagogical 

materials form a participatory relationship when materials are enacted in the classroom: 

pedagogical materials function as tools that mediate teachers’ actions (Brown, 2002) and 

teachers draw upon their personal resources (i.e., beliefs, knowledge, experiences, 

training, etc.) when interacting with these materials (Remillard, 2005). Therefore, how 

the teachers used the (re)designed materials would be affected by their knowledge for and 

conceptualization of C/LI and, theoretically, using the materials themselves would 
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change those same knowledges and conceptualizations. As such, two research questions 

were posed to understand the local impact and broader potential of (re)designing 

materials with an eye toward content and language integration. The first research 

question asked how the teachers used the materials themselves with the goal of 

understanding whether the materials did indeed support C/LI. The second question 

examined how the teachers’ conceptualizations and enactments of C/LI were shaped by 

participating in this (re)design process in order to consider how to foster teacher 

knowledge for C/LI and, relatedly, the potential of a materials-based, locally-situated PD 

program for C/LI. In this section, I summarize the findings for each of these questions 

and then pose broader generalizations about the impact of this study.  

 How the teachers used the (re)designed materials was analyzed from a macro-

level perspective, looking at the types of prompts that the teachers made in relation to 

various language-focused components of the materials, and from a micro-level 

perspective, examining the teachers’ instructional moves with respect to the materials and 

effective C/LI. The macro-level analysis revealed that there were qualitative differences 

in how the two teachers enacted their respective materials. Fred typically employed 

written prompts whereas Jessica more frequently exhibited improvised or inserted 

prompts. This was particularly the case when the teachers enacted language-identification 

or language-analysis components of the materials. In contrast, when enacting the 

language application components, Fred was more likely to improvise or adapt whereas 

Jessica was more likely to use written prompts. Although these findings provided a broad 

understanding of how the teachers interacted with the materials in general, the micro-

analysis elucidated more detail about how the teachers actually enacted instructional 
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practices related to C/LI when using the materials. This analysis showed that the teachers 

enacted similar language-focused components of the materials to differing degrees of 

success. For example, when enacting language analysis components, such as “What do 

you observe?” questions about language, Jessica demonstrated more comfort in guiding 

students toward inductive language analysis than Fred, although his pedagogical skill 

developed over the project. Also, both teachers did not enact several cues on the materials 

that prompted students to work in partners or small groups, arrangements that were 

intentionally included on the materials to foster student interaction, collaborative 

learning, and co-construction of language. 

 The second research question examined how participating in this study shaped the 

ways the teachers conceptualized and enacted C/LI. Three main themes were discovered. 

First, the teachers experienced momentary shifts in their conceptualizations of language 

itself as a target of instruction. Throughout the study, both teachers moved from 

understanding language instruction as correcting discrete language errors toward 

considering language instruction as building students’ awareness of how language is used 

to make meaning in specific contexts for specific purposes. However, these shifts were 

temporary, and both teachers ended the study with a continued concern about 

grammatical and orthographic errors. Second, both teachers experienced challenges with 

shifting between content and language in their instructional practice. In particular, the 

teachers found it difficult to determine when to focus on content or language across 

lessons and within an individual lesson. Lastly, several key characteristics of the PD 

experience offered by this study appeared to impact the teachers’ conceptualizations and 
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enactments. In particular, the iterative and classroom-based nature of the experience 

appeared to benefit the teachers’ developing knowledge and skills.  

 In general, this DBR study had a positive impact on the local context in which it 

was situated. Through their participation in the study, both Fred and Jessica developed 

emerging ideas for how to integrate language instruction into their content-based 

classrooms, and they both articulated enthusiasm for continuing an integrated approach 

after the study ended. In fact, Fred independently developed an integrated activity for his 

virtual instruction several weeks after our work together had been cut short due to the 

pandemic. Jessica expressed interest in continuing to use the materials that I had created 

for her in the future, commenting also that she wanted to incorporate similar activities in 

other units. Likewise, the materials-based nature of this PD experience was a valuable 

asset in that the materials themselves served as an anchor and initial scaffold for the 

teachers as they attempted a new, integrated approach in their classrooms. As such, this 

study differed from PD programs that are based on unit or lesson planning templates by 

offering an instructional support that the teachers used directly in the classroom. Despite 

these positive contributions, it was clear from the findings that the designs of the 

materials themselves were not sufficient educative resources for the type of rich, robust 

learning that I had desired. Moreover, the teachers’ affirmative reactions notwithstanding, 

the results of this study are sobering as the teachers did not make as much progress 

toward understanding and enacting successful C/LI as anticipated. As such, the results of 

this study emphasize that the journey for secondary DLI teachers to learn to integrate 

content and language is lengthy, effortful, and complex.  
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6.2 Theoretical Contributions 

