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Abstract: Despite the wealth of studies on bilingual education, there is a dearth of meta-research
on the worldwide development and trends of this area of investigation over the past few decades.
The occupation of this gap allows scholars to take stock of current states of research, get overviews
of the contributions made to the field, foresee future research trends, and identify research needs
and gaps that may be addressed in future investigation. This study analyses the evolution and
trends of bilingual education research during a 50-year period (1969–2018) from a bibliometric
perspective. The results show a steady increase in the number of publications, and was exponential
in the last decade, mainly in the form of research articles, which makes bilingual education a truly
consolidated and increasingly evolving research field. The US is the leading country with respect
to the number of publications, affiliations, and sponsors, followed, primarily, by some other North
American (e.g., Canada), European (e.g., UK and Spain), and Asian (e.g., China) countries, as well
as Australia. There is a large research network cluster led by the US involving intercontinental
interaction among institutions from Europe, Asia, and, to a lesser extent, South America. However, a
scant level of internationalisation of scholars publishing works on bilingual education was observed,
with most author collaboration being limited to different US institutions. The most influential authors
belong to institutions from the US, Canada, Spain, and Israel, and, to a lesser extent, Australia.
The main research topics in the field depend on the contexts and include regulations of language
institutions, bilingual education models, language skills, pedagogical strategies, education levels,
and ages, among others. These results may contribute to the identification of new research needs and
therefore, to the development of future directions in bilingual education research.
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1. Introduction

The development of bilingual education worldwide has skyrocketed since the early
1990s, hoarding most of the international scientific production on language and education
in recent decades. Indeed, few research fields can boast of having undergone such a
dramatic shift in so little time. In less than 50 years, bilingualism and bilingual education
have changed from being nearly unnoticed to be included in the main guidelines of most
of the worldwide educational stakeholders for the 21st century. The concern for this
widespread educational phenomenon has triggered the development of an ever-increasing
body of research [1].

Despite an existing wealth of studies on bilingual education, there is a dearth of
research on the worldwide development and trends of this research area over the past few
decades. The analysis of the evolution of a particular research area through meta-research
is significant because it allows experts to explore research tendencies according to time
issues, geographical areas, institutional support, main sources, and research subfields and
topics. Such information may help scholars to take stock of current states of research, to
get an overview of the contributions made to the field, to foresee future research trends,
and to identify research needs and gaps that may be addressed in future investigation [2].
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Bibliometric research has recently evolved into a standard procedure for the analysis
of research development [3]. Through the analysis of bibliometric data from research
databases, these studies contribute to identifying the research evolution and trends in the
scientific production of a particular research area [4]. Some advantages of bibliometric stud-
ies include the analysis of data of relevant research results, since in virtually all disciplines,
studies that are not published in relevant research databases are usually considered non-
important [5]. Additionally, bibliometric data can currently be easily found and evaluated
for a broad spectrum of disciplines using appropriate databases, such as Scopus or Web of
Science (WoS), which allows researchers to examine large numbers of research items [2].

Although bibliometric studies have gained momentum in natural science and technical
research areas [6], bibliometric research within social sciences and humanities is still in its
initial stage, primarily due to complexities regarding the appropriate analytical methods
required to analyse the extensive volume of research data [7] and the use of reliable research
databases where the literature of these fields of knowledge is well represented [8]. This
study seeks to fill this gap by analysing, from a bibliometric perspective, the worldwide
evolution of the scientific production in an ever-increasing research area, i.e., bilingual
education, which, to the authors’ knowledge, has not been addressed in the research
literature to date. For this purpose, it uses the well-recognised Scopus research database,
which, due to its rapid digital development in the last few years, allows researchers to
gather and work with large volumes of research items from a broad spectrum of disciplines,
including language and education studies, with reasonable effort [2]. In particular, the
evolution in time, the types of publications, the main countries, affiliations, sponsors,
cooperation relation networks, the level of internationalisation of authors, the impact of
publications, and sources, which show an extensive volume of literature on this topic
during a 50-year period (1969–2018), are examined. Additionally, the specific topics that
this research field has dealt with, both in general and in the most productive countries
and affiliations, are analysed. We believe that the provision of an overview of the research
output on this matter from the last half century will contribute to the identification of
new research needs and, therefore, to the development of future directions in bilingual
education research.

2. Bilingual Education: Concept and Types

For a thorough understanding of the evolution and the varied nature of the research
output in this field, it is first necessary to conceptualise this topic and explore the rationale
that has triggered the unprecedented amount of research developed in the field in the last
few decades. Bilingual education is an educational phenomenon spreading worldwide. The
conceptualisation of this term has engaged scholars for a long time. Generally, bilingual
education is defined as education provided in more than one language [9]. Ref. [10]
(p. 6) pinned down the concept by pointing out, as the key defining feature of the term,
that “the languages are used to teach subject matter content rather than just the languages
themselves.” The term was recently extended by [11], who referred to bilingual education
as any education programme in which two or more languages are used to teach non-
language-related academic subject matters in contexts where the language of instruction
and the language of the home or community do not match. She also pointed out in her
definition the wide variety and influence of the reasons to incorporate the languages
and the specific languages involved, as well as the programme structure and the relation
between the language(s) of education and the community on the educational outcomes.

Bilingual education can be traced back to many centuries ago, even to Greek and
Roman times [10]. Nevertheless, it is only since the end of the 20th century that there
has been a wider development of this educational model. Since the first French im-
mersion programmes reported in Canada and the bilingual education experiences in
North America [12–15], bilingual education has rapidly extended to other countries and
continents [16,17]. Currently, a wide number of countries across the globe offer some
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form of bilingual education [9,10], which is recently accessible to other contexts and
social environments.

