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 Content and language integrated learning (CLIL) has gained increasing 

attention in English language teaching (ELT); however, existing reviews 

often describe trends without critically examining both research impact and 

developmental challenges. This study addresses this gap by investigating the 

question: what directions and challenges characterize influential CLIL 

research in ELT? An integrative approach combining document-level 

bibliometric performance analysis and strengths, weaknesses, opportunities 

and threats (SWOT) analysis was employed. Using the Scopus database, the 

ten most-cited CLIL-related studies published between 2021 and 2025 were 

identified and systematically analyzed. The findings indicate that influential 

CLIL scholarship centers on pedagogical scaffolding, teacher cognition, 

learner motivation, and technology-enhanced learning environments. At the 

same time, recurring challenges include role ambiguity between content and 

language teachers, policy-practice misalignment in English-medium 

instruction (EMI) contexts, and limited longitudinal evidence of language 

outcomes. The study concludes that while CLIL research is increasingly 

shaped by digital innovation, sustainable implementation depends on 

pedagogical clarity, teacher preparation, and institutional alignment.  

By integrating bibliometric evidence with critical qualitative synthesis, this 

study provides theoretical and practical insights to guide future research, 

teacher education, and policy development aligned with sustainable 

development goal 4 (quality education). 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Content and language integrated learning (CLIL) has gained growing prominence in English language 

teaching (ELT) as a pedagogical approach that integrates subject-matter instruction with the concurrent 

development of a second or foreign language [1]. Rather than positioning language learning as a discrete 

subject, CLIL frames English as a vehicle for meaning-making, problem-solving, and disciplinary knowledge 

construction [2]. This dual-focused approach has been increasingly implemented across primary, secondary, 

and tertiary education, particularly within multilingual and internationalized educational contexts [3]. 

The significance of CLIL lies in its capacity to address both linguistic and academic demands 

simultaneously within a unified instructional framework. By situating language learning within authentic 

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/4.0/
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subject content, CLIL fosters higher levels of cognitive engagement, supports the development of academic 

discourse, and facilitates exposure to subject-specific language practices [4]. In ELT settings, CLIL has 

frequently been linked to enhanced learner motivation, improved communicative competence, and stronger 

connections between language learning and real-world applications [5]. Furthermore, CLIL aligns with 

global educational priorities such as internationalization, employability, and the development of 21st-century 

skills, contributing to its appeal as a model for curricular innovation in ELT [6]. 

Despite these potential benefits, implementing CLIL presents a range of challenges. Teachers 

commonly report difficulties in maintaining an effective balance between content and language objectives, 

particularly when institutional priorities favor subject mastery over language development [7]. Ongoing role 

ambiguity between content specialists and language teachers remains a concern, especially in CLIL-related 

English-medium instruction (EMI) contexts [8]. Additionally, limited teacher preparation, insufficient 

instructional resources, and inconsistent policy support can constrain effective classroom practice [9]. 

Learners may also experience cognitive overload when linguistic demands exceed their current proficiency 

levels [10]. Collectively, these challenges underscore the need for clearer pedagogical frameworks, stronger 

empirical grounding, and more systematic professional development to ensure that CLIL fulfils its intended 

promise in ELT contexts [11]. Guided by these gaps, this study addresses the following scientific question: 

what research directions and persistent challenges characterize highly influential CLIL studies in ELT?  

By examining highly cited publications through bibliometric and strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and 

threats (SWOT) analyses, the study aims to provide an evidence-informed interpretation of the field’s current 

trajectory and future needs. 

 

 

2. METHOD 

This study employed an integrative analytical design that combined document-level performance 

analysis with a structured SWOT analytic approach to examine influential research on CLIL in ELT [12]. 

The first phase involved identifying the top 10 most-cited CLIL-related research articles in the Scopus 

database, using citation counts as indicators of scholarly influence and research visibility [13]. This 

procedure is commonly adopted in bibliometric and performance-based reviews in applied linguistics [1]. 

These highly cited documents were subsequently analyzed to identify their dominant research foci, 

methodological orientations, and principal scholarly contributions, following established document-level 

analytic practices in CLIL research synthesis [3]. The evidence supporting the study’s conclusions derives 

from citation-based performance indicators combined with cross-study thematic synthesis, allowing both 

quantitative influence measurement and qualitative interpretive validation. 

In the second phase, a SWOT analytic framework was applied to synthesize internal strengths and 

weaknesses alongside external opportunities and threats emerging across the selected studies [14]. Strengths 

and weaknesses were identified through recurring pedagogical trends, theoretical coherence, and 

methodological constraints reported in the literature, while opportunities and threats were inferred from 

broader institutional, policy-related, and contextual factors affecting CLIL implementation [11]. This 

combined bibliometric-SWOT approach enabled a systematic yet interpretive examination of both research 

impact and future developmental trajectories, offering a comprehensive methodological lens for evaluating 

the current state of CLIL research in ELT [6]. 

 

2.1.  Search string 

The inclusion criteria for the bibliometric search, as shown in Table 1, were carefully defined to 

ensure relevance, quality, and consistency in capturing influential CLIL research in ELT [15]. The Scopus 

database was selected for its comprehensive coverage of high-impact, peer-reviewed journals in education 

and applied linguistics [16]. The search was conducted across TITLE-ABS-KEY fields to maximize retrieval 

precision while maintaining conceptual relevance. Only research articles published between 2021 and 2025 

were included to reflect recent scholarly developments in CLIL. To ensure linguistic and analytical 

consistency, only English-language publications were considered. In addition, all forms of open access 

articles were included to enhance transparency, accessibility, and replicability of the analysis. 