 McKenney and Reeves (2012) argue that “theoretical understanding in design 

research: (a) underpins the design of the intervention; (b) frames the scientific inquiry; 

and (c) is advanced by findings generated through empirical testing of the intervention” 

(p. 19). DBR studies can produce various types of theoretical contributions. The present 

study provides two main theoretical contributions. It extends our understanding of the 

descriptive domain-specific theories (Gravemeijer & Cobb, 2006) of DLI teacher 

knowledge and offers prescriptive design frameworks (Edelson, 2002) outlining a set of 

characteristics theorized as necessary for DLI materials to serve as educative tools for 

supporting C/LI. 

6.2.1 DLI Teacher Knowledge 

 In order to effectively and systematically integrate content instruction and 

language instruction, DLI teachers need to have a complex knowledge base. Morton 

(2016, 2018) and Cammarata and Cavanagh (2018) have offered two conceptual 

frameworks that outline the various knowledges necessary for successful C/LI. Both of 

these frameworks foreground the importance of specialized knowledge of the partner 

language for content instruction, distinguishing between teacher language proficiency and 

the ability to use language strategically and “unpack” language within content instruction. 

They also both indicate, although to differing the degrees, that DLI teachers need 

specialized pedagogical content knowledge(s) in order to build their students’ knowledge 

of content, language, and literacy. However, the frameworks differ in their underlying 

foci, which also affect their levels of analysis. Cammarata and Cavanagh (2018) are 

especially concerned with DLI teachers’ understandings of the intricate and inextricable 
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connections between content, language, and literacy whereas Morton (2016, 2018) 

provides more theorization regarding the knowledge necessary for successfully integrated 

instruction.  

 Both of these frameworks have great potential as models for analyzing DLI 

teachers’ knowledge bases; however, they have not yet been extensively applied 

empirically. The present study drew mainly on Cammarata and Cavanagh’s (2018) 

Interconnected Knowledge for Integration (IKI) model as a heuristic for understanding 

secondary DLI teachers’ shifts in conceptualization of C/LI. The findings of this study 

demonstrate that, as a whole, the IKI framework mapped well onto the knowledge(s) (or 

lack thereof) that Fred and Jessica displayed in their attempts at integration. In particular, 

distinguishing between the general domains of content knowledge for language and 

content knowledge for literacy and the three integrated domains (awareness of content 

and language, language and literacy, and content and literacy connections) was useful in 

teasing apart specifics about how Fred’s and Jessica’s understandings of C/LI as a whole 

shifted over the study. To clarify, both Fred and Jessica exhibited knowledge of the 

partner language and knowledge of the prototypical text types and structures students 

would encounter in their classes throughout the study. Yet, it was in considering the 

intricate links between content, language, and literacy that the analysis revealed more 

nuanced shifts in their understandings of what C/LI actually is.  

Moreover, the findings of this study suggest that awareness of these inextricable 

connections between content, language, and literacy is fundamentally undergirded by 

how secondary DLI teachers understand the nature of language itself. Cammarata and 

Cavanagh (2018) operationalize language knowledge as ranging from (1) a basic 
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understanding of language form limited to lexical items to (2) an intermediate 

understanding of language as vocabulary and syntax, grammar, pronunciation, or 

morphology, to (3) an advanced understanding of the nature and role of language with 

variation based on the discipline. Both Fred’s and Jessica’s knowledge of language would 

be categorized as the second level on this scale, with some temporary shifts toward the 

third level. Unsurprisingly, their abilities to conceptualize C/LI from a functional 

perspective—i.e., to consider language integration as teaching/learning to make 

discipline-specific meaning—were hindered by their understanding of the nature of 

language. In other words, it may be that the language component of the model needs 

greater prominence, as it appears that it was the secondary DLI teachers’ knowledge of 

language that was the keystone for the other types of interconnected knowledge.  

 Lastly, this study also highlighted an area in which the IKI model might be 

expanded. Cammarata and Cavanagh (2018) developed the model through a study based 

on surveys and interviews, which appears to have led them to focus solely on teachers’ 

understandings or awareness of the core domains of the model. In applying this model to 

classroom-based data, the present study revealed that the framework is lacking clarity in 

the realm of enactment. For example, Fred understood to some degree that his world 

history content was construed by language, but he did not have the pedagogical content 

knowledge (PCK) to successfully scaffold his students toward analyzing or using 

language in discipline-specific ways. Moreover, Cammarata and Cavanagh state that 

“gaps in one or more of the core domains can jeopardize one’s ability to plan and execute 

well-integrated lessons” (p. 208); however, the findings from this study suggest that it is 

not simply gaps in awareness of language, literacy, or discipline connections that 
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jeopardize integrated lessons but also gaps in the PCK to translate those connections into 

classroom pedagogy. Cammarata and Cavanagh do note that DLI teachers need three 

types of specialized PCK, but the model itself is lacking in specifics. Morton’s (2018) 

model does some of this work in his construct of specialized language knowledge for 

content teaching, and it seems that this classroom-based component may benefit the IKI 

model as well.  

