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Abstract. Due to the ever-increasing expansion of English language integration into
content courses within higher educational institutions (HEIs), this study seeks to gain
insights into how domestic students, as well as content and language lecturers perceive
integrating English for Specific Academic Purposes (ESAP) in an academic/vocational
military university using Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL). We investigate
firstly on how mostly domestic, non-native English speaking students perceive learning
academic military content in an English Educational Environment (EEE), and secondly, how
content and ESAP lecturers perceive collaborating within CLIL at the Swedish Defense
University. Using a mixed-methods approach with data gathered from students and lecturers,
the results are useful for HEIs looking to increase their English integration. Our results
indicate that NNES students indeed learn content and language knowledge simultaneously
using CLIL because communicative ESAP tasks enable them to process, and increase content
knowledge. However, as this article will show, students prefer drastically different CLIL
methods for reasons that we argue can be traced to varying L2 proficiencies. Meanwhile,
lecturers had different expectations of, and perceived, interdisciplinary collaboration
differently. This study concludes by suggesting that CLIL step 3 is inherently flawed due to a
mismatch of implicit methods and explicit expectations of language proficiency, which
consequently complicate lecturer roles and interdisciplinary collaboration.
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1. INTRODUCTION

In a push for internationalization, Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) are incorporating
English into courses and programs at staggering rates (Wéchter and Maiworm 2014; Macaro,
Curle, Pun, An, Dearden 2018; Hurajova 2021). Offering English Educational Environments
(EEE) — programs in English or with English language support — is thought to work towards
the goals of internationalization to appeal to international students and faculty, and to prepare
domestic students to participate professionally in fields in which English is the Lingua Franca.
While these intentions are good, oftentimes the ways in which languages are incorporated into
programs are decided with little or no consultation from language-learning experts or content
lecturers (CLs), with negligible regard for the implications on language learning for students
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(Galloway and Rose 2021; Macaro et al. 2018), and with CLs potentially ill-prepared to teach
adequately in English (Hurajova 2021).

To meet internationalization aims, HEIs are increasingly trialing and implementing
Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) in which students should develop
content knowledge and language competence simultaneously (Arné-Macia and Mancho-
Barés 2015; Fajardo, Argudo, and Abad 2020; Mehisto, Marsh, and Frigols 2008); the
responsibility for student language and content learning is shared between language
lecturers (LLs) and CLs since pedagogical collaboration is expected. While CLIL is
similar to Content Based Language Teaching (CBLT), CLIL is a European approach to
teaching and learning that suits the internationalization and multilingual goals of European
countries (Eurydice 2006) as it places an equal emphasis on language and content learning
objectives (Halloway and Rose 2021). Moreover, CLIL is widely known to be an effective
and motivating method for learning language (Banegas 2018; Roy, Kudry, and Naya 2020;
Sylven 2017) since students use the target language (TL) to complete relevant, real-world
tasks and learn content simultaneously (Wozniak 2017; Gawlik-Kobylinska and Lowinska
2014; Mehisto et al. 2008). Universities may also mistakenly view CLIL as a financial
incentive like ‘getting two subjects for the price of one’.

Implementing CLIL is a challenging and complex process in part because institutions
are rapidly implementing EEEs in which structural policies for language integration are
inadequate (Aguilar 2017: 732). Additional complications occur as lecturers struggle to
negotiate their roles (Bonnet and Breidbach 2017) during collaboration between language
and content disciplines (Arnd-Macia and Mancho-Barés 2014; Wozniak 2017). Implementing
CLIL before teaching staff are adequately prepared with appropriate didactic preparation is
also common, yet problematic (Gawlik-Kobylinska and Lowinska 2014). Not to be forgotten
are the domestic students who may or may not care to have a substantial portion of their
education in EEE (Hurajova 2021). Learning from others’ experiences is both time and
cost effective, so reporting on the difficulties and possible solutions of CLIL implementation
can be beneficial for the wider research community. This paper focuses on internationalization
at home where a CLIL environment is created for a dominant group of domestic students
and a few international students who will work both domestically and internationally
within the military after graduation.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

Traditionally, HEIs have offered English for Specific Purposes (ESP) or English for
Academic Purposes (EAP) courses. However, without the specific connection to students’
specialization, student needs are not well met (Galloway and Ruegg 2020). Meanwhile,
tailoring English for Specific and Academic Purposes (ESAP) courses for discipline-specific
courses places significant demands and responsibilities on language specialists to know
relevant content outside their specialty area (Galloway and Rose 2021) even if they may have
“expertise in ESP teaching in particular domains” (Wozniak 2017, 248).

CLIL, like ESP, utilizes the discipline-specific English found in the content of non-
language disciplines and includes the teaching of professional practices or skills.
Differences between these approaches arise mostly in how CLs approach the role of
language within the content course. Within CLIL, CLs are said to approach language
learning differently (Aguilar 2017; Arné-Macia and Mancho-Barés 2015; Yang 2020) by
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including scaffolding, frequent questions, feedback, and discussion (Llianares and Morton
2017). During CLIL’s systematic collaboration, some research suggests CLS’ confidence in
using English increases, as does LLs’ confidence in teaching with discipline materials (Bruton
and Wozniak 2013). Importantly, their heightened confidence may stem from the added
support that both discipline experts gain from working collaboratively to prepare lectures and
materials to identify what tasks and content are most essential.

Moreover, CLIL is adaptable and accommodates a wide range of student needs within
HEIs (Aguilar 2015, 2017; Coyle et al. 2010; Greere and Rasanen 2008; Hurajova 2021;
Mehisto et al. 2008). While CLIL retains the focus of discipline-specific language learning
and skills typical for ESP, recently research shows that students and lecturers may require
ESAP lessons in EEEs to complement content lessons prepared with an explicit language-
learning focus (Galloway and Rose 2021). In this study, we have used a modified version of
Step 3 CLIL from Greere and Résénen’s (2008, 6) five-step CLIL classification in which
some cross-disciplinary collaboration among lecturers occurred and student officers received
additional ESAP lessons. Noteworthy for Step 3 CLIL is that language learning is expected to
occur incidentally. This is appropriate for our study since explicit proficiency requirements for
students do not exist in their program of study, yet language-learning aims do.

