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Abstract

Due to migration and job-related mobility, the communicative effects of globalisation and multilingual societies
have become the norm in Europe. Considering the need to respond to the diverse social groups on the educational
level, the Council of Europe’s language policy goals are oriented toward plurilingual and pluricultural learner
groups (Council of Europe, 2020). The purpose of this paper is to present a thematic literature analysis in order to
establish the framework for the project titled «Insights from the CEFR: Multilingual Education and Assessment, »
which received funding from the Volkswagen Foundation. The CEFR (Council of Europe 2001) and its Companion
Volume (Council of Europe 2020) are cornerstones of this thematic literature analysis. This article aims to present
our conceptual understanding of important terms, which will guide our future exploration. Additionally, it analyzes
multilingualism in the Ukrainian context, taking into account its multilingual sociocultural realities and language
education policy. The study examines the objectives of plurilingual education, with a specific focus on the Ukrainian
context, and explores approaches that can be employed to incorporate plurilingual perspectives into language
teaching. This progress report is intended to contribute to multilingual teacher education, making teachers aware
of their learners’ linguistic resources and the approaches that promote (multi)plurilingualism.

Keywords: CEFR/CV, multilingualism, plurilingualism, the Ukrainian context, linguistic resources, plurilingual

approaches, thematic literature analysis.

Introduction

Multilingualism has become a distinguishing
feature of modern society as the result of the shift
in demographics towards multilingual communi-
ties (Chalhoub-Deville, 2019; Duarte & Kirsch,
2020; Jessner, 2008). Nowadays using two or
more languages is common and natural for many
communities and individuals in most parts of the
world, while being a monolingual speaker may
be recognized as an isolated incident (Chal-
houb-Deville, 2019; Skunabb-Kangass, 1989).
In this light, the language has been seen as a
source and a main building block to life-long ed-
ucation and social equity since 1995 when the
European Society language policy objective was
proclaimed (The Commission of the European
Communities [CEC], 1995, p. 13). As shown in
various documents, in the European Union, lan-
guage policy aims to foster a multilingual identi-
ty, promote mutual understanding, and facilitate
cultural enrichment by encouraging individuals
to become proficient in two European languages
besides their mother tongue. (CEC, 1995; Coun-
cil of Europe 2001). Thus, all member states fo-

cus on the promotion of linguistic diversity and
language learning.

The goal of this progress report is to describe
the process of the literature analysis in order to
define the framework within which the project
‘Multilingual education and assessment: Insights
from the CEFR’ funded by the Volkswagen Foun-
dation, was carried out. In pursuing this aim, in
this article the authors will present their conceptu-
al vision of the key terms such as multilingualism
vs plurilingualism, plurilingual learners, learners’
plurilingual repertoire, and plurilingual/ multilin-
gual approaches that outline the direction of our
further insights; analyse the goals of plurilingual
education with the focus on the Ukrainian context
and discuss approaches that can implement plu-
rilingual turn to language teaching.

Methodology

In order to meet the goals of the paper, we
used a thematic analysis of the selected sourc-
es, which is commonly employed to analyze the
content of the articles and establish a thematic
review of the literature (Braun & Clarke, 2006).
This involved careful study and critical analysis
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of the full articles and comparing/contrasting the
findings and finally integrating them into the body
of the paper (Slavin, 1986). An extensive litera-
ture search focusing on multilingualism/ plurilin-
gualism in language education was undertaken
in two phases. Phase 1 was carried out in two
steps. In Step 1, we started with the analysis of
the Common European Framework of Reference
(CEFR) (Council of Europe. 2001), its Compan-
ion Volume (CV) (Council of Europe, 2020), and
the CEFR-related literature (cf. Beacco et al.,
2016; CEC, 1995; Piccardo et al., 2022). The
CEFR and the CEFR/CV are the cornerstones of
this project. Step 2 included reviewing the legal
basis and state language policy to understand
Ukrainian language education policy. In Phase 2,
a more extensive search was carried out with a
focus on cases of recent developments in mul-
tilingualism for language education through the
overview of the approaches to multilingual/ pluri-
lingual education. This search included academic
peer-reviewed journals published in the English
language, containing empirical or theoretical arti-
cles, from the period spanning 2007 to 2023.

Multilingualism vs Plurilingualism: Defini-
tions and Conceptualisations

Defining multilingualism may become a chal-
lenge as the term covers a range of meanings,
including bilingualism and plurilingualism. In some
studies, the terms multilingualism and plurilingual-
ism are used interchangeably while in other studies
there is a clear distinction between the terms. Bilin-
gualism may be treated as a variant of multilingual-
ism as the research on L2 learning pertains to the
findings on multilingualism and the understanding
of the impact of bilingualism on the acquisition of a
third language (L3) (Jessner, 2008).