6.2.2 Working Principles for DLI Materials Design 

 Along with the theoretical contributions related to DLI teacher knowledge, this 

dissertation study also offers design frameworks (Edelson, 2002) in the form of working 

principles for DLI materials design for C/LI. These principles are “working” in that they 

have arisen out of meso-cycles of the DBR process, and future iterations of this DBR 

project would be necessary to continue to test and refine these principles (McKenney & 

Reeves, 2012). The original design principles of this study were embedded within the 

embodiment of the conjecture map presented in the methodology section and included 

rather general ideas for how language would be integrated into the content materials (i.e. 

typographic enhancements, form/function/genre information boxes, and language 

components in student prompts). The findings from this study showed that more explicit 

didactic features are necessary in order for the materials to serve an educative function in 

terms of secondary DLI teachers’ knowledge and skills for C/LI. As such, these design 

principles are intended to guide potential future iterations of this study in designing more 

effective DLI materials.  
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Design Principle #1: Educative features of DLI materials for C/LI need to explicitly 

support teachers in understanding discipline, language, and literacy connections. 

Educative features for C/LI need to inform secondary DLI teachers of the 

connections between their subject matter, language features, and literacy skills. Content 

and language integrated unit or lesson-planning templates that prompt teachers to identify 

language or literacy components (e.g., Cammarata, 2016) have been shown to be helpful 

but not sufficient scaffolding for teachers to conceptualize discipline, language, and 

literacy relationships (e.g., Cammarata & Haley, 2017). Furthermore, this study showed 

that pedagogical materials that prompt a focus on language without explaining the 

language feature itself or how it construes the content are similarly insufficient. Instead, 

DLI materials for C/LI need components that explicitly demonstrate how targeted 

language features are inextricably intertwined with content. These components might 

include things like language-content overview pages or story maps (Davis et al., 2014) 

that exemplify the function of the language feature within the content topic.  

Design Principle #2: Educative features for DLI materials for C/LI need to model the 

metalinguistic discourse and interactional moves necessary to talk about targeted 

language features.  

Secondary DLI teachers typically do not have the metalinguistic knowledge to 

feel confident in clarifying advanced language features for their students (Cammarata & 

Tedick, 2012). Therefore, educative features of DLI materials need to model these 

explanations, providing teachers a range of more and less technical linguistic vocabulary 

as well as examples that they can incorporate into their own instruction as appropriate for 

their context and students. These features should include both direct explanations of the 
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language feature and narratives that illustrate how a fictional teacher would go about 

uncovering (Gibbons, 2015) the language feature for their students.  

Design Principle #3: Educative features of DLI materials for C/LI need to support 

instructional practices for integration through pedagogical explanations.  

In order for secondary DLI teachers to enact integration activities embedded in 

DLI materials effectively, educative features need to support teachers in understanding 

the purpose of the activity and provide guidance for the necessary instructional moves. 

These features should include an overview page that provides (1) a rationale for the given 

activity that explains its purpose within the sequence of C/LI phases (e.g., CAPA phases) 

and (2) an explanation of how the activity supports both language acquisition and content 

learning. Along with these rationales (or explanations of why), educative features must 

also explicate in detail how the activity could be enacted. For example, these educative 

components might include sample interactions that illustrate recommended teacher 

questions, anticipated student responses or confusions, and options for teacher follow-up 

moves.  

Design Principle #4: Pedagogical materials intended for students need to be 

accompanied by a complementary teacher version. 

A working hypothesis of this DBR study was that the teachers would learn about 

C/LI while using the (re)designed materials in their classrooms. While this was the case 

to some extent, it was evident that the teachers required more explicit scaffolding than 

could be feasibly embedded within a student-directed material. Instead, design principles 

#1, #2, and #3 would be best implemented in a complementary teacher version of the 

pedagogical materials that accompanies each material designed for the students. This 
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complementary version could serve as a supporting resource for the teacher during lesson 

planning and enactment with the goal of building teachers’ pedagogical content 

knowledge and capacity for C/LI (Davis et al., 2014).  

6.3 Implications for Professional Development for C/LI 

In this section, I offer five implications from the present study in terms of 

professional development (PD) for C/LI. Implications listed here relate to characteristics 

of PD that are necessary to support long-term, systematic, and effective C/LI. Many of 

these implications correspond to findings from previous research, and these congruencies 

are noted as well.  

