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ABSTRACT
In Thailand, the new educational policy is mandated to encourage content teachers to integrate
English in content classrooms. The policy has created tensions and misconceptions among content
teachers, who must change the medium of instruction from Thai to English. This paper presents an
attempt to foster teacher knowledge about the Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL)
approach in a teacher professional development program. Classroom language in English and CLIL
classroom structure were provided for 15 teachers at a secondary school. Four volunteer teachers
were observed to determine the extent to which teachers implemented CLIL. The findings revealed
the teachers partly implemented classroom language in English and the provided CLIL structure was
not evident. The contribution of this paper is to the literature of CLIL teacher professional
development effectiveness and the implementation fidelity of a professional development program.
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Introduction
This paper reports the effects of a teacher professional development program to enhance content
teachers’ knowledge about implementing Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) in
their classrooms. Content teachers (mathematics, science, and computer) in Thailand volunteered
to participate in the professional development program. After the professional development
program, we conducted an implementation-fidelity study to examine how teachers implemented
the knowledge and skills they gained from the program.
The current reform of English language teaching in Thailand to encourage content teachers to
integrate English in their classrooms (Office of Basic Education Commission, 2014) provides the
rationale of the present study. The policy is mandated because of the current world situation
where English is regarded as a means of survival in the international arena. With the increasing
importance of English, the Ministry of Education in Thailand has recognized the need to equip
Thai learners with sufficient English proficiency. However, English language teaching in the Thai
context has been reported as unsuccessful (Dhanasobhon, 2007; Wiriyachitra, 2002). It has
become apparent that only learning English in the English classroom may not be enough. As a
result, the Ministry of Education has stipulated a policy to encourage content teachers to use
English as a medium of instruction to increase the amount of language input for learners.
With this drastic change, the policy has created tension and resistance among these teachers,
leading to their misconceived views on the policy change (Kewara, 2016). To minimize the
misconceptions, it is urgent to provide professional development for the teachers.

Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL)
CLIL originated in Europe as an educational approach in which an additional language is used as
the medium of instruction to teach non-language subjects to students in mainstream education
(Coyle, Hood, & Marsh, 2010; Dalton-Puffer, Nikula, & Smit, 2010). CLIL has been reported as
an effective approach to foster learners’ content and language knowledge, and it is now expanding
to different parts of the world such as Latin America (e.g., Doiz, Lasagabaster, & Sierra, 2013),
Asia (e.g., Bozdoğan & Karlıdağ, 2013; Iyobe & Lia, 2013; Yang, 2016), and Australia (e.g., Smala,
2014; Turner, 2013a; Turner, 2013b).
For the last two decades, countless research has stated the advantages of a CLIL classroom.
CLIL learners are more motivated than those in a regular content classroom and they develop
complex concepts more deeply in a foreign language (Wolff, 2007). The CLIL classroom not
only offers learners the opportunity to communicate with the target language but it also provides
CLIL teachers with similar opportunities. When CLIL teachers use the additional language as a
medium of instruction, they practice the language like their students (Dalton-Puffer et al., 2010).
Therefore, the CLIL classroom could be considered as a hub where two sides of classroom
communication (learners and teachers) speak the same target language through content subjects.
Teaching content should be introduced differently to a CLIL classroom compared with a regular
classroom. CLIL is a new learning approach which demands content teachers to be prepared to
develop multiple types of expertise, for example, in content subjects, language, best practice in
teaching and learning, and the integration of CLIL in their schools (Marsh, Mehisto, Wolff, &
Frigols Martín, 2010). Coyle (2009) suggested the 4 Cs principle framework in which Content,
Cognition, Communication, and Culture are interrelated in teaching and learning in both the first
language and the target language. The 4 Cs framework is a conceptualization of CLIL that was
first mentioned in the educational field and later was used in CLIL. The sociocultural theory
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accounts for the CLIL approach in the sense that, in this approach, knowledge (Content) used in
a real sociocultural context is practiced in a learning context (Communication) through the
implementation of the 4 Cs framework. Thinking skills (Cognition) and intercultural skills
(Culture) need to be developed through teaching and learning interaction.