An older conceptualization of bilingualism as
a balanced or perfect proficiency in two languag-
es that strives towards a close-to-native speaker’s
performance (Bloomfield, 1933 as cited in Baker,
2006) presents an outdated view. According to
Baker (2006), deciding who is bilingual is difficult
as a simple categorization of the term requires
understanding what language competence or pro-
ficiency level is needed in order to be classified
as bilingual. For example, some individuals under-
stand a spoken language but do not speak that
language themselves; others communicate oral-
ly successfully but do not write in that language.

Moreover, there is a question of whether a tourist
who knows a few phrases in a second language
can fall under the category of a bilingual. In this
light, ‘the native-like’ proficiency of two or more
languages may appear extreme (Baker, 2006).
Baker (2006) concludes that trying to determine
bilingualism from the proficiency perspective will
always yield different results. However, if the num-
ber of languages is used as a criterion, then a bi-
lingual is an individual who can operate two lan-
guages in everyday communicative situations.

Similarly, there is a plethora of definitions of
multilingualism, a lot of which are contradictory.
An older definition of multilingualism by Hufeisen
(1998) highlights the number of languages,
namely more than two that a person is learning.
The most important European language policy
document, the CEFR (Council of Europe, 2001),
and its updated policy document the CEFR/CV
(Council of Europe, 2020) make a distinction be-
tween multilingualism and plurilingualism, stating
that multilingualism is about the coexistence of
different languages. US-based scholars Schissel
et al. (2019) have a different reading of multilin-
gualism as instances of a whole language rep-
ertoire. A similar view on multilingualism is also
expressed by Chalhoub-Deville (2019) who high-
lights that multilingualism is seen as «flexible,
dynamic, and complex systems that allow users
to deploy resources as needed to take control of
their language performance, enhance language
learning, and access content» (p. 473). This
reading of multilingualism is very similar to the
definition of plurilingualism as defined by the lan-
guage policy document the CEFR/ CV (Council
of Europe, 2020). In its reading plurilingualism re-
fers to the dynamic and evolving linguistic reper-
toire of an individual learner or user, who is seen
as a social agent, using their language repertoire
in order to accomplish a task. In the process of a
task accomplishment a language user «does not
keep these languages and cultures in strictly sep-
arated mental compartments, but rather builds up
a communicative competence to which all knowl-
edge and experience of language contributes
and in which languages interrelate and interact»
(Council of Europe 2001, p. 4).

In this light, plurilingualism is an asset and
it should be viewed so in schools and univer-
sities. According to Myklevold (2022), it is both
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destructive and inefficient to disregard students’
diverse linguistic repertoire, their prior linguistic
knowledge or skills in language learning in a lan-
guage classroom as multiple research proved
that language learners rely on their previous lan-
guage knowledge and skills while learning an
additional language. The focus on plurilingualism
makes the boundaries between the languages
less distinct. From this standpoint, a plurilingual
speaker demonstrates knowledge of and skills in
more than one language with different levels of
expertise depending on different purposes. Oth-
er definitions share a similar understanding of a
plurilingual speaker. A plurilingual speaker is «a
speaker of three or more languages with unique
linguistic configurations, often depending on an
individual history» (De Angelis & Selinker, 2001,
p. 44). A linguistic repertoire of a person usually
includes the mother tongue or L1 and other lan-
guages (called L2, L3 etc. depending on the or-
der of their acquisition) or their varieties (Extra &
Yagmur, 2012). According to the CEFR and the
CEFR/ CV (Council of Europe 2001, 2020), pluri-
lingualism entails communication not only across
languages but also across cultures and contexts.
As a result, a plurilingual speaker demonstrates
the capacity to learn (under formal instruction
and independently) and to use languages; man-
ifests skills to utilize partial knowledge of various
languages and cultures, and the attitude of tol-
erance towards diversity. Thus, multilingualism
refers to the presence of diverse language com-
munities coexisting within a specific geographic
location, while plurilingualism attributes to a per-
son’s ability to use several languages.

The terminological difference between multilin-
gualism and plurilingualism and their implementa-
tion in language education stresses the shift from
linear additive language education towards inter-
connection between the languages (Piccardo et
al, 2022, p. 4). In educational settings, the promo-
tion of multilingualism is characterized by an inde-
pendent language syllabus where languages are
taught in isolation. Multilingualism can be achieved
by diversifying the range of languages available
in a specific school or educational system, pro-
moting the learning of multiple foreign languages
among students, or diminishing the dominant role
of English in international communication (Council
of Europe, 2001, p. 4). «The promotion of plurilin-

gualism implies a shift from seeing language as
an entity, as a code, to seeing it as an activity, as
a situated practice» (Piccardo et al, 2022, p. 8).
Moreover, plurilingualism calls for establishing the
connection between the languages by creating an
educational environment that maintains a strong
link between the languages taught and acknowl-
edges complex communicative practices of indi-
viduals.

