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Abstract 
This article draws on a European collaborative initiative between four countries involved in the 
Erasmus+ project Playing beyond CLIL (PbC, 2018–2021). In the following, we propose a conceptual 
framework for dynamic assessment in CLIL classrooms. Building our framework on a pluriliteracies 
approach to deeper learning (PTDL; Meyer, Coyle, Halbach, Schuck & Ting, 2015) merged with peda-
gogies of drama-based learning, we argue that dynamic assessment needs to be conceptually and 
pedagogically congruent with the fundamental principles and aims of both approaches. The PbC 
Framework for Assessment is the outcome of our collaborative work in the PbC project. The key issues 
this proposal raises are addressed and discussed. 
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Resumen 
Este artículo recoge parte del trabajo llevado a cabo por investigadores de cuatro países participantes 
en el proyecto Erasmus+ denominado Playing beyond CLIL (PbC, 2018–2021). Concretamente, presen-
ta un marco conceptual para la evaluación dinámica en el aula AICLE basado en el enfoque de las 
pluriliteracidades para el aprendizaje profundo (PTDL en inglés; Meyer, Coyle, Halbach, Schuck & Ting, 
2015) y en la pedagogía de la dramatización. En consecuencia, tal y como se justifica a lo largo del 
trabajo, la evaluación dinámica debe ser conceptual y pedagógicamente congruente con los principios 
fundamentales y los objetivos de ambos enfoques. Los aspectos clave de esta propuesta son descritos 
en detalle. 

Palabras claves: AICLE; aprendizaje basado en la dramatización; evaluación dinámica; plurilitera-
cidades 

 

1. Introduction 
Bringing together researchers and professionals in CLIL, this programme embedded in teacher edu-
cation set out to build on the foundations of the predecessor project playingCLIL (pCLIL), funded by 
the European Commission in the Lifelong Learning Programme (2013–2015), where a group of partners 
of the PbC project had collaborated previously. In the playingCLIL project, drama games and techniques 
from the performing arts including improvisation were experimented in CLIL classrooms and published 
in the playingCLIL Handbook for teachers (Arampatsis et al., 2015). Subsequent dissemination and 
further exploration involving initial teacher education and in-service teacher training courses have 
impacted on increasing numbers of primary, secondary and vocational education learners in CLIL 
classrooms. Whilst it has become increasingly clear that drama games and strategies have great 
potential for motivating learners in different ways and across the range of ages and levels of linguistic 
competence, there is an indication that a focus on developing a more systemic framework for guiding 
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the design of learning and assessment processes could hone this emergent, exploratory pedagogic ap-
proach.  

In the initial stages of the Playing beyond CLIL project, emphasis was placed on bringing together a 
range of theoretical constructs that would provide the locus for integrating drama-techniques more 
coherently into subject disciplines through a more formalised learning cycle. Greater attention was 
paid not only to the learning of different subjects but also to relevant linguistic progression. Further-
more, teaching and learning designs were focused that provided opportunities for expanding perform-
ance games1 into interactive ‘macro genres’ for creating, presenting, using and reworking meaning-
making over time. Endorsing a holistic and process-oriented view on classroom teaching and learning, 
the emerging focus was placed on designing learning environments in which the function of drama 
games shifted from mere warm-ups or a one-lesson-objective to becoming constitutive elements of 
what we termed Playing beyond CLIL Learning Events. A PbC Learning Event, which comprises the 
entire learning cycle, works towards a Show What You Know (SWYK) Event. SWYK Events replicate 
interactive formats found on popular media, such as panel shows, documentaries, or film trailers. A 
significant implication of this decision was to adopt a backward planning approach to designing 
Learning Events, which will be detailed further below. The foundational idea was, however, that based 
on our analyses, we found that all such formats consistently address key-literacy skills that are highly 
relevant to subject-related contexts. For example, similar to a popular TV-format, the PbC Panel Show 
consists of a host and experts who debate current or controversial topics in front of an audience. From 
both a linguistic and disciplinary perspective, the learning event is rich in opportunities and possibilities 
– the host initiates, moderates and modulates the discussion by eliciting viewpoints, asking for 
elaborations, or by challenging panellists holding competing views. Panellists display and use their 
knowledge to inform, analyse or argue. They interact with other panellists, or the audience, repre-
senting specific interests of social groups or stakeholders leading to further questions, justifications or 
substantiations – supported or opposed. Panellists may have to defend their positions, respond to 
challenges by the host or a fellow-panellist, or cite research to support the validity of argumentation, 
opinions, or judgments. In an interactive and motivating way, PbC Panel Shows help to initiate critical 
thinking and discourse. In the educational field, the term ‘literacy’, or more specifically subject-related 
literacies, applies to the linguistic and content knowledge skills and competences of participants in a 
PbC Panel Show. There is a striking parallel between the literacy demands of being a Panel Show 
expert, and the literacy demands learners meet in many curricular school subjects, where they learn 
to build up literacy repertoires to demonstrate arguing, discussing and justifying their positioning in 
very similar ways.  