The nature and purposes of bilingual education programmes vary extensively across
contexts [18]. Notwithstanding the flurry of different bilingual education types found in
the literature, there are some broad forms that consistently encompass the different contexts
and purposes pursued through its implementation. In some settings, the aim of bilingual
education programmes is to promote biliteracy through the use of a second (minority)
language (L2) as a medium of education among learners from the majority language
group. This is known as enrichment bilingual education [14] and it is the model found
primarily in French immersion programmes in Canada [13], and in European International
Schools [19]. In other contexts, the purpose is to enable speakers of minority languages
to develop skills in the majority language while maintaining their home language. This
is what has been reported by research literature as maintenance bilingual education [18],
and can be found in contexts such as Spain with the Basque or Catalan languages, the
UK with Welsh, or the USA with Spanish [10,20]. Other bilingual education settings focus
on the use of the home minority language (L1) in earlier educational settings, with the
aim of shifting to the dominant language in subsequent educational stages to cope with
mainstream education. This is known as transitional bilingual education [21] and has been
common in US bilingual programmes for Spanish native speakers (or Latinos) from the
late 20th century onwards [22]. Additional forms of bilingual education in the USA are
those in which language-majority (e.g., native English speakers) and language-minority
students (e.g., native speakers of another language, such as Spanish) are integrated and
provided with content instruction and language development in both languages. These are
known as two-way immersion (TWI) or two-way bilingual programmes [23]. This model
gained momentum in the US from the mid-1980s onwards due to the increased attention
to foreign language (FL) learning for English speakers, the development of research on
effective programmes for educating language-minority students, and the availability of
federal and state funding for programmes using this approach [24]. TWI was considered in
the late 20th century to be an effective model for educating non-native English-speaking
students, developing L2 skills in English-speaking students by conserving the Ll skills of
minority students and enhancing cross-cultural understanding and appreciation. Finally,
other forms, such as heritage bilingual education, have been associated with education
through indigenous languages, e.g., aboriginal languages in Australia [25], among others.

Despite such high context specificity and the different languages involved in the vast
body of research on bilingual education, a myriad of studies has reported the innumerable
advantages of this educational phenomenon, being evident mainly at language, cognitive,
attitude, and content learning levels [26–29]. Such advantages have given rise to innu-
merable research studies in different contexts and from different pedagogical approaches.
From a pedagogical perspective, the development of bilingual education has materialised
through the implementation of different educational approaches, which has resulted in
a plethora of bilingual educational models with different terminology and pedagogical
practices often related to different geographical areas and/or educational stages [30]. These
include, among others, Content-Based Instruction (CBI), Language Across the Curricu-
lum (LAC), and immersion programmes (IP), primarily found in North America [31],
and the widespread Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) born in Europe
and considered the European bilingual education approach of reference of the last two
decades. Considered the successor of the Canadian immersion programmes and defined
as a “dual-focused educational approach in which an additional language is used for the
learning and teaching of both content and language” [32] (p. 1), CLIL has spread dramat-
ically throughout the European continent and beyond in the last 20 years, triggering an
ever-growing myriad of research studies. The rationale behind the increasing popularity
of the CLIL approach is supported by reactive and proactive reasons [33]. The former
involves the response to situations where different L1s lead to the adoption of an L2 as the
language of education, or where there is insufficient L2/FL competence that needs to be
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strengthened [28], whereas the latter refers to the way to create situations to reinforce the
level of bi- and multilingualism.

Whereas the previous approaches are currently more associated with bilingual edu-
cation in earlier educational stages, such as primary or secondary education, some other
models have recently emerged in the literature regarding bilingual education at the tertiary
level as a result of the internationalisation processes undergone by higher education in-
stitutions. This has triggered a new body of scientific publications on bilingual education
within the framework of different models and labels, such as English-Medium Instruction
(EMI) [30,34], Integrating Content and Language in Higher Education (ICLHE) [35,36],
English-Medium Teaching (EMT) [31], and more recently, English-Medium Education in
Multilingual University Settings (EMEMUS) [37].

Due to the nature of this study, no distinction among the varied labels and the different
educational approaches on bilingual education will be made in the analysis when not
strictly necessary. Instead, an overall view of the worldwide evolution of the scientific
production of bilingual education in the last 50 years will be provided in a loose sense.

Since no previous research, to our knowledge, has explored this topic from a biblio-
metric perspective, this study aims to fill that gap. For this purpose, the following research
questions are addressed:

1. What is the evolution of the scientific production of bilingual education worldwide in
the last 50 years in terms of the number of publications, document types, countries,
affiliations, funding sponsors, cooperation relation networks, the level of internation-
alisation of authors, the impact of publications, and sources?

2. What is the evolution of the scientific production on bilingual education worldwide
in the last 50 years in terms of research topics (i.e., keywords), both overall and in the
most productive countries and affiliations of bilingual education research?

In particular, we aim to explore the development of bilingual education research
according to time issues, geographical areas, institutional support, main sources, and
research subfields and topics.

3. Materials and Methods

This study was conducted from a bibliometric perspective. This type of research
requires an extensive amount of bibliographic information commonly gathered from
bibliographic databases, which are usually composed of “a set of records with bibliographic
information,” including, but not limited to, “authors’ name, title, name of the source, date
of publication, keywords, citations,” among others [6] (p. 402).

In the scientific field of humanities and social sciences, two major scientific databases
containing the research production with the highest international impact have traditionally
coexisted: Clarivate Analytics (the former Web of Science (WoS) in the USA) and Scopus
(Elsevier) in the Netherlands. The overlap between these databases has been thoroughly
analysed. According to some studies, more than 80% of the Clarivate research documents
are indexed in Scopus, whereas just over half of the Scopus research documents are indexed
in Clarivate [38], which makes the use of the Scopus scientific database more appropriate
for bibliometric analyses [6,38,39]. This is the reason why the data for our analysis were
gathered from the Scopus database. Research items were collected through a complete
search using the following subfields: title, abstract, and keywords, in order to search for
publications addressing the subject of bilingual education.

The search was conducted for a 50-year period (1969–2018) in order to gather suffi-
cient and relevant information, and because some research items published prior to the
1970s might not be well documented in the research database [8]. As suggested by some
authors [40], searches in bibliometric studies should be as focused as possible in order
to avoid duplicates and misleading results. Therefore, the data series was limited to the
fields of social sciences and humanities, as they represent the areas of knowledge within
which the research topic is embedded: language (humanities) and education (social sci-
ences). For this purpose, the following search query was used: “TITLE-ABS-KEY (‘bilingual
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education’) AND (LIMIT-TO (SUBJAREA, ‘SOCI’) OR (LIMIT-TO (SUBJAREA, ‘ARTS’))
AND (EXCLUDE (PUBYEAR, 2019)).” The language of the search query was English. As
reported in numerous studies, more than 75% of the articles in the social sciences and
humanities and well over 90% in the natural sciences from the mid-20th century onwards
are written in English [41], a percentage that has increased in the last decade [39]. For this
reason, we decided to use this language, as we considered that the number of publications
in other languages would be residual.

