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Introduction

Content-based education programs have exponentially grown in the last decades,
particularly in Europe, where these programs have coined the label ‘bilingual’ to refer to
bilingual education in majority languages, where two majority languages are used to
teach curricular content in mainstream education (Baker & Wright, 2017) to meet the
needs of the ever-changing and multilingual societies of the 21% century. Considering
the plurilingual nature of the European Union and the linguistic richness and diversity
of its countries and citizens, bilingual education there means that students learn some
content in their first language and some content in an additional language, through the
Content and Language Integrated Learning approach (henceforth, CLIL). In fact, Baker
& Wright (2017) underline the similarities between CLIL and content-based instruction
in the United States “in that the focus is on learning a new language through the
medium of content area instruction in that language” (p. 235). In Spain, bilingual
programs are envisioned as the answer to the low levels of proficiency in a foreign
language —commonly, English (from now on, EFL)— that most individuals still had
after years of EFL learning. However, the rapid growth of these programs in the
country outpaced teacher provision (Dalton-Puffer et al, 2022) and only recently did
teacher training began to consolidate. Teacher training for educators in content-based or
content and language integrated learning (CLIL) programs, for the most part, is
voluntary and at a postgraduate level. In fact, in many countries in Europe —including
Spain, there are no requirements for bilingual teachers to be trained in any content-
based teaching approaches. This lack of training has been identified as a common issue
of bilingual teachers across countries where a CLIL approach is implemented (e.g.
Barcena-Toyos, 2023; Pérez-Cafiado, 2018).

The competencies of CLIL teachers are different from those required for
mainstream teachers (Custodio-Espinar & Garcia-Ramos, 2020; Morton & Nashaat-
Sobhy, 2023), because they have to teach subject-specific content and EFL integrated,
with attention to the academic language required for learners to reach the content
learning objectives and demonstrate their knowledge and skills in the subject area. Since
the linguistic demands of the content determine the type of language needed to achieve
the learning objectives, the implications of language that learners are exposed to in the
content classroom lay in the need to learn academic language —both general and
specific to the subject area, what is known as language for and language of learning,
respectively in CLIL (Coyle et al, 2010)— and to level up the lack of parity between
learners’ cognitive and FL levels (Lo & Fung, 2020). The integration of content and
language has, of course, implications for teachers, who have to adapt their pedagogies
to accommodate the particular needs of this group of students, and who also need to
deal with their own linguistic challenges and demands, being learners of the language of
instruction themselves, too (Nikula et al., 2016). Despite the popularity and rapid
growth of CLIL programs, there are not any specific pedagogical or methodological
requirements for teachers who teach content and language integrated in these programs,
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so there are no specific CLIL pre-service training at higher education levels. So, this
lack of pedagogical training to integrate content and language in their lessons prompts
CLIL teachers to rely heavily on their own experience as language learners and their
beliefs about language and language learning (Morton & Nashaat-Sobhy, 2023).
Therefore, a key skill that CLIL teachers should acquire is language awareness, which
implies not only being proficient in the FL but also being aware of the linguistic
necessities that learners face, as well as using the appropriate learning pedagogies and
theories to help their students in the learning process (Mortimore, in press; Cammarata
& Tedick, 2012). When teachers lack this skill because it has not been part of their pre-
or in-service training, there is a tendency to teach only key vocabulary and overlook
other important areas of academic language (Barcena-Toyos, 2020).

In bilingual programs, however, and due to the lack of CLIL teacher provision
and training, lessons are taught by either content teachers with a minimum required
level of English (B2 or C1, according to the Common European Framework of
Reference for Languages, henceforth CEFR) or English specialists with no or little
training in the content they teach (Barcena-Toyos, 2020). These are challenges that all
CLIL teachers face, regardless of their previous teaching experience and that force
educators to deal with a sense of isolation in transitioning from a content-only- to a
bilingual-teacher identity (Barcena-Toyos, 2022). Most teachers have received pre-
service formal training as either content or language specialists, but they now need to
adopt a new teacher identity, that of a content and language teacher who is able to meet
the specific needs of learners who are not proficient in the language of instruction
(Barcena-Toyos, 2022). To that aim, in-service training should be designed around
bilingual teachers’ methodological needs to deliver lessons in ESOL (Custodio-Espinar
& Garcia-Ramos, 2020), and one way to achieve that is through mentoring programs
where experienced bilingual teachers can share their expertise in the area and stablish a
collaborative professional network of methodological best practices for novice bilingual
teachers. Nevertheless, mentoring programs are not part of the educational systems of
many countries, such as Spain, so teachers are more often than not thrown into a sink-
or-swim situation when they start teaching in content-based programs. In this case,
finding a solution becomes of paramount importance for the welfare of educators and
the success of these educational programs, which have the integration of both content
and language learning at their core.