In the PbC project, therefore, we set out to construct a principled framework for designing tasks 
and activities that would enable learners to develop increasingly sophisticated literacies skills in a 
second or additional language whilst deepening their own learning in specific subject disciplines. 
Drawing on prior experiences, we also recognised the need to clarify and make transparent not only 
the structure and design of learning processes leading to and performing a SWYK Event, but also ways 
of engaging a broad range of learners meaningfully in those processes. The dynamics of the learning 
process are highly contingent on a number of factors: the aimed-for outcomes, the way learners are 
required to engage with content through tasks, the affordances provided through scaffolding and the 

 
1  We use the term performance game with reference to educational improvisation theatre, where perform-

ance games can be seen as complex interactive arrangements in which players mobilise multiple skills of play 
which they will usually have previously developed in sequenced trainings such as theatre games workshops 
(cf. Spolin, 1986). Pierse (2006, p. 89) provides a concise definition of performance games: Performance 
games provide structures for scenes. Some emphasise the physical, some the verbal, some both.”  
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kind of interaction that unfolds among learners, and between learners and teachers. In educational 
linguistics and in curricular subject teaching research there exists a multitude of theories offering 
potential pathways. However, the advantage of working in a transnational multidisciplinary team with 
diverse views and expertise enabled us co-conceptualize CLIL classrooms and identify key-principles of 
drama-based learning and contemporary thinking about CLIL within the context of pluriliteracies 
learning. In the following sections, we will show how thinking merged to yield a new perspective on 
CLIL classrooms. The conceptual base was underpinned by a shared understanding of deeper learning 
viewed from a socio-constructivist perspective. 

 

2. Defining Underlying Principles 

In the last few decades, profound discussions have emerged among CLIL researchers – language edu-
cators, applied linguists and subject and classroom teaching specialists – about the nature of CLIL and, 
more specifically, the role of language in learning. Such renewed theorising occurred in the wake of a 
consolidation phase during which CLIL was becoming a commonplace in mainstream education across 
the European Union and beyond. Mainstreaming CLIL as part of large-scale European educational 
strategies resulted in a growing awareness among researchers and practitioners that addressing CLIL 
only through the lens of foreign language teaching would remain insufficient in terms of defining the 
complexities inherent in the CLIL approach (Breidbach, 2021; Cenoz et al., 2014; Llinares, 2015). Coyle 
(2018, p. 166) identifies three areas of concern in research on CLIL: 1) a lack of empirical studies; 2) 
implications of dynamic conceptualisations of CLIL beyond contexts of language instruction; and 3) 
the quality of learning processes and outcomes. While in the early years of CLIL, efforts were made 
to validate it as a driver of classroom innovation learners would largely benefit from, more recent 
research (Bruton, 2013; Coyle & Meyer, 2021; Dalton-Puffer & Smit, 2013; Rumlich, 2016) has taken a 
more critical stance on the benefits and outcomes of CLIL. This has led to a sharpened focus on 
integrating diverse emergent theories to support more inclusive classroom practices. The impact of 
theories such as Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) on CLIL approaches and classroom design 
promoted a more nuanced understanding of the role of language and learning (e.g., Coyle et al., 2010; 
Llinares et al., 2012; Zydatiß, 2007). In particular, emphasising language as social practice as well as a 
formal linguistic system has encouraged creativity and language use through social interaction in the 
classroom and broader school context (Coffin, 2006; Gibbons, 2014; Schleppegrell, 2004). Further 
theoretical shifts including the multilingual turn (May, 2016) and the literacies movement (Morton, 
2020) go some way towards addressing Coyle’s (2018) third question focussing on the quality and 
outcomes of learning. In short, there is now an emphasis in CLIL research on social interaction as a key 
dimension for both investigating and understanding learning environments that foster deeper 
learning. The question is particularly important once it is accepted that CLIL differs from both 
mainstream (foreign) language learning programmes and subject courses due to the emphasis it places 
on enabling learners to become academically literate in more than one language (cf. Meyer, Coyle, 
Halbach, Schuck and Ting, 2015). The PbC project set out to define what constitutes ‘high-quality 
learning’. This was a small but significant change in the angle of approach since it allowed us to 
maintain our goal in PbC, i.e., to contribute to rethinking and redesigning CLIL classrooms for deeper 
learning that can successfully nourish the development of academic or subject literacies in more than 
one language or, rather, ‘across’ languages. 