Implementing multilingualism/
gualism in education

Due to the demographic shift towards a mul-
tilingual and diverse society, the European Com-
mission set up the policy goal that all citizens of
the EU speak at least two foreign languages in
addition to their mother tongue (CEC, 1995). Di-
versifying the number of languages that students
can learn at schools is one of the ways to achieve
this objective (Council of Europe, 2001). In this
regard, Beacco and Byram (2007, p. 36) pointed
out, that though promoting language learning and
diversifying the number of languages is a nec-
essary and important step, it cannot be seen as
a sufficient condition for acting on motivation to
undertake plurilingual education.

Research findings repeatedly show that learn-
ers are best served when their diverse linguistic
repertoire is valued and built upon (Escamilla et al,
2021). Some of the ways of enhancing plurilingual-
ism in the language classroom are by introducing
practices that enable students to draw on their mul-
tiple languages in a task completion such as com-
paring languages; introducing dual-language and
multilingual books; encouraging translanguaging;
allowing students’ L1 in discussing complex con-
cepts, promoting language awareness (Trinki &
Krevelj, 2020). To a great degree, at the core of
plurilingual education lies the notion that language
skills can be transferred across different languag-
es (Cenoz & Gorter, 2015), emphasizing the idea
that languages are most effectively learned in re-
lation to one another.

Plurilingual education can pursue different
educational goals, ranging from catering for the
needs of linguistic minority students, reinforcing
the status of the state language in the national
education system to fostering foreign language
learning (cf. Cenoz & Gorter, 2015; Escamilla
et al., 2021; Trinki & Krevelj, 2020; Zabolotna et
al., 2019). For example, significant attention has

plurilin-
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been given to the problem of minority languages
in order to protect the linguistic rights of indige-
nous/ minority populations in many parts of the
world (Chernychko, 2009; Escamilla et al.,2021;
Skutnabb-Kangas, 1989; Yakovleva, 2015; Zab-
olotna et al., 2019). The authors of these studies
promote the idea of plurilingualism with a focus
on the needs of minority/indigenous language
speakers by creating conditions conducive to
sustaining linguistic and cultural diversity. In the
Ukrainian context, a strong focus has been made
on developing identification with Ukraine, while
at the same time maintaining the right of minori-
ty language speakers for education in their lan-
guage (Nikolska & Pershukova, 2020).

Consequently, to make the concept of pluri-
lingualism feasible it is possible to categorize the
goals of plurilingual education and examine pluri-
lingualism from three different perspectives: Plu-
rilingualism that aims at defining the status of the
state language in a national educational system,
plurilingualism that focuses on creating a conducive
environment for sustaining minority languages and
plurilingualism that pertains to teaching and learn-
ing of several foreign languages (Figure 1).

Reinforsing Promoting
the status of foreign
the state language

lansuage learning

Sustaining
minority
languages

Figure 1. Objectives of Plurilingual Education

Analyzing the Ukrainian Context

The analysis of the language policy docu-
ments (cf the Constitution of Ukraine (1996) and
the additional laws, such as About the principles
of the state language policy( 2012), About ethnic
minorities in Ukraine, (1992), About Supporting
the Functioning of the Ukrainian Language as
the State Language, (2019), European Charter
for Regional Languages or Minority Languag-
es, (1992), Ministry of Education and Science of
Ukraine, (2019)), demonstrate that language pol-
icy in Ukraine is in line with the EU context where
language is regarded as an instrument for per-
sonal, social, academic and professional growth
(Nikolaenko, 2004). Moreover, language policy

in Ukraine aligns with the state social policy that
has a strong focus on developing the identifica-
tion with Ukraine, while at the same time main-
taining the right of minority language speakers for
education in their language (Nikolska & Pershu-
kova, 2020).

An Experts’ Report by the Council of Eu-
rope (CoELPD, 2008-2011) presented the in-
vestigation into how Ukraine was responding to
modern approaches and challenges as outlined
in the CEFR (2001). The findings revealed that
Ukraine has attained quite a few achievements
in terms of language education (CoELPD, 2008-
2011, pp. 15-16). The experts registered that the
state makes an effort to cater for the needs of
national minorities and provides education in the
learner’s mother tongue. Consequently, a range
of language institutions offers education both in
Ukrainian and minority languages (Chernychko,
2009; Nikolska & Pershukova, 2020; Zabolotna et
al., 2019). Moreover, Ukrainian has a high posi-
tion as the language of schooling; and much has
been done in order to change the status of the
Ukrainian language in society, including among
national minority communities. In addition, en-
hancing foreign language instruction stands as
a crucial focus for education and state policies,
playing a pivotal role in Ukraine’s integration
into European society. Nikolska and Pershukova
(2020) in their analysis of multilingual education
in Ukraine made a similar conclusion, highlight-
ing that presently, Ukraine has implemented a
comprehensive language education system,
supported by the state’s language policy. The pri-
mary objective of the language policy is to sup-
port mastery of every speaker’s native language,
mandatory proficiency in the Ukrainian language
for all citizens (regardless of their nationality, reli-
gion, or occupational field), as well as the acqui-
sition of foreign languages and the cultivation of
language tolerance education (p. 5).

