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ABSTRACT
The popularization of content-based foreign language programs has given rise to Content-Based Instruction (CBI)

as a practical pedagogical approach to facilitating language learning through the medium of content. The growing amount
of relevant research in the past decades has necessitated a systematic review of the trends in CBI research to summarize
achievements and illuminate future research practices. In this article, CBI-related research articles indexed in Web of
Science are reviewed bibliometrically using VOSviewer, following a rigorous selection and screening process. Certain
aspects are emphasized, including publication patterns, geographic distribution, institutional contributions, contributing
scholars, influential journals and articles, and frequently repeated author keywords. Among the findings, the review
highlights substantial geographical variation in previous CBI research as well as the most frequently repeated keywords
with corresponding clusters. This review concludes by addressing the research trends in this field and recommending
future research directions, which are crucial for understanding the current situation and establishing a foundation for
future studies.
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1. Introduction
The landscape of foreign/second language (L2) educa-

tion has undergone significant transformations over the past
few decades, driven by the evolving needs of learners and
advancements in pedagogical theories. Among the various
approaches to L2 teaching, Content-Based Instruction (CBI)
has emerged as a prominent method that integrates language
learning with subject matter instruction. CBI refers to an
approach to L2 teaching “in which teaching is organized
around the content or information that students are going to
acquire”(Una, 2021, pp. 200-201). It posits that students
learn an L2 more effectively when it is used as a medium to
acquire new information and skills in various academic or
professional fields (Lyster, 2017; Snow & Brinton, 2023).
This approach not only enhances linguistic competence but
also facilitates cognitive development and content mastery
(Nurjannah et al., 2020).

CBI originated from the need to provide learners with
meaningful and contextualized language experiences. Un-
like traditional language instruction, which often isolates lin-
guistic elements, CBI immerses students in authentic con-
texts where language use is purposeful and relevant (Su-
vonova, 2023). This immersion helps learners to develop
language skills that are directly applicable to real-world
situations, thereby increasing their motivation and engage-
ment (Zairjonovna, 2023). Furthermore, CBI promotes cog-
nitive engagement by challenging learners to use higher-
order thinking skills, such as analysis, synthesis, and evalu-
ation, in their L2 practice (Mufaridah & Nurkamilah, 2023;
Wright, 2023). By engagingwith content that is both linguis-
tically and cognitively demanding, students are more likely
to retain information and transfer their L2 skills to new con-
texts.

Over the years, CBI has been implemented in diverse
educational settings, ranging from primary schools to higher
education institutions, and across various disciplines (Snow
& Brinton, 2023). However, despite its widespread adop-
tion and acknowledged benefits, the body of research on
CBI remains fragmented, encompassing a multitude of stud-
ies with varying focuses and methodologies. As a result,
there is a need to consolidate existing knowledge and pro-
vide a comprehensive overview of the field. A bibliomet-
ric review, which systematically analyzes academic litera-
ture to identify trends, patterns, and influential works (Ahmi,

2022), offers a valuable means to achieve this goal. By ex-
amining the publication outputs, citation networks, and the-
matic developments within CBI research, this review aims
to map the intellectual landscape of the field and highlight
key areas for future investigation. Particularly, several crit-
ical questions will be addressed, transitioning from basic to
more advanced aspects of the research field:

• Publication Patterns: How has the volume of re-
search on CBI changed over time?

• Geographic Distribution and Contributions: Which
regions and countries are most active in publishing
CBI studies, andwhat are the patterns of international
collaboration in this field?

• Institutional Contributions: Which institutions are
most active in publishing CBI studies and engaging
in research collaboration in the field?

• Contributing Scholars: Who are the most prolific and
influential authors in CBI research?

• Influential Journals and Articles: Which journals
publish the most significant amount of CBI research,
and which articles are most cited?

• Frequently Repeated Author Keywords: What are
the common themes and topics identified through fre-
quently repeated author keywords?

By answering these questions, this review seeks to pro-
vide a foundation for understanding the current state of CBI
research and to inform future studies that can advance the
practice of content-based L2 education.

2. Literature review
CBI has its origins in the early 1980s as educa-

tors sought innovative ways to enhance language learning
through meaningful content (Brinton et al., 1989). The ap-
proach emerged from the need to move beyond traditional
language instruction methods, which often isolated linguis-
tic elements and failed to engage learners in real-world con-
texts (Krueger & Ryan, 1993). Over the decades, CBI has
evolved, influenced by various educational theories and ped-
agogical practices, becoming a cornerstone in the field of L2
education.

CBI is grounded in several key educational theories.
Second language acquisition theories, particularly Krashen’
s (1987) Input Hypothesis and Swain’s (1985) Output Hy-
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pothesis, emphasize the importance of comprehensible in-
put and sufficient output in L2 learning. CBI provides rich
and meaningful input and output opportunities through con-
tent, facilitating natural L2 acquisition as learners focus
on understanding and using the language in context (Snow
& Brinton, 2023). Cognitive learning theory highlights
the role of cognitive processes in learning (Grippin & Pe-
ters, 1984). CBI engages learners in higher-order thinking
skills such as analysis, synthesis, and evaluation, promot-
ing deeper cognitive processing and retention of language
and content (Lyster, 2017). Vygotsky’s (1978) sociocul-
tural theory underscores the importance of social interaction
and cultural context in learning. CBI fosters collaborative
learning environments where learners engage in meaningful
communication and negotiate meaning, enhancing their lin-
guistic and cultural competence (Mufaridah & Nurkamilah,
2023).