Before moving on, a clarifying remark may be important with regard to the notion of CLIL as being 
bi- or multilingual in practice. Breidbach (2006) and other researchers (e.g., Cenoz, 2015) have pointed 
out that CLIL practices vary considerably, or many different practices claim to fall under the label of 
CLIL, including which languages are used as CLIL languages, the role of home languages, time allo-
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cations. Given that CLIL is open to wide contextual variables, we propose that existing practices and 
pedagogic intentions seek to develop academic or subject literacies in more than one language. What 
we propose, though, is that all of these contexts are CLIL-related in one way or another and that devel-
oping academic or subject literacies in more than one and across languages is as much a description of 
existing practices and of pedagogic intentions. The PbC project aimed to provide a framework and 
pedagogic strategies that create classrooms conducive to the development of students’ capacities to 
use appropriate subject-related language and discourses. We will address this point in our consider-
ations about multimodal languaging further below. 

For a description of high-quality learning, the notion of deeper learning has been introduced and 
referred to as transferable learning (Fullan & Langworthy, 2014). Deeper learning takes place when 
knowledge and skills become ‘internalised’ and ‘automatised’ in ways that enable learners to apply 
their learning from one situation or context to another: “Knowledge construction, in our terminology, 
means students creating knowledge that is new to them rather than reproducing or applying existing 
knowledge” (Fullan & Langworthy, 2014, p. 23). In opposition, surface learning is typically character-
ised by memorization, rote learning and accepting information without further questioning. Deeper 
learning transcends and moves beyond surface learning in the way that learners build knowledge and 
understanding individually. This means relating new ideas and concepts to learners’ previous know-
ledge and experience will be different in scope, content and structure for each learner. Deeper learning 
moves towards building knowledge, refining skills and demonstrating understanding. At the metacog-
nitive level, it also involves learners in reflecting on their own understanding and their own processes 
of learning. Once more, we will return to this last aspect further below in our discussion of learning 
conversations as a means to help teachers and learners to make their learning more visible. They can 
do this by taking better ownership and by making engagement with the content and process an 
attractive option. In the following section, we turn to the concept of pluriliteracies that has been put 
forward in recent years as a pedagogical concept which maps the complexity of deeper learning onto 
CLIL classroom environments. 

 

3. Pluriliteracies Teaching for Deeper Learning 
The Pluriliteracies Approach to Deeper Learning (Meyer, Coyle, Halbach, Schuck and Ting, 2015) is fun-
damentally oriented towards learning as a process embedded in social interaction and socio-cultural 
perspectives of learning (e.g., Lantolf & Poehner, 2011; Vygotsky, 1981). Meyer, Halbach and Coyle 
(2015) state that learning for transferable skills and learners’ conceptual change is not “about reciting 
facts but about learners deepening their conceptual understanding” (p. 2). Pluriliteracies teaching 
focuses on enabling learners to develop literacies across languages and subjects characterised by 
deeper learning experiences. 

The pluriliteracies approach to [deeper] learning (...) puts subject literacy development in more than one 
language at the core of learning because we believe subject literacies are the key to deep learning and 
the development of transferable skills. This approach focuses on helping learners become literate in 
content subjects or topics and to empower them to successfully and appropriately communicate that 
knowledge across cultures and languages. (Meyer, Halbach & Coyle, 2015, p. 2) 

Pluriliteracies teaching is committed to deeper learning in that it equips learners with the means to 
express ‘in their own way’ what they have understood or, more precisely, what they are in the process 
of understanding in terms of subject-related concepts and skills. However, enabling learners to use 
their own means to express their understanding of new knowledge or prior knowledge transferred to 
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new situations requires teachers to support them in accessing the kind of language they need. This 
goes beyond specific vocabulary and phrases. Rather, tasks that promote deeper learning are key:  