Implementing CLIL in Regular Content Classrooms
Converting from regular classrooms to CLIL classrooms is a complex and longitudinal process
(Bentley, 2010; Coyle, 2013; Lasagabaster & Doiz, 2017). Prior research has pointed out that
implementing CLIL successfully starts with the teachers. CLIL classrooms need competent
teachers who are capable of speaking more than one language (Klimova, 2012; Madrid Fernández,
2006; Marsh et al., 2010). CLIL teachers also need to possess knowledge of how to teach content
through an additional language. Kewara (2016) argued that implementing CLIL in the content
classrooms does not simply mean that teachers change the language of instruction, but they also
need to change how they teach.
Starting with the teachers themselves, this approach implies that content teachers should be
linguistically and culturally competent (Dalton-Puffer et al., 2010). CLIL class provides learners
with more than just learning to use the language and the subject content. Teachers are to
encourage learners to develop cultural awareness and participate in social activities through the
instructional language. The objective of teaching in a CLIL classroom is content and language
integration which requires a particular teaching method. CLIL teachers need guidance and
support (Coyle, 2009). Also, teacher collaboration is essential to making the CLIL classroom
possible. The formation of teachers’ community of practice will boost different types of
coordination in the school such as those between language teachers and content teachers with
effect of sharing the same beliefs on CLIL (Pavón Vázquez, Ávila López, Gallego Segador, &
Espejo Mohedano, 2015). It is not easy to shift from the regular practice of teaching to assuming
a new teaching approach. Schools, teachers, and stakeholders should build networks to facilitate
functional CLIL classrooms through in-service CLIL teacher training, material support, and
promoting interdisciplinary projects. For these reasons, switching from regular to CLIL
classrooms requires time and considerable collaboration.

CLIL in Thailand
In Thailand, the Ministry of Education opted for using English in regular content classrooms to
boost students’ English proficiency in 2014 (Kewara, 2016). An existing program that responds
to this policy is English for Integrated Studies (EIS). EIS is a project of classroom instruction
where English is used by teachers and students, and the teaching approaches are poorly discussed.
Currently, EIS schools encourage content teachers to use English in their classrooms with no
support structure. Some teachers use English based on their limited capacity while they have to
practically rely on the official curriculum. This had led to a significant workload for teachers.
CLIL was implemented more than a decade ago in the Thai educational system. The CLIL
training programs were piloted to find a potential CLIL teaching methodology for the Thai
context (MacKenzie, 2008). However, the pace of the development of the appropriate solution to
fully integrate CLIL into regular classrooms is very slow. According to MacKenzie (2008), one
reason that CLIL struggles in the Thai context is the misconstrued view of CLIL in the
administration level. As the policy has not been communicated appropriately to schools, they are
put into uneasy situation.
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Professional Development for CLIL Teachers
Generally, CLIL teachers are subject content experts but rarely have language qualifications
(Nikula, Dalton-Puffer, & Llinares, 2013). Therefore, upgrading CLIL teachers’ language
proficiency and CLIL teaching concepts are empirically required for the implementation of this
new approach (Pérez Cañado, 2016; Wolff, 2012).
Research shows that CLIL teachers lack confidence as they have an insufficient level of language
skills to implement CLIL (Lorenzo, Casal, & Moore, 2010). CLIL teachers do not know how to
conduct CLIL classes since they are aware that the teaching methods are different from the ones
they have been trained in and have been practicing (Pavón Vázquez & Ellison, 2013). The
unfamiliarity of the concept of content and language integration to teachers has made CLIL
teachers fall short of the goals of the policy change (Fernández & Halbach, 2011). This indicates
that a proper CLIL teacher training program is highly required.
An official pre-service CLIL teacher training program is required to improve teachers’ language
skills. Dhanasophon (2007) pointed out that poorly-trained teachers contribute to the failure of
English learning and teaching in Thailand. Teacher training in Thailand is the Thai-based initial
program; pre-service teachers are trained to use Thai as a medium of instruction. However, these
teachers are asked to instruct in English, which contrasts with what they were trained. Therefore,
language competency should be integrated into pre-service CLIL teacher training in order to
prepare teachers who are autonomous, ethical experts of content and language integrated learning
and improve educational culture (Colbert, Brown, Choi, & Thomas, 2008; Otwinowska, 2015;
Freeman, Reynolds, Toledo, & Abu-Tineh, 2016).
Several professional developments were held by different higher education institutions to serve
mostly language competence needs. There is no standard framework for in-service teacher
training. Several training programs are improving content teachers in language competency but
there are rarely true CLIL teacher training programs with a focus on an updated CLIL teaching
approach (Suwannoppharat & Chinokul, 2015). Teachers are offered training programs; however,
training programs that focus on both language and teaching methodology or a CLIL classroom
template are infrequently provided. As the definition of CLIL has never clearly accounted for the
way the teaching approach should fit in the curriculum in the Thai educational context by the
Ministry of Education, planning a framework for a CLIL training program for in-service teachers
who are not fully informed by non-CLIL experts is ambiguous.
To produce CLIL teachers, a clear concept should be shared by the stakeholders from the
administration level to the classroom level. Also, official pre-service programs where content
teachers can use to prepare themselves as CLIL teachers and in-service teacher training programs
that can serve teachers’ needs are in constant need. A framework for the professional
development of CLIL teachers in the Thai context should be developed.
Prior research has attempted to train CLIL teachers by using different approaches. For example,
Hunt, Neofitou, and Redford (2009) developed a 1-year Modern Foreign Language teacher
training course with the objective to raise awareness of the CLIL approach. Participants engaged
in planned and taught CLIL lessons in different subjects and different languages. The program
assisted participating teachers in acquiring tools and reflected on their own teaching practices and
materials. Mackenzie (2008) designed a CLIL teacher training course in Thailand as a motivating
and preparatory project that aimed to discover proper CLIL methodologies for a Thai context.
Participating teachers constructed lesson plans and designed learning curriculum. Both content
and language teachers worked collaboratively so that they could learn and share ways of teaching.
A content teacher professional development program in Malaysia also highlighted the buddy
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support system and teaching strategies through English (Yassin, Tek, Alimon, Baharom & Ying,
2010). These attempts show that there are several models of CLIL teacher training.
Teaching strategies, language competence, and collaboration are mainly required for CLIL teacher
training. Hillyard (2011) placed emphasis on three intertwined abilities that CLIL teachers need
for the CLIL approach, which are: target language ability, content knowledge, and CLIL
methodology. Moreover, the most important aspects in shifting a regular classroom to a CLIL
classroom are the teacher’s attitudes and willingness to design other classroom materials, learn
something new and a strong belief in CLIL.