First, PD for C/LI needs to support teachers in identifying target language features 

that are content-embedded, meaningful, and relevant to their students. Previous studies 

have indicated the challenge many DLI teachers face when determining what language to 

teach (e.g., Cammarata & Haley, 2017; Cammarata & Tedick, 2012) as well as DLI 

teachers’ tendency to focus mainly on vocabulary (e.g., Fortune et al., 2008). In this 

study, both Jessica and Fred indicated similar difficulties in choosing language features 

for integrated instruction. However, Jessica offered an interesting case in that she decided 

to target an orthographic feature (accent marks on third person preterite verbs) that 

caused her great personal frustration but was not particularly important for pushing 

students toward advanced bilingual proficiency. Moreover, both teachers were focused on 

“fixing” students’ grammatical errors and found it more difficult to conceptualize 

supporting students at the syntactic or discourse levels. Second language acquisition 

literature has provided guidance as to which morphosyntactic features to target in DLI 

contexts (Ellis, 1986; Harley, 1993; Spada et al., 2005), and several PD programs exist 
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that include a didactic focus on identifying language features within content (e.g., Arshad 

& Lyster, 2021; Cammarata & Haley, 2017; Tedick & Zilmer, 2018). However, less is 

known about how to support teachers in discerning which language features have the 

most powerful potential for their local context, especially in terms of moving beyond 

morphology to syntactic or discourse features and differentiating for linguistically diverse 

student populations. This support is especially important at the secondary level where 

students are engaging with abstract and dense content that is construed by complex 

language (Schleppegrell, 2004).  

Second, PD programs need to extend beyond frameworks for unit planning and 

lesson planning to also include preparation for in-the-moment instructional moves. 

Excellent resources currently exist that scaffold teachers’ abilities to plan for C/LI at the 

unit, module, or lesson levels (e.g., Cammarata, 2016; Lyster, 2016; Tedick & Lyster, 

2020). However, the findings from this study demonstrate that even when secondary DLI 

teachers have a prepared lesson with a targeted language feature and associated 

pedagogical material, they may struggle to enact the instructional moves necessary for 

effective C/LI. To the best of my knowledge, Tedick and Zilmer’s (2018) discussion of a 

video analysis assignment in which teachers self-record and analyze their questioning 

strategies, follow-up moves, and corrective feedback is one of the only examples in the 

current literature of DLI-focused PD that foregrounds classroom discourse in relation to 

C/LI. This assignment is a successful model that should be integrated into other PD 

programs to ensure that teachers are prepared for the moment-to-moment interactions that 

occur within the phases of an integrated approach.  
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Third, in response to the pedagogical, emotional, and logistical challenges of 

integrating content and language in secondary classrooms, effective PD needs to be 

situated, local, and sustained in order to foster real pedagogical change. Other writing on 

PD for C/LI has previously argued for situating learning activities within teachers’ 

immediate instructional contexts (He & Lin, 2018; Ó Ceallaigh et al., 2018; Tedick & 

Zilmer, 2018) and for developing PD experiences that are longitudinal (Cammarata & 

Haley, 2017; Ó Ceallaigh et al, 2018). This study took place over 10 months (from June 

2019—March, 2020), and the related planning and instruction was directly connected to 

the teachers’ curricula and classrooms. And yet, the teachers only showed slight changes 

in their conceptualizations of what C/LI is and how to implement it effectively. Arshad 

and Lyster (2021) propose six core chronological and cyclical constituents through which 

Canadian French immersion teachers progressed when learning to plan for C/LI, namely 

enthusiasm, enlightenment, confusion, collaboration, satisfaction, and reservation. Fred 

and Jessica expressed similar emotions while engaging with me in this project, and 

importantly, the 10 months that we worked together did not appear to be enough time or 

intensity for them to move toward the feeling of satisfaction. This finding lends greater 

support to the importance of developing extensive and time-intensive PD experiences that 

extend over several years in order to ensure that secondary DLI teachers are able to 

experience the changes in pedagogical habits and identity necessary to feel satisfied with 

an integrated approach to instruction.  

Fourth, although previous literature has highlighted the importance of learning 

about C/LI through doing (e.g.,Tedick & Zilmer, 2018), the present study also shows the 

need for good models of enacted C/LI in secondary DLI classrooms. Both Fred and 



 209 

Jessica commented that although they had read and heard about C/LI previously, they had 

trouble envisioning what it looked like in an actual classroom before working on this 

project. Furthermore, despite Fred and Jessica’s assertions that implementing the 

activities in the materials helped them understand how to integrate language into their 

content instruction, the findings from this study show that the materials did not provide 

enough guidance for the activities to be enacted effectively. Both Fred and Jessica would 

have benefitted from watching an experienced secondary DLI teacher teach similar 

language-focused activities. To the best of my knowledge, no resources exist that offer 

this type of modeling for secondary DLI pedagogy.  