2.1. CLIL in HEIs

Arnd-Macia and Mancho-Barés (2015) research on lecturer and student views of CLIL
implementation showed both groups viewed the CLIL experience more positively than the
ESP option. CLIL was more favorable because of the focus on discipline-specific language
use in a more relaxed atmosphere with a focus on fluency rather than grammatical accuracy.
These aspects, settings, and expectations have been noted to be beneficial for language
learning in other language learning settings (Yakut and Bada 2021, 624; Stanojevi¢ Goci¢ and
Jankovic 2021, 608). Wozniak (2017) studied LL perceptions of their role as CLIL tutors for
CLs, and found that implementing CLIL required redoubled focus on methodological and
pedagogical approaches in content lessons. Consequently, CLs became aware of the role of
discipline-specific language — and how to address it in their teaching.

Traditionally, linguists have driven CLIL integration and research (Galloway and Rose
2021), and because of their disciplinary language expertise, they can positively influence the
integration of language and content courses in tertiary institutions (Taillefer 2013). Since,
“more input from content specialists” regarding CLIL experiences is desirable (Airey 2017,
301), and this study shares the experiences a joint CLIL implementation by both content and
language experts at a military university.

2.2. Background to CLIL Implementation

Within European military academies and universities, warfare disciplines are
naturally central; equally essential is the need to communicate beyond national borders
and typically in English. Officers are required to discern in groups and individually the
implications and responses to complex and multifaceted events, to disseminate orders
clearly and succinctly under time pressure, and to communicate continuously. Such
challenging tasks, which are both complex and abstract, require officers to have
intercultural awareness and communicative strategies (CSs) to ensure communicative
competence (CC) with diverse interlocutors as these tasks also typically include more
communicative breakdowns and difficulties due to the complexity of them (Paramasiwam
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2009). Moreover, research has shown that extensive exposure to a TL influences the
communicative strategies learners choose to gradually liken the TL communicative
strategies more so than L1 strategies (Yakut and Bada 2021, 622). Thus, exposure to the
TL will likely aid speakers in communicating with other speakers of English.

Additionally, “building a content-language competence is particularly important for
effective communication between military staff members from various academies”
(Gawlik-Kobylinska and Lowiniska 2014, 115). Within NATO, and NATO Partners for
Peace (PfP) countries, English proficiency for military purposes is essential. Military
students need to have a sufficient level of receptive English knowledge to read relevant
military literature related to their academic studies. Additionally, students need to
produce discipline-specific English for specific military purposes like during crises,
under threats of large-scale violence, or in academic settings. For these reasons, CLIL
appears to be an effective method for an academic military institution in which language-
learning objectives, including communicative competence and key technical language,
are as essential as content objectives, and they also have a symbiotic relationship.

Indeed, researchers at the Polish National Defense University (PDU) suggest that CLIL
could be effective in higher military education because the CLIL modality can be tailored to
the needs of specific groups of learners (Gawlik-Kobylinska and Lowinska 2014, 114-15).
Researchers suggest CLIL could ameliorate the transition for domestic military students of
acquiring discipline studies from a native to a foreign language (L2). Furthermore, they argue
that learning in an L2 enhances students’ abilities to view content from differing perspectives
which is clearly beneficial for cross-cultural interaction and interoperability. Gawlik-
Kobylinska and Lowinska therefore suggests that “since in military areas a specific language
must be used in different contexts and circumstances, the CLIL approach is a viable tool for
the maximization of teaching effects” (2014, 115). As research certifying the applicability of
CLIL in academic military settings is outstanding, this paper intends to shed light on lecturer
and students views of a CLIL trial in a highly specialized military/vocational and academic
setting similar to the PDU so that HEIs with specialized academic and vocational student
groups can gain insight in how content and language can be implemented successfully.

Although CLIL appears to be effective in academic and vocational settings, and
appropriate for the purposes of tertiary military education, challenges remain for its
implementation. Initially, CLs may perceive their own English abilities as insufficient
(Aguilar 2017), or that content must be simplified for student comprehension (Arnd-Macia
and Mancho-Barés 2015). Yet, other research suggests that students and lecturers appear to
adjust to each other’s L2 language proficiency (Nikula 2010; Smit 2010). These trepidations
certainly deserve consideration prior to implementation of any CLIL program.

Challenges in CLIL integration could also stem from a distrust between disciplines
e.g. LLs perceiving themselves to be in a “butler stance” — subordinate to the CLs —
rather than filling a role of their own (Raimes 1991). Conversely, if LLs assume a
leadership or expert role in the collaborative processes, they may appear too dominant or
to undermine the expertise of the discipline experts (Jacobs 2007; Weinberg and Symon
2017). Since the CL in this study are military officers and accustomed to hierarchical
settings, these challenges are particularly relevant and could impede CLIL integration.

The specific socio-lingual contexts in which CLIL interventions are embedded can be
another hurdle. For this study, CLIL implementation requires unique solutions because of
the need to comply with Swedish law (HSV 2008) on parallel language use (PLU) — the
concurrent use of several languages within one or more discipline without one language
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“abolish[ing] or replac[ing] the other” (MR-U 2006, 93). In practice, students must
understand and communicate course content in English and Swedish and therefore meet
high standards in both languages. Notwithstanding, PLU allows for flexibility with
course design, course literature, and language integration.

2.3. Aims and research questions

Given the challenges highlighted in research on implementing a CLIL-approach, more
research is needed on trial designs of CLIL approaches in HE that reflect the lived experiences
of CLIL (Nikula 2017, 311). This pilot study examines the perceptions of students and
lecturers involved in implementing CLIL in higher military education at a Swedish university,
subject to PLU requirements. Specifically, we aim to address the following research
questions:

1. How did the military officers experience practicing their oral and written English skills

as they developed their content knowledge during the CLIL implementation?

2. How did CLs and LLs experience their roles during the teaching and planning

process, and how do they view future integration?

3 INSTITUTIONAL CONTEXT AND DESIGN OF THE STUDY

This section presents the institutional context and design of the study, examining the
implementation of CLIL within the master’s program for career officers at the Swedish
Defence University (SEDU). The program aims to increase the students’ professional and
academic English proficiency required for their studies and service in the Swedish Armed
Forces (SWAF), while preparing some students to continue their studies at English-medium
military universities. Their professional requirements entail the need to communicate clearly
and accurately under time pressure and threats of large-scale violence or life-threatening
conditions.

Miscommunication or misunderstandings can be lethal. Because the language of military
command typically is English, the pressure increases for officers to be able to lead and exploit
forces during joint operations in both national and international settings. Interoperability with
other nations’ militaries demands CC and cross-cultural understanding in addition to being
expert military officers. However, while not all officers have the English proficiency to work
internationally, they still have the opportunity to complete the program and to advance in their
careers domestically, so preventing someone from graduating because of sub-par English
skills for domestic work is controversial. Instead, the aim for language teaching is to aid them
in their language learning and use of strategies to overcome communicative difficulties.