CLIL Teacher Professional Development and Implementation Fidelity
It is evident that CLIL teacher professional development is crucial; however, little is known about
how teachers implement what they gain in the classrooms. The concept of doing a follow-up
study after implementing an intervention is understood as implementation fidelity, the extent to
which an intervention is implemented as intended by the developer (O’Donnell, 2008).
Implementation fidelity is an important aspect of examining program effectiveness since it links
the effects of the program to outcomes (Carroll et al., 2007). Prior research has employed this
concept in many fields, such as program evaluation, public health, and K-12 curriculum
intervention (O’Donnell, 2008).
Previous studies have used different frameworks depending on the purposes of the studies. Hall
and Loucks (1977) were the pioneers in conceptualizing a hierarchy level of intervention
implementation, termed as the concerns-based adoption model. The model is a continuum of
determining three levels of implementation, comprised of nonuse, mechanical use, and creative
adaptation to the local requirements. Based on this seminal work, it has become a common
practice that measuring implementation is multidimensional. Recently, many researchers have
developed different conceptual frameworks to measure implementation fidelity. For example,
Powell and Diamond (2013) proposed three dimensions of measuring implementation fidelity:
structure, process, and content. These recent studies have amplified the need to measure
implementation fidelity from different dimensions.
It is important to note that implementing a new intervention in the classrooms requires teachers
to change their current practices. From the perspective of theory of change perspective, Penuel
and Means (2004) argued that teachers will implement an intervention when it meets their
expectations and local support will enhance the feasibility of fidelity. However, March (1978)
suggested that an individual’s choice to implement a certain intervention goes beyond themselves;
it includes social, political, economic, and organizational factors. Based on this view, program
implementers take for granted the effectiveness of the program; rather, they choose program
components that meet the immediate needs of the organization, and they modify the program to
fit the organizational constraints (Emshoff, Blackely, Gottschalk, Mayer, Davidson, & Erickson,
1987). Regardless of implementing a program or not, the teachers’ choice of program enactment
will not undercut the scientific aims of the program (Penuel & Means, 2004).
Research Questions
1.