The application of CBI is presented in various forms.
For example, the theme-based model centers around the-
matic units where L2 instruction is organized around spe-
cific topics or themes (MutiaraniIrpan & RahmanIrpan,
2019; Snow & Brinton, 2023). This approach allows learn-
ers to explore a subject deeply while simultaneously devel-
oping their language skills, with themes chosen based on
their relevance and interest to the learners, enhancing mo-
tivation and engagement. Moreover, the adjunct model in-
volves parallel instruction in language and content courses
(Snow & Brinton, 2023). Students simultaneously enroll in
an L2 course and a content course, with the language course
designed to support the content course. The goal is to help
students develop the necessary language skills to succeed in
the content course. This model fosters close collaboration
between language and content instructors, ensuring that lan-
guage instruction is tailored to the specific demands of the
content area (Karim & Ghorbanchian, 2022; Zhang & Hu,
2024). The sheltered model is another type of CBI, which
is primarily used in contexts where non-native speakers are
integrated into mainstream content courses (Snow & Brin-
ton, 2023). In this model, the content course is adapted to
meet the linguistic needs of the learners. Instructors use sim-
plified L2, visual aids, and other strategies to make the con-
tent accessible while still challenging learners cognitively.
This model is particularly common in secondary and post-
secondary education settings where students need to acquire

content knowledge and language skills concurrently (Latif,
2024).

In addition to CBI, various content-based L2 teach-
ing approaches exist. For instance, Content and Language
Integrated Learning (CLIL) is a widely used pedagogical
approach that involves the simultaneous teaching of sub-
ject content and language skills. CLIL emphasizes a dual-
focused approach where both language and content are
given equal importance, allowing learners to develop lin-
guistic proficiency while gaining knowledge in specific aca-
demic areas (Nawrot-Lis, 2020). However, according to
Brown andBradford (2017), CBI differs fromCLIL in that it
has a strong language-oriented focus, with content learning
being peripheral. Another term that can be confused with
CBI is English-Medium Instruction (EMI), which refers to
the use of English to teach academic subjects in countries
where English is not the primary language (H. Hu, 2023).
However, unlike CBI, which integrates language instruction
within content teaching, EMI often assumes that students
already possess sufficient language proficiency to engage
with the content, and the primary focus of EMI is on con-
tent mastery, with language development being a secondary
consideration (Hu & Mi, 2024).

Despite the popularity of various content-based L2
teaching approaches, CBI has gained recognition around the
world, adapting to different socio-cultural contexts to meet
the diverse needs of learners. In North America, for exam-
ple, CBI is widely implemented in K-12 education as well
as in higher education, often in the form of thematic units
that integrate language learning with subjects such as sci-
ence, history, and social studies (Lyster, 2017). These pro-
grams aim to enhance language proficiency while fostering
academic success and critical thinking skills. Latin Ameri-
can countries have also embraced CBI to address the grow-
ing demand for bilingual education. In countries such as
Colombia and Mexico, bilingual schools use CBI to teach
English through subjects such as mathematics, science, and
social studies (Zarobe & Banegas, 2024). These programs
aim to provide students with the language skills needed for
higher education and international opportunities while en-
suring they do not fall behind in their content knowledge.

In Asia, CBI has been mostly incorporated into En-
glish language programs to improve both language profi-
ciency and content knowledge. For example, CBI has been
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mostly used in universities to teach subjects such as busi-
ness, engineering, and information technology in English
(Wright, 2023). This approach not only helps students im-
prove their English skills but also prepares them for partic-
ipation in the global workforce, where English proficiency
is often essential. Similarly, in the Middle East, CBI has
been adopted in the efforts to improve English language ed-
ucation. Universities in these countries often use CBI to
teach subjects such as engineering, medicine, and business
to help students develop the language skills necessary for
academic success and career advancement in an increasingly
globalized world (Hu et al., 2023; Latif, 2024; Mufaridah &
Nurkamilah, 2023).

The application of CBI around the world demon-
strates its versatility and effectiveness in diverse educa-
tional contexts, with previous research confirming its ben-
efits, such as enhanced language proficiency (Suvonova,
2023), increased student motivation and engagement (Zair-
jonovna, 2023), improved critical thinking and problem-
solving skills (Nurjannah et al., 2020), better retention
of content knowledge (Punzalan, 2023), greater cultural
awareness and sensitivity (Mufaridah &Nurkamilah, 2023),
and the development of higher-order cognitive skills (Sun,
2023). However, as CBI gains recognition, a compre-
hensive understanding of its research output is missing in
academia. Previous reviews on content-based L2 programs
are mostly systematic reviews, focusing on specific aspects
of implementation. For example, Hu et al.’s (2022) system-
atic review focused on the implementation of content-based
programs in China; Richter’s (2021) work emphasized
content-based learning outcomes in multilingual schools
in Europe; and Lailiyah’s (2016) systematic review nar-
rowed the scope to content-based English language teaching.
These reviews, though thoughtful, may seem less compre-
hensive than a bibliometric review, which aims to provide
a broader and more integrative analysis of the entire body
of literature (Ahmi, 2022). This gap necessitates a compre-
hensive understanding of the patterns and trends of CBI re-
search, thereby providing insights for an informed research
agenda that can address existing gaps, guide future investi-
gations, and refine instructional practices.

