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The	Language	or	 form	component	of	CLIL	has	mostly	been	discussed	as	a	 requirement	 for	
the	teaching	of	specific	content,	as	language	of	or	for	learning	(cf.	Doughty	&	Varela,	1998)	
and	has	dealt	with	 lexical	gains	primarily	 (see,	e.g.,	Costa,	2012;	 cf.	 Llinares	&	Whittaker,	
2007).	Within	an	assessment	in	CLIL	context,	Coyle	et	al.	(2010)	consider	including	‘notions’	
or	 ‘functions’	 ‘or	 even’	 (p.115)	 ’form-focused’	 elements,	 like	 ‘the	 effective	 use	 of	 the	 past	
tense’	 among	 them,	which	 shows	 that	 form	 study	 is	marginalized.	This,	 however,	 I	would	
argue,	undermines	the	integration	component.	Drawing	on	the	conception	of	grammar	as	a	
dynamic	 system	 that	 involves	 thinking	 (Larsen-Freeman,	 2003)	 as	 well	 as	 on	 the	 idea	
advanced	 by	 cognitive	 grammarians	 that	 “…	 grammatical	 forms	 should	 be	 analysed	 as	
motivated	 by	 meaning”	 (Holme,	 2012,	 p.6),	 the	 present	 article	 attempts	 to	 show	 that,	
within	a	CLIL	context,	form	can	be	taught	as	emerging	naturally	out	of	the	needs	dictated	by	
the	specific	 type	of	 thinking	 invited	by	 the	content	selected.	This	 is	demonstrated	 through	
the	 presentation	 of	 a	 CLIL	 history	 project	 implemented	 with	 98	 learners	 in	 a	 lower-
secondary	education	EFL	 context	over	a	 three-month	period	 in	 two	consecutive	 years	and	
through	tapping	learners’	awareness	of	their	grammar	benefits.		
	

�	
		
Η	 τυπική,	 γλωσσική	 παράμετρος	 της	 Ολοκληρωμένης	 Εκμάθησης	 Περιεχομένου	 και	
Γλώσσας	(CLIL)	έχει	κυρίως	συζητηθεί	ως	προϋπόθεση	για	τη	διδασκαλία	του	περιεχομένου	
(πρβλ.	 Doughty	 και	 Varela,	 1998)	 και	 έχει	 επικεντρωθεί	 σε	 λεξιλογικά	 οφέλη	 (βλ.	 Costa,	
2012;	 πρβλ.	 Llinares	 και	 Whittaker,	 2007).	 Οι	 Coyle	 κ.ά.	 (2010)	 αναφέρονται	 στη	 χρήση	
«ακόμη	και»	τυπικών	στοιχείων,	όπως	η	«κατάλληλη	χρήση	παρελθοντικών	χρόνων»,	στην	
αξιολόγηση	 στο	 πλαίσιο	 της	 CLIL,	 αναδεικνύοντας	 εμμέσως	 την	 περιθωριοποίηση	 του	
γλωσσικού	 στοιχείου.	 Όμως	 αυτό	 υπονομεύει,	 κατά	 την	 άποψή	 μου,	 την	 ολοκληρωμένη	
εκμάθηση.	Ορμώμενη	από	 την	αντίληψη	 της	 γραμματικής	ως	 δυναμικού	συστήματος	που	
εμπεριέχει	 σκέψη	 (Larsen-Freeman,	 2003)	 καθώς	 και	 από	 την	 άποψη	 των	 γνωστικών	
γλωσσολόγων	 για	 την	 αιτιακή	 σχέση	 νοήματος	 και	 γραμματικής	 (Holme,	 2012),	 η	
ερευνήτρια,	 στο	 παρόν	 άρθρο,	 προσπαθεί	 να	 αναδείξει	 την	 αιτιακή	 σχέση	 περιεχομένου-
μορφής	στο	πλαίσιο	της	CLIL,	παρουσιάζοντας	μία	τρίμηνη	σειρά	μαθημάτων	Ιστορίας	στα	
Αγγλικά	 (CLIL)	 σε	 98	 μαθητές	 Γυμνασίου	 σε	 δύο	 σχολικά	 έτη,	 με	 αναφορά	 επίσης	 σε	
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δεδομένα	 σχετικά	 με	 την	 αντίληψη	 των	 μαθητών	 ως	 προς	 τα	 γλωσσικά	 οφέλη	 που	
αποκόμισαν.	
	
Key	words:	CLIL,	form,	cognitive	grammar,	history.			
	
	
	
1.	Introduction	
	
The	 language	 dimension	 of	 Content	 and	 Language	 Integrated	 Learning	 (CLIL)	 has	 been	
brought	 to	 the	 fore	 on	 several	 occasions	 (see,	 e.g.,	 Kelly,	 2009)	 and	 attention	 has	 been	
drawn	to	the	fact	that	the	language	dimension	and	the	concomitant	language	challenge	of	a	
CLIL	 venture	 needs	 to	 be	 seriously	 considered,	 alongside	 the	 conceptual	 one.	 Generally,	
however,	 the	 form	 component	 has	 been	 neglected,	 treated	 as	 the	 poor	 relation	 of	 the	
method	and,	thus,	somehow	undermining	the	‘synergy’	referred	to	in	the	literature	(see,	e.g.	
Coyle	 et	 al.,	 2010,	 p.27).	 Quite	 interestingly,	 in	 addressing	 the	 ‘Language	 or	 content’	
dilemma	in	CLIL	assessment,	Coyle	et	al.	(ibid.,	p.115)	suggest	that	“The	language	objectives	
may	 relate	 simply	 to	 communicating	 the	 content	 effectively,	 or	 they	may	 include	 notions	
(such	 as	 specialist	 vocabulary	 from	 the	 unit)	 or	 functions	 (such	 as	 the	 ability	 to	 discuss	
effectively)	 or	 even	 be	 form-focused	 (for	 example,	 concerning	 effective	 use	 of	 the	 past	
tense)”	(emphasis	mine).	It	seems	to	me,	therefore,	that	the	predominance	of	content	focus	
in	CLIL	programmes	has	usually	meant	putting	language	considerations	aside,	which	may	be	
a	serious	fallacy,	in	the	sense	that	it	undermines	the	integration	idea.	
	