Although Ukrainian language policy has a
strong focus on promoting plurilingualism, the au-
thors realize the controversies between the state
objectives and the real state-of-the-art situation
in language education in Ukraine. On the one
hand, there is an understanding that a language
should not be taught in isolation from other lan-
guages and learners’ linguistic repertoire needs
to be valued and built upon while teaching an
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additional language (Panasiuk, 2017). However,
the language education system in Ukraine has
a strong focus on teaching languages separate-
ly, with minimal or no collaboration among lan-
guage teachers and an assessment system that
evaluates students’ proficiency only in the target
language. Such an approach lacks integration
and cooperation across languages. Therefore, it
is really necessary to make knowledge on pluri-
lingualism available to those who work with mul-
ticultural and heterogeneous classrooms on a
daily basis (teachers and policy-makers) and to
empower teachers with practical skills in order to
bring a change in classroom attitudes and prac-
tices (Duarte & Kirsch, 2020).

Analyzing plurilingual approaches for FLL

Research on (multi)plurilingualism in educa-
tion reveals that while there is a solid theoretical
foundation for the concept, its practical integra-
tion into teaching has not made significant prog-
ress, therefore, many language teachers rely
on a monolingual approach in their classroom
practices (Duarte & Glnther-van der Meij, 2018).
Consequently, the question of how effectively in-
corporate plurilingual approaches in foreign lan-
guage teaching and learning is frequently raised.

Candelier et al. (2010) use the term ‘plural-
istic approaches’ and define them as the didac-
tic approaches which involve several (i.e. more
than one) varieties of languages or cultures in
teaching/ learning activities (p. 5). These ap-
proaches are opposed to monolingual (‘singular’)
approaches which consider only one language or
culture, taken in isolation (Candelier et al., 2010).
Recognizing language diversity, Duarte & Kirsch
(2020, p. 4) define approaches as multilingual
when they are applied in a multilingual and mul-
ticultural surrounding specifying that multilingual
approaches imply that students and teachers
have various linguistic resources that can be ac-
knowledged and used for learning.

Following the framework presented in our ar-
ticle and regarding plurilingualism as a natural
condition of learners’ development in a modern
world (Piccardo et al., 2022), we keep to the term
plurilingual approaches. The use of plurilingual
approaches in the classroom implies developing
pluricultural and plurilingual competencies in the
space that acknowledges a variety of languages
(Candelier et al., 2010) with the focus on enhanc-

ing language use for communicative purposes
rather than on the isolated development of lan-
guage competencies (Duarte & Kirsch, 2020).
Moreover, plurilingual approaches aim to bring
together learners’ previous linguistic experience
of both their home language(s) (an immigrant
language, minority language, national language)
and the first foreign language (a national lan-
guage or a second native if a learner is bilingual).
As can be seen from this brief analysis, in order
to embrace the multi-layered concept of plurilin-
gualism, plurilingual approaches can be used for
different teaching purposes in the classroom (Du-
arte & Kirsch, 2020). In our understanding, pluri-
lingual approaches in the classroom may serve
two main goals:

— to foster plurilingualism by means of cre-
ating plurilingual materials, transforming tasks,
providing plurilingual assessment, etc.

— to use the learners’ plurilingual repertoire
to enhance language learning.

Numerous studies are dedicated to how
learners’ plurilingual repertoire can be effectively
used as a resource in enhancing language learn-
ing (Duarte & Gunther-van der Meij, 2018; Duarte
& Kirsch, 2020). Making use of learners’ reper-
toire can pursue different aims, namely, to devel-
op a positive attitude to home languages and to
linguistic diversity, as well as to utilize learners’
plurilingual repertoire to foster language learning
through raising language awareness.

One of the first analyses of plurilingual ap-
proaches was carried out in the FREPA/CAR-
AP Framework of Reference for Pluralistic Ap-
proaches to Languages and Cultures (Candelier
et al.,, 2010). The study aimed at creating the
framework of knowledge, skills, and attitudes that
can be developed by plurilingual approaches,
among which such approaches as intercultural,
language awareness/ awakening to languages,
intercomprehension of related languages, and
integrated didactic are suggested (Candelier et
al., 2010). These approaches have been further
researched and widely discussed in other studies
(Celentin, 2020; Duarte & Kirsch, 2020; Meil3ner,
2011). Later CLIL, immersion, and language
comparison have been added to the list of plu-
rilingual approaches (Duarte & Ginther-van der
Meij, 2018). The volume Multilingual Approaches
for Teaching and Learning in Duarte & Kirsch’s



ARS LINGUODIDACTICAE - 11 (1-2023)

edition (2020) presents studies on approaches
that enhanced the structural inclusion of multiple
languages in mainstream educational settings.
The volume mainly elaborated on existing ap-
proaches, such as translanguaging, intercompre-
hension, and language comparison.