The aim of this chapter is to fill in the gap on bilingual teacher mentoring
programs in Spain and other non-English speaking countries, and add on to the
discussion on teacher training in bilingual programs. The chapter proposes an
alternative to the absence of mentoring programs from the administration, with the use
of the Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP) as a mentoring guide to novice
bilingual teachers, addressing teachers’ methodological needs to integrate content and
an additional language.

SIOP and CLIL

The SIOP is an instructional “approach for teaching [grade-level] content to
English language learners in strategic ways that make the subject matter concepts
comprehensible while promoting the students’ English language development”
(Echevarria et al., 2013, p. 5). The SIOP consists of eight components (lesson
preparation, building background, comprehensible input, strategies, interaction, practice
& application, lesson delivery, and review & assessment) that group different
instructional strategies for teachers of ELLs. On the other hand, CLIL is an approach to
teaching curricular content and a foreign language integrated (Coyle et al, 2010). While



SIOP has been extensively used and researched in ESL context such as North America,
several studies have proven its potential in content-based instruction programs where
English is a foreign language and not a second language (see Kareva & Echevarria,
2013), and also its prospects to be used in PD training programs in CLIL contexts (see
Barcena-Toyos, 2023). Regardless of the status of the target language used in both
approaches (i.e. ESL in SIOP vs EFL in CLIL), as shown on Table 1, they draw on
research findings in effective strategies to teach English language learners in order to
succeed academically, considering that content determines the language that learners
will need in order to achieve curricular learning objectives (Barcena-Toyos, 2023).

Table 1.
SIOP and CLIL compared (Adapted from Barcena-Toyos, 2023).
Main Features SIOP CLIL
Context ESL, two-way and Mostly in foreign
sheltered instruction language (FL) contexts to
programs improve competence in
EFL by teaching content
in that language.
Language learning - Focus on teaching academic language.
- Learners must acquire BICS and CALP
Language pedagogies - Both use strategies to make input comprehensible to

all learners, such as scaffolding, use of visuals,
models, hands-on materials.

Learning strategies - Both facilitate the use of learning strategies,
exposure to appropriate cognitively demanding
content and language, and provides opportunities for
interaction.

- Consistent use of scaffolding to facilitate access to
content learning

According to these conventions about effective language teaching and content
integration, teachers are expected to expose learners to age-appropriate content but
making sure the input remains at a challenging level—i.e. without watering down the
language of instruction- facilitating meaning-focused and form-focused processing.
Additionally, teachers are expected to provide plenty opportunities for output
production and interaction, and promote the use of learning strategies. In order to
observe these assumptions in the classroom, researchers developed the SIOP
observation protocol, which includes 30 indicators of performance for each of the eight
components (Echevarria et al, 2013). During their training in the SIOP model, teachers
undergo observations by more experienced teachers, using the observation protocol for
feedback on the degree to which the teacher met the indicators and to learn about areas
of improvement. However, the observation protocol can also be used by novice teachers
as a checklist to plan their classes, according to the principles for effective content and
language integrated teaching stated above.