In	view	of	what	seems	to	be	a	niche	that	needs	to	be	filled	in	(Swales,	1990),	I	will	propose	
incorporating	grammar	within	a	history	CLIL	programme	in	a	way	illustrating	how	grammar	
can	 be	motivated	 by	 the	 specific	 type	 of	 thinking	 involved	 in	 the	 content	 dealt	with.	 The	
specific	content	taught	is	the	Enlightenment	and	the	Industrial	Revolution	and	the	language	
integrated	is	that	of	epistemic	modality,	and	conditionals,	which,	I	will	argue,	originates	from	
the	very	essence	of	the	content.	The	teaching	context	is	that	of	lower	secondary	education	
in	Greece	and	the	number	of	students	involved	amounts	to	98.	Drawing	on	the	conception	
of	grammar	as	a	dynamic	system	that	involves	thinking	(Larsen-Freeman,	2003)	as	well	as	on	
the	cognitive	grammar	view	that	“…	grammatical	forms	should	be	analysed	as	motivated	by	
meaning”	 (Holme,	 2012,	 p.6),	 I	 will	 attempt	 to	 show	 that	 CLIL	 paradigms	 are	 a	 great	
opportunity	 to	demonstrate	 the	connection	between	 language	and	 thinking	as	well	 as	 the	
meaning	basis	of	grammar,	which	can	be	taught	as	responding	to	the	specific	needs	arising	
from	 focus	 on	 specific	 content.	 This	 could	 form	 the	basis	 of	 a	 grammar	 teaching	 syllabus,	
which	can	vary	with	the	change	of	content.	Data	collected	from	the	learners	regarding	their	
awareness	of	their	grammar	benefits	will	also	be	considered.	
	
The	 present	 article	 is	 laid	 out	 as	 follows:	 Section	 2	 deals	 with	 the	 language/grammar	
component	of	CLIL,	as	this	has	been	treated	so	far,	as	well	as	with	the	broader	theoretical	
context	of	 the	present	discussion.	Section	3	presents	 the	project	and	section	4	 focuses	on	
learner	data.	Section	5	brings	the	article	to	an	end	in	the	form	of	concluding	remarks.			
	
2.	Grammar	in	the	CLIL	paradigm:	Focusing	on	language	through	learning	
	
Deeply	 ingrained	 in	 the	philosophical	underpinnings	of	CLIL	 is	 the	 idea	 that	 “language	 is	 a	
matter	of	meaning	as	well	as	of	form”	(Mohan	&	van	Naerssen,	1997,	p.2).	 In	other	words,	
when	 language	 is	 used	 as	 a	 ‘medium’	 rather	 than	 as	 the	 ‘object’	 of	 learning	 (Coyle	 et	 al.,	
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2010),	 its	 meaningful	 design	 becomes	 clearer.	 This	 also	 suggests	 that	 the	 form-related	
syllabus	 followed	may	 be	 quite	 diverse	 in	 a	 CLIL	 context,	 depending	 on	 the	 needs	 of	 the	
content	 taught.	 The	 diversity	 of	 the	 language	 syllabus	 has	 also	 been	 addressed	 in	 Coyle’s	
(2000,	2002),	Coyle	et	al.’s	 (2010,	p.36)	consideration	of	the	“CLIL	vehicular	 language	 from	
three	 interrelated	 perspectives:	 language	 of	 learning,	 language	 for	 learning	 and	 language	
through	 learning”;	 the	 language	 needed	 for	 the	 learner	 to	 comprehend	 content,	 the	
language	skills	involved	in	cooperation	over	content	and	the	language	accomplished	through	
articulation	of	learner	ideas	in	relation	to	content.	Grammar	in	its	narrower	sense	seems	to	
be	related	to	the	first	perspective,	namely	language	of	learning	(cf.	Doughty	&	Varela,	1998).	
Yet,	as	I	will	try	to	show	below,	while	the	idea	of	grammar	sequencing	being	determined	by	
the	needs	of	 the	content	 taught	 is	particularly	 interesting	as	well	as	 fertile	 land	 for	 radical	
changes	 in	 grammar	 teaching,	 the	 notion	 of	 grammar	 forms	 taught	when	 the	 need	 arises	
contentwise	may	be	rather	restrictive.	In	Coyle	et	al.’s	example,	the	need	for	learners	to	use	
past	forms	to	talk	about	a	scientific	experiment	that	has	already	taken	place	may	illustrate	
the	meaning	and	function	of	past	 forms	but,	 I	would	suggest,	 there	 is	a	certain	amount	of	
randomness	in	proceeding	along	these	lines	in	the	teaching	of	language,	pastness	not	being	
a	 concept	 specifically	 associated	 with	 scientific	 experiments.1	 The	 meaningfulness	 of	
grammar	may	thus	be	at	least	partially	lost.		
	
