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Problem statement  
Conceptual and theoretical background 

Language and identity are key concepts in the theoretical framework underpinning the 

Pluridentities project. They are understood as deeply interconnected and dynamically 

shaped across contexts. Rather than viewing identity as fixed, identification is 

foregrounded; the ways in which individuals relate to categories such as “multilingual,” 

“Swedish,” or “European,” and how these relationships shift over time (Cummins, 2015; 

Janssens, 2019). Language functions not only as a communicative resource but also as a 

symbolic marker of belonging, linking individuals to groups and cultural communities (J. Li 

et al., 2022). Within this perspective, plurilingual identities, or pluridentities, emerge 

through the interaction of linguistic capital, the learning environment, language policy, and 

technology. Schools therefore constitute central sites in which plurilingual identities can be 

supported, shaped, or transformed (Cummins, 2000). 

 

Among the components shaping plurilingual identities, linguistic capital plays a central role. 

It refers to the perceived value of a person’s full linguistic repertoire, including home 

languages, additional languages, and registers (Bourdieu, 1986; Finegan, 2012). Broad 

linguistic repertoires can provide social, cultural, and economic opportunities (J. Li et al., 

2022; López Blanco, 2025). In school settings, the extent to which linguistic capital is 

recognised can influence how individuals understand their linguistic resources and how they 

position themselves within local, national, or broader European communities. 

 

Understanding these processes is particularly relevant in the light of European policy goals 

that position plurilingual competence as central to lifelong learning and intercultural 

dialogue (Council Resolution, 2008; Council Recommendation, 2018). Supporting learners’ 

full repertoires has been shown to strengthen identity building, enhance motivation, and 

contribute to educational equity (Cummins, 2000; Dörnyei & Ushioda, 2010), while also 

broadening learners’ horizons and enriching attitudes toward linguistic diversity (Okal, 

2014). 
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One specific pedagogical approach intended to embed multilingualism in classroom 

practice is Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL), in which an additional 

language is used to teach non-linguistic content. Research suggests that CLIL can support 

language proficiency, cultural awareness, cognitive engagement, and motivation (Coyle, 

2008; Graham et al., 2018; San Isidro Agrelo, 2019; Bulté et al., 2022). Multilingual 

pedagogies such as translanguaging also enhance metalinguistic awareness and belonging 

(Cenoz & Gorter, 2015; Lorenzo et al., 2019; Van Raemdonck, 2024). However, the degree 

to which these approaches are adopted varies significantly across educational contexts. 

 

The Swedish context 

Swedish schools operate within a linguistically diverse context shaped by national minority 

languages, migration, and the strong presence of English. Programmes inspired by CLIL 

have been part of the Swedish educational landscape for several decades; they are offered 

by   relatively small proportion of schools and vary considerably in how they are organised 

(Sylvén, 2019; Olsson, 2025). Terminology differs across contexts (e.g., English-medium 

instruction, international profiles), but these initiatives share CLIL’s core principle of 

integrating content and language learning by using an additional language for subject 

teaching. 

 

Although multilingualism is a prominent feature of schooling in Sweden, relatively little is 

known about how teachers and students understand their multilingualism, identify with 

different social categories, and value various languages in relation to their future. These 

questions are relevant across educational settings, as both CLIL and non-CLIL environments 

engage with diverse linguistic repertoires. However, research has rarely examined how 

experiences in these different instructional contexts may relate to linguistic or social 

identification, nor is there much quantitative evidence on how students and teachers in 

Sweden conceptualize their multilingualism, sense of belonging, or attitudes toward 

practices such as translanguaging or learning additional languages. 

 

Aims and research questions 
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This study aims to offer initial empirical insights into how multilingualism and identity are 

experienced and shaped in Swedish schools, and how different instructional contexts, 

including both CLIL and non-CLIL settings, may relate to the development of plurilingual 

orientations and attitudes. 

 

The study addresses the following research questions: 

1. What differences are there, if any, between CLIL and non-CLIL teachers and students 

in how they identify as monolingual, bilingual, or multilingual individuals? 