The year 2019 was excluded intentionally because there were publications from that
year that were still not included in the database at the point of data gathering. After
gathering all the publications, they were appropriately processed using the open-source
OpenRefine coding tool, which allowed the analysis of disorganised, conflicting, or un-
sorted text [42].

Once the records were conveniently processed, a total of 2204 research items was
obtained, and they were analysed in accordance with the following variables: (a) number
of publications per year, (b) publication type, (c) country, (d) affiliation, (e) funding sponsor,
(f) cooperation relation networks, (g) level of internationalisation of authors, (h) impact of
publications, (i) source of publication, and (j) keywords. The analysis of these variables
allowed the researchers to identify the evolution in time of the scientific output on bilingual
education within the time period analysed (1969–2018), the level of consolidation of the
research field, the countries with the highest number of scientific publications on bilingual
education, the institutions that provided the highest number of publications and greater
support of and investment in bilingual education research, the collaboration networks
among countries and scholars, the influence of the publications on the research community
and the general public, the top-ranked sources through which the research output in the
field was disseminated, and the topics with which bilingual education research has dealt.
The last variable (keywords) was also analysed in the most productive countries and
affiliations of bilingual education research in order to provide a more focused view on the
main research topics in different geographical areas. Figure 1 shows a diagram illustrating
the steps and tools used to conduct the study.

Figure 1. Diagram of the methodology employed.

4. Results
4.1. Time Evolution of the Publications

The number of publications on bilingual education has grown significantly from
1969 until today (Figure 2). The analysis of the data per decade shows that in the first
period (1969–1978), six documents on the topic were published on average per year. This
number tripled in the two subsequent decades (1979–1988 and 1989–1998), with 20 and
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21 documents published, respectively. The number doubled again in the 1999–2008 period,
with 42 documents published per year. The last period of analysis (2009–2018) was by
far the most productive one in terms of the number of publications on the topic, with
132 documents published on average per year.

Figure 2. Evolution of the number of publications in the periods of analysis (1969–2018).

4.2. Publication Distribution per Type of Document

The 2204 publications gathered in the period of analysis (1969–2018) were categorised
into nine types of documents (Table 1). Scientific papers, both in the form of articles and,
to a lesser extent, reviews, were the most prominent types of contributions since the first
decade of study, and roughly maintained in the following two decades. Book chapters
and books appeared in the late 20th and early 21st centuries, with a steady evolution in
the last decade. Finally, conference papers also appeared in the 1999–2008 period, and
increased in the following decade, whereas notes were more abundant in the early 1970s,
and diminished in subsequent decades.

Table 1. Percentage of publications on bilingual education per type of document.

Type of
Document

% Documents

Total 1969–1978 1979–1988 1989–1998 1999–2008 2009–2018

Article 79.0 88.3 95.5 96.2 71.6 75.8
Book chapter 8.1 - - - 10.6 10.2

Review 5.2 3.3 3.0 1.4 12.3 4.0
Book 2.9 - - - 3.8 3.6

Conference paper 1.4 - - - 1.2 1.9
Editorial 0.5 - - - 0.5 0.7

Note 0.5 8.3 0.5 1.4 - 0.1
Erratum 0.4 - 1.0 - - 0.5

Other 1.9 - - 1.0 - 3.2

4.3. Publication Distribution per Country

According to the data analysed, a total of 95 countries published research documents
on bilingual education in the studied period. Most publications were unquestionably from
the USA, with 1150 documents published, which made up more than half (52%) of the
overall research output (Figure 3). This position was followed, albeit by a wide margin, by
Spain and the United Kingdom, with a similar number of documents published during the
studied period (136 and 135, respectively), which accounted for 6% of the total number
of documents published each. That ranking was followed by Canada, with 93 published
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documents (4%), and China and Australia, with 92 (4%) and 73 (3%) documents, respec-
tively. Israel, the Netherlands, South Africa, and Germany completed, in the indicated
order, the top 10 countries in terms of the number of publications. A low contribution from
other geographical areas such as African, South American, and Middle Eastern countries
is noteworthy.

Figure 3. Number of publications per country in the period of analysis (1969–2018).

4.4. Publication Distribution per Affiliation

The top 10 affiliated institutions in accordance with the number of documents pub-
lished were again indisputably from the USA (Table 2), except for the University of Toronto
(Canada). The Canadian affiliation, ranked in the sixth position, stood out as the most
productive institution from this country, and is the university that contained the highest
number of total citations, which is indicative of the great impact of the research produced
by that institution on the scientific community of bilingual education. The University
of Hong Kong (China), ranked in the 13th position, appearing as the most productive
institution from that country.

Table 2. Number of documents, countries, and Scopus bibliometric data of the top affiliations.

Rank Affiliation Number of
Documents (N) Country h-Index Total Citations

(TC) TC/N

1 University of Texas at Austin 57 USA 16 940 16.49

2 Arizona State University 42 USA 16 760 18.10

3 City University of New York 40 USA 13 637 15.93

4 University of Texas at San Antonio 39 USA 11 449 11.51

5 University of Arizona 39 USA 14 856 21.95

6 University of Toronto 39 Canada 14 1571 40.28

7 University of Pennsylvania 31 USA 13 585 18.87

8 University of Colorado at Boulder 29 USA 9 249 8.59

9 University of California, Los Angeles 28 USA 9 279 9.96

10 Columbia University in the City of New York 28 USA 7 158 5.64
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Table 2. Cont.

Rank Affiliation Number of
Documents (N) Country h-Index Total Citations

(TC) TC/N

11 University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign 26 USA 8 246 9.46

12 Texas A&M University 23 USA 7 143 6.22

13 The University of Hong Kong 19 China 8 208 10.95

14 The Doctorate-Granting Institution of the
City University of New York 19 USA 8 243 12.79

15 University of Washington, Seattle 18 USA 10 374 20.78

4.5. Publication Distribution per Funding Sponsor

A total of 119 funding institutions supporting publications on bilingual education
were found in the period of analysis (1969–2018). As can be observed, the ranking of the
top 10 was indisputably led by institutions from the USA, having funded nearly 70% of
the research documents included in this block (Table 3). The British Economic and Social
Research Council, ranked in the second position, also showed UK’s relevant investment
in bilingual education research. The Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of
Canada completed the ranking of the top five funding sponsors.

Table 3. Top funding sponsors.