The study selection process followed the preferred reporting items for systematic reviews and  

meta-analyses (PRISMA) guidelines to ensure transparency and methodological rigor in identifying relevant 

CLIL literature [17]. An initial 1,245 records were retrieved from the Scopus database during the 

identification stage. After screening by document type, 176 records were excluded as they were not research 

articles. A further 630 records were removed for falling outside the specified publication period. 

Subsequently, 439 full-text articles were assessed for eligibility, of which 190 articles were excluded due to 

language and open-access criteria. The final dataset comprised 249 studies that met all inclusion criteria and 

were deemed suitable for bibliometric and SWOT analyses, as illustrated in Figure 1.  
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Table 1. Inclusion criteria for bibliometric analysis 
Scopus database ALL 

Time period 2021 to 2025 
Search field TITLE-ABS-KEY 

Search keywords (“Content and language integrated learning” OR “CLIL”) AND (“English”) 

Document types Article 
Language English 

Open access All open access 

 
 

 
 

Figure 1. PRISMA flowchart 
 

 

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

3.1.  Performance analysis 

The analysis of the top 10 most-cited CLIL-related articles, as shown in Table 2, reveals several 

dominant themes that have shaped recent scholarship in ELT. The most highly cited work focuses on 

technology-enhanced CLIL, particularly the use of artificial intelligence (AI) chatbots and immersive digital 

tools, reflecting a growing emphasis on innovation and digital pedagogy in integrated learning contexts [18], 

[19]. Strong citation counts are also evident in studies examining pedagogical scaffolding and teacher cognition, 

highlighting the central role of instructional mediation in supporting content and language integration [20], [21]. 
 

 

Table 2. Top 10 most cited documents 
No. Author(s) No. of citations 

1. Mageira et al. [18] 212 

2. Mahan [20] 95 

3. Block and Moncada-Comas [22] 95 
4. Moncada-Comas and Block [23] 71 

5. Villabona and Cenoz [21] 59 

6. Çelik and Ersanlı [19] 55 
7. Adipat [24] 51 

8. Iwaniec and Wang [25] 49 

9. Hennebry and Gao [26] 36 
10. Banegas and Beamud [27] 31 

 

 

Another prominent strand centers on EMI and CLIL-ised EMI, where researchers critically examine 

lecturer identity, role ambiguity, and implementation challenges in higher education settings [22], [23]. 

Motivation-focused studies further indicate that learner agency and perceived academic value are key drivers 

of participation in EMI and CLIL programmed [25], [26]. Finally, the inclusion of teacher education research 

underscores the importance of professional preparation in sustaining CLIL practices [27]. Collectively, these 
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influential articles suggest that impactful CLIL research converges around pedagogy, technology integration, 

teacher roles, and learner motivation, while continuing to surface unresolved structural and instructional 

challenges. 

The overlay visualization in Figure 2 reveals a clear temporal shift in the focus of CLIL research 

over recent years. Earlier studies concentrated on pedagogical foundations, particularly teacher scaffolding, 

content-language balance, and professional roles in CLIL and EMI contexts [20], [22]. More recent 

publications, represented by warmer colors, indicate growing attention to technology-enhanced CLIL, 

including AI-supported instruction, augmented reality (AR), and gamified learning environments [18], [19]. 

This trend suggests that CLIL research is progressively aligning with digital transformation agendas while 

building on established pedagogical principles. 

 

 

 
 

Figure 2. Overlay visualization (VOSviewer) 

 

 

3.2.  SWOT analysis 

SWOT analysis enables the examination of internal attributes of the literature, namely its strengths 

and weaknesses, alongside external conditions that present opportunities and threats to the development of 

the field. By applying this framework to highly cited studies, the analysis moves beyond descriptive trends to 

uncover underlying pedagogical patterns, methodological limitations, and contextual challenges shaping 

CLIL implementation. This approach offers a holistic perspective that connects research impact with its 

practical and theoretical implications, thereby laying the foundation for the detailed SWOT subtopics,  

as shown in Table 3. 

 

3.2.1. Strengths 

a.  Strong pedagogical foundations and scaffolding practices 

A key strength of CLIL research lies in its robust pedagogical grounding, particularly in scaffolding 

and teacher-mediated learning. CLIL classrooms emphasize guided interaction, cognitive support, and 

gradual language release, allowing learners to access complex content without linguistic overload.  

Mahan [20] demonstrates how teachers’ strategic scaffolding bridges disciplinary understanding and 

language development, reinforcing CLIL’s alignment with sociocultural learning theory. Similarly, Villabona 

and Cenoz [21] highlight how balanced content-language integration supports meaningful learning rather 

than superficial language exposure. These pedagogical strengths position CLIL as more than a language-

through-exposure approach, instead framing it as a deliberately designed instructional model. 

b.  Integration of digital and immersive technologies 

Recent CLIL studies show strong innovation through technology integration, enhancing learner 

engagement and multimodal meaning-making. AI chatbots [18], AR, and gamified learning environments 

[19] have been shown to support content comprehension while sustaining learners’ motivation and 

interaction. These tools allow CLIL to respond to contemporary digital learning expectations and personalize 

instructional support. Furthermore, technology-enhanced CLIL strengthens alignment with global digital 

education agendas and industry 4.0 imperatives. This technological adaptability strengthens CLIL’s 

relevance across formal, higher education, and blended learning contexts. 
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3.2.2. Weaknesses 

a.  Role ambiguity between content and language teachers 

A persistent weakness in CLIL and EMI research concerns the lack of clarity regarding professional 

roles. Studies reveal that content lecturers often resist identifying as language teachers, particularly in higher 

education EMI contexts [22]. This role ambiguity weakens systematic language support and undermines 