2. What differences are there, if any, between CLIL and non-CLIL participants in their 

broader social identifications (e.g., as Swedish, European, or other)? 

3. What differences are there, if any, between CLIL and non-CLIL teachers and students 

in their attitudes toward multilingualism, including: 

• the languages they regard as important for the future, 

• their views on translanguaging, and 

• their orientations toward learning additional languages? 

Methodology  
Participants 

The Swedish sample consists of responses from seven schools: four CLIL schools (three 

upper secondary, one lower secondary) and three non-CLIL schools (one upper secondary 

and two lower secondary). In total, 423 students (242 CLIL, 181 non-CLIL) completed the 

survey, along with 18 teachers (9 CLIL, 9 non-CLIL) from the same schools. 

 

Schools were recruited through a convenience sampling approach, primarily based on 

existing professional contacts. Principals or teachers at ten schools were invited to 

participate, including both CLIL and non-CLIL institutions. Seven schools agreed to take 

part. For the remaining schools, the timing of the data collection proved challenging. The 

survey became ready for distribution shortly before the end of the Swedish school year, a 

period when teachers and students experience high workload demands. Since Swedish 

schools close in early June, the late timing likely reduced both school-level willingness and 

individual participation rates. 
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The target population for the student survey consisted of learners aged 15 to 18 in lower 

and upper secondary education. As all participating students were at least 15 years 

old, parental consent was not required under Swedish ethical guidelines. All participants 

were informed about the purpose and procedures of the study, and anonymity and 

voluntary participation were ensured in accordance with national ethical standards. 

 

Surveys 

Both the student and teacher surveys were based on the instruments developed within the 

Pluridentities project but adapted linguistically and contextually for the Swedish setting. 

The student survey comprised five sections: (1) background information, (2) sense of 

identification and belonging, (3) multilingualism at school, (4) language learning motivation, 

and (5) use of technology in language learning. The survey included over 100 items, 

primarily closed-ended questions using Likert scales (e.g., from strongly disagree to strongly 

agree) and frequency scales (e.g., never to constantly). Additional nominal questions 

captured demographic information, and several open fields allowed students to list their 

linguistic repertoire or provide other contextual details. Before distribution, the student 

survey was piloted with a small group of learners, who completed the questionnaire while 

commenting aloud, allowing the research team to identify ambiguities and refine item 

wording. 

The teacher survey followed a similar structure but included four sections: (1) background 

information, (2) identification and belonging, (3) multilingualism in school and classroom 

practices, and (4) use of technology in teaching. It also contained more than 100 items, 

mainly in closed format. A small group of teachers tested the survey and provided feedback 

on content and clarity. The surveys were translated into Swedish and adapted for the 

national context before being prepared in Qualtrics and distributed digitally. 

 

Data collection 

Data collection took place in two phases in 2025: from mid-May to mid-June, and, for some 

schools, again at the beginning of September due to end-of-year timing constraints. 
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Teachers accessed the questionnaire via a dedicated link and were asked to share a 

separate student link or display a QR code in the classroom. 

 

Students completed the survey at school, typically during lesson time or during allocated 

assembly periods, depending on local organisation. Teachers completed the 

survey independently at a time convenient to them. Administering the surveys digitally in 

school settings enabled participation across schools with differing schedules and routines. 

 

Method of analysis 

To address the research questions guiding this initial analysis of the quantitative data, a 

subset of survey items was selected for examination. Items were chosen based on their 

relevance to linguistic identification, social identification, and attitudes toward 

multilingualism.  

 

The following questions from the Swedish student survey were included in the analysis: 

 

Identification as mono- bi- or multilinguals:  

How do you identify? As monolingual, bilingual or multilingual 

 

Identification as Swedes, European or other:     

How much do you identify as a European? (Scale 1-10) 

 

Attitudes towards multilingualism, including:  

• Important languages for the future 

Which languages do you think will be important for you in the future? (Several 

languages could be mentioned) 

• Translanguaging 

Do you sometimes use two or more languages interchangeably?  