CLIL teacher education and instructional practices
The lack of specific CLIL teacher requirements in Spain makes it difficult to
describe a set of pedagogical traits for this group of educators. However, extensive



research performed over the years has outlined some competences that CLIL teachers
should gain, but there are two of them that stand out and are indispensable for any
educator teaching content in a language that is not the students’ first: linguistic and
pedagogical-scientific competences (Pérez-Cafiado, 2018). Linguistic competence
includes not only the knowledge and use of the language of instruction (i.e. a minimum
language proficiency level in the FL) but also academic language awareness.
Pedagogical-scientific competence has to do with the teachers knowing the pedagogical
principles and theoretical tenets of CLIL and content-based instruction approaches to
facilitate the integrated learning of content and FL. Understanding and using
instructional strategies that focus on making content comprehensible for learners —with
a special focus on academic language, and are based the premise that language learning
happens in interaction and through meaningful use (Echevarria et al., 2013) is
imperative in CLIL settings. In order to succeed academically, learners need to know
and use both general and academic or specialized language; what Cummins (2000)
called basic interpersonal communication skills (BICS), which is general language, and
cognitive academic language proficiency (CALP), which is'not limited to specific
vocabulary only but also to the language that allows learners to classify, summarize,
contrast or build arguments in the subject area. When teachers lack academic language
awareness, there is a predominant focus on BICS and on key vocabulary (Morton, 2018)
or language teaching is overlooked completely (Bércena-Toyos, 2020).

While post-graduate programs have spread in the last decade in Spain, these are
costly, time-consuming and become voluntary in nature, since there are no specific
training requirements to teach content and language in schools. As a result, teacher
training needs regarding linguistic and pedagogical competences remain high
(Custodio-Espinar & Garcia-Ramos, 2020). Yet, studies that examine different
possibilities of professional development (PD) initiatives for CLIL teachers are still
insufficient (see Barcena-Toyos, 2023), despite the positive results of studies performed
in other countries on PD programs improving language awareness and pedagogical
knowledge (see Lo, 2019). Together with the lack of PD training, teacher mentoring
programs are not present in Spain’s educational system, which fosters a sense of
isolation of novice CLIL teachers (Barcena-Toyos, 2022). Adding on to their lack of
language awareness and CLIL pedagogical training and the absence of an integrated
curriculum for CLIL programs, it gets very difficult for teachers to plan for language
and integrate it in their content lessons (Cammarata & Tedick, 2012).

Consequently, we need to look at new directions to fill in the gap of PD training
in CLIL, so this chapter examines the potential use of the SIOP as a mentoring tool and
on the importance of teacher mentoring in bilingual programs, which are unique in their
idiosyncrasy for giving attention to academic language teaching to EFL learners, who
are still developing their language skills in English.

The role of teacher mentoring in teacher development

Teacher mentoring is a part of professional development that provides ongoing
guidance and support, provided by a more experienced teacher or mentor, for a limited
period of time —usually at the beginning of a novice teacher’s career. According to
Crawford (2010), mentoring includes interpersonal relationships, from the experienced
and knowledgeable teacher or mentor offering support and care to the less experience
and knowledgeable teacher. Student-teachers’ exposure to a structured mentorship
program provides more than adequate opportunities for the enhancement of personal
growth and professional development; thus, reinforcing the construction of multiple
teacher identities (Alexander et al, 2014).



In combination with professional development, teacher mentoring provides
novice teachers with opportunities for reflection and collaboration (Luft et al, 2017),
awareness on their own teaching practice (Cammarata, 2010) at the same time they
increase their efficacy and feel supported by a network of experienced teachers who
understand their needs and whom they can turn to (Friedrichsen et al., 2007). Through
active learning and self-reflection, mentoring programs could provide CLIL teachers
with the support they need to develop their academic language awareness, which in turn
can improve the quality of instruction and content teachers' knowledge of effective
teaching strategies and increase their ability to differentiate instruction based on
students' language proficiency levels (Cenoz & Gorter, 2015). Additionally, teachers
who participate in mentoring programs usually report feeling more supported and
valued by their colleagues and school administration, leading to increased job
satisfaction and higher commitment to the profession (Ingersoll & Strong, 2011) and
increased investment in the practices of the teaching community (Kanno and Norton,
2003). Nevertheless, there are also challenges to implementing teacher mentoring, one
of them being lack of time of teacher mentors and the additional workload implied.