CLIL’s dual-focus principle. Moncada-Comas and Block [23] further demonstrate that CLIL-ised EMI 

frequently prioritizes content delivery over language development. Without clear pedagogical responsibility 

and collaborative models between language and content specialists, CLIL risks becoming content-dominant 

rather than genuinely integrated. 

b.  Limited longitudinal and outcome-focused evidence 

Many CLIL studies rely on short-term interventions, perception data, or small-scale qualitative 

designs, limiting claims about sustained language development. While studies report improved motivation 

and attitudes [19], [26], fewer examine long-term gains in academic language proficiency or disciplinary 

literacy. Additionally, self-reported teacher and student perspectives dominate the literature [21], reducing 

empirical robustness. This methodological limitation constrains CLIL’s evidentiary strength, particularly 

when policymakers demand measurable outcomes to justify curriculum reform. 
 

 

Table 3. SWOT matrix 
Article Focus of study Strengths Weaknesses Opportunities Threats 

[18] Design and 

application of AI 

chatbots to support 
CLIL instruction 

Demonstrates innovative 

integration of AI to support 

both content and language 
learning; strong alignment 

with Industry 4.0 and EdTech 

trends 

Limited empirical 

validation in authentic 

classrooms; learner 
language gains not 

longitudinally measured 

Expansion into 

adaptive, 

personalized CLIL 
environments; 

scalable AI-assisted 

CLIL models 

Overreliance on 

technology may 

marginalize pedagogical 
expertise; digital divide 

across contexts 

[20] Role of teacher 

scaffolding in CLIL 

classrooms 

Strong theoretical grounding 

in sociocultural theory; 

clarifies pedagogical role of 
teachers in CLIL 

Focuses primarily on 

teacher cognition rather 

than learner outcomes 

Provides a framework 

for professional 

development and 
CLIL teacher training 

Risk of being 

underutilized in exam-

driven or content-heavy 
curricula 

[22] STEM lecturers’ 

positioning in EMI 

contexts 

Offers critical insight into 

identity tensions between 

content teaching and language 

responsibility 

Does not propose 

concrete pedagogical 

solutions; limited 

classroom-level data 

Opportunity to 

redefine collaborative 

models between 

content lecturers and 

ELT specialists 

Continued resistance 

from content lecturers 

may undermine 

language development 

goals 
[23] Practical challenges 

in CLIL-ised EMI 

implementation 

Reveals structural and 

ideological mismatches in EMI 

policies and classroom realities 

Context-specific 

findings limit 

generalizability 

Informs policy-level 

reform and clearer 

CLIL-EMI 
differentiation 

Misalignment between 

policy rhetoric and 

institutional support 
structures 

[21] Teacher perspectives 

on content-language 
integration in CLIL 

Balanced comparison of 

content-driven vs language-
driven approaches; strong 

pedagogical relevance 

Relies heavily on self-

reported teacher data 

Supports 

development of 
integrated CLIL 

pedagogy models 

Persistent division 

between content and 
language priorities 

[19] Gamified CLIL using 
AR 

Empirical evidence of 
improved achievement and 

attitudes; strong 
methodological design 

Technology-focused 
intervention may not be 

sustainable in low-
resource settings 

Expansion into 
immersive and game-

based CLIL 
innovations 

Technical issues and 
novelty effects may 

reduce long-term impact 

[24] TPACK development 

through technology-
enhanced CLIL 

Integrates CLIL with teacher 

digital competence 
frameworks; strong relevance 

to teacher education 

Limited exploration of 

student language 
proficiency outcomes 

Supports scalable 

teacher training 
models for digital 

CLIL 

Rapid technology 

changes may outpace 
teacher preparedness 

[25] Student motivations 
for enrolling in EMI 

programs 

Provides learner-centered 
perspective often missing in 

CLIL/EMI literature 

Focuses on motivation 
rather than actual 

language learning 

outcomes 

Informs recruitment 
strategies and 

program design 

Market-driven EMI 
expansion may dilute 

pedagogical quality 

[26] Relationship between 

medium of 

instruction and 
learner motivation 

Strong longitudinal insight into 

motivational dynamics 

Language proficiency 

development not 

directly measured 

Supports motivation-

sensitive CLIL/EMI 

curriculum design 

Motivation may decline 

if academic difficulty 

outweighs perceived 
benefits 

[27] CLIL pre-service 

teacher education via 
duo ethnography 

Rich qualitative insight into 

teacher identity and reflective 
practice 

Small-scale qualitative 

design limits 
generalizability 

Informs reflective, 

cross-cultural CLIL 
teacher education 

Institutional constraints 

may limit adoption of 
reflective models 

 

 

3.2.3. Opportunities 

a.  Teacher capacity building through TPACK and CLIL training 

CLIL offers strong opportunities for structured teacher professional development, particularly 

through TPACK-oriented, technology-enhanced models. Adipat [24] shows that integrating CLIL with 
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TPACK strengthens teachers’ instructional competence and digital readiness. Embedding CLIL into  

pre-service and in-service teacher education programs can address role ambiguity and implementation 

inconsistency. Moreover, reflective approaches in CLIL teacher education [27] support identity formation 

and pedagogical confidence. These developments position CLIL as a catalyst for holistic teacher capacity 

building rather than a stand-alone instructional method. 

b.  Learner-centered program design and motivation alignment 

Learner motivation offers a key opportunity to strengthen CLIL and EMI implementation. Studies 

show that students enroll in EMI and CLIL programs for academic capital, employability, and global 

mobility [25]. Understanding these motivations enables institutions to design CLIL curricula that align 

linguistic support with learners’ aspirations. Additionally, motivation-sensitive instructional design can 

mitigate disengagement when cognitive and linguistic demands increase [26]. Leveraging learner motivation 

allows CLIL to evolve from a policy-driven model into a responsive, student-centered educational approach. 