Different perspectives were used in order to
implement plurilingual approaches into practice.
In some studies, plurilingual approaches were im-
plemented and researched separately from one
another (Celentin, 2020; Duarte & Kirsch, 2020;
Meifldner, 2011). These studies collected findings
about the application of a certain approach in
specific educational settings, which enabled the
researchers to observe and analyse its advan-
tages, drawbacks, and implementation details.
Other studies were targeted at acknowledging
the advantage of the application of the synergy
of approaches (Candelier et al., 2010) coined as
a holistic approach (Duarte & Gunther-van der
Meij, 2018; Duarte & Kirsch, 2020). A holistic ap-
proach is developed and analysed in a number of
articles dedicated to the Netherlands’ project Ho-
li-Frysk that illustrated the implementation of the
model based on the combination of the follow-
ing approaches: language awareness, language
comparison, receptive multilingualism, CLIL, and
immersion (Duarte & Kirsch, 2020).

Numerous studies present successful im-
plementation of definite plurilingual approach-
es at different education levels, i.e. in primary
school (Duarte & Kirsch, 2020; Cutrim-Schmid,
2021), secondary school (Duarte & Guinther-van
der Meij, 2018; Duarte & Kirsch, 2020; Cu-
trim-Schmid, 2021), tertiary education (Hurajova,
2015; Schmidt-Unterberger, 2018). In addition,
plurilingual approaches can be applied for various
studying purposes not necessarily related to mul-
tilingual/plurilingual education. For example, inter-
comprehension has been investigated as a way to
teach foreign languages to students with special
language needs (Celentin, 2020) and as a means
to develop learners’ autonomy (Meif3ner, 2011).

Mapping plurilingual approaches for the
Ukrainian context

Such plurilingual approaches as language
awareness, intercomprehension, immersion, and
CLIL and their possible implementation in the
Ukrainian context have been analyzed.

Language awareness can be approached
from two perspectives. Firstly, language aware-
ness is a cognitive function that develops through
paying deliberate attention to the target language,
enabling language learners to gradually realize
how language works. Secondly, it can be viewed
as a pedagogical approach applied to help learn-
ers gain insights into and about the language. The
approach means that learners discover their own
language (Bolitho et al., 2003). In this perspective,
the approach helps to acquire knowledge about
languages and their variety but not proficiency in
the language (Duarte & Kirsch, 2020, p. 7).

Language awareness aims at fostering learn-
ers’ understanding of four aspects of the lan-
guage: socio-effective, linguistic and communi-
cative, strategical, and interactional (as cited in
Duarte & Gunther-van der Meij, 2018). Focusing
on a language from a socio-effective perspec-
tive, learners develop the ability to reflect upon
their own attitudes towards languages and mo-
tivation to learn languages. Managing linguistic
and communicative repertoires results in the
learners’ capacity to manage their linguistic and
communicative experience in new interaction sit-
uations. Understanding strategies that are useful
in learning languages helps learners manage the
process of language acquisition. Thus, through
the analysis of the interactive processes, learn-
ers reflect upon and explore language contact
situations (Duarte & Gunther-van der Meij, 2018).

The advantages of the language awareness
approach include fostering a positive attitude to-
wards languages and language learning through
language discovery and reflection on the lan-
guage and the development of learners’ metalin-
guistic knowledge. Moreover, in the most general
sense language awareness advances self-di-
rected learning by involving learners in making
self-discovery and independent inferences about
the language depending on their existing linguis-
tic repertoire. Another significant advantage of
language awareness is that unlike some other
approaches (e.g. intercomprehension), it is appli-
cable for teaching/learning of both typologically
close and distant languages.

A language awareness approach can be
applied with the aim to reinforce the status of
the state language when Ukrainian is taught to
minority language speakers. In addition, this
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approach is suitable for promoting multiple for-
eign language learning. Language awareness is
based on the learner’s prior language knowledge
and skills as well as on cognitive skills, such as
generalization and hypothesizing, and learning
strategies, such as compensation and substitu-
tion. Applying the language awareness approach,
learners can become more aware of linguistic di-
versity and develop a motivation to explore and
discover additional languages.