3. Methodology

3.1 Bibliometric analysis and VOSviewer

Bibliometric analysis is a quantitative researchmethod
that examines patterns of publication, citation and collabo-
ration within a specific field of study, which provides valu-
able insights into the development of knowledge, the flow
of ideas and the influence of researchers and publications
(Ahmi, 2022). In recent years, the utilization of bibliomet-
ric tools and software has gained significant traction in the
academic community, facilitating the exploration of large-
scale scholarly datasets and enabling researchers to uncover
hidden patterns and trends. Among these tools, VOSviewer
has emerged as a powerful software program for visualizing
and analyzing bibliometric networks. It allows the identifi-
cation of key patterns, trends and clusters within complex
bibliometric networks, incorporates advanced metrics and
algorithms to assess the importance and influence of individ-
ual entities within the network, and supports temporal anal-
ysis to explore the evolution of research trends over time
(van Eck & Waltman, 2010). In the field of education and
L2 research, VOSviewer has been widely used tool to assist
in analyzing research hotspots and providing insights from
a range of perspectives (Hidayati, 2023).

3.2 Scope and data source

This systematic review was grounded on the Web of
Science (WoS) database, which was considered more com-
prehensive and credible than other databases commonly
used in review analyses (Singh & Dubey, 2021). Before
searching for relevant publications, an initial search was
conducted in other databases, such as Scopus and Google
Scholar, using the keywords CBI and its full name. It was
found that, compared with WoS, the number of publications
indexed in Scopus was much smaller, and the publications
in Google Scholar were more extensive but more miscella-
neous. Consequently, as per Öztürk et al.’s (2024) sug-
gestion, WoS was considered more practical in providing
manageable and high-quality data for review.

The database was accessed in April 2024 with the in-
stitution’s permission to search for articles that met the se-
lection criteria. Referring to previous systematic reviews of
content-based L2 teaching (e.g., Hu et al., 2023; Lailiyah,
2016; Richter, 2021), the string (“CBI”OR “Content-
based Instruction”OR “Content-based Language Teach-
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ing”OR“Content-based Language Instruction”) was used
with field tags for the title, abstract, and author keywords in
WoS. In previous systematic reviews (e.g., Liu, 2019), other
keywords such as bilingual education or EMI were used;
however, considering the different nature of these concepts,
mixing themmight lead to imprecise search outcomes. This
justified the use of CBI and its counterparts as the sole key-
words for the search in this review.

As shown in Figure 1, 675 publications were iden-
tified with the aforementioned search string. However,
only research articles published in journals (N = 506) were
screened, excluding other types of publications, such as con-
ference papers, reviews, and book chapters (N = 169), due to
the rule of thumb in analyzing citing evidence from journals
instead of other resources (Ahmi, 2022). The publications
were then screened by titles, abstracts, and keywords. Con-
sequently, 48 publications were excluded because they did
not approach CBI as an L2 teaching approach. The remain-
ing 458 publications were sought for retrieval.

Figure 1. Identification process of CBI-related studies.

Despite 48 records that could not be retrieved, the re-
maining 444 publications were examined thoroughly for eli-
gibility. As a result, 34 publications were excluded because
theywere not articles presenting empirical research, and 186
publications were removed because they were not related to
CBI or had a very narrow focus on it. During the screen-
ing process, all members of the research team independently

screened approximately 50 items for inclusion and exclu-
sion and subsequentlymet to resolve ambiguities. They then
screened an additional 50 items and met to discuss disagree-
ments and consolidate the screening criteria. Consequently,
the interrater reliability for the second round of screening
of 50 articles was .82 in Fleiss’kappa, demonstrating ac-
ceptable credibility (Cohen, 1960). Ultimately, 223 publi-
cations were included in the review because they presented
empirical studies about CBI. Given the quality control of
WoS (Singh & Dubey, 2021), the academic rigor of the se-
lected publications could be ensured. However, the research
team endeavored to examine the quality of these publica-
tions, in line with Hu et al.’s (2022) suggestion that a rig-
orous study included in a review should principally achieve
consistency between research aims/questions and research
designs/findings. Consequently, the research team reached
a consensus that all the selected publications were rigorous
enough for the review. Most of the publications are in En-
glish, while other languages are also found to present the
main text with English translations of titles and abstracts,
including Afrikaans (N = 1), Chinese (N = 2), French (N =
2), Korean (N = 1), Portuguese (N = 1), and Spanish (N =
3).