Lastly, this study demonstrates that PD experiences need to include discussions 

about pedagogical materials. Similar calls for materials use to be included in teacher 

preparation have been made in the broader field of language education (Garton & Graves, 

2019; Guerrettaz et al., forthcoming). For secondary DLI education in particular, teachers 

should be trained to be reflective and principled in (1) analyzing the language used in 

content-oriented materials, (2) identifying opportunities for language instruction when 

enacting existing content-focused materials, (3) embedding language-focused 

components into teacher-created materials, and (4) responding to (un)intended impacts of 

materials on their instruction and student learning. Li and Li (2021) argue that language 

teachers might learn from analyzing their own prompts when using materials and 

reflecting on their decisions to enact written, inserted, improvised, or adapted prompts. 

Similarly, secondary DLI teachers could benefit from guided self-analysis of how they 

interact with the content and language components of their materials. Put simply, PD for 

secondary DLI teachers needs to include explicit recognition that even if planning for 
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integration occurs, the predominance of content will prevail unless (and even sometimes 

when) language-focused components are embedded within the pedagogical materials 

themselves.  

6.4 Limitations 

 The current study is not without limitations, several of which are related to the 

specific local and temporal context in which this work occurred. A foundational element 

of DBR studies is their local, situated, and collaborative nature; however, these 

characteristics can also lead to methodological difficulties and “messiness” (van den 

Akker et al., 2006), which was the case with this study. First, the materials themselves 

were not designed as systematically as originally intended, especially in terms of the 

language-focused components that were incorporated. Instead, the materials’ designs 

were driven by the individual curricula, instructional goals, and personal desires of each 

teacher. If the language-focused modifications to the materials for both teachers had 

exhibited more similarities, stronger conclusions about the effects of various types of 

components might have been possible. However, this would have required a shift in the 

collaborative balance so that I would have had more control over the process, which may 

have negatively impacted the relationships with the teachers that were central to the 

success of this study.  

 Second, the study was lacking in rich data about the teachers’ instructional 

decisions, essentially why they did what they did when using the materials. The original 

design of this study included teacher oral or written diaries in which the teachers would 

briefly reflect on each lesson after it was enacted. However, upon entering Fred and 

Jessica’s classrooms, it was quickly evident to me that they would not have time to 
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complete these diaries within the constraints of their daily schedules. These data were 

therefore not collected. Instead, the analysis of the teachers’ instructional decisions was 

based on my classroom observation field notes, video recordings of the lessons, and my 

notes from informal conversations with the teachers after the lessons. As such, the 

analysis is strongly impacted by my personal perspective as the researcher and would 

have likely been improved by having the teachers’ own reflections on and explanations of 

what occurred when they enacted the materials.  

 A third limitation was the lack of student data in relation to the (re)designed 

materials. Recently, the scope of materials use research in language education is turning 

the focus to students rather than—or along with—the teacher (Guerrettaz et al., 2021; 

Guerrettaz et al., forthcoming). The original design of the study included focal students in 

the later iterations in order to ascertain how students engaged with the language-focused 

components of the materials. These data might have provided useful information about 

whether the (re)designed materials also prompted students to more independently 

consider language in their content-based courses. However, due to the interruption caused 

by the COVID-19 pandemic, it was not possible to collect these data.  

 Relatedly, the fourth limitation of this study is the truncated timeline, particularly 

in terms of Jessica’s iterations. Because Jessica was only able to complete one full 

iteration of the materials analysis, (re)design, implementation, and reflection, she did not 

experience the PD aspect of this study as intended. Without doubt, this affected the 

changes (or lack thereof) in her conceptualization of C/LI. Moreover, the uneven amount 

of data collected from Jessica and Fred limits the strength and generalizability of overall 
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conclusions. Lastly, completing more iterations with both Jessica and Fred would have 

allowed for better testing of the working design principles.  

6.5 Directions for Future Research 

 To address the limitations listed above and based on what was learned from the 

iterations completed in this study, there are three recommendations for future research. 

First and foremost, a subsequent iteration of this study might employ the working design 

principles in a new context in order to explore their applicability outside of the local 

context of this study. It would be recommended that this iteration follow models from 

curriculum design studies in science education (e.g., Arias et al., 2016; Davis et al., 

2014), in which the researchers would prepare an educative curriculum unit, including 

pedagogical materials, to provide to secondary DLI teachers. This iteration would offer 

valuable insight into the potential of more systematically-designed curricular and 

pedagogical materials as educative resources for C/LI.  