Ever	since	focus	on	form	(see,	e.g.,	Ellis,	2001)	helped	grammar	regain	at	least	some	of	the	
glory	 it	 had	 lost	 during	 the	 communicative	 language	 teaching	 era,	 approaches	 to	 the	
teaching	of	grammar	have	stressed	the	significance	of	context.	And	yet,	the	foreign	language	
class	 has	 overwhelmingly	 involved	 decontextualised	 language	 practice	 and	 the	 complete	
dissociation	 of	 grammar	 and	 meaning	 (see	 also	 Bielak	 &	 Pawlak,	 2013	 and	 references	
therein).	 As	 Achard	 (2004,	 p.185,	 cited	 in	 Llopis-Garcia,	 2010,	 p.	 75)	 very	 aptly	 puts	 it,	
“grammatical	 rules	 traditionally	given	 in	a	 language	class	are	considered	a	property	of	 the	
system,	and	not	the	result	of	the	speaker’s	choice”.	This	is	imposed	knowledge	rather	than	
deep	learning,	which	“involves	the	critical	analysis	of	new	ideas,	connecting	them	to	already-
known	concepts,	and	leads	to	understanding	and	long-term	retention	of	these	concepts	so	
that	 they	 can	 be	 used	 for	 problem-solving	 in	 unfamiliar	 contexts”.	 Instead,	 it	 is	 ‘surface	
learning’,	 namely	 “the	 acceptance	 of	 information	 as	 isolated	 and	 unlinked	 facts	 (which)	
leads	 to	 superficial	 retention	 only”	 (Coyle	 et	 al.,2010,	 p.39).	 It	 is	my	 contention	 that	 such	
deep	learning	does	not	apply	to	content	 learning	alone	but,	 importantly,	to	the	acquisition	
of	form,	too.	 In	other	words,	grammar	might	well	 form	part	of	the	third	component	 in	the	
above	 language	 taxonomy,	 namely	 language	 through	 learning.	 In	 producing	 the	 required	
form,	learners	could	be	articulating	their	ideas	in	relation	to	the	content	discussed,	because	
the	use	of	 this	 form	 is	motivated	by	 the	 specific	 content.	Alternatively,	 learners	would	be	
producing	 the	 relevant	 form	 in	 articulating	 their	 ideas	 on	 content.	 But,	 of	 course,	 all	 this	
would	not	be	done	implicitly	alone.	There	would	need	to	be	a	certain	amount	of	explicitation	
involved,	which,	as	will	be	illustrated	in	the	presentation	of	the	experimental	sessions	below,	
could	draw	on	 learners’	 intuitions,	 thus	presenting	grammar	as	not	 just	part	of	the	system	
but	as	‘the	result	of	the	speaker’s	choice’,	too,	as	noted	above.		
	
That	 language	is	somewhat	neglected	in	the	CLIL	paradigm	and	that	further	exploitation	of	
form-related	 issues	 is	 needed	 has	 already	 been	 pointed	 out.	 Costa	 (2012,	 2013),	 for	
example,	while	 focusing	on	 lexis	mostly,	 argues	 in	 favour	of	 “a	balance	between	 language	
and	 content	 objectives”	 (p.43).	 Interestingly,	 reference	 is	 made	 to	 the	 “difficult(y)	 (of)	
																																																													
1	 	 Instead,	discussing	 the	use	of	 stative	 forms	 in	 science	discourse	 as	well	 as	 contrasting	 stative	with	dynamic	
forms	 in	 carrying	 out	 a	 chemical	 reaction,	 for	 instance,	may	 be	much	more	 directly	motivated	 by	 the	 type	 of	
discourse.	
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draw(ing)	a	demarcation	 line	between	activities	centred	on	meaning	and	those	centred	on	
form”	(p.43),	an	argument	alluding	to	the	form-content	fusion	achieved	in	CLIL.	Kelly	(2009)	
comments	on	the	need	to	add	a	language	axis	to	the	ones	of	cognitive	challenge	and	context	
embedding	 (cf.	 Cummins,	 2001),	 thus	 reducing	 the	 challenge	 created	 by	 the	 lack	 of	 the	
relevant	foreign	language	knowledge.	But,	as	noted	above,	language	is	not	to	be	viewed	as	a	
distinct	component	of	CLIL	instruction,	for,	as	Ball	(2013-2014,	p.80)	aptly	puts	it,	“language	
is	 indeed	 content”.The	 language-content	 dichotomy	 could	 thus	 be	 superseded	 by	 an	
approach	where,	 in	 the	 scholar’s	words,	 “conceptual	 and	 linguistic	 knowledge	 function	 as	
vehicles	 for	 “procedural”	 knowledge,	 a	 notion	 synonymous	 with	 “competence”	 (ibid.,	
emphasis	mine).	As	suggested	in	Clegg	(2013-2014,	p.85),	“cognitive	skills”	such	as	defining,	
classifying	or	hypothesizing	“are	a	language	issue”,	which	means	that	acquisition	of	content	
requires	 acquisition	 of	 the	 relevant	 form.	 I	 would	 argue	 that	 this	 point	 needs	 to	 be	
developed	further	in	the	direction	of	showing	how	exactly	specific	instances	of	form	are	not	
only	 intertwined	 with	 but	 also	 motivated	 by	 specific	 instances	 of	 content,	 as	 will	 be	
illustrated	in	the	next	section.	Demonstrating	the	relevance	of	cause-effect	in	the	context	of	
describing	what	happens	with	the	muscles	when	the	body	moves,	as	in	the	very	interesting	
example	of	 ‘When	the	biceps	contracts,	 it	bends	the	arm	at	 the	elbow’	 (Clegg,	2013-2014,	
p.86),	that	is	highlighting	the	language	needed	to	talk	about	specific	content	is	a	major	step	
in	integration.	However,	what	does	not	seem	to	have	been	explored	to	date	is	how	exactly	
discussion	of	specific	content	somehow	deterministically	invites	the	use	of	specific	language;	
you	 may	 need	 passives	 to	 talk	 about	 historical	 events	 both	 because	 history	 answers	 the	
‘what	happened?’	question	 typically	 inviting	 the	use	of	passive	 forms	and	because	history	
involves	 not	 only	 human	 action	 but	 also	 human	 suffering,	 thus	 highlighting	 the	
patient/sufferer.2	 Similarly,	 you	 may	 perhaps	 not	 need	 epistemic	 modals	 to	 talk	 about	
Enlightenment	 issues	 typically	 but	 their	 use	 is	motivated	by	 the	 rationalist	 element	 in	 the	
intellectual	movement.	It	is	the	relevance	of	this	criterion	in	the	choice	of	the	language	to	be	
taught	 in	 CLIL	 courses	 that	 I	 will	 attempt	 to	 illustrate	 in	 the	 next	 section.	 The	 linking	 of	
thinking	 skills	 and	 language	 has	 been	 discussed	 a	 lot	 in	 knowledge	 process	 theories	 (e.g.	
Anderson	&	Krathwohl,	2001)	and	extremely	important	taxonomies	have	been	compiled.	Yet	
the	 link	 to	 specific	 content,	 the	 language	 through	 learning	part	 of	 the	 story	 has	 yet	 to	 be	
developed.	
	