To what extent are the structural, process, and content dimensions of CLIL
implemented by Thai content teachers after participating in a CLIL teacher
professional development program?
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2.

How do teachers explain what makes them implement or not implement CLIL in
their classrooms?

The Study
Context of the Study
This study was conducted at a large secondary school (Grades 7-12 with approximately 3,000
students) in the eastern part of Thailand. The school was purposefully selected since it had
initiated an educational program, hereafter called English-integrated classroom, where content teachers
in some subjects (mathematics, science, and computer) are asked to integrate English in their
classrooms. At this school, English-integrated classroom refers to a program provided instruction
that introduces terminology and classroom language in English such as greetings, checking
comprehension, or asking questions. The school does not require teachers to use English 100%
of the time in their classrooms.
In this school, there were approximately 158 teachers. Out of these teachers, 45 were randomly
assigned to teaching in this program. The school policy made it imperative for these teachers to
change the language of instruction. None of the teachers received a teacher preparation degree in
English and they had never been prepared to integrate English in their classrooms. Thus, when
the school asked them to integrate English in their classrooms, it was a daunting and
overwhelming experience.
Prior to this study, the school recognized the need for professional development for these
teachers, so professional support was provided for the teachers in this program, such as offering
intensive English language development courses. The professional development courses were
primarily conducted to enhance the teachers’ English skills only; the courses did not focus on
teaching approaches that are suitable for conducting content classrooms in English. Thus, the
teachers in this study had never heard of the concept of CLIL.
The school had gone through several administrative changes that affected the rise of the Englishintegrated program. In the previous school board, the principal was very supportive of the
program. The principal provided professional development, mostly to equip teachers with the
necessary English skills. With this support, the teachers felt more confident to integrate English
in their classes. At the time the study was in progress, the current school board and school
principal were not supportive enough, so professional development was limited. Even though the
school asked the teachers to change their practice, which required tremendous effort and
preparation, the teachers did not receive extra rewards.
Participants
Fifteen content teachers (six mathematics, eight science, and one computer) volunteered to
participate in the CLIL teacher professional development program. All teachers had taught in the
English-integrated program continuously for two to five years. Since none of them volunteered
to teach in this program and they had never been prepared to integrate English in their
classrooms, the teachers resisted the new policy.
After implementing the CLIL teacher professional development program, four teachers were
purposefully selected to participate in an implementation-fidelity study because they were willing
to participate (Stake, 1995). The participants in this phase served as cases to examine the effects
of professional development on the teacher’s knowledge and practice. In this phase, the
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participants were observed and interviewed about the extent to which they implemented CLIL in
their classrooms.
CLIL Teacher Professional Development Program
In this study, the CLIL teacher professional development program was designed to foster content
teachers’ knowledge about implementing CLIL in the classrooms. The goals of the workshop
were to introduce CLIL concepts, theory, principles, and practice to the teachers and to equip
them with the necessary English. To design the professional development program, a needs
analysis was conducted to understand the teachers’ current CLIL teaching practices and their
expectations. After the needs analysis, we designed the professional development program by
using the targeted professional competencies proposed by Wolff (2012).
In the professional development program, the process dimension pertains to teacher behavior in
the CLIL classroom, particularly using English in the class. We provided intensive instruction
related to using classroom language in English. The classroom language session was a collection
of ready-to-use sentences in English. We suggested that the teachers use these model sentences
regularly until they became part of the culture of the classroom.
Additionally, the content dimension of the program involves providing CLIL theories and
principles for teachers. Having raised the participants’ awareness about the importance of CLIL,
we introduced the concept of CLIL, CLIL classroom structure, the 4 Cs framework to design
CLIL lessons (Coyle et al., 2010), roles of CLIL teachers, and choosing CLIL resources. In this
workshop, we provided examples of CLIL lessons. At the end of the workshop, we asked the
teachers to design CLIL lessons and present their samples to the whole group. Comments and
suggestions were provided to revise their lessons. The teachers were encouraged to use the
designed lessons in their classrooms.
Further, the structural dimension pertained to the CLIL classroom structure. We provided a CLIL
learner-centered structure to the teachers (Mehisto, Marsh, & Frigols, 2008), called the six-step
learner-centered lesson: Greetings, Review, Directions, Task, Assessment, and Delivery. As for Greetings,
it is the step which involves teachers’ greeting of the students. For Review, teachers will review
past learning from previous studies. For Directions, the teachers will give directions of a task. For
Task, the teachers observe the learners while they are trying to complete a task. For Assessment,
the teachers assess the learners’ concept of the task. For Delivery, teachers debrief the concepts of
the lesson. We argued that these six-steps are useful for teachers to prepare CLIL lessons.
Data Collection
The CLIL professional development program was conducted at a school. During the
professional development, we designed activities to investigate the development of teachers’
CLIL knowledge. The teachers were observed while they participated in the workshop activities.
After each workshop, we wrote reflections about the results of the workshop, and later discussed
our reflections. The discussions were audio-recorded and used as supplementary data.
After implementing the workshop, we asked for volunteers to participate in a follow-up study.
Four teachers decided to participate in this phase. We observed teachers by videotaping the
instructions. The total observation time was 12 hours. The purpose of this observation was to
examine the extent to which the teachers used CLIL in their classrooms. After the observation,
we interviewed the teachers about their performance, confidence level of their videotaped
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instructions, and challenges to implement CLIL in their classrooms.
recorded and later transcribed for analysis.