This study implemented CLIL in a military theory course in which 86 percent of 1,400
pages of academic texts was English-medium. Students used English productively in one
formal written response and one seminar (henceforth the CLIL-seminar). The remaining
written responses, seminars, and course literature were in Swedish to fulfill PLU
requirements. The course is student-centered and the ESAP lessons include communicative
activities that focus on vocabulary acquisition and instruction of language learning strategies
to improve their language and is conducive for these autonomous learners (Stanojevi¢ Gocic
and Jankovi¢ 2021, 608). During the course, LLs were allocated weekly 90-minute lessons to
address key terminology, concepts, and communicative techniques. In some lessons, students
summarized course literature and discussed seminar questions. However, LLs tailored lessons
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to their specific student needs rather than a prescribed syllabus. Consequently, less proficient
student groups focused on making sense of the literature, while more proficient student groups
advanced to discussing and applying the theories to their future needs. See Table 1 below for a
detailed overview of the course.

Table 1 Overview of the CLIL-implementation

Theme|Receptive/Productive Element Language
A Content Lectures 2 Swedish
1 English
Language Lesson 1 English
Written assignments before Seminars 1-3 3 Swedish
Seminars 1-3 3 Swedish
B Content Lectures 3 Swedish
Language Lesson 1 English
Written assignments preparing students for 2 Swedish
Seminars 4-6 1 English (CLIL-seminar)
Seminars 4-6 2 Swedish
1 English (CLIL-seminar)
Lectures 2 Swedish
Language Lessons 2 English
Written assignments to prepare for Seminars |Swedish
7-8
Seminars 7-8 Swedish

The CLIL approach chosen by the course director aimed to improve students’ English
proficiency and professional readiness. Students attended weekly ESAP language lessons,
which utilized content materials in tasks, and attended content lectures that were
predominantly in Swedish. Ahead of the English-medium seminar (henceforth the CLIL-
seminar), one LL paired with one military professional lecturer and/or one military
historian. Each pair/group determined the extent of collegiate collaboration. The CL led the
CLIL-seminar while the LL evaluated language use and assisted if linguistic breakdowns
occurred. For the written assignment due ahead of this seminar, LLs evaluated the language
use while CLs assessed the content of each student’s submission. LLs evaluated the use of
correct lexis rather than grammatical accuracy relevant for communicative competence as
SLA research shows incorrect lexical use causes miscommunication more frequently than
grammatical inaccuracy (Politzer, 1972 as cited in Levenston 1979, 147) and because the
course does not include English language production requirements.

It should be noted that the course documents specify requirements for “correct” Swedish
language (SEDU, 2020a: 9), but fail to outline explicit English language requirements,
requirements for English proficiency, or correct use of English terminology. Instead, students
should achieve English language proficiency through language lessons aiming to:

a) Increase the student’s ability to independently gather and process written and oral

information in English.

b) Develop and consolidate the student’s ability to present and support their own ideas in

writing and in spoken English at a level equivalent to the requirements for command
positions within the SWAF and for international deployments.



Implementing CLIL in a Military Higher Education Institution 223

C) Develop and consolidate the student’s ability to argue, discuss, and reason
hypothetically about relevant topics for the officer’s profession at all command
levels and in an academic context (SEDU 2018, 5).
Accordingly, accurate English terminology and communicative competence were primary
foci while grammatical correctness was secondary.

4. RESEARCH METHODS

Through a mixed-methods approach, this study seeks to gain insights into CLs’ and
LLs’ perceptions of their experience. It reports on quantitative and qualitative data that
research has called for (Nikula 2017) collected during one academic semester (Fall 2020),
including discrete and free response questions from three sources: students, content, and
LLs. Of the 172 students enrolled in the course, four were exchange students with L1s
other than Swedish. Of the twelve war studies or military history CLs, eleven spoke
Scandinavian L1s and one had English as their L1. All LLs spoke a variety of English as
their L1 and instruct graduate and undergraduate military students in ESAP courses.

The officers’ questionnaires aimed to uncover the perceptions of officers and lecturers
regarding the CLIL implementation. Immediately after the course ended, we sent
questionnaire links to CLs and LLs respectively. Officers received their link via their
virtual learning platform and a blanket email requesting their participation. We chose
online questionnaires mainly for ethical reasons based on the university’s work-at-home
policy during COVID-19, and viewed interviews with the participants as potentially
problematic as the authors were lecturers of the course. We considered that longer
interviews or mainly free responses could affect the response rate, given officers’ strenuous
course load and examination schedule. For these reasons, we invited participants to respond
anonymously to the questionnaires. The limitations following from the study’s narrow focus
and lack of in-depth interviews prevent drawing conclusions with larger implications.

The first part of the questionnaires included questions in which participants responded on
a four-point Likert scale with a commentary section following each question. Participants
could respond in either English or Swedish. We translated Swedish responses to English and
included an additional open-response question in each questionnaire to detect themes and to
elicit more qualitative feedback. Participants could reply as extensively as they wished in
commentaries after each question and in free-response questions.

The officer questionnaire focused on officer perceptions of the literature and tasks in
English in this CLIL course and their English lessons. The CLs questionnaire included
questions regarding their own and their officers’ abilities to communicate effectively in
the CLIL-seminar. We asked LLs about the language teaching and collaboration with
CLs ahead of the CLIL-seminar. Lastly, all questionnaires asked for participants’ views
on future CLIL implementation.

We collected the questionnaire data from officers’ (n = 63), CLs’ (n =12), and LLs’ (n
= 9) responses, and used descriptive statistics to identify trends. Statistical analysis
procedures were deemed unnecessary, as participants’ perceptions and opinions could be
seen using distributive statistics. The open-ended responses were coded and are presented
thematically.
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5. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

This section, divided into two parts, presents and discusses the officers’ learning
experiences and the planning and teaching experiences of CLs and LLs. As will be shown, our
findings underscore the problem of managing officers’ divergent expectations and preferences
during CLIL implementation, and the issues surrounding the collaborative process involving
CLsand LLs.

5.1. Officers’ learning experiences: A mixed picture

This section presents officer perceptions of the receptive and productive aspects of the
CLIL intervention, highlighting the disparate views of learning and discussing academic
content in L2 English, and their preferences for future CLIL implementation.