The	 proposal	 made	 in	 this	 article	 derives	 its	 deeper	 theoretical	 underpinnings	 from	 	 the	
contiguity	 of	 form	 and	 meaning	 emphasized	 in	 cognitive	 grammar	 approaches,	 the	
“meaningfulness	 (of	 grammatical	 phenomena)	 and	 its	 conceptual	 motivation”	 (Bielak	 &	
Pawlak,	2013,	p.	583),	the	non-randomness	of	form	or,	put	differently,	grammar	as	thinking.	
This	 is	 contingent	 upon	 the	 idea	 of	 grammar	 viewed	 “as	 a	 skill	 rather	 than	 as	 an	 area	 of	
knowledge”	(Larsen-Freeman,	2003,	p.	13)	and	underscores	the	need	for	learners	to	develop	
“an	ability	to	do	something,	not	simply	storing	knowledge	about	the	 language	and	 its	use”	
(ibid.).	 Research	 has	 not	 been	 so	 extensive,	 so	 the	 gains	 of	 this	 approach	 have	 not	 been	
firmly	 established,3	 but	 it	 nevertheless	 seems	 to	 be	 a	 promising	 area	 in	 the	 instructional	
attempt	 to	 counter	 “the	 inert	 knowledge	 problem”	 (see	 Larsen-Freeman,	 1992,	 2003	 and	
discussion	 therein),	 namely	 students’	 inability	 to	 activate	 the	 formal	 and	 form-focussed	
knowledge	gained	in	class	 in	real	 life,	evidently	attributable	to	the	dissociation	of	grammar	
from	content	 in	the	class	context.	CLIL-related	research	on	grammar	gains	has	been	rather	
limited,	often	with	a	higher	education	orientation	and/or	with	a	lexical	focus.	What	work	has	

																																																													
2		In	Cognitive	Grammar	terms	(Langacker,	1991,	2008),	this	would	be	the	product	of	the	increased	salience	of	the	
patient	as	against	the	agent,	as	a	concomitant	of	a	different	conceptualization	of	a	specific	situation.		

3		See	Holme	(2010)	among	others	for	a	presentation	of	the	positive	effects	of	the	cognitive	stance	but	also	Bielak	
et	al.	(2013)	on	the	inconclusiveness	of	such	evidence.	
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been	done	 in	 a	 secondary	 school	 context	 is	 also	 generally	 tipped	on	 the	 side	of	 lexis	 (e.g.	
Escobar	 Urmeneta	 &	 Sanchez	 Sola,	 2009;	 Ying,	 2013-2014),	 though	 Llinares	 &	 Whittaker	
(2007)	 explore	 grammar	 gains	 in	 terms	 of	 geography	 and	 history-specific	 register	 and	
identify	important	benefits.	This	is,	then,	fertile	ground	in	need	of	further	exploration.	
	
One	 final	 point	 is	 in	 order	 before	 embarking	 on	 a	 discussion	 of	 the	 project	 implemented.	
Language	benefits	 in	CLIL	 settings	may	not	have	been	 conclusively	 established	but	part	 of	
what	underlies	these	benefits,	 if	any,	may	be	 learners’	awareness	of	the	possible	 language	
gains	achieved.	As	will	be	shown	below,	it	appears	that	spelling	out	these	gains	clearly	may	
help	learners	see	through	the	method	and	into	its	language	advantages	beyond	vocabulary	
and	other	skills.			
	
3.	The	project	
	
The	CLIL	project	presented	in	this	article	involved	the	teaching	of	History	in	the	EFL	classes	of	
the	3rd	grade	of	lower	secondary	school	and,	more	specifically,	the	teaching	of	the	Industrial	
Revolution	and,	as	a	 flashback,	 the	Enlightenment.	 It	was	 implemented	 in	two	consecutive	
school	 years,	 2014-2015	 and	 2015-2016,	 and	was	 addressed	 to	 46	 3rd	 grade	 students	 the	
first	year	and	52	students	the	second	year,	that	is	a	total	of	98	students.4	The	second	year,	
the	material	was	enriched	further.	The	project	spanned	a	period	of	three	months	and	took	
place	in	parallel	with	other	non-CLIL	activities,	though	it	was	the	dominant	feature	of	learner	
sessions.	The	procedure	followed	consisted	of	the	5	steps	described	below,	activities	being	
grouped	together	for	the	sake	of	brevity.	I	will	first	present	the	content	work	done	and	then	
show	how	grammar	was	fitted	in.	An	analytical	statement	of	the	overall	aims	of	the	sessions	
appears	in	Appendix	I.		
	