 

3.2.4. Threats 

a.  Policy-practice misalignment in EMI-driven contexts 

A significant threat to CLIL lies in its conflation with EMI at the policy level. EMI programs are 

often implemented for internationalization and market positioning rather than pedagogical coherence, 

resulting in inadequate language support structures [23]. This policy-practice gap risks reducing CLIL to 

English-only instruction without scaffolding or integration principles. When institutional mandates prioritize 

visibility over instructional quality, CLIL’s pedagogical integrity is compromised, thereby weakening both 

language-learning outcomes and academic equity. 

b.  Technological dependence and contextual inequality 

While technology enhances CLIL innovation, excessive reliance on digital tools presents systemic 

risks. AI, AR, and gamified platforms may not be accessible across all educational contexts, exacerbating 

inequalities between well-resourced and under-resourced institutions [18], [19]. Additionally, technology-

driven CLIL risks overshadowing pedagogical intentionality if tools are adopted without instructional 

alignment. This dependence threatens CLIL’s sustainability and inclusivity, particularly in contexts where 

infrastructure, teacher training, or digital literacy remains uneven. 

 

3.3.  Discussion 

The combined evidence from document-level performance analysis and the SWOT synthesis 

provides a nuanced understanding of contemporary CLIL research in ELT. The prominence of highly cited 

studies on pedagogical scaffolding and teacher cognition confirms that effective CLIL remains strongly 

grounded in instructional mediation and sociocultural perspectives on learning [20], [21]. At the same time, 

the strong citation impact of technology-oriented studies signals a growing shift towards digitally enhanced 

CLIL models, particularly through AI-supported and immersive learning environments [18], [19]. 

However, the SWOT findings reveal that these strengths coexist with persistent challenges. Role 

ambiguity between content and language teachers and the blurring of boundaries between CLIL and EMI 

continue to undermine systematic language support, especially in higher education contexts [22], [23]. While 

opportunities exist for teacher capacity building through technology-enhanced and TPACK-oriented 

approaches [24], [28], their effectiveness depends on coherent institutional policies and sustained 

professional development [29], [30]. Thus, the findings align with Lap et al. [31], who argue that future CLIL 

advancement requires balancing innovation with pedagogical clarity and structural alignment. 

Beyond identifying dominant themes, the findings suggest a transitional phase in CLIL scholarship 

in which pedagogical foundations remain stable while technological innovation increasingly shapes research 

priorities [32], [33]. This indicates that the evolution of CLIL is not a replacement of traditional pedagogy 

but an expansion of instructional possibilities through digital mediation [34], [35]. The coexistence of 

innovation and structural challenges further implies that successful CLIL implementation depends less on 

technological adoption alone and more on coherent pedagogical alignment among teachers, institutions, and 

policy frameworks [35], [36]. Consequently, future research should move beyond short-term intervention 

studies toward longitudinal and multi-context investigations capable of demonstrating sustained language and 

academic outcomes [37]. Such directions will strengthen the empirical credibility of CLIL and support 

evidence-informed educational reform. 

This study contributes to CLIL theory by demonstrating that influential research continues to be 

anchored in pedagogical scaffolding, teacher mediation, and integrated content-language design, while 

increasingly incorporating digital and technology-enhanced perspectives [7], [38]. The findings reinforce 

sociocultural views of learning, in which language development is mediated through guided engagement with 

disciplinary content and collaborative instructional practices [11], [39]. At the same time, the analysis 

highlights a persistent conceptual gap resulting from the frequent overlap between CLIL and EMI, 



Int J Eval & Res Educ  ISSN: 2252-8822  

 

Mapping influential CLIL research in English language teaching: a bibliometric SWOT … (Lim Seong Pek) 

3021 

particularly in higher education contexts [3], [40]. This underscores the need for clearer theoretical 

differentiation and the development of more integrative models that explicitly connect pedagogy, technology, 

and policy dimensions in future CLIL research [6], [41]. 

From a practical perspective, the findings emphasize the importance of intentional instructional 

design in effective CLIL implementation. Educators and institutions should prioritize systematic scaffolding 

strategies and clearly defined language-support roles for both content and language teachers [42], [43]. 

Professional development initiatives should focus on strengthening pedagogical and digital competencies to 

support integrated teaching practices [11]. In addition, policymakers and programmed designers should ensure 

that CLIL and EMI initiatives are underpinned by adequate training, appropriate resource allocation, and 

coherent assessment alignment [9], [44]. Addressing these interrelated factors can enhance the sustainability, 

effectiveness, and educational equity of CLIL practices across diverse learning contexts [10], [45]. 