 Second, a separate line of research that emerged from this study is exploring 

teacher-created materials in secondary DLI contexts. Although the purpose of the present 

study was to examine what teachers do with provided materials, it is much more typical 

that secondary DLI teachers are designing their own pedagogical materials (as Fred did in 

this study). As such, it would be beneficial to the field to have an understanding of how 

secondary DLI teachers go about creating these materials and, especially, how to train 

secondary DLI teachers to design materials in which content and language components 

are integrated within the materials themselves. This rich line of research might therefore 

include exploratory, descriptive research as well as subsequent DBR studies that 

investigate methods of teacher preparation for secondary DLI materials development.  
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 Lastly, as noted in the limitations, studies are needed that examine how secondary 

DLI students interact with the materials used in their classes. Much research on C/LI 

pedagogy has focused on teachers—their knowledge and skills for, their identity and 

emotional journeys related to, and their lived experiences when integrating content and 

language in their instruction. However, almost no research in the United States has 

explored how secondary DLI students experience these attempts at integrated instruction 

themselves. From a materials perspective, it would be critical to understand what 

potential integrated pedagogical materials hold in supporting students’ awareness of 

language, literacy, and content connections as well as prompting student attention to and 

production of target language features.  

6.6 Conclusion 

 Secondary DLI teachers face an enormous task when integrating content 

instruction and language instruction in their classrooms, a task made even more 

challenging by the lack of DLI-specific teacher preparation and a dearth of materials 

designed to intentionally scaffold integration. As more attention turns to the need for 

specific professional development for C/LI, it is equally important that the field take into 

account the materials that teachers use when enacting their developing knowledge and 

skills in the classroom. When teachers enter into participatory relationships with the 

materials that they use, those materials have the potential to either constrain teachers’ 

understandings and enactments of C/LI or offer affordances that support new approaches. 

Although not a replacement for long-term, intensive, and classroom-based professional 

development, this study shows that intentionally-designed pedagogical materials are 
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another resource that should be leveraged for extending and maintaining the learning 

from professional development into the secondary DLI classroom.  
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Appendix A: Jessica Highlighting Activity 

Se necesitan dos resaltadores o lápices de colores diferentes. Mientras lees este pasaje 
de A través de cien montañas, presta atención a los verbos subrayados. Resalta con un 
color los que lleven tilde y los que no lleven tilde con otro.  
 

Juana 
—¿Así que doña Martina te mandó? —le preguntó doña Josefina a Juana mientras 
volteaba las quesadillas que estaban en el comal. Juana asintió con la cabeza, tratando de 
concentrar su mirada en doña Josefina. La boca se le hacía agua sólo de mirar las 
quesadillas de pollo dorándose sobre el comal caliente—. Ella curó a mi nieto, ¿sabes? 
Mi hija no tenía ni un poquito de paz porque el niño se pasaba las noches despierto, 
llorando, y durante el día no se podía estar quieto. Luego doña Martina vino y le hizo una 
limpia. Cuando quebró el huevo y lo echó en un vaso de agua pudimos ver que en la 
yema se veían ojitos: ¿Y sabes qué es lo que tenía? 
—Tenía mal de ojo —contestó Juana, recordando la vez que doña Martina le había hecho 
una limpia a su hermana María 
 —Eres una niña inteligente —dijo doña Josefina —Y parece que eres bien trabajadora. 
Me dará harto gusto que trabajes p’ mí. 
Juana escuchó el silbato del tren anunciando su salida. Las personas que estaban 
esperando en las bancas se pusieron de pie y llevaron sus maletas hacia el tren. Ella 
suspiró con alivio y dijo: —Gracias, señora.  
 
Durante el resto del día, Juana hizo tortillas, quemándose a veces los dedos en el comal al 
tratar de voltearlas. Cuando los trenes llegaban a la estación, Juana llevaba una charola y 
caminaba de ventana en ventana, ofreciendo quesadillas a los pasajeros que estaban 
abordo. Trataba de hacerlo con prisa, pues había otras mujeres vendiendo comida de 
otros puestos. Se esforzaba especialmente en competir con las mujeres que trabajaban 
para doña Rosa, la mujer que echó a Amé de su trabajo sólo porque don Elías se lo había 
pedido.  
Cuando sonó el silbato del tren, Juana se hizo a un lado y miró el tren pasar. A veces 
elevaba la mano y se despedía de los pasajeros que pasaban delante de ella en un 
torbellino de colores.  
 