A. At school I sometimes deliberately use more than one language to understand 

something better. 

B. At school, I sometimes deliberately use more than one language to help others 
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understand something. 

C. At school, I enjoy the lessons better when I get to use more than one language. 

• Learning other languages 

How do you feel about learning other languages? 

A. Learning other languages is important to me. 

B. In language lessons, the teachers appreciate that I have learned the 

language/language skills outside school.  

C. Knowing many languages helps you see thing in a different way.  

 

Corresponding items from the teacher survey, covering the same themes, were included:   

 

Identification as mono- bi- or multilinguals: 

 How do you identify? Mono- bi- or mutlingual 

 

Identification as Swedes, European or other: 

How much do you identify as a European? (Scale 1-10) 

Do you see yourself as…. (several options) 

 

Attitudes towards multilingualism, including: 

 

• Important languages for the future 

A. The main language of instruction is very important for students’ academic 

careers  

 B. Immigrant languages are important assets for students’ future professional 

careers  

 C. The main reason why multilingual students fail in school is lack of 

competence in the language of instruction  

• Translanguaging: 

At this school the use of students’ home languages is... (several options) 
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SPSS (version 29.0.2.0) was used for statistical analyses. Descriptive statistics and 

independent-samples t-tests were conducted to compare responses between CLIL and 

non-CLIL students. As the size of the teacher sample did not allow for reliable inferential 

testing, only descriptive statistics were applied to the teacher data. 

 

Limitations 

While the study offers important insights into students’ and teachers’ perceptions of 

multilingualism and identity in Swedish schools, several limitations should be 

acknowledged. As mentioned, the timing of the data collection created practical 

challenges, because the survey was distributed shortly before the end of the school year; 

participation at both school and individual levels may have been affected, which limits the 

representativeness of the sample. 

 

As the surveys were completed independently, it was not possible to control for inattentive 

or playful responding, and the length of the questionnaire may have influenced some 

participants’ engagement. These factors may affect the reliability of a subset of the 

responses. 

 

It is also important to note that this working paper presents an initial analysis of a broader 

dataset. More detailed statistical analyses will follow, and the quantitative findings will be 

interpreted alongside the qualitative interview data collected within the project, allowing for 

a more comprehensive understanding of multilingualism and identity in Swedish schools. 

Results  
 
This section presents findings from the student survey followed by results from the 

teacher survey. 
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Student Survey 

Linguistic Self-Identification 

A large majority of students identified as either bilingual or multilingual. They were 

found in both CLIL and non-CLIL groups (see Table 1), indicating high levels of 

language awareness and multilingual exposure among Swedish students in general. 

 

Table 1 

Student Linguistic Self-Identification 

Identification Non-CLIL CLIL Total 

Monolingual 17 10 27 

Bilingual 76 90 166 

Multilingual 88 137 225 

Total 181 237 418 

 

European Identity 

Students rated their identification as European on a scale from 0 (not at all) to 10 

(very much) (see Table 2). Overall, the mean identification was 7.9. 

However, non-CLIL students identified as European significantly more strongly (M = 

8.43, SD = 2.27) than CLIL students (M = 7.07, SD = 2.93), t(~381) ≈ value, p < .001, 

Cohen’s d = 0.512, indicating a medium effect size. 

This result may at first sight appear counter-intuitive, but it is possible that CLIL 

students who are multilingual to a great extent   identify with a more global identity 
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(or with a non-European identity), rather than merely a European identity. 

Qualitative analyses from focus-group interviews may help contextualize this finding. 

 

Table 2 

Students’ Identification as European (0–10 Scale) 

Group n Mean SD SEM 

Non-CLIL 169 8.43 2.27 0.17 

CLIL 214 7.07 2.93 0.20 

Note. Difference between groups significant at p < .001, d = .512 

 

Geographical and Cultural Identities 

Students could select multiple identity options. The most common identity 

combination in both groups was Swedish, Scandinavian, and European (33% non-

CLIL; 25% CLIL). 