Intercomprehension is a plurilingual ap-
proach to teaching related languages where each
participant understands the language of other
participants. The approach offers communication
modes when people communicate with each oth-
er using their own languages, thus establishing
equality in the dialogue. Applying intercompre-
hension leads to participants’ receptive compe-
tencies development (Celentin, 2020). The aim
of the intercomprehension approach is to devel-
op learners’ ability to deduce the meaning of the
words in related languages, using vocabulary
they already know and following the rules of tran-
sition (Celentin, 2020).

The characteristic of intercomprehension to
deal with two languages simultaneously brings
a number of benefits to language learning and
promotes multilingualism in the classroom. The
strengths of applying intercomprehension in for-
eign language teaching as illustrated in the stud-
ies by Celentin (2020) and Meilner (2011) are:
fostering autonomy and motivation, developing
meta-strategic competence, and using compen-
sation strategies. In light of this, intercomprehen-
tion in many ways aligns with other plurilingual
approaches (cf. language awareness, immer-
sion). However, the salient features of intercom-
rehension are the development of phonological
awareness, dictionary and grammar competen-
cies, and managing language anxiety due to the
presence of L1 in learning an additional language.

Intercomprehension can serve as an effective
approach for instructing Ukrainian to individuals
whose native language differs from the national
language but shares linguistic similarities with
Ukrainian (such as Russian, Belarussian, Polish,
etc.). Currently, there is a prevailing social and po-
litical inclination to encourage the active learning
and use of Ukrainian among Russian-speaking
citizens in Ukraine. Similarly, intercomprehension

10

is applicable for sustaining minority languages
when the learners are allowed to use their moth-
er tongue together with the national language in
the classroom.

Immersion is an approach that boosts learn-
ers’ foreign language knowledge and skills in bi(-
multi)lingual language education (Duarte & Kirsch,
2020; Tedick et al., 2011). According to the US ex-
perience, immersion can take two forms. Firstly,
in the case of a predominantly linguistically homo-
geneous population, an additional target language
(such as English or German) can be introduced
alongside the existing language. Conversely, in
a linguistically diverse population, where multiple
languages are already present in an immersion
program, efforts are directed at the acceptance
and utilization of the first languages of all children
through the introduction of innovative curricula
and teaching methods. These purposes deter-
mined three types of programs: 1) one-way (for-
eign language) immersion programs; 2) two-way
(bilingual) immersion programs; 3) indigenous lan-
guage immersion programs (Tedick et al., 2011).

Recognizing differences in applying immer-
sion, the approach still has core features regard-
less of the programs, country, and aims. The
application of immersion means using the target
language to teach school subjects based on the
curriculum identical to the local first language
curriculum. Moreover, immersion is supposed
to support development in all the learner’s lan-
guages, therefore additive bilingualism occurs.
Furthermore, the classroom culture needs to rec-
ognize the cultures of the diverse language com-
munities to which the learners belong, including
immigrant communities. Additionally, exposure to
the immersion language is largely confined to the
classroom where students have similar (limited
or nonexistent) levels of proficiency in the immer-
sion language (Bratoz et al, n.d.).

Related literature analysis (Duarte & Kirsch,
2020; Tedick et al., 2011) shows that immersion
as a multilingual approach carries a number of
benefits. It initially aims at developing multilin-
gualism and intercultural understanding whatev-
er form it takes, it boosts language knowledge
and skills through regular language practice. Be-
sides, it can be applied to preserve endangered
languages. On the other hand, it receives critics
as it leads to ‘language separation pedagogies’



ARS LINGUODIDACTICAE - 11 (1-2023)

(Duarte & Kirsch, 2020) which is in contrast with
the research that repeatedly demonstrates the
importance of using all language resources of
plurilingual learners in optimizing learning (Duar-
te & Kirsch, 2020).

Immersion is recognized as an effective ap-
proach for supporting minority languages in vari-
ous educational settings, such as schools where
the minority language is used as the language
of instruction. Additionally, immersion can play a
crucial role in preserving endangered languag-
es, making it a recommended strategy in the
Ukrainian language education context as well.

CLIL is an umbrella term referring to various
activities (as cited in Coyle, 2007, p. 545). CLIL
fosters an environment that encourages multilin-
gualism / plurilingualism, as students are taught
content subjects using two or more languages,
aiming to advance in both subject knowledge and
proficiency in a foreign language or languages
(Hurajova, 2015).

The approach has been studied in numerous
theoretical articles (Coyle, 2007; De Zarobe, 2013;
Hurajova, 2015;) and has a variety of implementa-
tion forms: at secondary school (Moore & Lorenzo,
2015), and at tertiary education (Hurajova, 2015;
Schmidt-Unterberger, 2018). CLIL has become
a research focus of many projects and studying
platforms: Integrating of Content and Language in
Higher Education Association (ICLHE) founded in
2010, LANQUA project 2007 — 2010 — Language
Network for Quality Assurance funded by the Life-
long Learning Erasmus Network of the European
Union motivated cooperation between 60 partner
institutions (Hurajova, 2015).

