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1 Introduction

The contrast of different learning contexts and their impact on learners’ linguistic
development in a second or foreign language is one of the new areas of interest in
SLA research. Collentine and Freed (2004: 158) have argued for the relevance of
analysing context dependent effects: ““[...] The study of SLA within and across vari-
ous contexts of learning forces a broadening of our perspective of the most impor-
tant variables that affect and impede acquisition in general”. Their study dealt with
an unconventional learning context, Study Abroad (SA), and its impact on learners’
linguistic and attitudinal development. The CLIL (content and language integrated
learning) approach to education represents another unconventional learning context
in that respect. It is also one that holds enormous promise for the field of SLA
research, in spite of being still in its infancy, in terms of both accumulated experi-
ences and assessment of results. Indeed, in France, Italy, Spain, Finland, The
Netherlands, to take a few reported cases, programmes, either in foreign or second
languages, really only got off the ground at the beginning of and throughout the
1990s, as described in Grenfell (2002). However, there are a few exceptions such as
Germany, where the first CLIL programmes date from the mid 1960s (Wolff 2002;
Zydatiss 2012), and Belgium (Van de Craen et al. 2007). They were visibly
dovetailing the European policies of the time (European Commission 1995). In
sum, both CLIL experiences as such and CLIL studies are young, particularly in
comparison with nearly 50 years of Canadian immersion experiences.

CLIL has been defined as an European approach to education in which a language
different from the domestic language is used as the medium of instruction for
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curricular subjects at primary and secondary stages of education.! The origins of the
CLIL proposal lie in bilingual approaches to education in Europe and around the
world either in particular schools or school regions (see Lasagabaster 2015). CLIL
rapidly showed the capacity to take on board lessons drawn from them and in par-
ticular from the Canadian and US immersion programmes and content based
instruction (CBI).? The ultimate objectives of CLIL programmes have been sum-
marised by Zydatiss, who underscores the ‘bifocal’ nature of the approach encom-
passing both content and language, as has been strongly advocated by specialists, in
the following highly realistic terms:

[...] the overriding purpose of the CLIL approach in our multilingual highly mobile societ-
ies would seem to be empowerment of school learners (through the performance of scho-
lastic tasks) to acquire subject knowledge, study skills and cognitive operations (based on
verbal thought) via a foreign language, almost regardless of which particular school subject
or topic may be chosen in a specific instructional setting. (Zydatiss 2012: 23)

It is indeed true that CLIL can be described as an idiosyncratic development in
modern European educational policies vis-a-vis languages, as Pérez-Vidal (2015)
and Lasagabaster (2015) present in detail. It reflects multilingual policies and the
promotion of mobility and internationalisation as the ultimate goal across the edu-
cational systems of the 27 member states in the Union, with its total 23 languages
and populations “exhibiting mostly a monolingual habitus”, as Dalton-Puffer (2011:
185) very rightly points out (for an update on European multilingual educational
policies, see Cenoz and Genesee 1998; Cenoz and Jessner 2000; Wilkinson 2004;
Dalton-Puffer 2007, 2008; Dafouz and Guerini 2009).?

If we now turn to CLIL studies, research on the linguistic, content and attitudinal
effects of CLIL has gained momentum throughout the past decade producing the
first interesting findings both regarding its pedagogical dimension, with an empha-
sis on the pragmatic and discourse features of classroom language, content learning
attainment and linguistic progress, the latter being the focus of the study presented
in this chapter. The psycholinguistic dimension of CLIL has been described in terms
of the quality of its input (meaning oriented) and interaction (focused on subject
matter) and the cognitive/learning abilities which it fosters (see Muifloz 2015).
Focusing on such language learning outcomes, we are beginning to identify the
areas of second/foreign language competence, which are most likely to benefit from
CLIL instruction and those which seem to do less so, and the variables which seem to
affect progress or lack thereof (see in this volume: Ruiz de Zarobe 2015; Prieto-Arranz
et al. 2015; Gené-Gil et al. 2015; Rallo Fabra and Jacob 2015; Juan-Garau et al. 2015;

!“Integrating content and language’ (in ‘higher education’), that is ILC/ILCHE are the correspond-
ing terms used to refer to the same or similar approaches, respectively, at tertiary level, or the
specific ones ‘English-medium instruction’ (EMI) and ‘English taught programmes’ (ETP) (see
Pérez-Vidal 2015 for further details).

2See Pérez-Vidal (2009, 2013) for the European perspective; Genesee (1987, 2013) and Wesche
(2002) on the Canadian experiences; and Brinton et al. (1989) for an update of CBI in the US.
3Dalton-Puffer (2011: 184) also notes that an analogous process seems to have taken place in other
continents, Latin America and China being cases in point.
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Amengual-Pizarro and Prieto-Arranz 2015; Menezes and Juan-Garau 2015).
This chapter focuses on such different linguistic gains when analysing secondary
school CLIL learners enrolled on a programme offered at a school in a large Catalan
city in Spain (see Juan-Garau and Salazar-Noguera 2015 for a general description
of secondary school contexts in our setting). The programme was carefully designed
by the school board and language specialists, both internal and external, well in
advance of its implementation, in order to ensure maximum efficacy and stability
over the years. The study features intergroup contrasts with a non-CLIL group. The
chapter first summarises the current state of thinking regarding CLIL effects on
linguistic progress, then presents the study and its results and finally discusses them
and draws some conclusions.