5.1.1. Receptive elements within the CLIL intervention

A majority of officers, 67 percent, viewed the English-medium literature favorably as
an aid to later production of course content. One-third considered it aided them very little,
while eight percent perceived no aid at all. A common theme among the responses
indicates students found the English-medium literature beneficial for exposure to central
terminology, including:

(1) “Much of the terminology used in the seminar are [sic] defined and described in

the literature, therefore I think it was helpful”;
Others noted the benefits to proficiency:

(2) “Definitely helped to read a lot of English literature during the course, helps me

get into the mindset of speaking english [sic]”;

(3) “I also found listening to the literature as an audio-recording helped me a lot to

get prepared for the seminar in English”;
Accordingly, most officers viewed the inclusion of a majority of English-medium course
literature positively because it aided their preparation for production. Relatedly,
qualitative data suggests some students would have preferred more receptive English-
medium content lectures to reinforce their language learning from the literature:

(4) “[Acquiring terminology from the literature] would [have made an] even greater

impact if the lecture as well was performed in English [sic].
These findings coincide with other research that notes that extensive exposure to the TL
materials seems to improve L2 productive skills for CC purposes (Yakut and Bada 2021).
Thus, officers generally perceived the receptive elements of the CLIL intervention were
beneficial for their learning, and some desired more English-medium lectures. However,
officer opinions differed broadly regarding productive elements of the course, as
presented below.

5.1.2. Productive elements within the CLIL intervention

Roughly 73 percent of officers viewed the English-medium written assignment in
preparation for the CLIL-seminar as beneficial with only one-fourth responding “very
little” or “not at all”. See Figure 1.
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4 Number of
30| Responses 28

Not at all Very Little To Some To a Great
Extent Extent

Fig. 1 Officer responses on the extent to which the written assignment
helped them ahead of the CLIL-seminar.

Comments spanned from positive (5) to neutral (6) to negative (7) and (8):

(5) it helped “facilitate my thoughts and arguments, since the seminar was in English”;

(6) “no distinction from the [writing assignments ahead of] seminars in Swedish”;

(7) that “to write and speak in English felt hampering”;

(8) “[t]here was far too much focus on writing grammatically correct rather than [on]

content”.

Comments (5) and (6) indicate some found the writing assignment beneficial for processing
content, and writing in English was not negative. Meanwhile, comment (7) can be expected in
an SLA environment, as students notice gaps in their productive knowledge and are pushed to
produce comprehensible output (Swain 1995). Comment (8) reflects one officer’s uncertainty
about language proficiency goals.! As coming sections will show, the lack of explicit
language learning criteria and/or the language aims that were not clearly disseminated to
officers explain why they held such differing views of how CLIL should be implemented.
Still, most officers perceived benefits from engaging with the written assignment in English.

Thereafter, we asked officers to estimate how effectively they could participate in the
English-medium CLIL-seminar (see Figure 2 below), and then how much the seminar
contributed to their understanding of course content. An overwhelming majority, 73 percent,

+ Number of
30| Responses

25

25
21
20
15 15
10
Level of
5 5 Effective
Participation
] .

Notatall  Very Little ToSome  To a Great
Extent Extent

Fig. 2 Officer responses on how well they perceived they were able to participate
effectively in the CLIL-seminar.

! The course description outlined no specific language learning goals.
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viewed they were able to participate effectively in English during the seminar, as
compared to 27 percent who responded “very little” or “not at all”. It is noteworthy that
the same percentage of officers who felt they could participate in the seminar effectively
also viewed that the written assignment aided their learning. Therefore, other HEIs should
consider including written assignments ahead of spoken seminars to aid students in noticing
their gaps of linguistic knowledge (Schmidt, 1990) which will consequently aid students in oral
production. Awareness-raising and increased perception of successful production are likely to
increase their motivation (Stanojevic¢ Goci¢ and Jankovi¢ 2021, 608).

Albeit overwhelming perceptions of effective participation, only 37 percent perceived
the CLIL-seminar aided their understanding of the course content to some or a large
extent. Meanwhile, 63 percent perceived it aided them “very little” or “not at all”. The
most prevalent theme within the qualitative data indicates officers felt constrained when
discussing content topics in English. Comments included:

(9) “When it is a high tempo in the debate, I"'m not that fast to form my thoughts in

english [sic]. This can experience [sic] inhibiting”;

(10) “When I'm not using english [sic] as everyday language it becomes an extra step
to overcome to obtain knowledge. Not in a negative way, it just takes longer
time to [com]prehand [sic] the literature”;

Comments similar to (9) and (10) are expected during a learning process, and frustrated
students may not necessarily interpret this feeling as “negative” but as a means to an end
(see comment 10).

A secondary theme that became evident from the results indicated that the language
proficiency of some officers or lecturers impeded their content discussions or caused
misunderstandings. Comments include:

(11) “Speaking english [sic] in a seminar is challenging and misinterpretations among

students/teachers were common”;

(12) “I gain a deeper understanding by listening, discussing, and arguing with my
group-comrades [in Swedish. Conducting the seminar in English] “hampered us
all — including the seminar leader”;

(13) “Some students avoid participating. Those that do participate “have difficulties
formulating more thorough discussion contributions, which contributes to a
shallow understanding of the subject”;

(14) “T am skeptical to a seminar in English. Interesting ideas and thoughts are
missed, and too much focus is placed on speaking grammatically correctly or not
at all”;

Comments (11) and (12) reference breakdowns in communication due to participants’
lack of proficiency which research indicates is one reason some lecturers are skeptical to
participating in CLIL-seminars (see e.g. Aguilar 2017; Arné-Macia and Mancho-Barés
2015). Relatedly, comments (13) and (14) note that some perceived their insufficient
language proficiency prevented full comprehension of course content, another point
repeated in research (Galloway and Rose 2021). Idealy miscommunication would not
occur, yet overcoming miscommunication and practicing CC strategies is especially
useful for officers and is actually also inherently part of increasing linguistic proficiency,
a program aim. A key to successful implementation may be to raise officers’ awareness
to this so they perceive it as practice rather than failure. Lastly, comment (14) relates to
comment (8) and reinforces the idea that language, proficiency, and content objectives of
the CLIL intervention were insufficiently disseminated to students.
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The remaining qualitative data from officers’ perceptions of the CLIL-seminar show
completely divergent opinions. Some officers responded that the seminar maintained the
same/similar level of discussion quality as in Swedish and that language was essentially
unproblematic:

(15) “no distinction from a Swedish seminar”:

(16) ““[c]onducting the seminar in English did not hamper me in any way in

understanding”;
While others noted:

(17) The CLIL-seminar “was helpful for language [proficiency], but not for [gaining]
deeper understanding of content”;

(18) “Separate the content and language by discussing the content first and then
focusing on the language. It would have been better to have the examining
warfare and flexibility seminar in Swedish and have the seminar as well in the
following English class to be able to focus on the language”;

Comments (15) and (16) indicate that some officers perceived they could participate fully
in the CLIL-seminar and gain content knowledge, perhaps due partially to their own and
their groups’ collective language proficiency, something noted in other research (Sylvén,
2017). These officers were thus able to utilize the synergy that CLIL offers — learning
language and content simultaneously. Others did not perceive the same synergy
(comments 17 and 18). Comment (18) indicates difficulties in combining content and
language learning in that some need to understand the content first before being able to focus
on the language. This disparity could likely be caused by variations in officers’ English
proficiency before starting the program as they perceive an extra hurdle of first
comprehending and synthesizing the English-medium material before processing the content
well enough to discuss it in English in an academic EEE. Comments 9 and 10 further
strengthen this argument. These opposing and often diverging views are underscored in the
following sections, in which officer preferences for future CLIL iterations are presented.
Before that, officer perceptions of the ESAP lessons are presented.

Regarding the ESAP lessons, Figure 3 (below) illustrates student responses were
split nearly evenly, with a slight majority that viewed ESAP lessons aided their ability to
understand content. The split perceptions could be due to the officers’ different needs
within ESAP groups. Groups who were potentially more able to manage the heavy
reading load in English might have had their ESAP lessons focus on improving other
areas of English (e.g. fluency, or academic vocabulary), whereas those who struggled
with the reading might have needed more support with — and therefore the ESAP lesson
focused on — understanding the literature (see comment 19 below). Consequently,
officers whose ESAP lessons were less focused on processing content, but perhaps more
on reading comprehension or other fluency activities might have responded negatively to
this question. Correspondingly, commentary for this question shows disparity and
underscores the benefits of ESAP lessons. While some officers struggled to keep up (19),
the dominant theme highlighted officer satisfaction with ESAP activities that aimed to
synthesize the content material by having them summarize and discuss [Swedish]
seminar questions in English (comments 20 to 22):

(19) “the heavy reading task™ left “little time for text-analyzes [sic]” and to “do the
actual reading”. This student opted for “finding some information” to present in
the English classes;
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(20) “[T]here is great potential for us to use the English lessons to discuss the
seminar questions. This worked well in my language study group”;

(21) “[w]hen I prepared my summar[ies], I also had to understand my topic in order
to describe it for my colleagues”;

(22) “it is really good to have English class every week, to get the language ongoing.
Also to support all the reading in English literature”.

2 Number of
30| Responses 27

25

23
20
15
10 8
5 Level
| | of Aid

Notatall  Verylittle ToSome  ToaGreat
Extent Extent

w

Fig 3. Officer responses on the extent to which the ESAP lessons aided in their
processing and understanding of course content.

Generally, officers viewed the ESAP lessons were beneficial for their language
learning, but less so for processing course content. These results further indicate that
ESAP lessons should remain flexible and include scaffolding to aid learner reception and
production of key terminology, technical terms, and communicative strategies for some,
and tasks to further understanding and develop fluency for those who can independently
process the literature. Given these different needs and expectations, officers’ opinions for
future CLIL integration differed.

5.1.3. Future CLIL integration: Mixed preferences

This section address officers’ preferences for future CLIL integration and summarizes
their view of the CLIL implementation. Regarding how content and language could be
integrated going forward, nearly the same percentage of comments cover: i) no
integration or EMI; ii) separate ESP and content lessons; or iii) fully-dual CLIL (section
2). As noted in other PLU settings (Sylvén, 2019), students with EMI preferences find the
combination of languages confusing, and therefore suggest an English-medium only
course instead. Conversely, comment (23) below suggests the English-language elements
were more burdensome than beneficial, which indicates a preference for the removal of
English-medium course elements.

(23) “The output of writing reports and having seminars in english [sic] will not have
the long term effect that | think you are hoping for. The cost is far greater than
the profit in this case”;

The “cost” mentioned in comment 23 was another theme found throughout the questionnaire
responses and qualitative data related to the amount of coursework in the limited timeframe.
This is illustrated in comment (19) above and the following:
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(24) “The course was overloaded with things to do in the stipulated time. To reach a
deeper understanding one should have more time to do text-studies and
discussions about content before the actual seminar”;

Managing the course was challenging enough for some prior to adding what they
perceived as the extra burden of learning content in an L2. This potentially led them to
prefer removing English, sentiments reflected in other EEE settings (Hurajova, 2021).
Yet, an equal number of other officers disagreed, expressing comments like:

(25) “Please remove english [sic] as a subject from the schedule and integrate in the
common classes”

In sum, the number of offiercers who thought a complete integration of content and
language without specific ESAP lessons was equal to the number who preferred a
monolingual course. Finally, one-third felt that some language training is good and that
the current implementation was acceptable.

In sum, a majority of officers considered the amount of English-medium receptive
activities to be satisfactory or increasable (comments 2 and 3). Tasks for language
production were seen as beneficial for language learning, but less so for content learning
(Figure 2 and comment 17). The ESAP lessons were most valuable to those who could
independently manage the literature, as they utilized them to improve fluency and to
synthesize content and language (comments 21 and 22). However, some officers were unable
to make use of these lessons, likely due to their sub-optimal reading skills and/or receptive
language proficiency (comment 19). Comments 8 and 14 also indicate that SEDU
ambiguously disseminated language aims and proficiency requirements, which likely created
confusion about the officers’ expectations of their own language production, and what the
ESAP lessons should provide. Finally, the officer’s program includes language aims, without
specific requirements, yet officers know they will need to produce specific terminology in
their profession. This discrepancy may be the source of confusion and frustration. Thus,
CLIL step 3 illogically pairs implicit language learning aims with explicit content aims that
require adequate proficiency and explicit technical language. Explicit language production in
an L2 requires explicit language learning methods (e.g. Hulstijn, 2005).

5.2. Lecturers’ experiences: a mixed picture

This section presents language and content lecturer perceptions of CLIL. Two key
themes emerge: i) LLs and CLs were not equally satisfied with the current collaboration;
and ii) lecturers were unclear about their CLIL responsibilities and how collaboration
should occur.