3.3 Procedure of data analysis

The selected publications were exported from WoS in
the form of Excel and computed into VOSviewer for biblio-
metric analysis. The data analysis aimed to address several
key research questions, including publication patterns, ge-
ographic distribution and contributions, institutional contri-
butions, contributing scholars, influential journals and arti-
cles, and frequently repeated author keywords. A variety of
statistics generated in VOSviewer are reported in the article,
especially frequency and link of strength. They are particu-
larly useful in understanding the extent of collaboration and
the influence of various entities (Ahmi, 2022), highlighting
important trends in the CBI research community.

4. Findings

4.1 Publication patterns

Figure 2 presented the number of CBI-related pub-
lications per year. The earliest study was conducted by
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Snow and Brinton (1988), followed by a few studies (Ball-
man, 1997; Kennedy et al., 1998; Moeller, 1994; Musumeci,
1996) in the 1990s. This relatively low number of publica-
tions indicates the nascent stage of CBI-related research dur-
ing these years. From 2000 onwards, there is a noticeable
increase in the number of publications, peaking at 14 pub-
lications in 2008. This decade marks a significant growth
phase, suggesting that CBI was gaining more attention and
interest within the academic community. The number of
publications continues to rise and fall between 2011 and
2019, reaching its highest point in 2015 and 2019 with 18
publications, respectively. This period is characterized by
substantial interest and variability in CBI research, reflect-
ing dynamic developments and possibly diverse research fo-
cuses and methodologies. A declining trend is evident from
2020 onwards, with the number of publications dropping to
5 in 2023 before a slight increase to 7 in 2024.

Figure 2. Annual Number of CBI-Related Publications.

4.2 Geographic distribution

Table 1 presents the top ten countries or regions most
active in publishing CBI studies. TheUnited States of Amer-
ica (USA) leads with the highest number of documents (80)
and citations (1,243), reflecting a significant impact in the
research community. Additionally, the USA has the high-
est total link strength, indicating robust collaborative ties
with other countries. Canada follows with 20 documents
and a high citation count of 641, showcasing its substantial
contribution to research. Its total link strength of 9 further
signifies strong international collaboration. The Mainland
China has a moderate number of documents (24) and cita-
tions (224), with a total link strength of 4, suggesting a grow-
ing but still developing presence in global research collab-
orations. Vietnam, Australia, Colombia, Japan, Spain, and

Turkey each have a smaller number of documents, ranging
from 4 to 16, with varying citation counts and a total link
strength of 1, indicating some level of collaboration with
other countries. Austria and the Netherlands, despite hav-
ing fewer documents (4 each), exhibit significant citation
counts of 472 and 172 respectively, but show no total link
strength, implying limited international collaboration in this
dataset. Iran, Poland, and Taiwan have similar numbers of
documents and relatively low citation counts, with total link
strength values of 0, suggesting minimal collaborative ties
in the analyzed dataset.

4.3 Institutional contributions

Table 2 presents the top ten institutions active in pub-
lishing CBI research. The analysis of selected organiza-
tions reveals varied levels of research output, impact, and
collaborative strength. Carnegie Mellon University and the
University of Pittsburgh both stand out with high total link
strengths of 4, indicating robust collaborative networks, and
substantial citation counts of 177 and 37, respectively. Penn-
sylvania State University, with a total link strength of 2 and
66 citations, also shows significant collaborative efforts. In
contrast, institutions such as McGill University and City
University of NewYork, despite having high citation counts
of 275 and 77, respectively, show a total link strength of 0,
suggesting limited collaboration in the dataset. The Hong
Kong Institute of Education, York University, and Univer-
sidad del Norte display moderate citation counts but lower
total link strengths, highlighting areas where collaborative
efforts could be enhanced.

4.4 Contributing scholars

Table 3 presents the scholars engaged in CBI research,
each having at least two publications. Among them, Jorge E.
Gonzalez and Laura Baecher each stand out with three pub-
lications, while Stella Kong surpasses them with the high-
est number of publications at four. This indicates a signif-
icant level of research activity and productivity. In terms
of citations, Christiane Dalton-Puffer emerges as the most
cited author, with an impressive 464 citations, indicating
a substantial impact on the academic community. Angel
M. Y. Lo and Tom Morton also show high citation counts,
with 147 and 121 citations respectively, further highlight-
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Table 1. Geographic distribution of CBI studies.

Country/region Number of publications Citations Total link strength

USA 80 1,243 12
Mainland China 24 224 4

Canada 20 641 9
Colombia 16 39 1
Japan 7 88 1
Iran 7 8 0
Spain 5 10 1
Vietnam 4 9 2
Australia 4 92 1
Turkey 4 55 1
Taiwan 4 82 0
Austria 4 472 0

Netherlands 4 172 0
Poland 4 92 0

Table 2. Institutional contributions of CBI studies.