2 CLIL Under Scrutiny

The interest in the investigation of CLIL programmes is undeniable, and only
paralleled by the undiminishing interest in the analysis of the educational experi-
ences on which CLIL has undoubtedly been modelled. These are the immersion
programmes set up in the U.S., mostly for Spanish, and those in Canada, both in the
mid 1960s, the latter, at the start, with the explicit goal of “additive bilingualism”
for English-speaking students in a language other than that of their home and wider
community, namely French. It is thus not surprising that research on the effects of
European CLIL contexts of learning has often sought to substantiate North American
findings with regard to such immersion programmes and probed in the same areas
of learner development.*

The CLIL research literature has thus focused on three main areas of enquiry in
which such an educational approach was expected to have an impact and become a
“catalyst for change”, as Dalton-Puffer calls it (2011: 186): the learners’ L1 and
how it may be affected by the use of an L2 as the medium of instruction; content
learning attainment through an L2 and target language progress (see Ruiz de Zarobe
2015 as an example of a chapter encompassing those three research strands).

With respect to the first issue, Canadian research not only shows the absence of
negative effects of immersion on the development of learners’ L1s but it actually
posits cognitive benefits (see for example Cummins 1976) and advantages on con-
tent learning (Genesee 1994). Turning to the linguistic effects of immersion, “metic-
ulous research has put it under the microscope in its various forms for the past 35

*In Canada, early French immersion started with a well-researched experiment in St. Lambert,
Quebec, in a kindergarten in 1965. Thirty-five years later, the last count stood at over 325,000
students enrolled on the programmes, that is 10 % of the children in English language schools
studying French (that represents 55 % of elementary school students and 47 % of secondary school
students) (Wesche 2002: 358). Immersion exists in indigenous and non-official heritage languages.
In the U.S., immersion started in the Coral Way school programme in Miami in the 1960s to serve
school populations with either English or Spanish in both languages. It is highly successful in
around 248 two-way programmes in 23 states and Washington D.C. in more than ten languages.
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[now 45] years, and documented it in several thousands of reports to school boards,
articles, book chapters, master and doctoral theses, and books” (Wesche 2002:
357).> What emerges from those studies is that, in comparison to non-immersion
students, immersion students develop (a) almost nativelike comprehension skills as
measured by tests of listening and reading comprehension; and (b) high levels of
fluency and confidence in using the second language and a more open attitude
towards French culture “helping to close the gap between Canada’s English and
French solitudes” (Swain 2000: 208), while (c) production skills seem to be non-
nativelike in terms of grammatical accuracy, lexical variety and sociolinguistic
appropriateness. Consequently, immersion students in Canada have been found to
be second language speakers who are relatively fluent and effective communicators,
but non-targetlike in terms of grammatical structure and non-idiomatic in their lexi-
cal choices and pragmatic expression in comparison to native speakers of the same
age. In contrast with students learning French in traditional core French language
arts courses, Wesche (2002) summarises results stating that all types of French
immersion programmes, that is early immersion—starting between 4 and 6 years of
age—, middle or delayed immersion—starting at age 9— and late immersion—
starting at either 11 or 12—consistently lead to far stronger French proficiency in all
skills than does traditional language instruction (forty minutes per day) and prepare
students for bilingual secondary school programmes with approximately a third of
the course work taught through French.

Against such a backdrop, if we now turn to CLIL effects concerning language
achievement, general statements regarding the CLIL impact on students’ language
learning outcomes are by and large very positive. This is the case of the Netherlands
(Admiraal et al. 2006); Spain (Lasagabaster 2008; Alejo and MacArthur 2009;
Lasagabaster and Ruiz de Zarobe 2010; Lorenzo et al. 2010; Pérez-Vidal and Juan-
Garau 2010); Austria (Ackerl 2007; Dalton-Puffer 2007, 2008, 2011); Norway
(Hellekjaer 2010); Sweden (Sylvén 2004); Finland (Nikula 2007), Belgium (Van de
Craen et al. 2007) or Germany (Zydatiss 2007, 2012), to name but a few.

More specifically, recent updated replications by Dalton-Puffer (2011) and Ruiz
de Zarobe (2008) to initial well-known reviews of findings (Dalton-Puffer 2007,
2008) emphasize the potential contrasting CLIL versus non-CLIL effects on recep-
tive versus productive abilities as follows: (a) reading clearly improves in CLIL
groups but results are mixed with respect to listening (Hellekjaer 2010); (b) CLIL
groups’ receptive vocabulary clearly improves: it is larger, including words from
lower frequency bands used more appropriately and with a wider stylistic range
than in non-CLIL groups (Zydatiss 2007; Jexenflicker and Dalton-Puffer 2010); (c)
only some morphological phenomena such as sentence complexity and affixal infla-
tion improve with CLIL (Dalton-Puffer 2007), but not the use of null subjects, nega-
tion and suppletive forms (Villarreal Olaizola and Garcia Mayo 2009); (d) spoken
fluency rates and risk-taking rise most noticeably (Escobar Urmeneta 2004; Zydatiss
2007; Lasagabaster 2008; Ruiz de Zarobe 2008; Moore 2009); (e) written fluency