The interviews were

Data Analysis
The data in this study were from observations, interviews, and written reflections. The data were
used holistically to understand the effects of the CLIL professional development on teachers’
implementation of CLIL in the classrooms. To analyze the data, we loosely used the
implementation fidelity framework of Powell and Diamond (2013): process, content, structure.
We watched the videotapes together, determining the extent to which the teachers implemented
CLIL. The extent was assessed by comparing the observations with the proposed CLIL structure
in terms of structure, process, and content (Powell & Diamond, 2013). The interview data were
analyzed by searching for themes to understand the reasons why certain aspects of professional
development programs were implemented or why other aspects were not. The data analysis was
conducted both at the individual level and later compared across the participants.
Trustworthiness
To maximize the trustworthiness of the data, we employed several techniques. To begin with, we
tried out the activities in the CLIL professional development program with a group of content
teachers who had similar characteristics with the target participants. The activities were later
modified. Additionally, we simultaneously analyzed the data. Discussions and negotiations were
made until we reached a consensus.
Ethical Considerations
To conduct ethical research, we were aware of the participants’ rights, their autonomy and
independence, justice, fairness. The permission from the school principal was obtained before
collecting the data. The participants were informed of the purpose of the study. Participation
was voluntary and the participants understood that they had a choice to drop out of the study at
anytime without any consequences. The data in this study were treated confidentially. The
school’s name was not included to prevent the identification of the site. The participants signed
consent forms to allow us to use the data for research purposes only.

Findings and Discussion
Prior CLIL Knowledge
Investigation during the professional development revealed that teachers held misconceptions of
CLIL prior to participating in the professional development program. To investigate CLIL
knowledge and CLIL theories relating to the content process, we asked the teachers how they
generally structured their CLIL classrooms prior to our professional development as shown in
Table 1.
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Table 1
Comparison of Teachers’ Perceptions and Our Proposed CLIL Classroom Structure
Six-steps by participating teachers
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Greetings
Review
Delivery
Directions
Task
Assessment

Designed six-step lesson
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Greetings
Review
Directions
Task
Assessment
Delivery