Step	1:	Students	were	presented	with	an	extract	from	‘Dombey	and	Son’,	by	Charles	Dickens,	
and	 had	 to	 perceive	 the	 atmosphere	 of	 chaos	 and	 confusion	 described	 therein	 and	
generated	by	the	advent	of	the	railway.	They	were	then	expected	to	trace	the	connection	to	
the	Industrial	Revolution	with	the	help	of	two	pictures.	The	Industrial	Revolution	was	chosen	
as	an	 introduction	to	the	Enlightenment,	because	 it	was	thought	of	as	more	 ‘tangible’	and	
easier	 to	 perceive	 in	 modern	 times.5	 In	 the	 spirit	 of	 active	 engagement	 through	
personalization,	students	were	subsequently	required	to	visualize	themselves	as	living	in	the	
times	of	 the	advent	of	 the	 railway	and	as	 visiting	 the	 site	of	 chaos	and	disorderliness	and	
write	what	 they	 saw	 and	 how	 they	 felt.	 This	would	 also	 help	 them	 revise	 all	 the	 relevant	
lexis.		
	
Step	 2:	 Subsequent	 to	 further	 content	 activation	with	 regard	 to	 the	 Industrial	 Revolution-
filling	in	blanks	in	an	authentic	definition	of	the	concept,	doing	a	crossword	puzzle	revision	
of	new	lexis	and	listening	to	a	BBC	radio	extract	about	Engels’	visit	to	England	in	the	times	of	
the	Industrial	Revolution	as	well	as	about	the	conceptual	underpinnings	and	implications	of	
industrialization-,learners	 were	 introduced	 to	 the	 Enlightenment,	 without	 which	 the	
Industrial	Revolution	might	never	have	taken	place	(see,	e.g.,	Mokyr,	2007).	First,	students	
were	 given	 a	 handout	 with	 three	 columns	 -‘What	 I	 already	 know	 about	 the	 topic	 (the	
Enlightenment)’,	 ‘What	 I	 would	 like	 to	 know’,	 ‘What	 I	 have	 learned’-	 and	 were	 asked	 to	
complete	the	first	 two	columns	before	the	 implementation	of	the	project	and	the	 last	one	
once	 the	project	was	 completed.	 This	was	meant	 to	 activate	 their	 prior	 knowledge	of	 the	

																																																													
4	 Actually,	 the	 students	 addressed	 were	 54	 both	 years,	 that	 is	 a	 total	 of	 108,	 but	 only	 98	 completed	 the	
questionnaires	distributed	at	the	end	of	the	project.		
5	It	also	formed	a	smoother	sequel	to	the	discussion	of	‘greed’,	which	had	preceded	it.		
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topic	(e.g.	Anderson	&	Pearson,	1988),	rouse	expectations	in	relation	to	further	exploration	
and,	 finally,	help	 learners	see	how	the	new	 information	gained,	 if	any,	can	be	 fitted	 in	 the	
relevant	 slot.6	 Then,	 students	 watched	 a	 video	 explaining	 about	 the	 Enlightenment	 by	
focusing	on	three	of	its	pillars,	namely	reason,	skepticism	and	individualism,	and	asking	them	
to	 identify	 the	 relevant	 points	 and	 answer	 some	 questions	 to	 show	 comprehension	 and	
critical	thinking.	
	
Step	 3:	 Learners	 were	 now	 thought	 to	 be	 ready	 to	 plunge	 into	 the	 nitty-gritty	 of	 the	
Enlightenment,	 so	 they	 were	 assigned	 the	 task	 of	 researching	 some	 of	 the	 key	
Enlightenment	 thinkers	 –	 Kant,	 Descartes,	 Locke	 i.a.	 and	 their	 beliefs.	 They	 were	 then	
required	 to	 watch	 a	 video	 about	 these	 Enlightenment	 thinkers	 and	 further	 enrich	 their	
notes.	Next,	they	were	asked	to	read	the	video	transcript	intensively	and	do	detailed	lexical	
and	 collocational	 work.	 They	 were	 now	 supposed	 to	 have	 familiarized	 themselves	 with	
Enlightenment	thought	and	language	quite	extensively.	
	
Step	4:	 The	next	 two	 tasks	 involved	an	 increased	degree	of	personalization.	 First,	 learners	
were	asked	to	role-play	some	Enlightenment	thinker	statements.	They	had	to	imagine	they	
were	John	Locke,	for	instance,	and	defend	a	specific	statement	advanced	by	him,	like	‘Men	
are	all	rational	and	capable	people	but	must	compromise	some	of	their	beliefs	in	the	interest	
of	forming	a	government	for	the	people’.	The	rest	of	the	class	were	supposed	to	engage	in	
some	kind	of	an	 informal	debate,	arguing	against	their	classmate’s	point.	Second,	students	
were	given	an	Enlightenment	concept	and,	working	in	groups,	they	had	to	create	a	dialogue	
dramatizing	the	concept	and	getting	their	fellow	students	to	guess	at	it.		
	