—Hola, Tomás. Oí que se va de regreso a El Otro Lado muy pronto.  
 Doña Josefina le hizo señales al hombre que acababa de comprar boletos en la 
taquilla. El hombre se dirigió hacia el puesto de comida, agitando sus boletos en el aire. 
—Escuchó bien, Josefina. En dos días me regreso a Los Ángeles y mi hijo vendrá 
conmigo. 
Juana elevó la mirada hacia Tomás. ¿Él vino de Los Ángeles? ¡Tal vez conoce a Apá! 
—¿Conoce usted a mi padre? —preguntó emocionada.  
—¿Tu padre? 
—Él está viviendo en Los Ángeles. Se llama Miguel García.  
Juana se puso la mano en el pecho y respiró por la boca, tratando de calmar los latidos de 
su corazón.  
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—Miguel García, ¿el hijo de doña Elena?  
Juana asintió con la cabeza.  
—No sabía que él se había ido p’allá. Lo siento, pero no lo he visto.  
—Niña, ¡me estás quemando mis quesadillas! —exclamó doña Josefina. Juana volteó las 
quesadillas en el comal y se quemó. Se puso el dedo quemado dentro de la boca y trató de 
voltear las quesadillas con la otra mano. Sus ojos se llenaron de lágrimas. Juana sabía que 
no era por haberse quemado el dedo.  
—En verdad que esas tortillas huelen bien rico. —dijo don Tomás.  
Juana volteó hacia la mesa que estaba detrás de ella y se puso a amasar. Al enterrar los 
dedos en la masa, se acordó de las veces que ella había hecho tortillas de lodo para Apá.  
—Pos, muchas gracias, Josefina. Espero verla cuando esté de regreso.  
—Está bien, Tomás. Salúdeme a Mayra. Iré a visitarla ya que usted se haya ido. Será 
difícil para ella que su esposo y su hijo se marchen.  
Juana lo vio alejarse, preguntándose cómo era posible que él no hubiera visto a su padre. 
¿Acaso Los Ángeles era muy grande? Se preguntó si ella y Amá podrían encontrarlo si lo 
fueran a buscar.  
—¡Discúlpeme doña Josefina! —dijo Juana y corrió a alcanzar a don Tomás.  
—Señor, disculpe, ¡señor! 
Don Tomás volteó para mirarla.  
—Quería saber si me podría decir cómo llegar a El Otro Lado.  
Él se rió y le golpeó ligeramente el hombre con su boleto.  
—¿Por qué? ¿Acaso piensas ir p’allá? —Se rió aún más.  
Juana sintió que las mejillas se le ponían calientes de vergüenza.  
—N-no, yo sólo quería saber cómo fue el viaje de mi Apá, e-eso es todo.  
Don Tomás pensó por un segundo y luego dijo: —Está bien, te diré. Primero, tienes que 
tomar un tren a Cuernavaca y luego tomar el autobús que te lleve a la Ciudad de México. 
O también puedes tomar un autobús que te lleve hasta Tijuana. En dos días, más o menos, 
llegarás a la frontera. Luego tienes que encontrar un coyote, y de alguna manera, él te 
llevará al Otro Lado.  
—¿Y es difícil? 
—Pos depende si tienes suerte —dijo él—. Yo lo he hecho tres veces ya, y siempre he 
llegado bien. Es harto caminar, pero caminar nunca ha matado a nadie.  
Le tocó la cabeza con sus boletos y luego desapareció entre el grupo de gente que se 
apresuraba a abordar el tren.  
Juana caminó hacia la taquilla y dijo: —Disculpe, ¿cuánto cuesta un boleto a 
Cuernavaca? 
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Appendix B: Jessica Verb-Sorting T-Chart 

Categoriza los verbos que resaltaste en el extracto de A través… según los 
ejemplos. ¿Qué observas de los verbos en la columna izquierda? ¿Los de la 
derecha? 
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Appendix C: Jessica ‘Two Truths and a Lie’ 

 

A través de cien montañas 

Dos verdades y una mentira 

Con un compañero/a, escribe tres oraciones de la trama del libro—dos oraciones 
verdaderas y una mentira—en cualquier orden. En cada oración, hay que incluir a menos 
un verbo en el pretérito. 

La meta es engañarles a sus compañeros así que la mentira debe parecer creíble. Tu 
equipo recibe un punto por cada persona que escoge tu mentira como la verdad. PERO, 
se pierde dos puntos si hay errores del pretérito.  

 

1.  

________________________________________________________________________ 

2.  

________________________________________________________________________ 

3.  

________________________________________________________________________ 
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Appendix D: Fred Mediterranean Geography Modified Text  

¿El mar Mediterráneo tuvo importancia en el desarrollo de la Antigüedad 
clásica?  