Two patterns stood out: 

• Only Swedish was selected by 28% of non-CLIL students but only 8% of CLIL 

students. 

• Other was selected by 21% of CLIL students but only 2% of non-CLIL 

students, with Indian, Middle Eastern, Arabic, Asian and African among the 

most common identifications mentioned. 

For all remaining identity combinations, group differences were small (see Table 3).  

 

Table 3 

Students’ Geographical/Cultural Identification (Multiple Responses Possible) 
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Category Non-CLIL CLIL Total 

  n % n % n % 

Only Swedish 46 28 17 8 63 17 

Only Scandinavian 0 0 2 1 2 0.5 

Only European 3 2 8 4 11 3 

Swedish & European 6 4 14 6 20 5 

Swedish & Other 5 3 10 5 15 4 

Swedish & Scandinavian 23 14 19 9 42 11 

Swedish, Scandinavian & European 53 33 55 25 108 29 

Swedish, European, Scandinavian & 

Other 

12 
7 

10 
5 

22 
6 

Scandinavian & European 0 0 3 1 3 1 

European & Other 3 2 15 7 18 5 

None of the above 1 0.5 4 2 5 1 

Other 4 2 46 21 50 13 

Don’t know 5 3 14 6 19 5 

Note. Missing: CLIL = 25, non-CLIL = 20. 

 

Translanguaging Practices 

Students rated three statements about their use of more than one language in 

school on a 5-point Likert scale. 
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1. Using more than one language to understand content: 

o Non-CLIL: M = 3.03 

o CLIL: M = 3.13 

o No significant difference 

2. Using more than one language to help others understand: 

o Non-CLIL: M = 2.85 

o CLIL: M = 3.13 

o Significant difference, p = .036, Cohen’s d = 0.225 (small effect) 

3. Enjoying lessons more when more than one language can be used: 

o Non-CLIL: M = 2.51 

o CLIL: M = 2.86 

o Significant difference, p = .007, Cohen’s d = 0.287 (small effect) 

Taken together, CLIL students appear more positively inclined toward 

translanguaging practices, particularly in terms of supporting peers and enjoying 

language-flexible lessons. 

 

Attitudes Toward Learning Additional Languages 

Students responded to three statements regarding the importance of learning 

additional languages. For the statement “Learning other languages is important to 

me,” CLIL students reported significantly stronger agreement (M = 3.52) than non-

CLIL students (M = 3.24), p = .036, Cohen’s d = .229, indicating a small effect. 

For the statement “During language lessons teachers appreciate the fact that I have 

acquired language skills outside of school,” group means were similar (CLIL: M = 

3.43; non-CLIL: M = 3.27), and the difference was not statistically significant. 
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For the statement “Knowing many languages helps me see things from different 

perspectives,” CLIL students again expressed significantly stronger agreement (M = 

3.53) than non-CLIL students (M = 3.19), p = .003, Cohen’s d = .321, indicating a 

small-to-medium effect. These findings suggest that CLIL students hold more 

positive and more expansive beliefs about the cognitive and personal value of 

multilingualism. 

 

Teacher Survey 

Participants 

The teacher survey was completed by 37 individuals. After data cleaning, 18 valid 

responses remained. Half of the teachers (n = 9) worked in CLIL schools and half (n 

= 9) in non-CLIL schools. Fourteen participants reported having a university-based 

teacher education, whereas the remaining four indicated alternative forms of 

education (one lower secondary education, one master’s degree, and two 

unspecified). 

All non-CLIL teachers and five CLIL teachers were born in Sweden. Among the CLIL 

teachers, four were born outside Sweden: two elsewhere in Europe, one in an 

American country, and one in an Asian region. 