Considering the advantages of teacher mentoring, the implementation of
mentoring programs in content based instruction is supported by the fact that teachers
have to juggle a new teacher identity, i.e. that of content and language teacher, in a new
teaching situation, regardless of their previous experience (Barcena-Toyos, 2022).
Quality PD is the foundation of quality teaching to ensure the success of educational
programs, such as CLIL. So, CLIL teacher education programs should provide
opportunities for teachers to develop knowledge of language and content integration, as
well as pedagogical skills for teaching in multilingual classrooms (Ruiz de Zarobe &
Jiménez Catalan, 2016), and provide opportunities for collaboration and reflection. In
spite of the benefits and advantages stated above, teacher mentoring programs, while
very common in some countries, are not present in CLIL programs in Spain or in other
European countries, so there is a need to explore other solutions that could lead to the
same or similar benefits as teacher mentoring programs.

Methodology

The study used quantitative methodology to examine the students’ responses to a
Likert-scale questionnaire about their perceptions on the potential use of the SIOP as a
mentoring tool for novice CLIL teachers. The Likert-scale questionnaire also collected
data on participants’ perceptions about mentoring programs, the need for such programs
and who should be mentors in CLIL programs. Data were initially analyzed through
descriptive statistical analysis of the responses to the items on the questionnaire.
Additionally, statistical tests were used to compare the means of participants, based on
the variables of subject taught (content vs EFL) and experience teaching CLIL subjects,
to determine whether the difference between groups was statistically significant. A set
of parametric tests (independent samples t-test assuming unequal variances) was used to
identify differences between groups regarding their perceptions on the importance of
mentoring programs in bilingual education programs and on the potential use of the
SIOP to act as a mentoring and accompanying tool, replacing such programs.

Participants

The questionnaire was administered online to a group of students of a Master’s
Degree in Bilingual Education from an online university in Spain. Students were either
in- or pre-service teachers, with some or no experience teaching in CLIL or similar



bilingual education programs, where a content subject is taught in EFL. The
questionnaire was available for the 127 students who were enrolled in the Master’s, but
it received 32 responses (25%), who made the sample studied (n=32). Table 2 shows
that the majority of participants were or will be teaching at primary education, grades 1
to 6 (n=25) and were EFL specialists (n=21).

Table 2.
Participants’ demographics

I. Which educational level will you teach?

Primary education (grades 1-6) 75%
Secondary education (grades 7-12) 9%
Higher education (university, vocational studies) 6%
Primary and secondary education (grades 1-12) 3%

Secondary education (grades 7-12) and higher education. 3%
(university, vocational studies)

Primary education (grades 1-6) and higher education 3%
(university, vocational studies)

Il. What is your area of expertise?

EFL specialists 66%
Content specialists 44%
I11. CLIL teaching experience

No experience 53%
Less than 5 years 31%
More than 6 years 16%
IV. Overall teaching experience

No experience 19%
Less than 5 years 28%
More than 6 years 53%

Regarding teaching experience, data showed a big difference between CLIL and
overall teaching experience. Considering the former, the majority of participants had no
(n=17) or little (n=10) experience teaching in a CLIL setting, in spite of the fact that
more than a half of the respondents (n=17) had extensive teaching experience in their
area of expertise. This means that most of the participants were novice CLIL teachers
who had never taught a content subject in a foreign language before. The level of
satisfaction with the contents they had acquired in the Master’s degree were very high,
with more than half of the respondents totally agreeing (n=11) or agreeing (n=21) with
the statement | feel more ready to teach CLIL after what | learned in this Master's.
Additionally, ten participants (n=10) admitted there were teacher mentoring programs
in their context or country (none of them in Spain) and those programs were mandatory
in five of them (n=5).

Instrument



The data-collection instrument consisted on an internet-based questionnaire with
46 questions. The questionnaire consisted of three parts. The first part collected
demographics and information about the participant’s training and teaching
backgrounds and consisted of closed and open questions. The second part inquired
about the participant’s perceptions about mentoring programs and their implementation
in bilingual education or CLIL settings (see Table 3). The last part of the questionnaire
included 30 statements, one for each item in the SIOP and their suitability to address
CLIL teachers’ needs to integrate content and language in the classroom and guide them
in the new challenge of attending to the academic language needed to successfully
reach the learning objectives. The questions in the second and third parts were four-
point Likert-scale questions, which were purposefully devised to avoid the central
response tendency (Pérez-Cafiado, 2016). Similarly, and considering that respondents’
first language was Spanish, the questionnaire was administered in Spanish.