Institution Number of publications Citations Total link
strength

Carnegie Mellon University 4 177 4
University of Pittsburgh 4 37 4
Pennsylvania State University 4 66 2
Hong Kong Institute of Education 5 63 1
York University 4 38 1
City University of New York 4 77 0
McGill University 4 275 0
Middlebury Institute of International Studies 4 36 0
University of Hong Kong 4 86 0
Universidad del Norte 6 17 0

ing their influential work. The total link strength, which
reflects the connectivity and collaboration among authors,
presents another layer of insight. Authors such as Heather
Davis, Jorge E. Gonzalez, Sharolyn D. Pollard-Durodola,
Nora Resendez, Laura Saenz, and Leina Zhu each have a
high total link strength of 12, signifying strong collaborative
networks. Notably, Hung Phu Bui also shares this high link
strength despite having only one citation, suggesting a ro-
bust collaborative presence. Laurent Cammarata and Yuen
Yi Lo are notable for their high number of publications cou-
pled with significant citation counts, with Cammarata hav-
ing three publications and 109 citations, and Yuen Yi Lo
with three publications and 52 citations.

4.5 Influential journals and articles

Table 4 demonstrates the journals that have published
most CBI studies. Foreign Language Annals leads with 13

publications, showcasing its prominence in L2 education re-
search. Both the Journal of Immersion and Content-Based
Language Education and Latin American Journal of Content
& Language Integrated Learning have published nine arti-
cles each, reflecting a strong focus on immersive and inte-
grative language teaching methods. The International Jour-
nal of Bilingual Education and Bilingualism follows with
eight publications. The Canadian Modern Language Re-
view and System each have six publications, and The Arab
World English Journal has five publications. For the other
journals listed in the table, they have published either four
or three CBI studies.

The top ten articles with most citations are listed in Ta-
ble 5. Schleppegrell et al. (2004) in TESOL Quarterly lead
with the highest citations. This is followed by Tan’s (2011)
study in Language Teaching Research and Lin’s (2019) re-
search in International Journal of Bilingual Education and
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Table 3. Contributing scholars in CBI research.

Author Number of publications Citations Total link strength

Heather Davis 2 54 12
Jorge E. Gonzalez 3 54 12
Sharolyn D. Pollard-Durodola 2 54 12
Nora Resendez 2 54 12
Laura Saenz 2 54 12
Leina Zhu 2 54 12
Hung Phu Bui 2 1 12
Loc Tan Nguyen 2 1 3
Laura Baecher 3 51 3
Gh Beckett 2 64 2
Kathleen Corrales 2 11 2
Xuan Van Ha 2 0 2
Kristen Lindahl 2 19 2
Cesar Maloof 2 11 2
B Mohan 2 64 2
Laurent Cammarata 3 109 2
Christiane Dalton-Puffer 2 25 1
Angel M. Y. Lo 2 147 1
Yuen Yi Lo 3 52 1
Jason Martel 2 36 1
Tarja Nikula 2 74 1
Meriem Baghoussi 2 3 1
Susan Ballinger 2 74 0
Damaris Castro-Garcia 2 2 0
Sang Yee Cheon 2 9 0
Stella Kong 4 61 0
Hiram H. Maxim 2 15 0
Tom Morton 2 121 0
Pablo M. Oliva Parera 2 0 0
Kate Mastruserio Reynolds 2 0 0
Daryl M. Rodgers 2 38 0
Noriko Suzuki 2 0 0
Antonella Valeo 2 14 0
Magdalena Walenta 2 6 0
Ping Wang 2 10 0

Bilingualism. Additionally, Genesee and Lindholm-Leary’
s (2013) work in Journal of Immersion and Content-Based
Language Education and Baik and Greig’s (2009) research
in Higher Education Research & Development underscore
the impact of these studies in their respective areas. The
frequent appearance of Language Teaching Research, with
works by Lyster and Ballinger (2011) and Baecher et al.,
(2014) points to the journal’s role as a major venue for im-
pactful research in language teaching. Similarly, Applied
Linguistics with articles by Jakonen and Morton (2015) and
Musumeci (1996) continues to be a significant platform for
scholarly discourse in applied linguistics. The last article is
by Song (2006) in English for Specific Purposes.

4.6 Frequently repeated keywords

Keyword analysis is a highlight of the review as it pro-
vides a detailed overview of the recurring themes and topics
within the CBI research literature. By examining frequently
repeated author keywords, the analysis identifies the core
areas of interest and emerging trends in the field. With a de-
fault threshold of five occurrences as the minimum, 30 key-
words are identified by VOSviewer as prominent, as shown
in Table 6. “Content-based Instruction”has the highest
occurrence with 54 mentions and a total link strength of 92,
highlighting its significant focus and interconnectedness in
the research. “CLIL”appears 18 times with a total link
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Table 4. Journals that publish most CBI studies.

Journal Number of publications

Foreign Language Annals 13
Journal of Immersion and Content-Based Language Education 9
Latin American Journal of Content & Language Integrated Learning 9
International Journal of Bilingual Education and Bilingualism 8
Canadian Modern Language Review 6
System 6
Arab World English Journal 5
Applied Linguistics 4
Journal of Teaching English for Specific and Academic Purposes 4
Korean Language in America 4
Language Teaching Research 4
Modern Language Journal 4
Profile: Issues in Teachers’Professional Development 4
TESOL Journal 4
Computer Assisted Language Learning 3
Hispania 3
HOW—A Colombian Journal for Teachers of English 3
Language Education—UK 3
Modern Journal of Language Teaching Methods 3
Route: Research on Language Education 3

Table 5. Most cited CBI research articles.