Rank Institution
Number of
Documents

(N)
Country

1 U.S. Department of Education 24 USA

2 Economic and Social Research Council 14 UK

3 National Science Foundation 11 USA

4 Institute of Education Sciences 9 USA

5 Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada 7 Canada

6 Spencer Foundation 7 USA

7 National Institute of Child Health and Human Development 5 USA

8 Ford Foundation 4 USA

9 Office of English Language Acquisition 4 USA

10 United States Agency for International Development 4 USA

11 Eunice Kennedy Shriver National Institute of Child Health and
Human Development 3 USA

12 European Commission 3 Europe

13 Eusko Jaurlaritza 3 Basque Regional Government (Spain)

14 Foundation for the National Institutes of Health 3 USA

15 Leverhulme Trust 3 UK

The few non-US funding organisations found in subsequent positions and the scant
number of publications funded by them (three to four each) illustrates the limited insti-
tutional support provided to bilingual education research in other areas beyond North
America and, albeit to a lesser extent, Europe. The cases of China and Australia are note-
worthy in these results. Despite being ranked in fourth and fifth place, respectively, in the
previous analysis of the number of publications per country in the period of study, few
Chinese or Australian funding institutions were found in the present ranking. Only a few
sponsors were found from the 80th position onwards.
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4.6. Cooperation Relation Networks

Figure 4 shows the interconnection between the research carried out on bilingual
education among countries. As can be observed, there was a large community cluster
involving intercontinental interaction between institutions from the US, Europe, Asia, and,
to a lesser extent, South America. Some of the countries belonging to this cluster are the
UK, Germany, Spain, the Netherlands, Belgium, China, Hong Kong (The data refer to
the period of British colonialism and before its incorporation into the People’s Republic
of China in 1997), Taiwan, Japan, Taiwan, South Korea, Peru, Ecuador, and Puerto Rico.
Another intercontinental cluster was found among the UK and other countries such as the
Netherlands, Spain, South Africa, Australia, and Hong Kong. Similarly, there was another
cluster involving European countries such as Spain, the UK, Italy, Ireland, and France.
A fourth one included China, Japan, Belgium, and Hong Kong, and another relevant one
included Australia, the UK, South Africa, and Tanzania. The cases of Switzerland, the
Russian Federation, Japan, and some Latin American and African countries such as Puerto
Rico and Kenya, respectively, are examples of lack of international connection on bilingual
education research.

Figure 4. Research cooperation networks among countries.

4.7. Level of Internationalisation of Authors

Figure 5 shows the cooperation relation networks among researchers on bilingual
education. As can be observed, a strong endogamous collaboration involving researchers
from US institutions was found. In particular, three main clusters were observed in terms
of cooperation among scholars. The largest cluster corresponds to that composed by
scholars such as O. García from the City University of New York (USA), L. Bartlett from the
University of North Carolina (USA), R. Otheguy from the Doctorate-Granting Institution
of the City University of New York (USA), K. K. Sung from Rowan University (USA), and
other researchers such as H. H. Woodley from New York University (USA), N. Flores from
the University of Pennsylvania (USA), P. Velasco from Queens College, City University of
New York (USA); C. R. Solorza from the Bank Street College of Education in New York
(USA); Z. Zakharia from the University of Maryland (USA) and M. T. Sánchez from Hunter
College, City University of New York (USA).
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Figure 5. Research cooperation networks among authors.

Another cluster was found comprising researchers such as N. Flores from the Univer-
sity of Pennsylvania (USA), H. H. Woodley from New York University (USA), H. Chu from
WestEd (San Francisco), and H. Levy from George Mason University (USA). A third cluster
was found composed of researchers such as K. Menken from the City University of New
York (USA); P. Velasco from Queens College, City University of New York (USA); T. Kleyn
from The City College of New York (USA); C. Makar from City University of New York
(USA); S. Avni from Borough of Manhattan Community College (USA); and C. R. Solorza
from the Bank Street College of Education in New York (USA).

Two smaller clusters were found, one composed of three members (M. T. Sánchez
from Hunter College, City of New York (USA); R. Cortina from Columbia University in
New York (USA); and C. R. Solorza from the Bank Street College of Education in New York
(USA)), and another one composed of two members (Z. Zakharia from the University of
Maryland (USA) and B. Otcu from Mercy College (USA)).

4.8. Impact of the Publications on the Research Community and the General Public

The impact of publications on a research community is commonly measured through
the number of citations, that is, the number of times a publication is cited by subsequent
publications. The number of citations is commonly regarded as a measure of the usefulness,
impact, or influence of a publication [43]. In order to measure the impact of the publications
about bilingual education on the research community, a list of the top 10 cited authors
on bilingual education was examined (Table 4). As can be observed, O. García from City
University of New York (USA) stood out as the most-cited author with 4002 citations,
an h-index of 29, and a speciality index of 14.4%, meaning that 14% of her total research
outcome dealt explicitly with bilingual education, as indicated either in the title, abstract,
or keywords of her published documents. J. Cummins from the University of Toronto
(Canada) stood out as the second most-cited author with 3960 citations, an h-index of 30,
and a speciality index of 23.3%, followed by N.H. Hornberger from the University of
Pennsylvania (USA) with 2908 citations, an h-index of 23, and a speciality index of 24.1%.
J. Cenoz from Universidad del País Vasco (Spain) and N. Flores from the University of
Pennsylvania (USA) completed the list of the five most-cited authors, with 2556 citations
(h-index of 25 and a speciality index of 24.1%) and 1804 citations (h-index of 19 and a
speciality index of 27%), respectively. Additional authors from Israel (M. Schwartz), Spain
(A. Huguet), the US (K. Escamilla, E.J. Johnson), and Australia (B. Devlin) completed the
list of the 10 most-cited authors on bilingual education research, with 601 to 49 citations
(h-index from 14 to 4, and index of speciality of 27.8 to 81.8).
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Table 4. Top 10 most-cited authors according to Scopus.