The questionnaire was validated by a group of eight experts in the fields of
bilingual education, content and language integrated learning and EFL teaching, all of
them bilingual in Spanish and English, so they validated both the questions in the
questionnaire and the translations of the SIOP 30 items grouped under eight
components.

Results

First, statistical analysis was run to calculate the mean and standard deviation
(SD) of the respondents’ ratings to statements about the importance of mentoring
programs in CLIL educational settings and of the characteristics of mentors (see Table
3). After that, a second statistical analysis was performed to calculate the mean and SD
of the ratings obtained for the need to need help with each item in the SIOP model and
for the overall effectiveness of the SIOP as a mentoring tool (see Table 5). This
provided an overview of the respondents' perceptions and help identify any areas of the
SIOP model where respondents felt they need more learning. However, since this
approach did not examine the relationship between the respondents' perceived need to
learn more and their overall perception of the effectiveness of the SIOP model as a
mentoring tool, independent samples t-tests assuming unequal variances were
performed, also (see Tables 4 and 6). The following is an account of the main results
found through these data analyses.

Table 3.
Statistical analysis of items in questionnaire about mentoring programs

Items Mean | SD
1. Mentoring programs are necessary in every area 2.97 1.06
2. Mentoring programs are more necessary in bilingual schools 2.88 1.18

3. Mentoring programs should be obligatory for teachers who teach | 3.09 1.12
a content subject in an additional language

4. EFL teachers should be the mentors of novel CLIL teachers who | 2.19 1.33
are going to teach content in English as a foreign language

5. Teachers who have been teaching CLIL for over 5 years should 3.06 1.19
be the mentors of novel CLIL teachers who are going to teach
content in English as a foreign language

6. Teachers with a C1 or C2 level (CEFR), regardless of the content | 2.06 1.27
area that they teach, should be mentors.




7. Mentoring programs should last more than one academic year. 2.69 1.23

8. Any teacher who starts teaching CLIL for the first time should 2.97 1.15
participate in a mentoring program with an experienced CLIL
teacher.

The first set of questions in the Likert-scale questionnaire asked about the need
for mentoring programs and who should be mentors. Respondents were asked to rate
their agreement on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree) with eight
statements. The mean and standard deviation for each response are presented in Table 3.
On average, the respondents were moderately in favor of the need for mentoring
programs for CLIL novice teachers and had moderate agreement on who should be
mentors. On the other hand, participants were generally in agreement that mentoring
programs should be mandatory for novice teachers in bilingual education or CLIL
programs (3.09) and they did not considered that teachers with a C1 or C2 level of
English (according to the CEFR), regardless of the area of knowledge they teach, should
be mentors for CLIL novice teachers (lowest mean score of 2.06), suggesting that
language proficiency was not an important qualification for mentors of novice teachers
in bilingual education programs respondents were less in agreement with this statement.
Nonetheless, there was certain variability in the responses for each statement, based on
the standard deviations for the responses ranging from 1.12 to 1.33.

Table 4.
Results of independent samples t-test assuming unequal variances about mentoring
programs in bilingual education.

Group N Mean Variance t value p

I. CLIL 16 2.71 0.37

teaching

experience -1.17 0.4313
[. No CLIL |16 2.76 1.19

teaching

experience

II. Content | 10 2.30 0.93

specialists -3.29 0.0027
II. EFL 22 2.94 0.59

specialists

So, to determine whether that variability in responses was due to other variables
and identify potential associations between variables, independent samples t-tests
assuming unequal variances were performed (see Table 4). Based on the results of the t-
tests, the mean response for teachers in the content-specialist group (2.30) was
significantly lower than the mean response for EFL teachers (2.94), so the null
hypothesis (HO) that there is no difference in means between teachers, based on the area
they teach is rejected, as indicated by the very small p-value of 0.0027 and the test
statistic (t) of -3.29. Therefore, and based on this evidence, it can be concluded that EFL
specialists are even more in favor of the need for mentoring programs for novice CLIL
teachers. On the other hand, the results of the independent samples t-test based on their
teaching experience in CLIL did not show any significant differences between both




groups, with those teachers with experience teaching in bilingual education programs
scoring a mean average of 2.71 as opposed to a 2.76 mean average of teachers without
any experience teaching content and language. Based on the test statistic (t) value of -
1.17 and the p-value of 0.4313, we cannot reject the null hypothesis therefore
concluding that there are no significant differences between teachers’ responses, based
on the variable CLIL teaching experience.