Teachers represented a range of subject areas, including languages (Swedish, 

English, Spanish, French), STEM subjects, and the humanities. Teaching experience 

ranged from 2 to 33 years (M = 19.7), indicating that the sample consisted primarily 

of highly experienced teachers. 
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Linguistic Self-Identification 

Teachers were asked whether they identified as monolingual, bilingual, or 

multilingual. No teacher identified as monolingual. Across both groups, eight 

teachers identified as bilingual and five as multilingual; five responses were missing 

(three non-CLIL, two CLIL). No notable differences emerged between CLIL and non-

CLIL teachers regarding linguistic identification (see Table 4). 

 

Table 4 

Teachers’ Linguistic Self-Identification (CLIL and Non-CLIL) 

Identification Non-CLIL CLIL Total 

Monolingual 0 0 0 

Bilingual 4 4 8 

Multilingual 2 3 5 

Missing 3 2 5 

 

European Identity 

Teachers rated how strongly they identified as European on a scale from 1 (not at all) 

to 10 (very strongly). Reported values ranged from 5 to 10 as illustrated in Table 5. 

Means were similar across groups (non-CLIL: M = 7.8; CLIL: M = 7.9), with no 

teacher selecting a value below 5.  
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Table 5 

Teachers’ Identification as European (1–10 Scale) 

Score Non-CLIL CLIL Total 

5 0 1 1 

6 2 1 3 

7 1 0 1 

8 0 2 2 

9 2 2 4 

10 1 1 2 

Mean 7.8 7.9 7.8 

Missing 3 2 5 

 

Geographical and Cultural Identities 

Teachers could select multiple identity options (e.g., Swedish, Scandinavian, 

European, or other). None identified exclusively as Swedish or exclusively as 

European. The most common combinations were Swedish and European (n = 6) and 

Scandinavian, Swedish, and European (n = 6) (see Table 6). 

One non-CLIL teacher additionally identified as a global citizen. Four CLIL teachers 

selected “other,” specifying a regional Swedish identity, a national identity linked to 

a European country or an American country, and a specific region in Asia. 
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Table 6 

Teachers’ Geographical/Cultural Self-Identification (Multiple Responses Possible) 

Identity Category Non-CLIL CLIL Total 

Only Swedish 0 0 0 

Swedish and European 4 2 6 

Only European 0 0 0 

Only Scandinavian 0 0 0 

Scandinavian and Swedish 0 1 1 

Scandinavian, Swedish, 

European 
3 3 6 

Scandinavian and European 0 2 2 

Other 1 4 5 

Note. “Other” includes regional, national, transnational, or global identifications. 

 

Language Policies at School 

Teachers were asked whether their school had a language policy. A large majority (n 

= 13) responded that they did not know. Five teachers indicated that their school 

had a language policy; of these, four worked in CLIL schools and one in a non-CLIL 

school. 

This general lack of awareness may reflect the presence of national-level language 

regulations in Swedish educational governance (e.g., home language rights, 

minority language status, and foreign-language syllabi), which may reduce the 

perceived need for school-level policies. In CLIL schools, however, where English is 
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used as a language of instruction, the need for explicit clarification of English–

Swedish language roles may be greater. 

 

Use and Value of Home Languages 

As illustrated in Table 7, figures indicate that none of the teachers reported school 

rules prohibiting the use of home languages. One non-CLIL teacher reported that 

home languages were actively integrated into teaching, whereas eight teachers 

(four in each group) indicated that home languages were valued at the school. 

Table 7 

Teachers' Attitudes Towards Home Languages at School 

Use of home languages at school is ... 

Response Non-CLIL CLIL Total 

Not allowed 0 0 0 

Tolerated 1 3 4 

Valued 4 4 8 

Actively  

integrated 
1 0 1 

 

Language of Instruction and Perceived Future Importance 

As expected, CLIL schools used English—or English alongside Swedish—as the 

language of instruction, whereas non-CLIL schools used Swedish. CLIL teachers 

were more likely than non-CLIL teachers to believe that competence in the school’s 

instructional language(s) would be important for students’ future careers. 
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Teachers in both groups reported that competence in immigrant languages would 

be beneficial for students’ future professional lives. 