Step	5:	The	final	step	in	the	Enlightenment	instruction	process	was	associating	the	concepts	
acquired	with	the	Greek	Revolution	and	conducting	a	simulation	of	the	battle	between	the	
pen	and	the	sword	to	see	which	of	the	two	was	more	potent.	This	was	meant	to	be	a	way	of	
relating	content	to	something	closer	to	learners’	experience	as	a	nation.		
	
The	activities	presented	above	were	 interleaved	with	grammar	 instruction.	As	explained	 in	
the	theoretical	section	earlier,	an	attempt	was	made	to	teach	grammar	as	language	through	
learning,	 that	 is	 to	 illustrate	 how	 it	 is	 motivated	 by	 content.	 Thus,	 once	 the	 key	
Enlightenment	 concepts	 had	 been	 introduced,	 right	 after	 step	 2,	 students	 were	 led	 to	
modality	 and	 epistemic	 modals	 in	 particular	 by	 being	 asked	 how	 Enlightenment	 thinkers	
might	articulate	beliefs	and	were	 invited	to	engage	 in	Enlightenment-related	thinking	both	
by	wearing	the	apparel	of	an	Enlightenment	thinker	and	by	commenting	on	Enlightenment-
related	 statements.	 For	 example,	 in	making	 skepticism-	 or	 deism-driven	 statements,	 they	
were	expected	to	come	up	with	sentences	like:		
	

(1)	 God	 must	 have	 created	 the	 universe	 but	 he	 can’t	 be	 the	 regulator	 of	 all	 that	
happens	in	life.		

	

																																																													
6	It	should	be	noted	at	this	point	that	in	the	first	year	of	the	implementation	of	this	project,	not	all	students	had	
studied	 the	relevant	points	 in	 their	History	class,	 so	 they	were	actually	being	 taught	History	 in	English	without	
any	prior	engagement	with	the	content	–	except,	of	course,	what	they	already	knew	from	earlier	years	at	school.	
This	may	have	made	things	more	complex	for	them,	though	the	questionnaire	data	obtained	do	not	point	to	a	
clearcut	difference	between	the	two	learner	groups.	On	the	other	hand,	it	is	really	interesting	to	note	that	most	
of	 the	 learners	who	went	through	the	process	the	second	year	report	clear	gains	 in	knowledge,	by	completing	
the	 third,	 ‘what	did	you	 learn?’	 column	generously,	despite	 the	 fact	 that	 they	had	done	 these	 lessons	 in	 their	
History	class.	In	any	case,	a	discussion	of	these	issues	would	be	beyond	the	bounds	of	the	present	article.		
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Work	on	the	structure	was	thus	motivated	by	content	and	was	the	‘speaker’s	choice’,	as	in	
Achard’s	 (2004)	 comment	 above,	 not	 only	 in	 the	 sense	 that	modality	 “has	 to	 do	with	 the	
different	ways	 in	which	 a	 language	user	 can	 intrude	on	her	message,	 expressing	 attitudes	
and	judgements	of	various	kinds”	(Eggins,	2007,	p.172)	but	also	in	the	sense	that	grammar	is	
not	treated	as	‘a	property	of	the	system’	alone.		
	
The	 second	 grammar	 point	 dealt	with	within	 the	 context	 of	 the	 project	 presented	 in	 this	
section	was	 that	of	 condition.	Once	again,	 this	was	motivated	by	 rational	 thinking,	 deeply	
embedded	in	Enlightenment	work,	as	explained	to	the	students	systematically.	It	was	indeed	
impressive	 that	 the	 structure	 was	 elicited	 from	 the	 learners	 most	 readily	 as	 the	 par	
excellence	form	to	employ	when	engaging	in	reasoning	processes	and	syllogisms.	Conditional	
forms	are	a	sine	qua	non	in	the	language	of	syllogisms	and,	more	specifically,	in	phrasing	the	
premises	 that	 lead	 to	 a	 specific	 conclusion.	 After	 they	 had	 worked	 on	 the	 purely	 formal	
properties	 of	 the	 specific	 structure,	 learners	 were	 assigned	 a	 project	 entitled	 ‘The	
Enlightenment	 Ifs’.	 After	 being	 given	 examples	 of	 the	 implications	 of	 an	 Enlightenment	
concept,	as	in	the	case	of	rationalism,	illustrated	in	Figure	1	below,	
	
	
																																																											 	 Rationalism							
	
																				 		
	

										says	‘no’	to	superstition															questions	blind	faith	
	
					
	
	

science	has	the	upper	hand	today																											 					no	dogma	…		
					

Figure	1.	Illustrating	the	implications	of	an	Enlightenment	concept	
	
	
learners	 were	 shown	 how	 these	 implications	 could	 be	 translated	 into	 a	 conditional	 form	
statement,	as	in:		
	

(2)	 If	 rationalism	 had	 not	 been	 there,	 superstitions	 would	 still	 exist	 and	 blind	 faith	
might	not	have	been	questioned.	Similarly,	science	wouldn’t	have	the	upper	hand	and	
our	world	would	be	a	dogmatic	one.		

	
Alternatively,	they	could	trace	the	connection	between	the	Enlightenment	and	the	Industrial	
Revolution,	as	in:	
	

(3)	 If	 scientific	 investigation	had	not	 been	 accepted,	 the	 Industrial	 Revolution	might	
never	have	taken	place.		