Future studies may extend this work by examining longitudinal learner outcomes, cross-disciplinary 

teacher collaboration models, and context-sensitive digital CLIL implementations to enhance empirical and 

practical applicability across diverse educational contexts [46], [47]. Longitudinal investigations are 

particularly needed to determine whether improvements in motivation and engagement lead to sustained 

language proficiency and academic achievement [48], [49]. Research should also explore collaborative 

instructional models that integrate content and language teachers through coordinated planning and shared 

pedagogical responsibility [50], thereby addressing persistent role ambiguity in CLIL practice.  

 

 

4. CONCLUSION 

This study synthesized influential CLIL research in ELT by integrating document-level performance 

analysis with a structured analytical framework to examine key trends and challenges in the field. The 

findings indicate that highly cited studies consistently emphasize pedagogical scaffolding, teacher mediation, 

and, more recently, technology-enhanced instructional practices. Together, these strands highlight CLIL’s 

potential to support meaningful language development through content-driven learning when integration is 

intentional and well supported. At the same time, persistent challenges were identified, including role 

ambiguity between content and language teachers, limited longitudinal evidence of learning outcomes, and 

policy-practice misalignment in EMI-oriented contexts. 

By offering a consolidated view of impact and thematic patterns, this study contributes to a clearer 

understanding of CLIL’s developmental trajectory. Importantly, the findings align with sustainable 

development goal 4 (quality education) by underscoring CLIL’s capacity to promote inclusive and equitable 

learning through integrated language and content instruction. Ensuring pedagogical clarity, teacher 

preparedness, and contextual sensitivity will be essential for sustaining CLIL’s educational value across 

diverse settings. 

 

 

FUNDING INFORMATION 

This work was supported and funded by INTI International University, Malaysia. 

 

 

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS STATEMENT  

This journal uses the Contributor Roles Taxonomy (CRediT) to recognize individual author 

contributions, reduce authorship disputes, and facilitate collaboration. 
 

Name of Author C M So Va Fo I R D O E Vi Su P Fu 

Lim Seong Pek ✓ ✓ ✓  ✓   ✓ ✓    ✓ ✓ 

Fatin Syamilah Che 

Yob 

 ✓  ✓  ✓  ✓  ✓ ✓    

Azie Azlina Azmi ✓  ✓   ✓   ✓  ✓ ✓ ✓  

Desmond Sandum  ✓   ✓  ✓   ✓  ✓  ✓ 

Gilbert C. Magulod Jr. ✓   ✓ ✓  ✓   ✓     

Choiril Anwar  ✓  ✓  ✓    ✓ ✓    
 

C :  Conceptualization 

M :  Methodology 

So :  Software 

Va :  Validation 

Fo :  Formal analysis 

I :  Investigation 

R :  Resources 

D : Data Curation 

O : Writing - Original Draft 

E : Writing - Review & Editing 

Vi :  Visualization 

Su :  Supervision 

P :  Project administration 

Fu :  Funding acquisition 

 

 



                ISSN: 2252-8822 

Int J Eval & Res Educ, Vol. 15, No. 4, August 2026: 3015-3024 

3022 

CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT 

The authors state no conflict of interest. 

 

 

DATA AVAILABILITY 

Data availability is not applicable to this paper as no new data were created or analyzed in this 

study. 

 

 

REFERENCES 
[1] J. S. McDougald and C. P. Alvarez Ayure, “Expanding the value of CLIL: perspectives from primary to higher education,” Latin 

American Journal of Content & Language Integrated Learning, vol. 13, no. 2, pp. 155–162, Jan. 2021,  

doi: 10.5294/laclil.2020.13.2.1. 
[2] S. S. Hussain, “Content and language integrated learning (CLIL) in ELT as a link between language learning and content 

development,” Arab World English Journal, vol. 13, no. 2, pp. 386–400, Jun. 2022, doi: 10.24093/awej/vol13no2.26. 

[3] H. Hu, “Emerging from content and language integrated learning and English-medium instruction, is CLIL-ised EMI the next 
trend of education?” Higher Learning Research Communications, vol. 13, no. 2, pp. 1–8, 2023, doi: 10.18870/hlrc.v13i2.1422. 

[4] J. H. Lee, H. Lee, and Y. Y. Lo, “Effects of EMI-CLIL on secondary-level students’ English learning: a multilevel meta-

analysis,” Studies in Second Language Learning and Teaching, vol. 13, no. 2, pp. 317–345, Jun. 2023, doi: 10.14746/ssllt.38277. 
[5] H. Sudarso, S. E. Globalisasi, and H. Dibdyaningsih, “Implementation of the CLIL (content and language integrated learning) 

approach in English language learning,” Global International Journal of Innovative Research, vol. 2, no. 10, pp. 2315–2330, Oct. 
2024, doi: 10.59613/global.v2i10.329. 

[6] H. Lai and H. B. Idris, “A review on English-medium instruction (EMI) in teaching and its effects on university students’ English 

proficiency and content learning,” Forum for Linguistic Studies, vol. 7, no. 1, pp. 834–846, 2025, doi: 10.30564/fls.v7i1.8107. 
[7] I.-S. J. Chen, Y.-T. Liu, R. Yorozuya, and S. Uchino, “Bridging bilingual boundaries: Taiwan’s nationwide strategy for EFL 

transformation,” Humanities and Social Sciences Communications, vol. 12, no. 1, p. 585, Apr. 2025, doi: 10.1057/s41599-025-

04867-z. 
[8] C. M. Carlins Jr. and P. Siripol, “CLIL or EMI? A case study of non-English in-service teachers teaching reflection in an 

international school,” Rajabhat Chiang Mai Research Journal, vol. 25, no. 1, p. 91, 2024, doi: 10.57260/rcmrj.2024.265323. 