Author Affiliation (Country) Citations h-Index

Number of
Publications on

Bilingual
Education/Total

Publications

% Speciality
Index

García, O. City University of New York (USA) 4002 29 15/104 14.4

Cummins, J. University of Toronto (Canada) 3960 30 17/73 23.3

Hornberger, N.H. University of Pennsylvania (USA) 2908 23 19/79 24.1

Cenoz, J. Universidad del País Vasco (Spain) 2556 25 9/89 10.1

Flores, N. University of Pennsylvania (USA) 1804 19 10/37 27.0

Schwartz, M. Oranim Academic College of
Education (Israel) 601 14 15/54 27.8

Huguet, A. Universitat de Lleida (Spain) 542 14 9/54 16.7

Escamilla, K. University of Colorado Boulder (USA) 422 14 10/37 27.0

Johnson, E.J. Washington State University (USA) 341 8 9/26 34.6

Devlin, B. Charles Darwin University (Australia) 49 4 9/11 81.8

As for the impact of the publications about bilingual education on the general public,
data were gathered from the web search engine Google Scholar, as it provides free access to
scholarly literature to both the specialised and non-specialised audience. For this purpose,
the label “bilingual education” was searched, and the top 10 most-cited authors were
classified (Table 5). As can be observed, O. García stood out as the most cited author also on
this list, followed by S. May from the University of Auckland (Australia) and D. Coyle from
the University of Aberdeen (UK). I. Piller from Macquarie University (Australia) and G.E
Garcia from the University of Illinois (USA) were in the fourth and fifth position in terms
of number of citations, respectively. Additional authors from US institutions completed the
list of the top 10 most-cited, and therefore, most influential authors on bilingual education
research (i.e., J. MacSwan, N. Flores, E.D. Jong, C. Bratt Paulston, and Y. Kanno).

Table 5. Top 10 most-cited authors according to Google Scholar.

Author Affiliation (Country) Citations h-Index

García, O. City University of New York (USA) 31,591 71

May, S. The University of Auckland (Australia) 10,869 45

Coyle, D. University of Aberdeen (UK) 9048 31

Piller, I. Macquarie University (Australia) 6901 35

Garcia, G.E. University of Illinois (USA) 5628 28

MacSwan, J. University of Maryland (USA) 4886 30

Flores, N. University of Pennsylvania (USA) 4809 27

Jong, E. D. University of Florida (USA) 4775 29

Bratt Paulston, C. University of Pittsburgh (USA) 4704 34

Kanno, Y. Boston University (USA) 4554 22

4.9. Publication Distribution per Source

The analysis of the sources that published research documents on bilingual education
during the period of analysis shows that the Bilingual Research Journal encompassed the
highest number of documents in the field, with 366 (This number includes both the publi-
cations from the journal currently known as Bilingual Research Journal (1992–present) and



Educ. Sci. 2021, 11, 730 12 of 22

those from the journal formerly known as NABE (National Association for Bilingual Education)
Journal (1975–1991)) documents, which accounted for 8.1% of the overall scientific produc-
tion (Table 6). This source was followed by the International Journal of Bilingual Education
and Bilingualism, which made up 3.9% (177 documents) of the overall scientific production.
These two journals led the publication of sources on bilingual education research in the
last half-century, according to these findings. The third-ranked source was the Journal of
Multilingual and Multicultural Development, with 77 documents (1.7%), followed by the
journals Language and Education and Language Culture and Curriculum, with 49 (1.1%) and
40 (0.9%) documents published, respectively.

Table 6. Number of publications and Scopus bibliometric data of the top 10 sources.

Rank Source Publisher
(Country)

Number of
Documents

(N)
IF 2018 Quartile

(SSCI)
h-

Index
Total

Citations
(TC)

TC/N
Citation

Score
2018

SJR
2018 SNIP

1 Bilingual Research Journal Taylor & Francis,
Routledge (UK) 366 - - 28 2961 8.09 0.89 0.479 0.590

2
International Journal of
Bilingual Education and

Bilingualism

Taylor & Francis,
Routledge (UK) 177 2.620 Q1 23 1796 10.15 2.00 1.198 1.783

3 Journal of Multilingual and
Multicultural Development

Taylor & Francis,
Routledge (UK) 77 1.639 Q1 15 847 11.00 1.80 1.124 1.546

4 Language and Education Taylor & Francis,
Routledge (UK) 49 1.164 Q2 14 479 9.78 1.83 0.865 1.453

5 Language Culture and
Curriculum

Taylor & Francis,
Routledge (UK) 40 1.571 Q1 10 290 7.25 2.50 1.853 2.415

6 International Journal of the
Sociology of Language

De Gruyter,
(Germany) 29 - - 7 212 7.31 1.10 1.062 0.933

7 Language Policy Springer
(Germany) 26 1.000 Q2 16 570 21.92 1.92 1.494 1.579

8 International Multilingual
Research Journal

Taylor & Francis,
Routledge (UK 24 - - 11 276 11.50 1.91 1.151 1.260

9 International Review of
Education

Springer
(Germany) 20 - - 6 110 5.50 0.80 0.348 0.626

10 Journal of Latinos and
Education

Taylor & Francis,
Routledge (UK) 20 - - 6 99 4.95 0.67 0.472 0.824

Regarding the impact factor (IF), the journal that led the ranking was the International
Journal of Bilingual Education and Bilingualism (Q1), followed by the journals Multilingual
and Multicultural Development (Q1), Language and Education (Q2), and Language Culture
and Curriculum (Q1), in the indicated order. The case of the Bilingual Research Journal
is noteworthy. Despite being the journal with the largest number of publications on the
matter and with the highest h-index and total citations, it had no impact factor as it was
not indexed in JCR, which shows that the number of documents published on bilingual
education in a given journal is not necessarily related to the IF.

4.10. Publication Distribution per Keyword

In an attempt to frame their contributions in the subject area most directly linked to
the topic addressed, scientific authors usually list a series of keywords in their research
documents. Academic editors and reviewers can expand those keywords with additional
terms from other databases according to the subject matter [6]. Keywords therefore allow
the focus of publications to be identified. In order to easily pinpoint the main topics on
which research output on bilingual education was dealing with, a word cloud was created in
accordance with the number of keywords found in the whole period of analysis (1969–2018),
where the word size and the number of keywords found are directly proportional (Figure 6).
Additionally, the evolution in time of the keywords found in the research output of the
period analysed can be found in Figure 7.
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Figure 6. Word cloud of the keywords found in the period of analysis (1969–2018).

Figure 7. Time evolution of the keywords.

The results show that the most prominent keywords related to bilingual education
research related, to a large extent, to the name of the research field of analysis (“bilin-
gualism,” “education,” and “language”), to institutional regulations on language educa-
tion (“language policy”), and to certain bilingual education approaches (e.g., “CLIL”).
The prominence of further keywords shows the abundance of studies on bilingual ed-
ucation dealing with the concept of bilingualism applied to human beings (“humans”),
language skills (“literacy,” “biliteracy”), instruction issues (“teaching”), additional bilin-
gual education models (“immersion”), and certain pedagogical strategies on L1–L2 use
(“translanguaging”), among others.