In deep learning tasks, the goal is to develop new knowledge, through the integration of prior knowledge 
with ideas, information and concepts, into a wholly new product, concept, solution or content. In good 
deep learning tasks, students also go beyond creating new knowledge to doing something with it – to 
using that new knowledge in the world. In this sense, deep learning tasks have a constructivist orientation, 
with an emphasis on the application of new knowledge in real contexts. (Fullan & Langworthy, 2014, p. 23, 
original emphasis) 

In brief, following the tenets of sociocultural theory of learning, deeper learning in CLIL can be 
promoted by engaging learners in interactions on subject-specific topics accessed by means of real-
world problems. In subject-related contexts, learner interactions have been suggested to be mapped 
onto knowledge pathways that involve various ways of engagement that aim at building knowledge, 
for example, by doing, organising, explaining, or arguing (Polias, 2016). This conceptualisation bears 
resemblance to and can easily be linked with Anderson and Krathwohl’s extension of Bloom’s original 
taxonomy of lower and higher order thinking processes, as Coyle, Hood and Marsh (2010, p. 30 ff.) 
point out. 

 What remains to be argued at this point is how learning can become evident and visible. Evidence 
and visibility of learning are important for teachers and learners alike since they can be seen as the 
grounds for scaffolding and mentoring. In schooling, following Mohan, Leung and Slater (2010, p. 221 
quoted in Meyer, Coyle, Halbach, Schuck & Ting, 2015, p. 44), “language is the primary evidence for 
learning”. In all educational contexts, learners are challenged to learn both the language for learning 
and the language of learning in order to be able to learn ‘through’ language (Coyle et al., 2010). In CLIL 
contexts in particular, where the language for learning is still being acquired by learners, other modes 
and forms of communication and meaning-making are of great importance. We thus acknowledge that 
learning becomes more visible when learners are able to use language and multimodal forms of 
communication to demonstrate their understanding. Such visibility involves learners’ increasing 
capacity to use language to build knowledge and develop new ways of understanding and relating to 
the world: “Constructing new contexts as language is used in new ways means seeing the world in new 
ways and coming to new understandings” (Schleppegrell, 2004, p. 18). Therefore, when learners use 
language and other symbolic forms of expression purposefully as a means of demonstrating and 
deepening their learning – referred to as languaging (Swain, 2006) – they increase their capacity to 
use language as a ‘thinking tool’. 

 Using language in this way requires learners to systematically develop and nuance their 
understanding and use of cognitive discourse functions (CDF) (Meyer, Coyle, Halbach, Schuck & Ting, 
2015, p. 44; Morton, 2020), such as describing, explaining, arguing, hypothesizing or evaluating, 
effectively and appropriately according to contextual and subject disciplinary demands. CDFs provide 
the link between concepts and ways of expressing them. Teachers will need to scaffold learning in 
order to equip learners with subject-specific linguistic tools. They can do this, for example, by providing 
the relevant language patterns, grammar and generic frames, so that their learning can become deeper 
and meaningful. We argue that such a conceptual framing of learning in CLIL puts specific demands on 
classroom design, the nature of tasks and activities, and the role of teachers within. Classrooms that 
enable deeper learning will allow for learning partnerships among peers and between teachers and 
learners, and for mentoring practices based on a dialogic and reflective feedback culture. Mentoring 
deeper learning, then, becomes a crucial task for teachers. 
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 In CLIL contexts, mentoring learning, therefore, means making sure learners have the linguistic tools 
to ‘language their learning’, especially since they are using a second or foreign language. In order for 
teachers to mentor learning as it unfolds and for learners to be empowered to monitor their own 
learning and take clear ownership of it, certain pedagogical strategies, tools and specific mindsets are 
required. We argue that learning needs to be continually monitored, reflected upon and scaffolded by 
teachers to support learning needs and facilitate progression. Teachers, therefore, need to be 
systematic, consistent and transparent in creating and using opportunities for assessment (feedback, 
feedforward) throughout the learning process. The importance of progression – both linguistic and 
subject oriented – for deeper learning which is supported by mentoring and appropriate assessment 
strategies provided the PbC team with a strong direction for an emerging pedagogic design. In defining 
the underlying principles to account for the specific CLIL context where learners are required to build 
subject literacies in and through another language, the Playing beyond CLIL (PbC) project turned to 
principles from process drama and drama-based activities to provide innovative contexts for meaning-
making and expressing understanding in order to scaffold subject-embedded learning and assessment 
processes. 