Table 5.
Statistical analysis of items in questionnaire about SIOP® components (Echevarria et
al, 2013)

Items Mean | SD

I. Lesson preparation 3.63 0.73
1: content objectives 3.63 0.79
2: language objectives 3.59 0.80
3. content concepts appropriate 3.59 0.80
4: supplementary materials 3.69 0.78
5. adaptation of content 3.59 0.50
6. meaningful activities 3.69 0.64
I1. Building background 3.65 0.71
7. concepts linked to student’s experiences 3.69 0.64
8: links explicitly made between prior and new knowledge 3.69 0.78
9. key vocabulary 3.56 0.50
II1. Comprehensible input 3.61 0.70
10: speech appropriate for students 3.59 0.67
11: clear explanation of tasks 3.66 0.79
12: techniques used to make input comprehensible 3.59 0.80
IV. Strategies 3.64 0.70
13: learning strategies 3.53 0.80
14: scaffolding technigues 3.72 0.77
15: questions and tasks to promote HOTS 3.66 0.79
V. Interaction 3.58 0.79
16: interaction between students 3.59 0.80
17: grouping 3.63 0.79
18: wait time 3.47 0.92
19: translanguaging 3.63 0.79
VI. Practice and application 3.58 0.78
20: use of manipulatives 3.56 0.80
21: students apply content and language 3.56 0.80
22: integration of language skills 3.63 0.79
VII. Lesson delivery 3.61 0.77
23: content objectives supported 3.63 0.79
24: language objectives supported 3.59 0.80
25 students engagement 3.56 0.91
26. appropriate pacing 3.66 0.79




VIII. Review and assessment 3.57 0.78
27 review of key vocabulary 3.47 0.92
28: review of key content 3.53 0.80
29: regular feedback 3.66 0.79
30: assessment of learning objectives 3.63 0.79

As Table 5 shows, participants found the SIOP to be a useful mentoring tool for
novice CLIL teachers, based on the mean score for each component and how much help
they still need in each of the items under each component. The mean score for each
component ranged from 3.57 to 3.65, indicating that overall, participants rated their
need to receive guidance in each component from a moderate to high degree, all in the
scale of 3 (agree). The standard deviation for each component ranges from 0.64 to 0.92,
indicating some variability in the ratings of participants. Examining each item
individually, we can see that some of those items received higher mean scores than
others. For example, Item 14 (using scaffolding techniques to facilitate language and
content learning) received a mean score of 3.72, which is relatively high, while Item 27
(revision of key vocabulary) received a mean score of 3.47, which is lower.
Nevertheless, all items received mean scores above 3.0, which suggests that the SIOP’s
items were perceived as necessary in their CLIL teaching practice, even after
considering that they felt more prepared to teach CLIL after taking part in the Master’s
degree in bilingual education. Overall, these results suggest that novice CLIL teachers
find the SIOP to be a useful mentoring tool, particularly in terms of helping them to
deliver effective lessons that are comprehensible to ELLs and that incorporate review
and assessment. However, they may need additional support in developing their lesson
preparation and building background skills.

Table 6.
Results of independent samples t-test assuming unequal variances about SIOP

Group N Mean Variance t value p

I. CLIL 16 3.49 0.59

teaching

experience -2.95 0.0031
. NoCLIL | 16 3.73 0.40

teaching

experience

II. Content | 10 3.65 0.15

specialists -2.09 0.0223
II. EFL 22 3.59 0.67

specialists

Once again, in order to identify variables that could affect the variance in
participants’ responses, an independent samples t-test assuming unequal variances was
performed considering the variables teaching experience in CLIL and area of
specialization. The mean response for teachers with CLIL experience (3.4909) was
significantly lower than the mean response for teachers without CLIL experience
(3.7259), with a difference in means of -0.2350. So, the null hypothesis (HO) that there
is no difference in means is rejected, as indicated by the very small p-value of 0.0031
and the test statistic (t) of 2.95 Therefore, it can be concluded that teachers without
CLIL teaching experience gave significantly higher ratings to the different items than



teachers with CLIL experience, which means that experience teaching the CLIL
approach gives teachers confidence in being able to integrate content and language in
their classes, although they still find that they need guidance in all of them.