5.2.1 Collaboration

The amount of collaboration between LLs and CLs regarding key terminology and
concepts was limited — only two language teachers engaged in collaboration ahead of the
CLIL-seminar. Multiple reasons explain the limited interdisciplinary collaboration. First,
the course director served as an interface with a contact person in the language section,
jointly coordinating the use of literature in the English classes and preparing the seminar.
This may have sent a signal to some lecturers to ‘hold rank’ and deflect to the
coordinators, rather than taking initiative for further collaboration themselves. Another
reason is that eleven out of twelve CLs perceived themselves qualified to lead the CLIL-
seminar. Their perceived confidence combined with a military attitude to “make do” even
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during difficult situations might have influenced their approaches. Clearly, the message
to collaborate across disciplines was unclear.

Additionally, CLs and LLs perceived the seminar and the collaboration within it
differently. CLs were positive about their experiences and satisfied with the current
collaboration, as noted in comments 26-28.

(26) ““Great to integrate more language teacher [sic] and skills into the seminars”;

(27) “[The CLIL-seminar] was a challenge, but also very useful for the students to
discuss in English - with each other and me, but also with the English teacher
who took an active part in these discussions”;

(28) “I think the one seminar we had, was good. Doesn't need to be too complex.
Just let them talk more English in class. I think the whole point is to make their
English come more casually, and more exposure to english [sic] will contribute
greatly to this. Keep it up!”

Yet, comment 28 calls into question how invested some CLs were in the collaboration.
Simply speaking more English does not necessarily fulfill even incidental learning, expected
in step 3 CLIL. However, CLS’ positive responses could also indicate that they appreciated the
professional development opportunity while working towards the goals of internationalization
of the university and the Swedish Armed Forces. Still, comment 30 insinuates that this CL
failed to understand fully what ESAP lecturers do and could explain why some LLs were less
satisfied than CLs with the collaboration as seen in the comments below:

(29) “Time was running low, and with only a one minute left, [the seminar leader]
asked if |1 had any comments about language. | felt like | was an afterthought
rather than a teacher”;

(30) “I would prefer to feel like I’'m on equal footing with the content teachers
through team teaching”;

Comments 29 and 30 are prevalent among LLs in other studies as well (Airey 2016;
Jacobs 2007; Raimes 1991; Taillefer 2013; Wozniak 2017). Although LLs were positive
to the CLIL-seminar, nearly 70 percent would have preferred “more integration with the
CLs ahead of [the CLIL-seminar]” (emphasis added). Meanwhile, three LLS responded
they did not prefer having more collaboration with CLs. One possible reason for this is
that they perceived themselves as, and preferred, to remain in the role of an LL.

As in other CLIL studies, LLs could have contributed by aiding the CLs ahead of the
seminar (Hurajova 2021; Wozniak 2017), or by taking a more active role during the
seminar (Arn6-Macia and Mancho-Barés 2015). Such measures are systematically found
in more explicit CLIL implementations like steps 4 or 5 (Greere and R&snénen 2008) in
which collaboration between discipline lecturers is explicit and extensive. However, this
study implemented CLIL in a program that lacks language proficiency requirements and
systematic collaboration. Consequently, proficiency expectations and expectations on
how interdisciplinary collaboration could occur likely differed between CLs and LLs.
Collegial distrust and feeling their expertise is undermined could have indeed impaired
collaboration (Jacobs 2007; Weinberg and Symon 2017). The inherent ambiguity of
implementing CLIL under these circumstances makes role expectations and performance
requirements unclear for officers and lecturers. Interdisciplinary collaboration falters as
each group of lecturers strives to meet expected aims, but their expectations misalign.
Collaboration becomes uneven, insufficient, or non-existent, potentially resulting in sub-
optimal learning experiences for the students.



Implementing CLIL in a Military Higher Education Institution 231

5.2.2. Future iterations

The lecturers also weighed in on how to develop the CLIL approach further for
forthcoming iterations. Nine out of ten responded positively to including at least one CLIL-
seminar in future courses, of these three-fourths responded “to a great extent”. Only one
lecturer from each discipline responded “very little”. CLs considered no future change was
necessary (comment 28, above), and, no CL responded that they needed additional support to
conduct future CLIL-seminars, which calls into question how invested they were in the
collaboration. In contrast, LLs requested additional elements to facilitate further integration,
including CL training and extra time allocation:

(31) “[m]ore time [is needed] for collaboration with content teachers and an openness
that both content and language teachers have something to contribute to the way
content and language can be delivered for optimal effect”.

Regarding how future integration could develop, LLs were divided about whether or not
fully integrated CLIL, rather than a single seminar, was appropriate or desirable (see
Figure 4 below). One reason against full integration was PLU. Yet, full integration does
not preclude the use of Swedish. LLs clearly favored greater integration. However, the
clear division within the group signals again the need for clearly disseminating the
integration aims, the extent of collaboration, and lecturers’ roles; in essence more
systemic structural support (Gawlik-Kobylinska and Lewinska 2014; Hurajova 2021).
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Fig. 4 LL responses to their support for step 5 CLIL integration

6. CONCLUSION

This study aimed to identify advantages and disadvantages from implementing CLIL
step 3 by examining how military officers viewed developing their English skills in
tandem with progression in their content knowledge, and how lecturers viewed the
interdisciplinary collaboration. Results show that officers felt extensive English-medium
receptive material aided their production of English terminology and proficiency, and
relatedly, that ESAP lessons enabled them to be able to process the hefty amount of
English-medium content literature through interaction during the ESAP lessons. This
indicates that HEIs intending to implement CLIL should augment it with specific and
flexible ESAP ‘supportive processing lessons’ in which students address content in the
TL outside of content lessons. This study also shows that producing structured, TL
written output before spoken output helped the officers to participate more effectively in
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meaning-making and processing of content. Thus, the symbiotic relationship of CLIL
was successful in this vocational/academic EEE.

One significant outcome of this study is that, while integrating step 3 CLIL (Greere and
Rasanen, 2008) may seem enticing to HEIs looking for a less controversial inclusion of
English in EEE, step 3 CLIL misses the mark by not achieving true integration. Specifically,
the incidental language learning methods of CLIL step 3 are misaligned with the explicit
productive expectations of specific terminology and vocabulary needed to achieve the
expected content aims. Ambiguous and incidental language learning aims only create
confusion for learners regarding expectations of their (intended) performance, as they attempt
to align their efforts to elusive objectives. Ambiguous aims also create confusion for LLs’
regarding their role and responsibilities in collaboration. Instead, a clear delineation and
separation of the content and language aims would improve the learning effect for both
content and language. It is important to that a structured approach to CL and LL collaboration
should include clear specifications of integrational and general aims to make similar
interdisciplinary collaborations more productive and transparent to learners.