As shown in Table 1, there is a discrepancy between the teachers’ understanding of the CLIL
classroom structure and the designed six-steps. The main difference between the teachers’ prior
knowledge and the designed CLIL structure was the “Delivery” stage; it was placed earlier for the
teachers’ prior understanding compared to the one in the designed classroom structure. When the
delivery stage was placed earlier, it revealed the teachers’ habitual practices which focused less on
students’ learning skills but the content they need to learn in the teacher-led classroom. It may be
concluded that there was more practice but less challenge for the students in their usual teaching
activities.
Delivery should be delayed to a later stage to enable students to put things together to construct
something new from what they have learned or perceived of new structures (Anderson &
Krathwohl, 2001). The classroom structure was displayed showing how a CLIL class is expected
to be structured. The designed six-steps, as mentioned above, would be helpful for teachers to
prepare their content and language integrated classroom. We implicitly expected that, once the
CLIL concept has been clarified, the teachers would implement these six steps in their content
classrooms.
Purposeful Use of Classroom Language
Two teachers made use of classroom language provided from the first phase of the professional
development with enthusiastic preparation for the English integrated lessons, and instructed the
whole lesson in English. Moreover, the subject content, learning activities, and teaching materials
were completely in English. Contrary to the first two teachers, the other two teachers were to
some extent hesitant to draw on classroom language. Regarding the process dimension, the
teachers employed English purposefully for Greetings, some short interrogative sentences, and
specifically on technical terms to transfer subject content. Giving task instructions and
transferring knowledge were generally in Thai. English was limited to Greetings and short
sentences.
Next, it was evident that there were misconceptions of the role of English in the English
integrated classroom. As mentioned above, English for Integrated Studies (EIS) in which the role
of English and teaching methods are ill-defined, has spread out to some major schools. Based on
the interviews, the participating teachers stated that the project does not focus on English-only
classrooms and the role of the teachers is to support and promote students’ English usage. These
participating teachers were of the view that it is sufficient to convert Thai to English at the
classroom language level; Greetings in English is undoubtedly a rapid step that does not need any
practice or language expertise, Directions is generally similar from one session to another. The
other teaching activities can be instructed in Thai. This aspect interferes with the CLIL concept.
Technical vocabulary, special expressions, multiple meaning words, syntactical features, and
language functions which are particularly related to the lesson should be necessarily demonstrated
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for students to achieve key concepts, explain understanding, ask questions, and prepare for future
studies in other content areas (Cloud, Genesee & Hamayan, 2000). We can consider this as a
misconception of the content and language integrated classroom since the teachers do not
combine these two ends putting English for classroom language promotes everyday language;
however, content-compatible language is still required.
The restriction of using English in the two classes could be interpreted as teachers’ lack of
confidence and limited proficiency in English. The main focus of the professional development
was to promote a learner-centered environment in the content classroom, however, the teachers
focused on the use of English in their class and paid less attention to the new teaching method.
As a result, they nervously directed their classrooms and retained their teaching habits. English
became their major issue since they believe that after attending the professional development,
using English as a medium of instruction they should become adept in English to manage their
classrooms. Moreover, the common concern among the teachers was using English in explaining
key concepts which confused the students. They were uncertain whether the students would
acquire the content they wanted to transfer as they thought they were not expert in English;
therefore, it was evident that the teachers would prefer to switch from using English for
presenting technical vocabulary to Thai. It should be noted here that rather than switching from
English to Thai, teachers could have considered whether the language used was suitable for the
students’ level. They could simplify technical terms to ensure that students understood them.
Also, they could use this opportunity to learn the language with the students. Mehisto, Marsh,
and Jesùs Frigols (2008) stated that it is acceptable to use the students’ first language in the
beginning of the program but teachers should strive to use the target language. Then the students
will naturally verbalize more and more language taught to them. We could note that the teachers
deliberately paid attention to the target language rather than learning skills.
Opaque Six-Step Classroom Structure
Surprisingly, after participating in the CLIL professional development, none of the teachers
entirely implemented the six-step CLIL structure in their content classrooms. According to the
structural dimension of the designed CLIL classroom structure, they still practiced their habitual
teaching and learning activities; Greetings, Review, Delivery, Directions, Task, and Assessment.
“Delivery” was introduced right after reviewing the previous lessons as it was structured in the
professional development phase. We observed that the teachers considered themselves as the
knowledge authority. The classroom remained teacher-led and less dynamic where the teachers
transferred learning content and students practiced what they were asked to; for example,
complete teacher-prepared worksheets or find answers of particular problems related to the
lesson. There was no opportunity for the students to interact, discuss, or debate to complete
assigned tasks.
The main reason why we introduced the six-step classroom during the professional development
program was to encourage the participating teachers to change their classroom context to
improve the quality of teaching and challenge the students’ learning process (Stigler & Hiebert,
1999) and also to raise their awareness that the CLIL lesson should be different from their