 

4. Drama-based Learning 
Drama-based learning, as interpreted by the PbC team, is built on the principles of process drama. 
Process drama is related to performance drama but stands on its own as an increasingly valuable and 
flexible learning resource in many subject-related contexts (Aitken, 2010; Bowell & Heap, 2017; 
Winston, 2011). Further, drawing in many cases on Heathcote and Bolton’s (1995) seminal work on 
the principles of using drama to support learning, process drama has been associated with heightened 
student engagement and deeper learning (McDonnell & O’Boyle, 2021; Wells & Sandretto, 2017), 
greater overall student well-being (Piazzoli, 2011) or emancipatory approaches to multiliteracy 
education (Murray & Weltsek, 2019), to name just a few examples from the broad spectrum of 
educational fields of application. Bowel and Heap (2017) refer to process drama as a “term used to 
describe drama conducted mainly in an educational context in which there is no external, watching 
audience. In process drama the students with the teacher, together, form a theatrical ensemble and 
create drama to make meaning for themselves. In other words, it is drama for learning” (p. 1). Learners 
are encouraged to engage in creative, dramatic situations by participating in the process of enactment 
rather than rehearsing a performance. 

The principles of process drama are crystalised in the idea that “learners participate in spontaneous, 
symbolic play, taking on the personae of others” (Piazzoli, 2012, p. 32). Teachers and learners take on 
roles in imagined or simulated scenarios. In different roles, learners and teachers question, summarize, 
challenge and engage each other in a dramatic context that promotes thinking, problem-solving and 
language use. Drama-based pedagogies promote learner development since “in the world of drama, 
students are engaged in a social event. This also situates the event within the ZPD (Zone of Proximal 
Development), as the students negotiate a common vision of the ‘as if’ world” (Macy, 2016, p. 312). A 
technique considered to be a powerful driver of cognitive and affective engagement often used in 
educational process drama is personification, where abstract or complex phenomena (e.g., the water 
cycle, global warming, or how vaccinations work) are explored by attributing to them human character-
istics or bodily features. Owing to this capacity in particular, drama-based learning has frequently been 
adopted in science education contexts (Littledyke, 2004; Ødegaard, 2003). It has also been shown to 
induce changes of perspective requiring learners to be empathetic and inquisitive at the same time 
(Burke et al., 2020). We assume significant potential in using process drama to promote learning that 
is deep enough for learners to engage in negotiating and building conceptual, strategic and meta-
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cognitive knowledge and to transfer knowledge across contexts. We argue above that learners need 
to have opportunities to language their learning in order to build meaningful knowledge. We follow 
Leisen (1999; 2005) in arguing that employing teaching strategies which provide recurrent changes of 
the representational forms through which learners access, process and communicate knowledge can 
be a driver in building subject literacies. Hence, the specific interest we take in drama-based learning 
in this context is its multimodality in providing verbal and non-verbal languaging opportunities. 

In deploying the principles, techniques and practices of drama-based learning to pluriliteracies 
teaching in CLIL, we aim to tap into the wider potential of multimodal meaning-making beyond the 
purely verbal. In this, PbC shares intentions with other pedagogy proposals which aim to teach ‘for’ 
multimodal literacy (e.g., Lim, 2018) and takes them further by also emphasising learning ‘through’ 
multimodality. Potentially, this approach will show to be instrumental in widening learners’ languaging 
options effectively. We propose specifically that by accessing the bodily and sensual dimensions of 
enactment as a mode of non-verbal meaning-making, multimodal languaging provides further af-
fordances for learners to negotiate the constitutive gap in CLIL between their cognitive ability and their 
ability to rely on the target classroom language as language for learning. We consider enacted 
meaning-making as a valid means of gaining and demonstrating knowledge and understanding, or, to 
put it more broadly, a way of knowing:  

Multimodality attends to meaning as it is made through the situated configurations across image, gesture, 
gaze, body posture, sound, writing, music, speech, and so on. From a multimodal perspective, image, 
action, and so forth are referred to as modes, as organized sets of semiotic resources for meaning making. 
(Jewitt, 2008, p. 246) 

In this sense, multimodality can, therefore, be considered a resource in its own right for learning. For 
this reason, it is necessary to remain aware that learning through process drama also links with training 
for various competences required for performance and shares conceptual foundations with improvi-
sation (Haseman, 1991). The processes involved can be adapted and applied to learning contexts both 
in verbal and non-verbal communicative activities. Most activities from the repertoire of improvisation 
theatre provide settings which require teamwork, negotiation and presentations (Pierse, 2006; Spolin, 
1986). From this vantage point, not only can drama games in the CLIL classroom foster creativity in 
learning through playfulness, but, in terms of school subjects, process drama and drama games can 
offer pathways into embodied, enacted and other modes of representation that rely on visual, spatial 
or temporal signifying modes (Bowell & Heap, 2013, p. 8). 