According to Coyle (2007) and De Zarobe,
(2013), CLIL proves to have a number of ben-
efits. Since students are supposed to practice
the language they are learning in communication
from the very beginning, the motivation is devel-
oped. Consequently, constant practice leads to
raising learners’ linguistic competence and con-
fidence. Providing students with topics close to
their school life enhances problem-solving skills
and encourages spontaneous communication
in discussions the content-relevant ideas. CLIL
tends to enable students to learn ‘through the
language rather than in the language’ (Coyle,
2007), promoting the shift to a student-centered
study environment.
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Obviously, the analysis of CLIL and immer-
sion as pluralistic approaches (Bratoz et al, n.d.)
revealed that they share common characteris-
tics. The most visible common feature of both
approaches is a more prominent focus on con-
tent transmitted through the language than on
the language forms and structures. In contrast to
immersion, CLIL is extensively used at ‘regular’
state schools. Also, within CLIL the time spent
on learning a target language is typically more
restricted than in an immersion class. CLIL tradi-
tionally refers to teaching non-language subjects
whereas immersion initially targets at fostering
languages. However, a CLIL lesson offers class
time to specifically work on language learning.
CLIL programmes may also present target lan-
guage classes as a separate subject while immer-
sion uses language for subject learning without
any additional focus on vocabulary or grammar.

The CLIL methodology has already been in-
corporated into the Ukrainian education system
with the aim to promote foreign language learn-
ing. Its extensive use can enhance language
learning through content, fostering language
learning strategies, enhancing receptive and pro-
ductive skills in foreign languages, and increas-
ing students’ motivation and autonomy.

Conclusion

The key purpose of this study was to analyze
multilingualism/ plurilingualism in society and ed-
ucational settings in Ukraine. The research fo-
cused on the differentiation of the terms multilin-
gualism and plurilingualism relying on the CEFR
view. According to the Council of Europe (2001),
multilingualism is understood as the presence
of diverse languages within a specific society or
geographic region, representing its linguistic di-
versity. On the other hand, plurilingualism as ‘the
repertoire of varieties of language’ (Council of
Europe, 2001, p. 8) is seen from the perspective
of an individual (Council of Europe, 2001, p. 8).
Consequently, speaking about education and for-
eign language teaching in particular, the promo-
tion of plurilingualism can be seen as a response
from a diverse society. Plurilingualism in the ed-
ucational setting emphasizes the importance of
establishing the connections between languag-
es by creating an educational environment that
recognizes the interplay between the languages
and acknowledges the diverse communicative
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practices. Promoting plurilingualism involves a
change in perspective, shifting from viewing lan-
guage as a static code to perceiving it as an ac-
tive practice.

The analysis of plurilingual approaches in
the Ukrainian context considers their character-
istics and implementation details which has led
the authors to the conclusion that plurilingual ap-
proaches can bring about changes in multilingual
education in Ukraine. Aligning them with three
perspectives of plurilingualism (reinforcing the
status of the state language, sustaining minori-
ty languages, and promoting foreign language
learning), has revealed that intercomprehension
and language awareness can integrate minority
language speakers into the national educational
system, while immersion supports minority lan-
guage sustainability. CLIL and intercomprehen-
sion can also contribute to sustaining minority
languages. Additionally, CLIL and immersion play
a significant role in developing plurilingualism in
foreign language teaching and learning.

Examining various interpretations of multi-
lingualism and plurilingualism and the language
policy documents and researching methods to
enhance learners’ plurilingual abilities can poten-
tially enhance the training of multilingual teach-
ers. This process will help teachers recognize the
linguistic assets of their students and familiarize
themselves with strategies that foster the devel-
opment of (multi)plurilingualism.
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BAFATOMOBHICTb Y CYCMINIbCTBI TA OCBITHbOMY MPOCTOPI YKPATHU

Map’aHa Hautok (YkpaiHa-Hime4uunHa),
BikTopia Ocipak (YkpaiHa-HimeuunHa)