habitual content lesson which is teacher-centered to become teacher as a facilitator (Farrell, 2016).
As reported by the participating teachers, integrating English into their content classroom, based
on their understanding, was solely changing from Thai to English and the teaching practices
remained relatively unchanged. This shows the unfamiliarity of integrating the content and
language concept, and we note here that the designed six-step classroom language presented in
the professional development program has not been taken into account among the participating
teachers.
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Discontinuity of Practice
According to the interviews, the school encourages teachers to use English in their classrooms, a
group of teachers were engaged in the project. They were struggling to deal with each semester
timetable and the continuity of the practice. One semester after another, they rotated from one
class to another; they systematically integrated English in their classroom solely in one semester,
therefore preparing an achievable CLIL class is hardly possible. We note here again that the
policy and the practice diverge.
Also, giving emphasis to the English integrated classroom is contingent on the school director.
All of the participating teachers remarked that professional development and other support
should come along with the school director. Fostering the use of English is not currently a
priority during our data collection period, as teachers pay consistently less attention to the
integration of the language in their practices.
Intermittent integration of English in the classroom makes the teachers uncomfortable to use the
language. If the teachers frequently practice using the target language, they will naturally conduct
their content classrooms similarly to those teachers who understand their teaching materials and
prepare their lessons beforehand.
Through the process dimension of teacher behavior, one participating teacher turned his content
class into an English integrated classroom since he had prepared beforehand. On the other hand,
another teacher stated that the teaching material she used in her mathematics classroom was
difficult to follow and their students might not have understood. Adapting ready-to-use teaching
materials is one common solution that most of the teachers practice. Selecting teaching materials
that correspond to a lesson and students’ needs requires thorough knowledge and familiarity.
Teachers who discontinuously conduct English integrated classes will struggle in the classroom
and act less confident while using English in the classroom. Transforming a regular content
classroom means an extra workload for the teacher (Coyle et al., 2010). Searching teaching
material that can respond to the lesson is time consuming for teachers who are not competent in
the target language (Coonan, 2007).
Teachers have to select the appropriate teaching materials and prepare lesson plans which is a
process that requires constant energy and investment of time. Once the lesson is prepared and
they get used to it, the teacher will have an ideal structure for future lessons that will shorten the
preparation process.
Gaps in a Thai educational context
Schools promote the use of English, nevertheless not all of the teachers follow the idea. As
reported by the participating teachers, a group of teachers are assigned to undertake integrating
English in their content classrooms. Hence, they unavoidably consider themselves as a particular
teacher who have additional responsibilities while other teachers have their typical responsibilities.
Some participating teachers were not poised to use English and the collaboration between content
and language teacher does not exist so they have stressful teaching tasks. The participating
teachers noted that being a CLIL teacher is particularly seen as someone with good command of
English but in fact they are under high pressure.
Even though the Ministry of Education promotes English as a medium of instruction, the
administrative commitment does not exist; for example, the Ordinary National Test (O-Net) or
entrance examination is written in the Thai language. English is used only in the classroom.
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Language education should start with shaping appropriate curriculum to support students’
plurilingual competences (Byram, 2013) since English in a Thai context is not omnipresent, the
opportunity to be fully exposed to English for both students and teachers is scarce compared to
other Asian countries such as Singapore, Philippines or Malaysia, where English is an official
language. However, the policy and the practice are parallel.
CLIL teachers who have had a specific training program enhance students’ English (Sylvén,
2013). Yet, Thai teachers are encouraged to use English in the classroom; however, there is no
official training program or school policy to develop content teachers’ language skills. Schools
can provide occasional training programs for content teachers, at the same time they need time,
financial support, and active teachers. CLIL teacher training is a long-term goal that requires
eminent collaboration among stakeholders.

Conclusion
This paper attempted to foster content teachers’ knowledge about implementing CLIL in content
classrooms. CLIL professional development was provided for teachers with attempts to change
their teaching practices from a teacher-led structure to a more learner-centered structure. It is
evident that the teachers in this study selectively implemented one aspect (classroom language),
which fits their immediate needs, of the teacher professional development program (Emshoff et
al., 1987). This indicates that implementing CLIL is a challenging task for teachers. It is
challenging because teachers do not believe in the power of CLIL to increase students’
achievement, they do not believe in their English proficiency, and they do not receive ongoing
professional support (Penuel & Means, 2004).
Future research on CLIL teacher professional development should pay careful attention to the
affective aspects of teacher professional learning such as beliefs or self-confidence. These aspects
seem to be the major hindering factors in our study. Future CLIL teacher professional
development should provide a chance for teachers to exercise their teaching practices such as
doing teaching demonstrations, discussing the performance of the demonstrations, and providing
constructive feedback. These elements must be continuously incorporated in CLIL professional
development to enhance the effectiveness of the program.
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