	
They	were	 then	given	 three	options,	 that	of	a	 future	perspective,	 requiring	 the	use	of	 the	
first	conditional,	that	of	a	future	perspective	but	reduced	likelihood,	requiring	the	use	of	the	
second	conditional,	and	that	of	a	past	perspective,	involving	the	use	of	either	the	third	or	a	
mixed	conditional	(see	Appendix	II	for	an	illustration).	The	final	output	expected	was	a	video	
or	 power-point	 presentation	 based	 on	 Enlightenment-related	 conditional	 statements.	 The	
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CLIL	project	finally	involved	assessing	learners	within	a	CLIL	framework,	namely	by	selecting	
content-related	topics	and	placing	grammar	within	a	content-related	context.7			
	
In	 the	next	 section	 I	 present	 the	data	 collected	 from	 the	 learners	who	participated	 in	 the	
above	project.	
	
4.	The	data	
	
As	stated	in	the	introductory	section,	at	the	end	of	the	instruction	process	learners	had	to	fill	
in	 a	 questionnaire	 focusing	 on	 their	 recognition	 of	 the	 benefits	 derived.	 The	 rationale	
underlying	the	distribution	of	 the	questionnaire	was	to	check	on	their	metacognitive	skills,	
their	awareness	of	what	they	had	learnt	in	their	CLIL	sessions	as	well	as	their	overall	feelings	
about	them	and	the	difficulties	they	may	have	encountered.	In	this	section	I	will	be	focusing	
on	their	awareness	of	grammar	gains	specifically.	
	
The	 questionnaire	 distributed	 in	 the	 first	 year	 of	 the	 implementation	 of	 the	 project	 was	
broader	and	aimed	at	various	kinds	of	benefits,	including	those	related	to	grammar.	Because	
of	 the	 low	 percentages	 obtained	 in	 terms	 of	 grammar	 as	 against	 vocabulary	 benefits,	 for	
instance,	 the	 second	 year	 I	 chose	 to	 design	 a	 questionnaire	 addressing	 grammar-focused	
issues	more	directly,	with	a	view	to	exploring	learners’	awareness	of	grammar	gains,	if	any,	
in	a	more	systematic	way.		
	
More	 specifically,	 the	 46	 participants	 in	 the	 first	 year	 were	 given	 the	 following	 multiple	
response	question,	among	others:8		
	
‘The	sessions	benefited	you	in	English	in	terms	of	

• vocabulary	
• listening	comprehension	
• reading	comprehension	
• speaking	
• writing	
• grammar’.	

	
Response	 frequencies	 were	 calculated	 following	 SPSS	 routines	 for	 multiple	 set	 responses	
and	are	demonstrated	in	Table	1	below.	
	
As	we	can	see	in	Table	1,	the	overwhelming	majority	of	benefits	involved	vocabulary,	while	
listening	comprehension	came	second	and	all	other	benefits	followed.	Grammar	was	in	the	
lower	zone,	with	a	total	of	11.4%	of	responses.	This	points	in	the	direction	of	either	grammar	
gains	being	harder	to	diagnose	or	of	being	substantially	reduced	compared	to	lexical	gains,	
for	 instance.	To	see	whether	further	explicitation	of	potential	grammar	benefits	 in	the	CLIL	
framework	would	activate	more	responses,	we	presented	our	52	participants	in	the	second	
year	of	the	project	implementation	with	the	following	multiple	response	question,	this	time	
concerning	grammar	alone:	
	
																																																													
7	An	example	of	a	grammar	question	 is	giving	 students	 the	 sentence	 ‘I	 think	 that	 the	 reason	why	Diderot	 said	
what	he	did	about	art	 is	that	he	believed	 it	could	 introduce	a	new	morality’	and	expecting	them	to	rephrase	 it	
using	a	modal	(‘The	reason	…	must	have	been	…’).		

8	The	questionnaire	distributed	was	in	Greek.	
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CLIL	History	sessions	
	 		 Percent	of	

Cases	N	 Percent	
Language	benefits	 Vocabulary	benefits	 37	 32.5%	 80.4%	

Listening	benefits	 25	 21.9%	 54.3%	
Reading	benefits	 14	 12.3%	 30.4%	
Speaking	benefits	 17	 14.9%	 37.0%	
Writing	benefits	 8	 7.0%	 17.4%	
Grammar	benefits	 13	 11.4%	 28.3%	

Total	 114	 100.0%	 247.8%	
	

Table	1.	Language	benefits	derived	from	CLIL	History	sessions	(1st	year):	
	
	
This	 year	 you’re	 being	 taught	 English	 grammar	 through	 History.	 Which	 of	 the	 following	
benefits	do	you	think	you	derived?	
	

a. Understanding	the	meaning	and	function	of	grammatical	structures	
b. Understanding	the	connection	between	content	and	form	
c. Understanding	content	better	
d. Understanding	there	is	no	randomness	in	language	use	
e. Understanding	that	grammar	is	semantically	loaded	
f. Understanding	that	grammar	is	not	mechanical	
g. Using	grammatical	forms	and	structures	
h. Seeing	grammar	as	something	interesting	
i. Seeing	grammar	as	something	pleasant	
j. Other.	Please,	specify.’	