As indicated, one of the key strategies used in a drama-based classroom revolves around what we 
refer to as Show What You Know Events (SWYK). Preparation for SWYK Events may extend over several 
lessons. Mapping to the learning cycle, learners are given opportunities to demonstrate their learning 
through performative displays and multimedia settings relevant to the subject discipline and to explore 
the generic form of the SWYK, working skills and collaboration. During SWYK activities, learners are 
encouraged to negotiate, order and demonstrate their understanding using a wide range of modalities 
– both verbal and non-verbal. These opportunities align with the principles of drama-based teaching 
and techniques from process drama that can be employed to develop subject-related content and 
literacies. While working towards the SWYK performance, learners explore the generic form of the 
SWYK as much as they explore the subject topic, working skills and, last but not least, ways of collab-
oration that resonate with a systemic functional linguistic perspective (Llinares & McCabe, 2020). 
Systemic functional linguistics deals with meaning makers and meaning-making: 
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It studies the media of dissemination and the modes of communication that people use and develop to 
represent their understanding of the world and to shape power relations with others. (Bezemer & Jewitt, 
2009, p. 1) 

 

5. Dynamic Assessment 
As an integral part of the learning process, assessment enables learners and teachers to gauge the 
extent of learners’ individual progression and depth of understanding in a particular moment or period 
of time (Butler & McMunn, 2006). Dynamic assessment, however, reconceptualises classroom inter-
actions with the argument that learning and assessment are not distinct undertakings, but “two sides 
of the same coin” (Lantolf & Poehner, 2011, p. 46). Hence, they must be considered as one activity that 
simultaneously seeks to understand learners’ abilities and supports their ongoing progression (Davin 
& Donato, 2013). In the PbC project, dynamic assessment is tightly integrated into the processes 
involved in SWYK Learning Events as process-oriented learning and teaching strategies. 

 Dynamic assessment calls for the use of specific teaching strategies and learning tasks that 
maximise individual learner potential and make visible those strengths and areas that require attention 
and intervention to help learners improve their performance (Lantolf & Poehner, 2008). From the PbC 
perspective, dynamic assessment integrates three dimensions of assessment identified by Briggs, 
Woodfield, Martin and Swatton (2008), namely: assessment ‘of’ learning, assessment ‘for’ learning and 
assessment ‘as’ learning (see also Barbero, 2012). Assessment ‘of’ learning is summative assessment 
that is used to give an appraisal mark or a grade, usually at the end of a sequence of learning. 
Assessment ‘for’ learning is formative assessment; teachers provide learners with feedback during 
their studying and engagement in tasks (Hattie & Timperley, 2007). Through formative assessment, 
learners can demonstrate progressive understanding and developing of new skills. Assessment ‘as’ 
learning involves self-assessment and peer-feedback as well as the use of other tools such as 
assessment rubrics (Barbero, 2012). 

 Dynamic assessment takes place throughout the learning process where scaffolding, feedback and 
feedforward are integral. According to Poehner, Davin and Lantolf (2017), a teacher engages in 
mediation “cooperatively with learners and intervenes when difficulties arise and their performance 
breaks down” (p. 243). Through such mediation or mentoring, teacher and learner can see what 
abilities and skills have already developed and what needs further attention (Poehner et al., 2017). 
Dynamic assessment is constructed as a dialogic process where the activity or task is guided by 
instructions, questions and support by the teacher or peers ongoing during lessons. It is in those 
occasions that the teacher can also observe how much support a learner needs to successfully com-
plete a task. In PbC, the level of support can be adjusted according to the task design and the specific 
type of SWYK learning event selected according to learner progression and development (Davin & 
Donato, 2013). In the preparation processes of the SWYK, learners carry out tasks which enable them 
to demonstrate in creative ways the knowledge and content they have learned and the skills and 
literacies they have developed and can use. Dynamic assessment in action is made visible by all parties: 
teachers give feedback to learners and learners themselves are active agents and assess their own 
work as well as give feedback to their peers. 