In summary, the results suggest that if novice teachers feel they need to learn
more about the different items and components of the SIOP and they also consider that
CLIL mentoring programs are necessary, they are more likely to perceive the SIOP as
an effective mentoring tool. However, this is a very small sample that represents the
perceptions of a small group of teachers, so causal relationships cannot be determined.

Discussion and conclusions

The main objective of this chapter was to examine an alternative to the absence
of mentoring programs from the administration, with the use of the Sheltered
Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP) as a mentoring guide to novice CLIL teachers
in Spain, by addressing teachers’ methodological needs to integrate content and an
additional language. Results obtained from performing statistical analysis and running
parametric statistical tests suggest that, even after receiving specific postgraduate
training on the implementation of the CLIL approach, teachers still feel the necessity to
learn more about how to put into practice the different items of SIOP, particularly those
regarding attention to academic language, which includes preparation and identification
of language and language learning objectives (lesson preparation), strategies to scaffold
language (strategies) and design and implementation of tasks that support content and
language learning (lesson delivery). These results show that, despite training and even
teaching experience, attention to-academic language and its integration through the use
of effective techniques continues to be a major concern for novice teachers in content-
based instruction programs; such as CLIL, in line with previous studies (Fiirstenberg et
al, 2021). In fact, participants did not identify language proficiency as a requisite for
being a mentor of novice CLIL teachers, which means they are not concerned about
general language proficiency. Instead, their main concerns are still those that refer to the
effective integration of content and language in the classroom through the use of
strategies that put attention to the academic language that learners need to acquire
subject-specific knowledge. This is a relevant finding that implies that postgraduate
specialized training had a positive effect on teachers’ understanding of the role of
language in CLIL not as general language competence in the FL (Morton, 2018) but as
specialized and related to content. This specific role of language has been commonly
overlooked by content teachers in CLIL instruction programs (Lo, 2019).

Results also suggest that novice teachers were receptive of the use of the SIOP
as a mentoring tool and seem to perpetuate the idea that one-time-only workshops or PD
training courses are not enough to help teachers modify their teaching practice to
accommodate the requirements of their new teacher identity (Barcena-Toyos, 2022;
Short, 2013). One of such tools could be the SIOP model, which has already been
proved to be effective to create tailor-made PD training for content-based instruction
teachers, including in CLIL settings (Béarcena-Toyos, 2023; Kareva and Echevarria,
2013). Using the SIOP as an accompanying instrument for novice teachers could be
used as a compass that will guide them in the attention to academic language and its
integration in their classes and activities (Echevarria et al, 2011), improving their
language awareness (Hansen-Thomas et al, 2018; Morton & Nashaat-Sobhy, 2023), and
mentoring novice teachers who often feel a sense of isolation and loneliness to navigate



the demands of the new teacher identity of becoming content and language integrated
teachers (Barcena-Toyos, 2022).

There are many obstacles that novice CLIL teachers have to face in Spain, even
if they have extensive teaching experience. On the one hand, they have to face the
constraints of a curriculum that has been designed for teaching age- and cognitive-
appropriate content in L1 at the same time they give attention to and integrate academic
language in a foreign language (Cammarata & Tedick, 2012; Mortimore, 2023). On the
other hand, the lack of a supportive network that could provide assistance, resources and
activities to use in their classes is also a challenge that novice CLIL teachers have to
deal with on their own (Custodio Espinar & Garcia Ramos, 2020).

The results of this study are based on a small sample of novice teachers in a
specific context, but they are considered to be relevant for future studies in the direction
of mentoring programs for novice teachers and tools than can facilitate the integration
of content and academic language in the classroom. Therefore, further studies with a
larger and more varied population that include the supervision and observation of the
SIOP being used as a mentoring tool are encouraged. Also, it would be interesting to
consider novice teachers own personal and professional situation to get a better
understanding of their actual needs in terms of mentoring and getting initiated in their
careers as content and language teachers.
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