	
The	results	obtained	appear	in	Table	2:	
	
	 Responses	 Percent	of	

Cases	N	 Percent	
Grammar	through	
History:	Benefitsa	

Understanding	meaning	
and	function	of	grammar	
structures	

9	 5.7%	 18.4%	

Understanding	
connection	between	
content	and	form	

23	 14.6%	 46.9%	

Understanding	content	
better	

17	 10.8%	 34.7%	

No	randomness	in	
language	use	

27	 17.1%	 55.1%	

Grammar	carries	meaning	 12	 7.6%	 24.5%	
Grammar	is	not	
mechanical	

22	 13.9%	 44.9%	

Helps	in	the	use	of	
grammar	structures	

14	 8.9%	 28.6%	

Makes	grammar	
interesting	

13	 8.2%	 26.5%	

Makes	grammar	pleasant	 21	 13.3%	 42.9%	
Total	 158	 100.0%	 322.4%	
	

Table	2:	Grammar	benefits	derived	from	CLIL	sessions	(2nd	year)	
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As	we	can	see,	responses	are	spread	quite	evenly	over	the	whole	range	of	possible	answers	
provided.	 In	 other	 words,	 we	 note	 an	 active	 involvement	 with	 grammar-related	 benefits,	
with	 no	 sweeping	 answers.	 The	 non-randomness	 of	 language	 use	 scored	 highest	 among	
learner	 responses,	 which	 suggests	 that	 students	 were	 able	 to	 see	 the	 aetiology	 behind	
grammar	 form.	 Interestingly,	 quite	 a	 few	 opted	 for	 grammar	made	 pleasant	 through	 CLIL	
sessions,	which	might	be	a	major	achievement	if	one	considers	learners’	generally	negative	
attitude	towards	grammar.	Though	not	directly	comparable	with	the	data	obtained	the	first	
year,	 these	 results	 show	 that,	 when	 presented	 with	 an	 explicit	 articulation	 of	 grammar	
benefits,	learners	may	engage	more	actively,	showing	increased	awareness.9			
	
5.	Concluding	remarks	
	
The	data	presented	above	suggest	that	learners	can	be	responsive	to	and	actually	enjoy	the	
deep	 grammar	 learning	 process	 involved	 in	 CLIL	 sessions.	 The	 fact	 that,	 when	 oriented	
towards	 grammar	 benefits	 specifically,	 they	 opted	 for	 a	 number	 of	 responses	 indicating	
transparency	in	grammar	forms	and	their	use,	in	the	sense	of	a	clearer	association	between	
form	 and	 content	 than	 is	 normally	 the	 case	 in	 EFL	 grammar	 instruction,	 is	 more	 than	 a	
glimmer	of	hope.	On	the	other	hand,	the	fact	that	they	were	rather	unwilling	to	be	tested	in	
this	way	or	that	some	of	them	found	the	process	a	bit	demanding,10	being	used	to	a	purely	
mechanical	treatment	of	grammar,	may	be	related	to	the	novelty	of	the	method	and	the	fact	
that	grammar	statements	students	work	on	are	usually	semantically	empty	 (see	Calfoglou,	
2013,	pp.99-100),	so	a	CLIL	treatment	of	grammar,	especially	as	language	through	 learning,	
as	proposed	in	this	article,	might	pose	the	double	challenge	of	tackling	content	and	language	
concurrently.	As	 in	Bielak	 	and	Pawlak’s	 (2013)	case,	 the	 increased	cognitive	demands	of	a	
cognition-based	 approach	 may	 also	 require	 further	 and	 more	 extensive	 familiarization	 to	
yield	clearer	benefits.	In	any	case,	in	order	for	more	firmly	based	conclusions	with	regard	to	
the	efficacy	of	the	method	to	be	drawn,	more	experimental	work	is	needed.	It	would	thus	be	
interesting	to	compare	grammar	performance	on	the	specific	forms	in	a	CLIL	and	a	standard	
grammar	 practice	 context	 (cf.	 Llinares	&	Whittaker,	 2007),	 as	well	 as	 explore	 how	 lasting	
these	effects	might	be.	In	any	case,	CLIL	seems	to	constitute	a	particularly	intriguing	context	
for	the	systematic	as	well	as	truly	integrated	teaching	of	both	content	and	form,	establishing	
new	criteria	for	the	grammar	instruction	syllabus.				
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Appendix	I	

	
The	overall	aims	of	the	CLIL	project	presented	in	this	article	were:	
-To	invite	learners	to	engage	in	meaningful	interaction	with	as	well	as	over	subject	content	
-To	 demonstrate	 the	 range	 and	 potential	 of	 foreign	 language	 development	 by	 getting	
learners	to	engage	in	‘deep	learning’	(Coyle	et	al.	2010)	
-To	combine	language	of	learning	with	language	for	learning	and	language	through	learning	
-To	 encourage	 the	 development	 of	 higher-order	 thinking	 and	 invite	 learners	 to	 solve	
problems,	critique	and	analyse,	thus	connecting	L2	learning	with	L1	cognitive	processes	
-To	illustrate	the	function	of	grammar	in	the	building	of	content	and	shed	further	light	on	its	
meaning	
-To	 help	 learners	 ‘forget’	 they	 are	 dealing	with	 a	 foreign	 language	 and	 	 bridge	 the	 divide	
between	content	and	L2	learning		
-To	familiarize	learners	with	historical	information	
-To	familiarize	learners	with	key	Enlightenment	concepts	
	

Appendix	II	
	

The	three	perspectives	given	to	students	in	their	Enlightenment	Ifs	project:	
a.You’re	an	Enlightenment	thinker	and	support	your	ideas	passionately.	Explain	how	things	
will	change	if	Enlightenment	ideas	gain	ground.	
b.You’re	an	Enlightenment	thinker	but	realise	it’s	difficult	to	implement	your	ideas.	Explain	
how	things	would	change	if	Enlightenment	ideas	gained	ground.		
c.You’re	 an	 Enlightenment	 thinker	 and	 have	 travelled	 through	 time	 to	 the	 present	 day.	
Support	your	 ideas	by	considering	how	 life	 today	would	be	different	 if	 your	 ideas	had	not	
gained	ground.		
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