AHOmauis

MocTtaHoBKa npobnemu. bazamomosHicmb cmana peasnbHicmioo y bazambOX YacmuHax ceimy 8 pe3yrib-
mami enobanisauitiHux ma demozpachbiyHux 3cyeig y bik bazamoMOo8HUX criflbHom. Bpaxosyodu HeobxiOHicmb
peazysamu Ha coujasibHi 3MiHU 8 OC8imHbOMY MPOCMOpI, uiri Mo8HOI nonimuku Padu €gpornu opieHmoeaHi
Ha bazamomosHi ma 6azamokynbmypHi epyru cmydeHmig (Council of Europe, 2020). Mosa po3ansdacmbcs
K IHcmpymeHm 6e3riepepgHol oceimu ma € 00Hieto cepedosguuieM OOCseHEHHST coujanbHOI cripasednueocmi
(Commission of the European Communities [CEC], 1995, c. 13). BidnogidHo, 00HUM i3 20/108HUX 3a80aHb MOBHOI
nonimuku €sponeticbko2o Coto3y € 0807100iHHST d8oMa egporielicbKumMu mMogamu Ha odamok 00 pidHOI 3 Memoro
rpocyeaHHs1 ba2zamomMo8HOI IdeHMUYHOCMIi ma CripUsIHHSI 83aEMOPO3YMIHHIO MiXK rpedcmasHUKamMu Pi3HUX MO8
ma kynemyp (CEC, 1995). Takum 4yuHOM, yci depxkagu-4iieHu €8porelchbKoi CriflbHOMuU 30cepedXyombcsi Ha
00CiOXXeHHI MOBHO20 Po3Maimmsi ma 8UBYEHHI KillbKOX MO8.

MeTa cTtatTi. Y uiti cmammi asmopu rnponoHyroms memamuyHuUl aHarnis nimepamypu 3 npobremu 6azamo-
MOBHOCMI y Hag4aHHi 3 METO BU3HAYEHHSI KOHUeMyasbHUX 0CHO8 O0C/IiOXeHHS 8 paMKax npoekmy «basamo-
MoO8Ha ocsima — noeasnsd 3 no3uyii 3azanbHoe8pPonelcbKux pekomMeHdayili 3 MOBHOI 0C8imu ma OUIHIOBAaHHSI»,
KUl ompumas ¢hiHaHcysaHHs 8i0 @yHOauii PonbkceazeH (Xelidenbbepe, 2022).

MeTtoponoris pocnigkeHHA. [1g docsiecHeHHS nocmaeneHoi Memu asmopu sukopucmanu mMemod mema-
mu4YHO20 aHanisy subpaHux Oxepers, KUl 3a3gu4all 3acmocos8yembCs 0711 KpUMUYHO20 8UBHEHHS 3MiCmy Hay-
Kosux docridxeHb ma 30ilicHeHHsI meMamu4Ho20 o210y nimepamypu (Braun & Clarke, 2006). Takud ridxio re-
pedbayaec Kpumuy4He YumaHHs cmamed, MOopPIBHSIHHSA ma 3icmaerieHHsI pe3yribmamie ma OUiHI08aHHS BUCHOBKI8
i, Hapewmi, iHmeapysaHHs1 y3acanbHeHb 8 npakmu4Hi pekomeHdauii (Slavin, 1986). SazanbHoesponelicbKi peko-
MmeHOauji 3 MosHoI ocgimu ma oyiHrosaHHs1 (Council of Europe, 2001) i [JonosHeHHs1 do PekomeHdauiti (Council of
Europe, 2020) cmanu HapiXHUMU KaMeHsIMU 110 4ac meMamuy4yHo20 aHaidy nimepamypu 3 memu O0C/TiOXKEeHHS.

Pe3ynkTaTy gocnigkeHHs Ta ix 06roBopeHHs. Y uili cmammi agmopu eu3Ha4yusiu Kiro4osi mepmiHu 0ocrii-
OXeHHs1, Ha sIKi 6yde sukopucmaHo 8rpodoex yciei nowykogoi pobomu y pamkax rnpoekmy. Kpim moeo, npoaHa-
1isosaHo 3acadu ba2amomMO8HOCMI 8 YKpaiHCbKOMY KOHMEeKCMI, 8paxo8ytodu COUiOKYnbMYypHI pearii ma MO8Hy
0C8IMHI0 nonimuky. BusHayeHo uirni 6aeamomoeHoOI ocgimu, 30Kpema 8 yKpaiHCbKOMY Hag4yaribHOMY rpocmopi ma
nidoxodu, siki MoxHa 3acmocysamu 05151 8K/TIOYEHHST ba2amoMO8HOI nepcriekmusu y 8ukiadaHHs MO8, 8U3Ha4YeHO
meopemuyHi 3acadu 00CiOXKeHHS MyfIbMmurliH28i3aMy ma rnipuiHaei3aMy. AHania nimepamypu 3 bazamomos-
HOCMi Mae npakmu4yHe 8mineHHs 8 op2aHizauii npogheciliHo2o 800CKOHANEHHS 84UMENI8, SKi MOXYmb 03HalioMUu-
mucs 3 nidxo8amu, SKi cripustomuMyms ¢hopmysaHH0 bacamomMoeHOCmi cmydeHmig.

KntouoBi cnoBa: 3azanbHoesporelchki pekomeHdauii 3 MOBHOI 0c8imu ma oujHro8aHHs1, bazamoMO8HICMb, M-
puniHesiam, yKpaiHcbKuli KoHmekcm, nioxodu 0o Hag4aHHs1 bazamoMO8HOCMI, memMamuyHUl aHani3 Jimepamypu.
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