[9] A. López-Hernández, “Initial teacher education of primary English and CLIL teachers: an analysis of the training curricula in the 
universities of the Madrid autonomous community (Spain),” International Journal of Learning, Teaching and Educational 

Research, vol. 20, no. 3, pp. 132–150, Mar. 2021, doi: 10.26803/ijlter.20.3.9. 

[10] T. Myronenko, L. Dobrovolska, I. Shevchenko, and O. Kordyuk, “Challenges and sustainability of CLIL implementation in 
Ukrainian educational establishments,” Revista Amazonia Investiga, vol. 13, no. 77, p. 53, 2024, doi: 10.34069/AI/2024.77.05.4. 

[11] I. Pineda, W. Tsou, and F. Chen, “Glocalization in CLIL: analyzing the training needs of in-service CLIL teachers in Taiwan and 

Spain,” Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural Development, vol. 45, no. 7, pp. 2382–2399, Aug. 2024,  
doi: 10.1080/01434632.2022.2050380. 

[12] R. Ruiz-Cecilia, L. Medina-Sánchez, and A.-M. Rodríguez-García, “Teaching and learning of mathematics through CLIL, CBI, or 

EMI—a systematic literature review,” Mathematics, vol. 11, no. 6, p. 1347, Mar. 2023, doi: 10.3390/math11061347. 
[13] R. Zou, L. Jiang, and W. Wider, “Bibliometric insights into the open education landscape,” The International Review of Research 

in Open and Distributed Learning, vol. 26, no. 1, pp. 283–309, Feb. 2025, doi: 10.19173/irrodl.v26i1.7953. 

[14] H. Liu, “Strategies of college English curriculum design based on content and language integrated learning (CLIL),” Journal of 
Education, Humanities and Social Sciences, vol. 55, pp. 30–36, Jul. 2025, doi: 10.54097/8844ka44. 

[15] R. W. M. Mee, F. S. C. Yob, L. S. Pek, M. F. A. Rauf, Y. Mingmei, and A. Derahvasht, “Building digital thinkers: a bibliometric 

analysis of computational thinking in children’s education for a sustainable future,” Contemporary Educational Technology,  
vol. 17, no. 3, p. ep581, Jul. 2025, doi: 10.30935/cedtech/16309. 

[16] R. D. Prasad, L. S. Pek, F. S. C. Yob, W. Y. Von, G. C. Magulod Jr., and D. Adom, “Navigating the tech turn: a bibliometric 

analysis of decision-making trends in 21st century education,” International Journal of Learning, Teaching and Educational 
Research, vol. 24, no. 11, pp. 297–313, Nov. 2025, doi: 10.26803/ijlter.24.11.14. 

[17] Z. Bo et al., “Transforming translation education: a bibliometric analysis of artificial intelligence’s role in fostering sustainable 

development,” International Journal of Learning, Teaching and Educational Research, vol. 24, no. 3, pp. 166–190, Mar. 2025, 
doi: 10.26803/ijlter.24.3.9. 

[18] K. Mageira, D. Pittou, A. Papasalouros, K. Kotis, P. Zangogianni, and A. Daradoumis, “Educational AI Chatbots for content and 

language integrated learning,” Applied Sciences, vol. 12, no. 7, p. 3239, Mar. 2022, doi: 10.3390/app12073239. 
[19] F. Çelik and C. Y. Ersanlı, “The use of augmented reality in a gamified CLIL lesson and students’ achievements and attitudes:  

a quasi-experimental study,” Smart Learning Environments, vol. 9, no. 1, p. 30, Nov. 2022, doi: 10.1186/s40561-022-00211-z. 

[20] K. R. Mahan, “The comprehending teacher: scaffolding in content and language integrated learning (CLIL),” The Language 
Learning Journal, vol. 50, no. 1, pp. 74–88, Jan. 2022, doi: 10.1080/09571736.2019.1705879. 

[21] N. Villabona and J. Cenoz, “The integration of content and language in CLIL: a challenge for content-driven and language-driven 

teachers,” Language, Culture and Curriculum, vol. 35, no. 1, pp. 36–50, Jan. 2022, doi: 10.1080/07908318.2021.1910703. 
[22] D. Block and B. Moncada-Comas, “English-medium instruction in higher education and the ELT gaze: STEM lecturers’  

self-positioning as NOT English language teachers,” International Journal of Bilingual Education and Bilingualism, vol. 25,  

no. 2, pp. 401–417, Feb. 2022, doi: 10.1080/13670050.2019.1689917. 
[23] B. Moncada-Comas and D. Block, “CLIL-ised EMI in practice: issues arising,” The Language Learning Journal, vol. 49, no. 6, 

pp. 686–698, Nov. 2021, doi: 10.1080/09571736.2019.1660704. 

[24] S. Adipat, “Developing technological pedagogical content knowledge (TPACK) through technology-enhanced content and 
language-integrated learning (T-CLIL) instruction,” Education and Information Technologies, vol. 26, no. 5, pp. 6461–6477, Sep. 

2021, doi: 10.1007/s10639-021-10648-3. 

[25] J. Iwaniec and W. Wang, “Motivations to enrol in EMI programmes in China: an exploratory study,” Applied Linguistics Review, 
vol. 14, no. 6, pp. 1563–1587, Nov. 2023, doi: 10.1515/applirev-2021-0180. 