 

6. The PbC Framework for Assessment 
One of the main challenges of the PbC team was to address an assessment dilemma. Whilst the wash-
back effect of assessment on teaching and learning is well documented (O’Dwyer & de Boer, 2015; 
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Spratt, 2005), yet, as indicated by Massler, Stotz and Queisser (2014), good teaching practice can make 
a positive impact on the type of assessment implemented. We therefore explored the implications of 
combining two key pedagogic strands – pluriliteracies teaching and drama-based learning in the 
subject discipline classroom (CLIL or otherwise) – and to integrate dynamic assessment as part of the 
learning process. The two approaches provide principled ways for students to develop the linguistic 
and cognitive tools that build their subject-specific literacies through languaging learning while en-
gaged in working towards SWYK Events. Deeper learning is likely to occur in a SWYK Event when the 
learners transfer their knowledge of content, using the target language and the structure of the event 
as a context for expression, which includes making use of affordances for multimodal languaging 
inherent in drama-based classroom strategies. 

 Since one of the main objectives of PbC was to strengthen ways of guiding and assessing the learn-
ing process and extend the repertoire of assessment beyond the summative, we adopted a dynamic 
assessment approach that brings together the two strands in an innovative and motivating way. The 
rationale behind the PbC proposal for assessment therefore includes three key elements: dynamic 
assessment, discourse and drama-based approaches. Each element is underpinned by the theoretical 
principles detailed above and that need to be ‘translated’ into classroom practices. We consider that 
the following framework allows practitioners to experiment with alternative assessment processes not 
only in CLIL contexts but also in other subject-specific settings. Figure 1 illustrates the main elements 
of the PbC Assessment Framework and how they interrelate: 

 

Figure 1: The main elements of the PbC Assessment Framework 

The PbC Assessment Framework supports the construction of CLIL Learning Events relating to a specific 
theme or topic embedded in curriculum subjects. Within this framework, learning is continuously for-
matively assessed using dynamic and highly interactive strategies including establishing ‘norms’ of 
drafting, redrafting, co-designing through dialogue, mentoring, feedback and feedforward as learning 
unfolds. Students are encouraged to demonstrate their understanding of key concepts and to develop 
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the use of the significant cognitive discourse functions needed to express themselves in the relevant 
domain (e.g., the discourse of science) and according to the genre requirements inherent in the 
structure of each SWYK Event. 

 

7. Designing PbC Learning Events 
Supplementing the PbC Assessment Framework introduced in the previous section, the PbC team 
devised a model – the Five-Step Learning Event Planner – to provide support for teachers in designing 
pathways to scaffold learners’ linguistic and conceptual understanding of the subject matter. Similar 
to the dynamic PbC Assessment Framework which it is based on, the model integrates the three 
perspectives of PTDL, drama-based learning and teaching, and dynamic assessment. The Five-Step 
Learning Event Planner outlines suggested component tasks and activities which lead up to the 
learning event (SWYK). The Five-Step Learning Event Planner spells out the idea of a learning cycle 
where teachers and learners work in reflective and dialogical ways to create subject or thematic 
learning pathways. The planner provides both suggestions for task sequencing and task design that fit 
the learning needs of the group and individual learners: 

Figure 2:  The Five-Step Learning Event Planner 

In order to allow for consistent backward planning, the starting point is to identify and define the aims 
and outcomes of the learning event. Mediated by selected tasks and scaffolding, the subsequent steps 
map progression through the relevant learning processes of exploring subject-specific content, dis-
course and learners’ ability to collaborate, and through multimodal languaging.2 The steps provide sug-
gestions for design principles rather than sequential stages to be strictly followed. 

In the first step, ‘Learning Focus’, fundamental decisions concerning aim, purpose and direction of 
the Learning Event need to be taken, either by the teacher or in cooperation with the learners. The 
decisions include identification of the subject curricular theme for study; which key concepts need to 