 

Perceptions of Language Competence and School Failure 

Responses to the statement The most important reason why multilingual students 

fail in school is lack of competence in the language of schooling (see Table 8) 

indicated a generally moderate stance. Teachers did not reject the idea that 

language competence might play a role in school failure, but strong agreement was 

rare. Most non-CLIL teachers positioned themselves in the middle of the scale, while 

CLIL teachers tended to lean slightly more toward agreement. The overall pattern 

suggests a cautious view: teachers acknowledged that limited language 

competence may contribute to school failure, but they were hesitant to present it as 

a primary or sole explanation. 

 

Table 8 

Teachers' agreement with the statement: ”The most important reason why 

multilingual students fail in school is lack of competence in the language of 

schooling" 

Response Non-CLIL CLIL Total 

Totally agree 0 1 1 

Agree to a great extent  1 0 1 

Neutral 4 1 5 

Agree to some extent 1 5 6 
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Do not agree at all 0 0 0 

Conclusions  

 

Connecting the Results to the Conceptual and Theoretical Framework 

The findings from both the teacher and student surveys provide initial empirical insight into 

how plurilingual identities, linguistic capital, and multilingual pedagogical orientations 

manifest in Swedish CLIL and non-CLIL contexts. These patterns align with, but also 

complicate, theoretical expectations drawn from the plurilingual and identity-oriented 

frameworks underpinning the Pluridentities project. 

 

Plurilingual identification and linguistic capital 

Across both teacher and student groups, the overwhelming majority identified as bilingual 

or multilingual. This supports theoretical accounts that conceptualize identity as layered, 

dynamic, and tied to individuals’ full linguistic repertoires rather than to monolithic 

categories (Cummins, 2015; Janssens, 2019). For students especially, the high prevalence of 

multilingual self-identification suggests that Swedish schools—CLIL and non-CLIL alike—

operate within a linguistic ecology in which plurilingualism is both recognized and 

normalized. 

This aligns with the notion of linguistic capital (Bourdieu, 1986): students appear to 

understand their diverse linguistic resources as meaningful assets, rather than as peripheral 

to school learning. The fact that monolingual identification was rare across all groups 

underscores the relevance of plurilingual frameworks to Swedish educational contexts more 

broadly, extending beyond specialized CLIL programs. 

 

Broader social identifications and belonging 

The results for European, national, and regional identification offer a more differentiated 

picture. While teachers in both instructional contexts expressed similarly strong European 
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identification, students displayed significant between-group differences, with non-CLIL 

learners identifying more strongly as European than their CLIL peers. However, this does 

not necessarily mean that CLIL students are less internationally oriented, rather that they 

identify with areas outside of Europe to a larger extent.  

Students’ substantial use of “Other” identifications—particularly among CLIL learners—also 

resonates with frameworks emphasizing the fluidity and multiplicity of identity categories (Li 

et al., 2022), suggesting that diverse linguistic and cultural reference points coexist within 

Swedish classrooms. 

 

Attitudes toward multilingualism and translanguaging 

Both teachers and students recognized the future relevance of multilingualism, including 

home and immigrant languages, echoing European policy aims that promote plurilingual 

competence as integral to mobility, social cohesion, and intercultural dialogue (Council 

Recommendation, 2018). Teachers’ valuing of immigrant languages aligns closely with 

theoretical claims that recognition of learners’ full repertoires strengthens educational 

equity and supports identity affirmation (Cummins, 2000). 

The student results on translanguaging provide additional nuances. CLIL students reported 

significantly more positive attitudes toward using multiple languages to support peers and 

to enhance their enjoyment of lessons. This supports theories that multilingual pedagogies 

can foster metalinguistic awareness, belonging, and cognitive engagement (Cenoz & 

Gorter, 2015; Lorenzo et al., 2019). The tendency of CLIL students to appreciate language-

flexible approaches may reflect the more explicit presence of an additional instructional 

language, which may make cross-linguistic practices more visible and normalized. 