Results from this study indicate future research could consider the role that learner
proficiency plays in integration, and whether the repetition of certain tasks in the L2 may
allow less proficient students to maintain motivation and gain confidence as they are
allowed to focus on specific-language in authentic contexts.
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APPENDIX A
STUDENT RESPONSES

Evaluation of Content and Language Integration in 2H0040 HOP
Warfare and Flexibility
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St3ler mig skeptisk till att ha ett seminarium pa engelska. Missar intressanta tankar och idéer 3 alffir stort fokus I3ggs pa aft
prata ratt eller inte alls.

Speaking english in a seminar s challenging and misinterpretation among studentsfieachers were commaon.

[ inte engelska 3r mitt uvudsprak, s3 hammas jag att kunna delta aktivt | seminariet.

Mo distinction from the seminars in swedish.

It was more difficult to have spontanecus discussions in the topic.

But that is the same as in Swedish, fo write and speak in English felt hampering.

When it is a high tempo in the debate, I'm not that fast te form my thoughts in english. This can experience inhibiting.
It wordd have been better to have the examining warfare and Sexibility seminar in Swedish and have the seminar

as well in the following English class to be able to focus on the language
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5] To what extent do you percelve you were able to gain a desper understanding (eenss-making) of the relevant course contant
becauss of the seminar conductsd In English?

I (1} (1) Mot at all; 17 27.0%
I (2) {2} Very Little; 23 365% »
W (3} {3) To Some Extent; 18 236% -
[ (41 {4} To a Great Extent. 5 T59% =

Medeivards 217 ¥

Median 2 u

Standardawikelse 0,83 5

i 2 E] 3

Comments @5

Conducting the seminar in English did not hamper me in any way in understanding.
Avmaﬂmdela;aeuﬂmke(dd‘hﬂd&ﬂa.&!suﬂymzngmdﬁMEQQUmlmget\ﬂkH
bidrar til en ytigare forstaslse inom Smnet.

Mo distinction from the serminars in swedish. ﬂncwrsewasumﬂuﬂdedmﬁﬂ'l‘lgsmdnnﬁesnpuudtme

To reach a desper understanding one should have more time o do text-studies and discussions about content before
the achal seminar

The seminar in English was helpful for the language. but not for the deeper understanding.

When |"'m not using english as everyday language it becomes an exira step to ovenzome 1o obtain knowledge.

Mot in 3 negative way, it just Bkes longer time to apprehand the Fterature.

| gain a deeper understanding in listening, discussing and arguing with my group-comrades ! English, | think, hampered us
all- inciuding the seminar leader. Which in fact made that particular seminar the least lsaming and developing of them all
when it comes to war-science.

[Fres reaponss) In which waye could the courss better faciitate preparation for seminar 28 conducted in Englian?

{ﬂ.i}ﬁaﬁnarZB.jugasdﬂleMErsunhas.nIiﬁmdnwsﬂybymeﬁmeﬁ?m and not by the fact that it was conducted in
Engiish
{ﬂ2:|nm3rap1mnﬂ1&Ergjdﬂamsavadmdsﬂsemeag-mdpurpmennmmgﬂemnmusemrbmtﬁsrscﬁﬂt
that the group | belong to focuses on processing the seminar questions in every weeks lesson, which is good preparation.

{8.3) | found listening te some of the literature as audio helped me a bot to get prepared for the seminar in english. BUT this is onb
a part of it and missing in the cowrse hence | wanted to ket you know about it. The parts already incuded like reading the litteratme
i English and the preparation in the English class before the seminar are more important on the whole. So my suggestion would
bemdsohd:deﬂnadbﬂhhlinhsimdyplwidedinﬂ'emurse

{ﬂ4:|:latal:|aaﬂhasp|ﬂ'hmm spiﬁ.‘bmrﬂenskenardetaspmtummmlrulamatmrdetadetmm
till3ggas att fven om elevemna haﬁbeHﬁmkxiﬂELSasﬂlerdetmkmpamn Totalen att halla eft
seminanie pa ‘engelska, under kurstid, 3r ingen god Idsning. DiEremot ar det bra att halla muntiga framstaliningar och seminarie pa
engelska sprakiektionema.

{8.5) Please remowe english as a subject from the schedule and integrate in the common dasses.

(8.6) The main questicn is how english could better be integrated in Krig och Flex. One seminar in english deesn’t change the big
picture. Most of the material on the course is in english. Perhaps the whole course should be in english. Or in swedsh. A
combination is confusing.

(8.7} Dock gaw seminariet p3 engelska mer an jag hade hoppats pa, men i farhallande till att driva det pa svenska s3 3
kunskapstappet for stort o att det 3r van det.

{8.8) | do not see the point of having a seminar in english at all, I'm afraid. On the contrary. | think it inhibts ws from participating in
mesemna'lnﬂnuﬂywesrmddmdihatndsomlbisusﬁmuhhmﬁ:tmm ng goals of the course The of writi
reports and hawving seminars in english will not have the long term effect IMwua'ehapmf\:rThemst greater
the profit in this case. Probably not the answer you wanted, but this is how | see it

{8.2) A native english speaking person condudting the lecture. More time or less literature. Pre-discussions before the seminar.
{8107 First of all - it is really good to hawe English class every week. to get the language ongoing. Also to support all the reading ir
English literature. To anwer the gquestion - | can not come up to something that could be better.

{8.11} If English are o be divided into every course, i think this weas a good examped of how to do it

{812} One way could be to discuss the seminar questions on the lesson{s) pror to the english seminar.

{813} It is good training to speak English on a seminar, but | do not think that you should mix an exam semnar 03 Majer course
with English language training.

See comment on question 4

In all it's good to intergreat the english in the course, but it come whit a cost.

The seminar comes refatively early in the course. Maybe integrate the English in a later seminar.

It was all good.
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APPENDIX B:
LANGUAGE LECTURERS’ RESPONSES

Language Teachers Survey for Warfare and Flexibility Fall 2020

Antal erhaling enkitzvar 9

1. To what axtent were you able to teach andlor discuss with students ahead of the seminar central terminology, concepts, and
communicative technigues relevant for a seminar conducted in English?