Author Journal Number of citations
(All databases)

Schleppegrell et al. (2004) TESOL Quarterly 233
Tan (2011) Language Teaching Research 153
Lin (2019) International Journal of Bilingual Education and Bilingualism 147
Genesee and Lindholm-Leary (2013) Journal of Immersion and Content-Based Language Education 120
Baik and Greig (2009) Higher Education Research & Development 117
Lyster and Ballinger (2011) Language Teaching Research 99
Jakonen and Morton (2015) Applied Linguistics 93
Musumeci (1996) Applied Linguistics 92
Baecher et al. (2014) Language Teaching Research 67
Song (2006) English for Specific Purposes 66

strength of 58, emphasizing its prominence in the integra-
tion of content and language learning. Both“instruction”
and“language”have notable occurrences, 21 and 28 respec-
tively, each with a high total link strength of 47, underscor-
ing their central role in educational research. The keywords
“classroom”and“education”are also important, with 14
and 16 occurrences and total link strengths of 43 and 42 re-
spectively, indicating their relevance in the research context.
Moreover, the areas of“English”and“immersion”show
a strong focus on language-specific studies and immersion
techniques. Additionally,“form,”“acquisition,”and“math-
ematics”indicate specialized research interests in language
form, acquisition processes, and subject-specific integration.

Other significant keywords include“achievement,”“gram-
mar,”“recasts,”“students,”and“curriculum,”reflecting a
focus on learning outcomes, language accuracy, corrective
feedback, participants, and educational structure. Further
notable keywords such as“Learners,”“EFL (English as
a Foreign Language),”“science,”“content and language
integration,”“feedback,”“foreign language,”“knowl-
edge,”“vocabulary,”“literacy,”“motivation,”“teachers,”
and“writing”illustrate a diverse range of research interests
within the field.

Figure 3 demonstrates the visualization of the above
keywords. The central themes of “content-based instruc-
tion”and“language”emerge as pivotal, indicating their es-
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Table 6. Keyword occurrences.

Keyword Occurrences Total link strength

Content-based Instruction 54 92
CLIL 18 58

instruction 21 47
language 28 47
classroom 14 43
education 16 42
English 12 30

immersion 13 26
form 9 25

acquisition 11 22
mathematics 6 22
achievement 7 21
grammar 5 19
recasts 5 19
students 8 19
curriculum 7 16
learners 6 16
EFL 7 15

science 7 15
content and language integration 5 14
Content-based Instruction (CBI) 9 13

feedback 5 13
foreign language 5 13

knowledge 5 12
vocabulary 8 12
literacy 6 11

motivation 5 10
teachers 5 9
writing 6 9
CBI 5 2

sential roles in language education and content-based learn-
ing. The analysis identifies six distinct clusters, each repre-
senting interconnected concepts within the educational land-
scape. Cluster 1, encompassing terms such as “acquisi-
tion,”“classroom,”“feedback,”“form,”“grammar,”“im-
mersion,”“language,”“learners,”and“recasts,”highlights
the pedagogical strategies and classroom dynamics crucial
for language acquisition. This cluster demonstrates the in-
terconnectedness of various instructional methods and their
impact on learner outcomes. Cluster 2 includes keywords
such as“achievement,”“CLIL,”“content-based instruction
(CBI),”“curriculum,”“education,”“instruction,”“mathemat-
ics,”and“motivation,”emphasizing the broad educational
framework. It links content-based instruction with curricu-
lar goals and learner motivation across different subject ar-
eas. Cluster 3, featuring terms such as“English,”“knowl-
edge,”“literacy,”“science,”“students,”and“teachers,”

focuses on the stakeholders involved in CBI and the subject
areas it impacts. This cluster underscores the importance of

teacher-student interactions and knowledge dissemination
in enhancing literacy and science education. Cluster 4 con-

tains“CBI,”“Content-based Instruction,”“EFL,”“vocab-

ulary,”and“writing,”highlighting specific aspects of lan-

guage education, particularly EFL, and the significance of

vocabulary and writing skills within CBI frameworks. Clus-

ter 5, focusing solely on“content and language integration,”
underscores the core objective of CBI, which is to integrate
language learning with content instruction. Cluster 6, which
includes the term“foreign language,”emphasizes the role of
L2 instruction within the broader context of content-based
education.

397



Forum for Linguistic Studies | Volume 06 | Issue 04 | October 2024

Figure 3. Visualization of high-occurrence keywords.

Furthermore, by color-coding the network to represent
temporal trends from 2012 to 2018, with shades ranging
from blue (earlier years) to yellow (later years), significant
shifts in research and educational focus over time can be
discerned. In the earlier years, between 2012 and 2014, the
network highlights keywords such as “foreign language”
and “learners,”which are more prevalent during this pe-
riod. The focus appears to be on understanding the role of
language learners within the broader context of foreign lan-
guage acquisition. Additionally, topics related to“acquisi-
tion”and“immersion”feature prominently, indicating a
strong interest in the mechanisms through which languages
are acquired and the immersive environments that facilitate
this process. Discussions around“grammar”and“recasts”
further suggest an emphasis on the structural components of
language learning during these years.