The analysis of keywords by decades (Table 7) showed a scant number of rather
complex keywords in the first period of study (1969–1978), which indicates that in the
1970s, few studies included keywords in their publications. In the following decade, studies
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on bilingual education related to cognitive and neurologic aspects (e.g., “central nervous
system”) began to burgeon. In the decade of the 1990s, a trend similar to the previous
decade was observed, although new studies on bilingual education for minority and
indigenous language speakers were developed (e.g., “indigenous people”). The beginning
of the 21st century remained roughly similar to previous decades. Nevertheless, additional
new keywords upstaged the ones previously related to indigenous language-related issues,
and research conducted on institutional language regulations (e.g., “language policy”)
became relevant. The last decade (2009–2018), which matched the period with the highest
volume of documents published in the field (cf. Section 4.1), can be highlighted by the
consolidation of the research on the design, development, and analysis of language and
bilingual education regulations, as well as on instruction issues. However, this decade was
chiefly characterised by the sound increase of studies on CLIL.

Table 7. Top five keywords per decade.

Keyword
Rank

Keyword (N)

1969–1978 1979–1988 1989–1998 1999–2008 2009–2018

1
Bilingual 5th–8th graders,
implications for bilingual
education programmes (1)

Language (4) Bilingual education (12) Bilingual education (121) Bilingual education (510)

2

Free recall of categorised vs.
non-categorized word lists in
English vs. Spanish vs. mixed

condition, degree of
bilingualism (1)

Central nervous system (3) Education (4) Language (24) Bilingualism (87)

3 Language, monolingual (1) Education (3) Indigenous people (4) Education (23) Language policy (69)

4 - Child (2) Bilingual (3) Bilingualism (20) Education (50)

5 - Human (2) Language (3) Language policy (20) CLIL (46) 1

1 This number includes the records found both in the keyword’s complete (“Content and Language Integrated Learning”) and acronym
(“CLIL”) form.

4.10.1. Distribution of Main Keywords per Country

In order to provide a more focused view of the main topics dealt with in bilingual
education research in different geographical areas, the five most abundant keywords in the
top 10 most productive countries of bilingual education research, in terms of the number of
publications, were collected (Table 8). According to these findings, most countries referred
in their studies to the phenomenon (bilingualism) in the fields of study (education and
languages) it which it was embedded. The spread of research on language regulations and
policies in these many contexts, such as the USA, Australia, South Africa, and, to a lesser
extent, China, is also remarkable.

The presence of “CLIL” as the main keyword in Spain is noteworthy. The geographical
area was also highly relevant in bilingual education research. In some cases, the country
where the research was conducted was used as a keyword (e.g., “Israel,” “Australia,”
“Spain,” and “Hong Kong”). This also occurred with the languages involved in bilingual
education settings (e.g., “Hebrew” in Israel, “French immersion” in Canada; “community”
and “indigenous languages” in Australia, and “minority languages” in the UK).

Additional different, albeit related, keywords were found in most of these countries,
regarding primarily different bilingual education models (e.g., “immersion” in Canada and
Germany and “medium of instruction” in China), language skill command (“biliteracy” in
South Africa and “literacy” in Canada), different educational levels and ages (“preschool
bilingual education” in Israel, “primary education” in Spain, and “child” in the Nether-
lands), as well as particular foci of interest in specific contexts, for example, “bilingual
education for peace” in Israel.



Educ. Sci. 2021, 11, 730 15 of 22

Table 8. Top five keywords in the 10 most productive countries.

Country
Keyword (N)

1 2 3 4 5

USA Language policy (42) Bilingualism (33) Education (29) English language learners
(29) Language (27)

Spain CLIL (29) Bilingualism (15) Spain (14) Multilingualism (8) Primary education (7)

United Kingdom Bilingualism (13) Education (13) Language (10) Indigenous population (7) Minority languages (6)

Canada Bilingualism (6) Immersion (5) French immersion (3) Identity (3) Literacy (3)

Australia Language policy (6) Australia (4) Bilingualism (4) Community languages (2) Indigenous (2)

China Teaching (10) Medium of instruction (8) Bilingual teachings (7) Hong Kong (7) Language policy (7)

Israel Israel (6) Hebrew (4) Peace education (4) Preschool bilingual
education (4) Integrated Education (3)

Netherlands Human(s) (10) Multilingualism (6) Education (5) Language (5) Child (4)

South Africa Language policy (7) Bilingualism (2) Biliteracy (2) Codeswitching (2) Education (2)

Germany Multilingualism (3) Immersion (2) Language awareness (2) Learning (2) Nation State (2)

4.10.2. Distribution of Main Keywords per Affiliation

Table 9 shows a distribution of the three main keywords found in the documents
published by the top 15 affiliations.

Table 9. Main keywords per affiliation (Bilingual education excluded).

Rank Affiliation Keyword 1 Keyword 2 Keyword 3

1 University of Texas at Austin Language ideologies Dual language
Emergent bilinguals/language
policy/transitional bilingual
education/translanguaging