Direcciones: Mientras leen la siguiente información, préstense atención a las relaciones 
causa-efecto en las frases y cláusulas numeradas. Completen el organizador gráfico 
según el ejemplo.  

Desde el origen mismo de la civilización, la cuenca del mar 
Mediterráneo ha tenido un importante rol en la historia de 
la humanidad. (1) Su condición de mar interior (rodeado de 
tierra) y el hecho de que en él se conecten Asia, África y 
Europa, lo convirtieron en un espacio ecúmene, es decir, un 
espacio poblado en forma permanente por distintas culturas, 
las que lo ocuparon como un medio para comercializar 
bienes e intercambiaron ideas y conocimientos. 

 

Otro factor geográfico importante que benefició a las culturas del mar Mediterráneo 
fue el clima templado de sus costas. (2) Las estaciones están bien marcadas, con 
inviernos fríos y húmedos y veranos secos y calurosos, pero sin llegar a temperaturas 
muy extremas, lo que favorece tanto el asentamiento humano como el desarrollo de la 
agricultura. 

El espacio geográfico de los griegos y romanos 

Tanto los griegos como los romanos expandieron la 
influencia de sus culturas mucho más allá de las 
regiones en donde se originaron. Aun así, el espacio 
geográfico que habitaron en sus inicios fue 
determinante para el desarrollo de sus 
civilizaciones. El medio natural en donde se 
desarrolló la civilización griega fue lo que ellos 
mismos denominaron la Hélade, compuesta por la 
península balcánica, las islas del mar Egeo y las 
costas de Asia Menor (Doc 2.). La influencia de este 
territorio en la cultura de la Antigua Grecia fue muy 
significativa. 

(3) Cubierta de montañas, la Hélade fue un lugar en 
donde la agricultura solo pudo practicarse de forma limitada, (4) lo que obligó a buscar 
nuevas tierras cultivables. Además, (5) la división natural del territorio propició la 
formación de ciudades independientes. 

En textos 
explicativos, se usa 
oraciones 
principales para 
guiar al lector. 
¿Qué observas de 
las oraciones 
negritas? ¿Cómo 
te ayudan entender 
la información? 
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Además de la enorme cantidad de islas del mar Egeo, (6) la necesidad de los griegos por 
colonizar nuevas tierras hizo de la pesca y el comercio marítimo una actividad 
fundamental de su cultura; y (7) las temperaturas moderadas del clima mediterráneo 
favorecieron la vida al aire libre y estimularon el desarrollo de actividades como el 
deporte, las artes, la política y la filosofía. 

La península itálica es una zona montañosa cuya “columna vertebral” son los Apeninos, 
una cordillera que la atraviesa de norte a sur, aunque con numerosos valles cuyo clima 
mediterráneo favoreció el cultivo de trigo, aceitunas y viñas, así como también el 
pastoreo. Estas actividades fueron determinantes para el surgimiento de la civilización 
romana. Productos como el aceite de oliva y el vino se transformaron en característicos 
de su civilización. 
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Appendix E: Fred Mediterranean Geography Handout 

La importancia de la geografía en el desarrollo de la Antigüedad clásica  

 La causa Las palabras o frases 

conectores 

El efecto 

1 Su condición de mar interior y el hecho de 

qué se conectan Asia, África y Europa 

lo convirtieron en un espacio ecúmene (poblado) por distintas culturas 

2    

3    

4    

5    

6    

7    

Discutan la siguiente pregunta en grupos pequeños:  

1. ¿Qué observan de cómo se construye oraciones de relación causa-efecto en este texto? (Piensen en la construcción de las frases.) 

¿Es difícil o fácil seguir el argumento de las frases? ¿Por qué?  

2. Hagan una lista de todos los verbos usados en el texto para conectar las relaciones causas-efectos. 
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Para resumir la información, completa la tabla:  

las características geográficas Su impacto en las civilizaciones romana y griega 
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Appendix F: Fred Greek Democracy 
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Appendix G: Fred American Revolution 

 

Fuente #1 - Estados Unidos 

Contexto:  

1. ¿Quién es el autor del documento? ¿Que grupo social representa?    

 

2. ¿Quién es la audiencia?  

 

Texto:  
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3. ¿Cuál es el propósito de este discurso?  

  

4. ¿Que significa la libertad, cómo el autor lo usa en el texto? ¿Por qué es 
importante la libertad?  

  

Enfoque en el idioma:  

5. ¿Pensando en el propósito del texto, por qué utiliza tanto la forma de nosotros 
(amos, emos, etc.)?  

 

6. ¿Que lenguaje usa el autor para convencer esta audiencia de su argumento?  
 
 

 
 
 

 