As the timeline progresses into the mid-period be-
tween 2014 and 2016, the concept of “content-based in-
struction”emerges as a central theme, connecting with nu-
merous other keywords. During this phase,“English”be-
comes more frequently mentioned, indicating a significant
focus on English language education. Keywords such as“in-
struction,”“students,”and“classroom”highlight the educa-
tional setting and instructional methods being explored and
refined. This period reflects a growing interest in the prac-
tical aspects of delivering language education in classroom
environments.

In the later years, from 2016 to 2018, the network
visualization shows a shift towards broader educational
outcomes and frameworks. Keywords such as “educa-
tion,”“curriculum,”and“motivation”becomemore promi-
nent, reflecting a deeper consideration of the overall edu-
cational experience and the factors that drive student en-

gagement and success. The appearance of terms such as
“achievement”and“mathematics”indicates an increasing
interest in integrating content-based instruction within spe-
cific subject areas, demonstrating the expanding scope of
research in this field. The keyword“CLIL”(content and
language integrated learning) is highlighted more in recent
years, showing its rising relevance and adoption in educa-
tional practices. Furthermore, the emphasis on “vocabu-
lary,”“writing,”and“teachers”points to a growing focus
on practical language skills and the pivotal role of educators
in facilitating effective language learning.

5. Discussion
The trajectory of CBI research highlights its evolu-

tion from early foundational studies to periods of signif-
icant growth and recent fluctuations in academic interest.
Initially, CBI research was limited, reflecting a pioneering
phase where the potential benefits of this approach were be-
ing explored and established (Brinton et al., 1989; Moeller,
1994; Snow & Brinton, 1988). This period laid crucial
groundwork for integrating language learning with subject
content, emphasizing its promise for enhancing both linguis-
tic and cognitive development. From 2000 onwards, CBI
research experienced substantial growth, marking a phase
where it gained broader academic recognition and practi-
cal application (Ebata, 2008; Lyster, 2007). This surge in-
dicates an increasing acknowledgment of the effectiveness
of CBI in improving language proficiency and content mas-
tery.

Despite the variability in publication numbers in the
subsequent years, notably, the recent decline in publications,
particularly from 2020 onwards, raises critical considera-
tions for the future of CBI research. With CBI still being em-
braced by educational providers around the world with pol-
icy support (Hu & AlSaqqaf, 2024; Mubaroq & Qamariah,
2024; Victoria, 2024), such as America’s Every Student
Succeeds Act (U.S. Department of Education, 2015) and
Japan’s Project for Promotion of Global Human Resource
Development (Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, and
Science and Technology, n.d.), future research is still neces-
sary to sustain and enhance its effectiveness in the evolving
landscape of L2 education. This mirrors Chen and Qin’s
(2024) proposal that research on L2 education should be con-
tinually adapting to the changing needs of learners and the
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global educational environment.
The rapid development of CBI research has yielded

rich contextual findings across various socio-cultural set-
tings. Although North America, where CBI was initially
proposed (Brinton et al., 1989), remains the primary source
of publications, significant advancements in CBI have been
particularly evident in Asia, where educational policies and
initiatives have embraced and integrated CBI to enhance lan-
guage learning through the medium of content knowledge
(Hosack, 2023; Hu et al., 2023; Latif, 2024). Similarly, in
Europe, where CLIL plays a dominant role in L2 education,
the adoption of CBI principles has been extensive (Pichon-
Vorstman et al., 2020). This international embrace of CBI
indicates that the approach is highly adaptable and effective
across diverse educational systems and cultural contexts, re-
flecting a global recognition of its value in developing L2
proficiency.

Numerous researchers have engaged in CBI research,
with their work published in journals focusing on various as-
pects of language education, bilingualism, and applied lin-
guistics. This pattern indicates that CBI is recognized as
a multifaceted approach that intersects with numerous sub-
fields within language studies (Brown & Bradford, 2017).
The scopes of these journals reflect a broad interest in un-
derstanding how integrating content and language instruc-
tion can enhance educational outcomes. The inclusion of
CBI research in journals dedicated to applied linguistics un-
derscores the theoretical and practical significance of this
approach (MutiaraniIrpan & RahmanIrpan, 2019). It high-
lights the ongoing exploration of how language learning
theories can be effectively applied in content-rich environ-
ments to promote deeper language proficiency and content
knowledge. Furthermore, journals that focus on bilingual-
ism and multilingual education demonstrate the relevance
of CBI in promoting bilingual competencies, which are in-
creasingly valued in our globalized world (Snow & Brin-
ton, 2023; Sjamsiar, 2019). This diversity also reflects an
interdisciplinary approach to CBI research, integrating in-
sights from cognitive science, educational psychology, and
sociolinguistics (Zarobe & Banegas, 2024). This interdisci-
plinary nature allows for a comprehensive examination of
how CBI affects not only language acquisition but also cog-
nitive development, cultural competence, and social integra-
tion.