2 Arizona State University English language
learners Arizona Bilingualism/dual language

3 City University of New York Bilingualism Emergent bilinguals Language policy/translanguaging

4 University of Texas at San
Antonio Dual language Language policy English language learners

5 University of Arizona Language planning Language policy Bilingual programming

6 University of Toronto Identity Advantages of
bilingualism

American Sign
Language/bilingual and

immersion programs

7 University of Pennsylvania Bilingual intercultural
education/biliteracy

Language
activism/language

planning
Language policy/Quechua

8 University of Colorado at
Boulder Bilingual teachers - -

9 University of California, Los
Angeles English learners - -

10 Columbia University in the
City of New York Ghanaian education Latinos Literacy/translanguaging

11 University of Illinois at
Urbana-Champaign Bilingualism English learners -

12 Texas A&M University Academic achieve-
ment/bilingualism Biliteracy/culture English language

learners/language

13 The University of Hong Kong Classroom interaction Language policy -

14
The Doctorate-Granting

Institution of the City
University of New York

Emergent bilinguals Language policy New York City/translanguaging

15 University of Washington,
Seattle Bilingual teachers Teacher education Language policy

As occurred in the distribution of keywords per country, there seemed to be a re-
markable concern for language regulations and policies in the research output of most
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of these affiliations, as the keywords “language policy” appeared as the second or third
most abundant keyword in nearly half of the top 15 affiliations. Some ideological concerns
regarding bilingual education were also noted (e.g., “language ideologies” at the University
of Texas at Austin, “identity” at the University of Toronto, and “language activism” at
the University of Pennsylvania). A notable concern for specific types of bilingual educa-
tion models was also observed (e.g., “emergent bilinguals” at the University of Texas at
Austin, City University of New York, and The Doctorate-Granting Institution of the City
University of New York; “transitional bilingual education” at the University of Texas at
Austin; “dual language” at the University of Texas at Austin, Arizona State University,
and University of Texas at San Antonio; and “bilingual and immersion programs” at the
University of Toronto). This similarly occurred with the languages involved in bilingual
education settings, where English stood as the main language explored (e.g., “English
language learners” at Arizona State University, University of Texas at San Antonio, Uni-
versity of California Los Angeles, University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, and Texas
A&M University), although some instances of research carried out on minority languages
(e.g., “Quechua” in University of Pennsylvania) and languages for people with hearing
impairments (e.g., “American Sign Language” in University of Toronto) were also found.

Additional relevant keywords were observed regarding instruction and organisa-
tional issues (e.g., “bilingual teachers” at the University of Colorado at Boulder and
“teacher education” at the University of Washington, Seattle and “language planning” at
the University of Arizona and University of Pennsylvania; “bilingual programming” at
the University of Arizona), pedagogical strategies on L1–L2 use (e.g., “translanguaging”
at the University of Texas at Austin, City University of New York, Columbia University
in the City of New York, and The Doctorate-Granting Institution of the City University
of New York), language skills (e.g., “biliteracy” at the University of Pennsylvania and
Texas A&M University, and “literacy” at Columbia University in the City of New York),
certain educational contexts (e.g., “Arizona” at Arizona State University, and “Ghanaian
education” and “Latinos” at Columbia University in the City of New York), benefits of
bilingual education (e.g., “advantages of bilingualism” at the University of Toronto, “aca-
demic achievement” at Texas A&M University), and cultural aspects related to bilingual
education (e.g., “bilingual intercultural education” at the University of Pennsylvania and
“culture” at Texas A&M University).

5. Discussion and Conclusions

This study provides an overall account of the worldwide research production of
bilingual education in the last 50 years from a bibliometric perspective, a study that, to the
authors’ knowledge, has not been conducted to date. To respond to the research questions,
the evolution of bilingual education research in terms of time issues, geographical areas,
institutional support, cooperation relation networks, the level of internationalisation of
authors, the impact of publications, main sources, and research subfields and topics in
bilingual education research was analysed.

Overall, the time evolution of publications on bilingual education showed a steady
increase in the number of research items published per year, and was exponential in
the last decade. This tendency is indicative of the increasing awareness of bilingual
education within the scientific community. This confirms what some authors already
forecasted regarding the recent setup of a truly global research scene on bilingual education,
particularly from the early 21st century onwards, which has come to stay [28]. Given the
trend found in the results, it is expected that the number of publications on this topic will
continue increasing in the coming years.

Dissemination of new knowledge on bilingual education was primarily done in the
form of scientific articles. Whereas novel and developing research is usually disseminated
through other means, such as conference papers, progress in consolidated research fields is
disseminated by means of scientific papers [42]. These results evidence that the field of
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bilingual education is a well-established research field whose development is shared with
the scientific community mainly in the form of scientific articles [6].

The US was indisputably the worldwide leading provider of bilingual education
research in the period of analysis, both in terms of number of publications and institutional
support received, followed by Spain, the UK, Canada, China, and Australia. These results
may be explained by the well-acknowledged tradition of bilingual education research
in the US [12–15], mainly in the forms of maintenance bilingual education to enable
speakers of minority languages to develop skills in the majority language while maintaining
their home language [18]; transitional bilingual education [20], common in US bilingual
programmes for Spanish native speakers (or Latinos) where the L1 is used in earlier
educational settings; or TWI, in which language-majority and -minority students are
integrated to receive content instruction and language development in both languages [23],
revealing a progressive increasing focus on FL immersion in that country. Regarding
Spain, the remarkable number of research documents provided by that country evidences
that it has recently become one of the European leaders in bilingual education practices
and research, in particular concerning maintenance bilingual education in areas where
different official languages co-exist [18], and especially on CLIL, and as some authors
attest [16,17] it has even outpaced Canada, one of the forerunners of current bilingual
programmes in Europe and beyond in terms of the number of publications during the
period of analysis. The case of the United Kingdom merits special attention. Despite
being considered one of the less prominent European countries in the implementation and
development of bilingual education programmes [44], the pervasive amount of research
output in the field can be explained by the valuable and extensive contributions made to
the field by some key figures. For example, the work developed by the well-recognised
Colin Baker or Do Coyle— the latter referred to as a “beacon” in guiding good bilingual
education practices [33] (p. 8) by, among others, the theorising, analysis, and application
of bilingual education approaches—is widespread, abundant, and largely acknowledged
by the scientific community across the globe. Additionally, the support provided by
UK organisations to bilingual education research compared to that of other geographical
areas (cf. Section 4.5) can explain the number of publications from that country. The
substantial research output from China on this subject matter can be explained by the
bulk of studies focused on minority-language students [45] and English–Chinese bilingual
education, especially in Hong Kong after British colonialism [46,47]. Australian scientific
production can be attributed to the notable number of studies on bilingual education
focused on indigenous-language speakers [25,48], immigrant groups [49], and mainstream
English speakers seeking additional language study during the late 20th and early 21st
centuries [50], among others. The plentiful scientific output of European countries can be
attributed to the boundless proliferation of studies on CLIL developed in Central Europe
in the last two decades [33]. The cases of Israel and South Africa show a rapid and
productive development on bilingual education research, especially from the early 21st
century onwards, primarily on Palestinian–Jewish bilingual education in the case of the
former [51] and on the use of English and African languages as a medium of education in
additive bilingual contexts after the British colonisation in the case of the latter [52]. The
low contribution from other geographical areas, such as African, South American, and
Middle Eastern countries, is noteworthy, and evidences that much remains to be done in
the development and dissemination of research on bilingual education in these countries,
some of which (e.g., Latin America) have a long tradition of bilingualism and bilingual
education [53,54].