Int J Eval & Res Educ  ISSN: 2252-8822  

 

Mapping influential CLIL research in English language teaching: a bibliometric SWOT … (Lim Seong Pek) 

3023 

[26] M. Hennebry and X. Gao, “Interactions between medium of instruction and language learning motivation,” International Journal 
of Bilingual Education and Bilingualism, vol. 24, no. 7, pp. 976–989, Aug. 2021, doi: 10.1080/13670050.2018.1530190. 

[27] D. L. Banegas and M. del P. Beamud, “Content and language integrated learning: a duoethnographic study about CLIL  

pre-service teacher education in Argentina and Spain,” RELC Journal, vol. 53, no. 1, pp. 151–164, Apr. 2022,  
doi: 10.1177/0033688220930442. 

[28] S.-W. Park, S.-B. Lee, and K.-J. Sung, “Toward sustainable integration of digital technology in physical education: a teacher-

centered TAM–TPACK framework for instructional design,” Sustainability, vol. 17, no. 23, p. 10476, Nov. 2025,  
doi: 10.3390/su172310476. 

[29] A. Diamah et al., “Evaluating the effectiveness of technological pedagogical content knowledge-based training program in 

enhancing pre-service teachers’ perceptions of technological pedagogical content knowledge,” Frontiers in Education, vol. 7,  
p. 897447, Aug. 2022, doi: 10.3389/feduc.2022.897447. 

[30] M. Sepadi, T. Kgaphola, and K. Molapo, “Teachers’ understanding of technology usage in rural schools,” Frontiers in Education, 

vol. 10, p. 1548457, Jul. 2025, doi: 10.3389/feduc.2025.1548457. 
[31] T. Q. Lap, P. N. T. Vy, N. T. M. Hanh, L. C. Tuan, and N. T. Hung, “Toward the content language integrated learning (CLIL) 

shift: what are EFL teachers’ understandings, practices, and needs?” SAGE Open, vol. 15, no. 3, pp. 1–17, Jan. 2025,  

doi: 10.1177/21582440251363336. 
[32] A. Wallace, V. Spiliotopoulos, and R. Ilieva, “CLIL collaborations in higher education: a critical perspective,” English Teaching 

& Learning, vol. 44, no. 2, pp. 127–148, Jun. 2020, doi: 10.1007/s42321-020-00052-4. 

[33] Y. Zhu, B. Peng, D. Shu, and J. Newton, “Implementing CLIL innovation in a collaborative teacher education ecosystem,” 
TESOL Quarterly, vol. 59, no. 2, pp. 668–694, Jun. 2025, doi: 10.1002/tesq.3335. 

[34] R. Zhu and S. S. Y. Chan, “The clash between CLIL and TELL: effects and potential solutions of adapting TELL for online CLIL 

teaching,” Applied Sciences, vol. 13, no. 7, p. 4270, Mar. 2023, doi: 10.3390/app13074270. 
[35] C. Dalton-Puffer, J. Hüttner, and A. Llinares, “CLIL in the 21st century,” Journal of Immersion and Content-Based Language 

Education, vol. 10, no. 2, pp. 182–206, Nov. 2022, doi: 10.1075/jicb.21021.dal. 

[36] Y.-P. Huang and W.-L. Tsou, “CLIL development in bilingual education in Taiwan: past, present, and future,” Curriculum & 
Instruction Quarterly, vol. 26, no. 1, pp. 1–26, 2023. 

[37] H. T. M. Nguyen, H. T. T. Nguyen, L. Gilanyi, T. H. Hoang, and X. Gao, “Content language integrated learning (CLIL): teachers’ 

metacognitive understanding of pedagogical translanguaging,” Learning and Instruction, vol. 97, p. 102085, Jun. 2025,  
doi: 10.1016/j.learninstruc.2025.102085. 

[38] E. S. de la Cal, J. Ortiz-Revilla, A. Alonso-Centeno, and I. M. Greca, “Co-teaching among English pre-service teachers for 

integrated STEAM+CLIL education,” Porta Linguarum Revista Interuniversitaria de Didáctica de las Lenguas Extranjeras,  
pp. 195–212, Dec. 2023, doi: 10.30827/portalin.vi2023c.29644. 

[39] X. Rui, X. Li, Y. Li, and Y. Y. Lo, “Examining the effects of teacher collaboration on student learning in a CLIL classroom,” 

International Journal of Bilingual Education and Bilingualism, vol. 27, no. 1, pp. 66–82, Jan. 2024,  
doi: 10.1080/13670050.2022.2152276. 

[40] A. Karabay and N. Durrani, “The evolution of English medium instruction research in higher education: a bibliometric study,” 

Education Sciences, vol. 14, no. 9, p. 982, Sep. 2024, doi: 10.3390/educsci14090982. 
[41] J. Hüttner, A. Llinares, and T. Nikula, “Conceptualizing bi- and multilingual disciplinary literacies in CLIL: insights from  

a European research network,” Frontiers in Education, vol. 10, p. 1540211, Jul. 2025, doi: 10.3389/feduc.2025.1540211. 

[42] G. R. Paudel, B. P. Neupane, L. Gnawali, and S. Shrestha, “English language teachers’ perceptions and understanding of content 
and language integrated learning,” ELE Praxis, vol. 1, no. 1, pp. 59–77, Nov. 2024, doi: 10.51474/elepraxis.v1i1.559. 