The analysis of prominent keywords reveals signifi-
cant insights into current hot topics and trends in CBI re-
search. CBI itself, along with CLIL, stands out as cen-
tral themes, highlighting their critical roles in integrating
language learning with subject matter content. This fo-
cus aligns with global educational policies that increasingly
support multilingual education and the use of CBI to en-
hance both language proficiency and academic achievement
(Snow & Brinton, 2023; Suvonova, 2023). Key areas of in-
terest in recent CBI research include pedagogical strategies
and classroom dynamics, as indicated by keywords such as
“instruction,”“classroom,”and“feedback.”These terms sug-
gest that understanding and optimizing instructional meth-
ods remain crucial for effective CBI implementation (Punza-
lan, 2023; Vinita & Ilankumaran, 2022). The prominence of
“language,”“grammar,”and“vocabulary”underscores the
ongoing emphasis on language accuracy and the need for ex-
plicit language instructionwithin content-based frameworks
(Fitriani, 2019; Latif, 2024).

Research also highlights the importance of practical
applications and educational outcomes. Keywords such as
“achievement,”“students,”and“curriculum”point to a fo-
cus on how CBI impacts academic performance and student
engagement (Adawiyah, 2018; Hu & AlSaqqaf, 2024). The
inclusion of“motivation”and“learners”indicates a contin-
ued interest in how CBI can enhance student motivation and
cater to diverse learner needs (Sjamsiar, 2019). The identifi-
cation of terms such as“English,”“immersion,”and“EFL”
suggests a strong focus on English language education and
immersion techniques. This aligns with global trends where
English is often used as the medium of instruction to pre-
pare students for participation in a globalized world (H. Hu,
2023; Simbolon, 2023).

Meanwhile, several less examined areas are indicated
for future research. For example, the terms “mathemat-
ics,”“science,”and “content and language integration”
suggest emerging interests in integrating CBI into specific
academic disciplines beyond language education. These
keywords highlight the potential of CBI to enhance content
learning in STEM (Science, Technology, Engineering, and
Mathematics) (Masharipova, 2022) and other fields with
smaller keyword occurrences that were not included in the
review, such as history (Oattes et al., 2022), art (Nurpasari &
Roza, 2022), and economics (Juraev & Sobirov, 2017), pro-
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viding a dual benefit of language proficiency and subject
matter expertise. This trend underscores the versatility of
CBI and its applicability across various educational contexts
and subjects. Furthermore, the occurrence of “teachers”
reflects a growing recognition of the critical role educators
play in implementing CBI effectively. Teacher training and
professional development are essential to equip educators
with the skills and knowledge needed to integrate language
and content instruction successfully (C. Hu, 2023; Oattes et
al., 2022), and this, according to Zairjonovna (2023), is an
area of long-lasting research interest.

Existing literature also proposes other areas to be ex-
plored in CBI research, such as the impact of technology
on CBI implementation (Sariani et al., 2022), the effective-
ness of CBI in online and hybrid learning environments (Is-
mael et al., 2023), the role of cultural context in shaping CBI
practices (Suvonova, 2023), and effective assessment prac-
tices in content-based programs (Hu, 2022). These aspects
are not mentioned in this review because of their low occur-
rences in the keyword analysis. However, according to Lee
(2020, p. 265),“many challenges and issues still exist”in
content-based L2 programs. This suggests that the field of
CBI is ripe for further exploration and refinement. Future
research should address various areas to enhance the under-
standing and implementation of CBI, ensuring it remains a
dynamic and effective approach to language and content in-
struction in diverse educational settings.

6. Conclusion
This paper reviews previous studies about CBI and

demonstrates its evolution in academia across various as-
pects, including publication patterns, geographic distribu-
tion, institutional contributions, contributing scholars, in-
fluential journals and articles, and frequently repeated au-
thor keywords. Amid the popularity of CBI research, espe-
cially in the last decade, a highlight of the review is that it
shows CBI research has been conducted in different socio-
cultural contexts around the world, moving beyond its birth-
place in North America. This suggests that future research
could consider adopting a comparative approach to investi-
gate how CBI has been accommodated in specific contexts
with evolving characteristics. This review also presents the
hot topics in previous research (e.g.,“language,”“instruc-

tion,”“motivation,”“English,”“science,”“mathematics”
) and identifies under-investigated areas such as assessment
in CBI and the impact of technology and culture on CBI
practices. By highlighting these trends and gaps, the review
underscores the importance of continuing to explore the ap-
plication of CBI and its relevant issues, shedding light on
the dynamic and multifaceted nature of CBI and a broader
research agenda to be explored.

However, caution should be exercised since this re-
view only includes publications in WoS, neglecting other
databases that have indexed a larger amount of CBI research,
such as Google Scholar. This limitation means that the
scope of the review may not fully capture the entirety of the
research landscape on CBI. Consequently, some significant
studies and emerging trends present in other databasesmight
be overlooked. Future reviews could benefit from incorpo-
rating a more comprehensive range of databases to provide
a more holistic view of the field.
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