Regarding affiliations and sponsors, the US institutions unsurprisingly led the af-
filiations that published and funded most worldwide research conducted on bilingual
education, except for Canada and China. Overall, these results concur with the findings
of the analysis on the number of publications found per country in the period of analysis
(1969–2018), which placed the USA as the worldwide leader in the scientific production of
bilingual education, followed, by a wide margin, by other countries such as Canada, China,
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and, by a long distance, other European institutions. These findings reinforce the overall
assumption of US hegemony on research funding [55], which can explain the outstanding
number of publications provided by that country during the last half-century. The few
non-US funding organisations found in subsequent positions and the scant number of
publications funded by them reveal the limited institutional support provided to bilingual
education research in other areas beyond North America and, albeit to a lesser extent,
Europe. This inevitably affects the development and dissemination of research findings
on bilingual education in other less explored contexts. A notable shortage of Chinese and
Australian financial support was, however, noted, which contrasts with their position in
the top-five ranking of countries in terms of the number of publications. This may be
indicative of many research studies developed in these countries being funded by other
external organisations.

With respect to the cooperation relation networks on bilingual education research,
there was a large community cluster led by the US involving intercontinental interaction
among institutions from Europe, Asia, and, to a lesser extent, South America. This may be
indicative of the substantial financial support provided by the US for bilingual education
research that allows the development of joint or collaborative research with researchers
from other countries and continents. Other smaller clusters included some European coun-
tries (e.g., UK, the Netherlands, and Spain), South Africa, Asian countries, and Australia.
However, some countries such as Switzerland, the Russian Federation, and Japan showed
lack of international cooperation in bilingual education research, probably due to the scant
financial support provided in those countries for this purpose.

As for the collaboration of authors in bilingual education research, a limited level of
internationalisation was observed, with only three clusters found, all composed of scholars
from US institutions, revealing that despite the existence of research cooperation among
countries, at the level of research collaboration among authors, studies seem to be mostly
carried out within borders, especially in the US.

Regarding the impact of the publications on bilingual education on the research
community and the general public, the results show that most of the cited authors belonged
to institutions from the US, Canada, Spain, and Israel, and, to a lesser extent, Australia,
with O. García being the most cited, and therefore, influential author on bilingual education
research according to both Scopus and Google Scholar. However, the difference found in
the list of most-cited authors depending on the search source is noteworthy. For example,
S. May from the University of Auckland (Australia) and D. Coyle from the University of
Aberdeen (UK) appeared as the second and third most-cited authors according to Google
Scholar, respectively, whereas they were not included in the top-10 most-cited author list
according to Scopus. This may be explained by the fact that Google Scholar includes
documents from other indexed and/or non-indexed sources and that there may be scholars
who do not have an updated profile in that search engine. Anyway, further investigation
should be conducted to explore the real impact on the research carried out on bilingual
education on the general public through additional different and contrasted search sources.

As for publication sources, the journal that led the scientific production on bilingual
education in terms of the number of publications was the Bilingual Research Journal. How-
ever, despite showing the highest number of documents, it had no impact factor, which
indicates that the number of publications on bilingual education in a journal is not directly
related to the IF [6].

The analysis of keywords showed a pervasive tendency to use terms directly related
to the field of study to frame research contributions in the first place. The appearance of
additional keywords related to cognitive and neurologic aspects in the 1979–1988 decade
can be explained by the upsurge in the number of studies addressing bilingual education
for learners with special needs in this period, especially with hearing impairments [56].
The proliferation of studies on as CLIL in the last decade (2009–2018) reinforces the assump-
tion that this bilingual educational model constitutes the European bilingual education
approach of reference in the early 21st century, particularly in Europe [27,31,32]. As for the



Educ. Sci. 2021, 11, 730 19 of 22

keywords analysed by country, a sound interest in language and education regulations,
especially in the USA, Australia, and South Africa, was found. Similarly, a widespread
concern for CLIL, particularly in Spain, was observed. This was expected due to the
myriad of studies conducted on this approach in that country in the last two decades [17].
The geographical area where the research was conducted and the languages involved
in different bilingual education contexts were also relevant. Further common interests
such as bilingual education models, education levels, and ages, as well as particular foci
of interest in specific contexts, appeared as relevant topics. For example, in Israel, the
fact that peace education appeared as the third-ranked position of the most numerous
keywords in publications from that country indicates that the development of bilingual
education in conflict-ridden environments to promote respect and mutual understanding
is of great relevance for bilingual education research in that Middle Eastern country [51].
The aforementioned tendency was also observed when exploring the main keywords of
the top 15 affiliations in terms of the number of publications on bilingual education, which
were reflected as primary research concerns for issues related to language regulations and
policies, types of bilingual education models, and languages involved, among others, with
English being the main language explored in these settings in this case, probably due to
the fact that the vast majority of these institutions are located in the US.

Despite the valuable insights provided by the results of this study, some limitations
should be acknowledged. For example, the analysis of documents was limited to the year
2018, as the search in the Scopus database was completed in September 2019 and complete
information for the whole year was not yet available. Therefore, the scientific output of that
year was not included. Moreover, additional publications published in languages other
than English or unavailable in the Scopus database, which could have been of interest for
the study, such as grey literature (recent books, project reports, PhD theses, etc.), were not
considered for analysis, which may have constituted a source of bias. Furthermore, we
used keywords to identify the main topics of the publications analysed. Prospective studies
can analyse additional elements such as words from abstracts in order to get more detailed
results. Finally, the review of such a wide field of enquiry with different research paradigms
and subtopics prevented the authors from delving deeper into the variables analysed and
from including additional interesting variables of analysis due to length limitations.

Notwithstanding the above, this bibliometric analysis provides a broad picture of the
research production worldwide on bilingual education in the last half-century that can be
used as a baseline for further analysis and comparisons. The results of this study can be
potentially useful for future deeper research into particular aspects or (sub) topics on this
subject matter and on specific contexts and/or particular geographical areas. For example,
they may allow researchers to conduct comparative analyses of specific contexts in order
to identify different interests or socio-political and economic processes that may underlie
the variety of foci in bilingualism and bilingual education research, a truly consolidated
research field that has hoarded most of the international scientific production on language
use and learning in recent decades, which, in view of the results of this study, is envisaged
to continue growing.
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Abbreviations and Acronyms

CBI Content-Based Instruction
CLIL Content- and Language-Integrated Learning
EMEMUS English-medium education in multilingual educational settings
EMI English-medium instruction
EMT English-medium teaching
FL foreign language
ICLHE integrating content and language in higher education
IF impact factor
IP immersion programmes
L1 mother tongue
L2 second language
LAC Language Across the Curriculum
TWI Two-way immersion
WoS Web of Science
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