 
2  A compilation of resources supporting teachers to work with the Five-Step Learning Event Planner is available 
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be learned; the kind of problem-solving and/or critical thinking opportunities needing to be prioritized; 
which conceptual and modes of linguistic expression/demonstration are most relevant for assessment; 
and the type of formative and summative assessment tasks that are the most appropriate. The second 
step, ‘SWYK Event’, involves selecting the SWYK Event most suited to the learning focus defined; the 
kind of language learners will need to use, the relevant linguistic functions (CDFs) to develop further; 
and which other social, cultural, and cognitive tools they will need. The ‘Design of Tasks’ is the third 
step which targets building step-by-step tasks to enable learners to construct the necessary subject 
specific knowledge, concepts, procedures, metacognitive strategies (subject specific literacy) and the 
relevant language (discourse). Further, task types may be selected which serve to foster creativity and 
skills for multimodal expression. Considering that different kinds of concepts require different kinds of 
language, the design will flexibly focus to build and refine the type of language students will need. In 
prioritizing the language needed and making academic literacies visible to learners, questions con-
cerning the role of implicit and explicit teaching techniques within the design will become important. 
Further, a connection should be made identifying cognitive discourse functions needed to link subject 
specific concepts and the language demanded by the process drama tasks which may be significantly 
different from regular classroom discourse. Whilst dynamic assessment permeates PbC learning pro-
cesses, the fourth step, ‘SWYK Assessment’, concerns assessing the ‘performance’ of the SWYK Event. 
Using dynamic and transparent tasks, processes can involve teacher, peer- and/or self-assessment 
including feedback and feedforward. The final step, ‘Reflection’, provides teachers and learners with 
means to reflect upon what has been learned, how the learning process could successfully be 
facilitated and what options for improvement can be negotiated to inform progression and a sense of 
achievement. 

For dynamic assessment to be successful, however, teachers should aim to ensure that learners are 
aware of the strategies they can use, that learning processes are openly discussed and explored by 
both teachers and learners, and that the teachers’ role in mentoring involves recurrent ‘learning 
conversations’ with individuals, groups or peers. We envisage learning conversations to be dialogic ex-
changes between teachers and learners, and between peers. Hence, they can become the focus in 
assessment ‘as’ learning and also facilitate assessment for learning, for example, in providing feedback 
and feedforward. Appropriate mind-sets provided, conventional interactions between teachers and 
learners or among peers can turn effortlessly into learning conversations. Boyd (2014, p. 444, quoting 
Alexander, 2004) lists some of the teacher strategies that have been identified through using learning 
conversations: “building on the [learner’s] interests; recasting; extending; questioning; allowing 
thinking time; making connections; introducing new vocabulary; and aiming to achieve a balanced 
dialogue despite the teacher’s position of power”. In our framework, learning conversations enable 
teachers to listen to learners and include their voice in the design of pathways for learning subject 
discipline content (Lyle, 2008) and in opening up opportunities for greater ownership and learning 
partnerships. Learning conversations are ideally about what is working well and what could be 
improved, and always about what learners have achieved and want to achieve next. They also play a 
fundamental role in enabling feedback criteria to be co-constructed and used effectively throughout 
the learning stages by learners and with learners. The ongoing mentoring, dialoguing, use of learning 
conversations and feedback/feedforward serve to guide learners throughout all the stages rather than 
only as the summative assessment ‘of’ learning during the enacted learning event. 

 

8. Conclusion 
We have argued that deeper learning in CLIL can effectively be mediated within learning environments 
building on drama-based learning, which is itself conceptually linked with process drama in education. 
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Such learning environments are required to combine scaffolded task-cycles (Polias, 2016, p. 8) with 
formats for teacher-learner and peer-to-peer interaction aiming far beyond reproductions of prefab-
ricated knowledge and recitals of established wisdom. Deeper learning processes are contingent on a 
classroom culture based on the fundamentals of dialogic teaching (Alexander, 2004), peer collab-
oration and joint reflection. In this article, we have detailed and discussed the PbC approach which 
offers learning events that take into account these important premises. The underlying PbC Framework 
for Assessment captures and relates the three fundamental elements of dynamic assessment, dis-
course, and drama-based approaches in order to offer learners assessment ‘of’ and ‘as’ learning: in 
other words, assessment that guides, supports and scaffolds learning throughout the learning process 
and thus moves beyond summative assessment ‘of’ learning as the dominant source of feedback for 
learners. The PbC approach offers teachers opportunities to establish and navigate drama-based 
learning environments, which make purposeful use of Show What You Know events in project-related 
classrooms, and the affordances they provide for creative thinking and multimodal languaging oppor-
tunities. PbC learning events provide affordances that draw on diverse forms of symbolic communica-
tion aiming for learners to build factual, conceptual, strategic, and metacognitive knowledge and skills 
related to subject-specific literacies. The Five-Step Learning Event Planner outlines ways for task design 
and task sequencing to navigate learning pathways within the complex environments provided by the 
PbC Learning Events. The heart of the PbC project is dynamic assessment as the key activity of 
mentoring learning. Teaching through PbC Learning Events orchestrates the process of learners’ 
working on real-world problems in meaningful and engaging ways guided by process drama and 
multimodal languaging within the context of the interactive macro genres of SWYK Events.  
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