 

Attitudes toward learning additional languages 

The results concerning the perceived importance of learning other languages further 

support the interpretation that CLIL environments may foster orientations aligned with 

plurilingual identity development. CLIL students expressed significantly stronger agreement 

with statements about the personal value of learning additional languages and the role of 
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multilingualism in enabling multiple perspectives. These findings are consistent with 

conceptualizations of plurilingual identities as dynamic, reflective, and grounded in 

meaningful engagement with diverse linguistic resources (Cummins, 2000; Dörnyei & 

Ushioda, 2010). 

The belief that “knowing many languages helps me see things from different perspectives,” 

endorsed more strongly by CLIL students, aligns specifically with theories emphasizing the 

cognitive and intercultural affordances of plurilingualism (Cenoz & Gorter, 2015; J. Li et al., 

2022). It also resonates with European policy discourse that positions multilingual 

competence as foundational for intercultural dialogue and democratic participation (Council 

Recommendation, 2018). 

At the same time, the lack of group difference regarding whether teachers value language 

learning outside of school suggests that institutional recognition of students’ linguistic 

capital remains uneven. This mirrors broader critiques that Swedish schools—CLIL and non-

CLIL alike—do not consistently leverage students’ full linguistic repertoires (Sylvén, 2019). 

Together, these findings reinforce the view that plurilingual orientations in Sweden are 

shaped by an interaction of pedagogical, structural, and sociocultural factors rather than by 

instructional context alone. 

 

The role of the Swedish language ecology 

The absence of explicit school language policies—reported by most teachers—must also 

be interpreted within Sweden’s broader linguistic landscape. As noted in the theoretical 

background, Swedish schools are shaped by national regulations governing home 

languages, minority languages, and foreign language teaching. This may reduce the 

perceived need for local policy development, but it also highlights a structural gap: without 

explicit support for multilingual pedagogies, CLIL and non-CLIL schools may rely heavily on 

teachers’ individual interpretations of how to engage with students’ repertoires. 

This aligns with critiques in CLIL literature emphasizing that successful content-and-

language integration requires clear pedagogical models, teacher preparation, and 

alignment with local language ecologies (Sylvén, 2019). The variation detected among 
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teachers’ beliefs, as well as CLIL students’ differentiated identity patterns, indicates that 

instructional context interacts with broader social and linguistic forces rather than 

determining outcomes on its own. 

Synthesis with respect to the research questions 

Overall, the findings can be synthesised as follows: 

1. RQ1 (Linguistic identification). 

Both teachers and students overwhelmingly identified as bilingual or multilingual, 

with minimal differences between CLIL and non-CLIL groups. This suggests that 

plurilingual identities are widely distributed across Swedish schools and not confined 

to CLIL settings. 

2. RQ2 (Broader social identification). 

Teachers across contexts displayed similar patterns of European and cultural 

identification, whereas student identities diverged more strongly, with non-CLIL 

students identifying more strongly as European and CLIL students exhibiting greater 

variation. These findings highlight the contextual and relational nature of 

identification processes. 

3. RQ3 (Attitudes toward multilingualism). 

Teachers and students in both contexts valued multilingualism and immigrant 

languages for future careers. CLIL students reported more positive attitudes toward 

translanguaging practices than non-CLIL students, consistent with theoretical claims 

about the role of multilingual environments in facilitating metalinguistic awareness 

and belonging. 

Taken together, the results support a view of Swedish schools as linguistically rich and 

dynamic environments in which plurilingual identities develop through interactions among 

linguistic resources, instructional practices, and broader sociocultural conditions. While CLIL 

appears to shape some attitudes and practices—particularly regarding translanguaging—, 

the findings suggest that plurilingual orientations extend across both CLIL and non-CLIL 

contexts. These insights provide empirical insights into the complex interplay between 



 
 

 26 

identification, linguistic capital, and pedagogical context in shaping pluridentities in 

contemporary Swedish education. 
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