I (1)1} Mot at all o [

O (2)(2) ey lile, 1 11,1% ;
M (3)(2) To same.expent, 7 7T8%

[E [4) (4} Te 2 gragt extent, 1 11,1%

R B e ma

2 To what extent did you collaborate with content teachers during the Warfare and Flexibility course to facilitate student
learning of central terminology and concepts in English?

[ (1)1} Notatal 3 333%

I (2)(2) ey lifle. 4 44.4% ¥
M (2)(2) Te same.sxtaat, 2 222% 4
[ (4 {4 To 2 gusat sxieat, 0 0%

3. To what axtent were you as a language teacher used by the content teachers to aid in their parsonal language preparation
ahead of the seminar conducted in English?

I (1) (1) Mot at sl & 5T
I (2)2) Viery lide, 3 237% )
B (2)(2) To same axtent, o0
O (4)(4) To 2 et sxient, 0 0%

. m o B e
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4. To what extent are you positive to the inclusion of one seminar conducted in English in future courses?

[ (1) (1) Mot at sl 0 0%
[ (212} Varg lifle. 1 111%
W (2)12} To spmeextant, o %
[ (4} 14} To a gusad extent, & B83%

T LT

3. To what extent would you prefer having more language and content integration with the content teachers ahead of the
saminar in English?

[ (1) (1) Mot at sl 0 0%
I (20 12) eny lifle. 3 333% P
W (2)12} To spmeextant, 3 333%

3

O ()4 To a gueadt expent, E3%

6. To what extent do you perceive a "fully dual” Content and Language Integrated Leamning (CLIL) approach that integrates
language and content teaching through a discipline expert or through team teaching (Greere & Rantanen, 2008, p. 6) to ba

appropriate

B (1){1) Not at all 1 11,1%

B (2)Z) ery lifle. 3 333% .
B (3){3) To same sxpaat, 2 222% i
[ [4) {4 To 2 gezad sxpent, 3 333% .
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APPENDIX C:
CONTENT LECTURERS’ RESPONSES

Teacher Evaluation of Content and Language Integration in
2HO040 HOP Warfare and Flexibility

Antal erhéling enkitsvar: 12

1) To what extent do you perceive you were able to effectively lead the seminar in English?

B (1)(1) Not at sl 0 0%
[ {2)(2) erg Little: 1 83% .
W (2){2} To Some Exent: B BETR i
[ (4)4) To a Grat Extent, 3 27 r
Medeivarde 217 B
Iedian 3 4
Standardavvikeise 0.58 : ’_|
i 2 3 ]
Comments. Gi:

Fredrik Erikszon ledde seminarist, jag var med sorn bisittars. Men jag hade nog inte kunnst leda det pa engalsa pa et bra s&tt
“fou are ahays B0 mors stupid in anather language.

Need.more practig!

2) To what extent do you perceive the seminar reached a similar level of academic and content discourse as for seminars
conducted in Swedish?

I (1)1} Mot at &l

[ (2)(2) ery Little;

M (3103} To Some Exant

[ (4){4) To 2 GrratExtent,
Iedelvirde
Iedian
Sfandardavwirelse

(=]
=]

e ]

o5

- = ]
&
&
i

L
&

=1
&
TIT LT |

Comments, Gi2-

e, SOFpent.ahnys
We all need more practice!

| ran two seminars and whils the first was somewhat tentative and hampered (due to paricipants” general English level) the secor
fimitstions.

Some students found it difficult to express thernselves in 3 nuanced way.

3) To what extent do you perceive the native Swedish speaking students were able to parficipate during the seminar in English?
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I (1) (1) Mot at al; o 0%
[ (2){2) Verg Little; 0 0% .
W (3} {3} T2 Some Edent: G 50% :
[ {4) {4} Te a Great Extant, 8 50% 7

MedetvEde 3,50 H

IMedian 35 H

Sfandardaviiielse 0,52 :rI

1 2 2 0

Coments, 33

They liked it and they tried a= much they could.
Some students found it difficult to express themselvas in 3 nuanced way, which made the hesitate to speak

4) Similarly, to what extent do you perceive the native Swedish speaking students were able to participate at the same lavel
durinp the seminar as during seminars conducted in Swedish?

W (1)1} Mot at all; o 0%
B {2)(2) Werg Litle; 0 0% "
I (3)(2) To Some Egent: 10 £3,3% :
[ 121(4) To 3 Great Extant, 2 167% 7
Medehdnde 317 ¥
Median 3 H
Efandardavwiielse 0.28 rl ’_l
1 2 3 3
Comments, G-

Mative Swedish is home =afe for cur students, but they liked to speak English in the seminar.
There were lzss nuances in the discussion, and it was clear that sorne students found it mere difficult fo speak English.

) {if applicable] To what extent do you perceive conducting the seminar in English enabled group cohesion for groups with
exchanpe students?

[ (1)1} Mot at sl 1 83%

[ (2042} Ve Litle; 0 0% "

W (3)(2) To Some Egent 6 50% :

[ 181(4) To a Great Extant, 5 41,7% 7
MedetvEnds 325 i
Median 3 4
Efandardavwiielse 087 :rI
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Comments, Q5:

Our exchange student in the group was close to excellent in speaking English.
| have neither experience nor any factual perception of that, but weuld assume that it at least didn’t Disable group cohesicn.

Did not have non-scandinayians. in either group. Did.not matter.

| didn't have any exchange students. My answer above it, thus, theoretical.

&) &) To what extent are you positive to the inclusion of one seminar conducted in English in future courses?

[ (1) (1) Mot at all;

0
=1 (2) (2) Wy Little; 1 )
M (3} (3) To Soms. Extent; 3 :
O (4) (4) To a Great Exdent, ] i
Medelvarde 3,53 p
Median 4 3
Standardavvikelse 0,67 11

Kopia av Comments G6:
.

We should do it, we all need it! Great to integrate more language teacher and skills into the seminars.
It was a challenge, but also very useful for the students to discuss in English - with 2ach other and me, but also with the English
|teacher who took an active part in these discussions.

(Free response) What additional elements of support de you feel are to enable you to feel more comfortable conducting
seminars in English?

Language Integration Learning is our objective for next year! Good going!
| think the one seminar we had, was good. Doesn't need fo be too complex. Just let them talk more English in class. | think the
whole point is to make their English come more casually. and more exposure to english will centribute greatly to this. Keep.it up!