[43] D. Li and L. Zhang, “Exploring teacher scaffolding in a CLIL-framed EFL intensive reading class: a classroom discourse analysis 

approach,” Language Teaching Research, vol. 26, no. 3, pp. 333–360, May 2022, doi: 10.1177/1362168820903340. 
[44] V. P. Vázquez, J. Á. López, and C. P. Velázquez, “Exploring the pedagogical dimension for English-taught courses in European 

higher education: a scoping review,” Language Teaching Research, Jan. 2026, doi: 10.1177/13621688251410358. 

[45] R. Cross, “Addressing social equity by making explicit the implicit value systems within content and language learning,” AILA 
Review, vol. 35, no. 2, pp. 180–202, Dec. 2022, doi: 10.1075/aila.22025.cro. 

[46] H. W. Hsu, “Strategic L1 use in EMI: insights from technological university students in an EFL context,” RELC Journal,  
Nov. 2025, doi: 10.1177/00336882251394043. 

[47] Z. I. Berezina, “Content-based instruction for psychology majors: issues and solutions for ESP curriculum development,” 

Training, Language and Culture, vol. 9, no. 3, pp. 99–112, Sep. 2025, doi: 10.22363/2521-442X-2025-9-3-99-112. 
[48] L. Mettewie, L. Van Mensel, A. de Smet, and B. Galand, “A longitudinal test of the impact of CLIL on language emotions and 

learning motivation,” System, vol. 123, p. 103355, Jul. 2024, doi: 10.1016/j.system.2024.103355. 

[49] E. Pittas and L. Tompkins, “A systematic review of student learning outcomes in CLIL in LOTE,” Frontiers in Education, vol. 9, 

p. 1447270, Sep. 2024, doi: 10.3389/feduc.2024.1447270. 

[50] C. Guo, X. Chen, and J. Chen, “Enhancing prospective teachers’ professional development through shared collaborative lesson 

planning,” Behavioral Sciences, vol. 15, no. 6, p. 753, May 2025, doi: 10.3390/bs15060753. 

 

 

BIOGRAPHIES OF AUTHORS 
 

 

Lim Seong Pek     is a senior lecturer at the Faculty of Education and Liberal Arts, 

INTI International University. He received his Doctorate in Education (Ed.D) degree from 

Universiti Selangor. He specializes in media literacy, multimodality and teacher education. He 

can be contacted at email: seongpek.lim@newinti.edu.my. 

  

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0322-7572
https://scholar.google.co.id/citations?hl=id&user=EH0NOFkAAAAJ
https://www.scopus.com/authid/detail.uri?authorId=57218775327
https://publons.com/researcher/1712830/lim-seong-pek/


                ISSN: 2252-8822 

Int J Eval & Res Educ, Vol. 15, No. 4, August 2026: 3015-3024 

3024 

 

Fatin Syamilah Che Yob     is an English lecturer at the Faculty of Education and 

Liberal Arts, INTI International University. She specializes in TESL, social emotional 

learning, materials design, and gamified studies. She can be contacted at email: 

fatinsyamilah.cheyob@newinti.edu.my. 

  

 

Azie Azlina Azmi     is an English lecturer at the Faculty of Education, Social 

Sciences and Humanities, Universiti Poly-Tech Malaysia. She specializes in TESL, 

educational technology and special needs in education. She can be contacted at email: 

azieazlina@uptm.edu.my. 

  

 

Desmond Sandum     is an assistant director and head of the Innovation and Action 

Research Unit at the Sector of Educational Resources and Technology, Sabah State Education 

Department. He is pursuing a Ph.D. in Education at INTI International University, focused on 

leadership and action research, with professional interests in educational technology, teacher 

training, AI in education, and teacher-led action research. He can be contacted at email: 

I24030349@student.newinti.edu.my. 

  

 

Gilbert C. Magulod Jr.     is a Filipino educator, researcher, innovator, academic 

leader, and international resource speaker. He is a full-fledged Accredited Professor VI at 

Cagayan State University (CSU), where he currently serves as University Director for 

Knowledge, Technology Management, and Publications (KTMP), University Focal Person for 

Distance Education, and Member-Secretary of the CSU Institutional Review Ethics Board 

(IREB). He is a Career Executive Service Eligible (CESE) conferred by the Career Executive 

Service Board (CESB) of the Philippines, recognizing his demonstrated competence and 

leadership in public administration. He can be contacted at email: 

gilbertmagulod_rdecsulasam28@yahoo.com. 

  

 

Choiril Anwar     is an assistant professor at the English Education Department, 

Universitas Islam Sultan Agung, Semarang, Indonesia. He received his doctorate degree in 

English Education from Universitas Negeri Semarang. His expertise includes teaching English 

to young learners, flipped learning, and technological pedagogical and content knowledge. He 

has published his research in journals, presented at conferences, written books. He can be 

contacted at email: choirilanwar@unissula.ac.id. 

 

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2519-277X
https://scholar.google.com/citations?user=tqMIMMcAAAAJ&hl=en
https://www.scopus.com/authid/detail.uri?authorId=57219805097
https://www.webofscience.com/wos/author/record/3409363
https://orcid.org/0009-0008-7307-1885
https://scholar.google.com/citations?hl=en&user=im9FIT0AAAAJ
https://orcid.org/0009-0000-3815-7423
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6056-5287
https://scholar.google.com/citations?hl=en&user=HJYsM6EAAAAJ
https://www.scopus.com/authid/detail.uri?authorId=57205203786
https://www.webofscience.com/wos/author/record/34835184
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1057-4310
https://scholar.google.com/citations?user=HjpuYVEAAAAJ&hl=en
https://www.scopus.com/authid/detail.uri?authorId=57931137400
https://www.webofscience.com/wos/author/record/658419