3See, for example, Genesee (1987), Allen et al. (1990), Harley et al. (1990), Johnson and Swain
(1997), and Genesee (2013).
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and lexical and syntactic complexity improve (see previous references); and (f) so
do emotive-affective factors. On the other hand, those aspects which are either unaf-
fected by CLIL or for which research is inexistent or inconclusive are: (a) syntax;
(b) productive vocabulary; (c) written accuracy and discourse skills such as cohe-
sion and coherence, discourse structuring, paragraphing, register awareness, genre
and style and pragmatic efficiency (see Whittaker and Llinares 2009; Llinares et al.
2013 for comparisons of L2 and L1 subject writing); (d) informal/non-technical
language; (e) pronunciation (degree of foreign accent).

Of particular interest are studies which triangulate findings in an attempt to
model patterns of learning. Zydatiss’ (2007) empirical study relating language pro-
ficiency scores in the L2 and academic development is a case in point. He suggests
a double language threshold (a lower one and an upper one), which would act as
“intervening variables that either impede or support subject-matter learning in
German CLIL classrooms” (Zydatiss 2007: 27).

However, critical voices are beginning to make themselves heard both in relation
to the CLIL programmes themselves and to the research measuring outcomes. One
shared general observation with data from Austria seems to be reduced active stu-
dent participation in the classroom, which, as stated by Dalton-Puffer et al. (2008),
may lead to less learning. Another is the finding that content teaching is conducted
almost entirely without writing activities, as reflected by research findings. Criticism
has been strong at the methodological level and indeed CLIL research is still at an
early stage: due to the continuous growth in the number of CLIL programmes, often
those under scrutiny are either in a pilot phase (see Eurydice 2006, 2008) or are
purely experimental, with the array of methodological consequences that entail in
terms of the reliability and validity of findings (as discussed in Moore 2009). In
addition to that most samples analysed can only be compared to the same age groups
of learners exposed to foreign language instruction, without the time advantage of
the CLIL lessons unless ages are matched, thus representing yet another obstacle for
the generalizability of results. In that vein, Bruton (2011) re-evaluates some of the
existing research on CLIL particularly in terms of sampling, pretesting and observa-
tion data and questions both quantitative and qualitative results and the conclusions
drawn thus far.

3 The Study: A CLIL Programme in Practice

In the study presented in this chapter, the effect of a CLIL programme on English as
foreign language (EFL) linguistic progress is examined. Data were collected at a
well-established school located in the city of Barcelona, Catalonia. The whole pro-
cess which the school went through to launch the programme can be seen to be an
example of good practice with regard to the implementation of a robust long-term
programme (see Escobar Urmeneta and Pérez-Vidal 2004 for a full description of
the planning phase). Eventually, assessment of results was allowed to take place and
afforded the data presented in this chapter.
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3.1 The CLIL Programme in Context

The school council of the Catalan educational institution in which data for this study
were collected had decided to adopt a CLIL approach after taking into consideration
and evaluating different innovative initiatives for their language department. Their
aim was to guarantee adequate exit levels in English as a foreign language and a
good preparation for a university degree where knowledge of languages was seen to
be an asset.

A team of university experts, one of them being the first author of this chapter,
was contacted to act as school consultants for the preparation and subsequent fol-
low-up of the programme. They were to: (a) provide the school managers with
advice on the decisions to be taken in relation with the design of the programme; (b)
provide advice on how best to communicate the novelties and the rationale behind
them to parents; (c) train the teachers and advise them in the design and selection of
appropriate activities and materials, and in their choice of suitable teaching tech-
niques; and (d) counsel and monitor the teachers during the first year of the
programme.

Throughout that year and prior to the implementation of the CLIL programme
the school undertook a preparatory period which, stage by stage, involved the three
distinct parties with a major role in the programme:

e Stage I was devoted to the School Board: the Head teacher and the Language
Coordinator. Atthis stage decisions were made as to the design of the implementation
programme. It was to affect Grades 3 and 5 (8- and 11-year-olds respectively) with
CLIL lessons in Science.

o Stage II included the families: a lecture was given and a leaflet was issued with
answers to the most frequently asked questions in relation with CLIL.

o Stage III was addressed to the teachers and it involved an extensive 30-h Teacher
Education Programme over 1 year. Twelve primary class teachers, four primary
English teachers, and four secondary teachers (two specialised in EFL and two
in Science) took part. The course was centred on developing strategies for foster-
ing learners’ listening and speaking abilities, unit design and lesson planning,
and, finally, assessment.

Thus, the model adopted by the school constitutes an unusual case of fruitful
collaboration between research experts and school administrators and practitioners
taking place in Europe (Escobar Urmeneta and Pérez-Vidal 2004).

3.2 The Linguistic Impact of the CLIL Programme

In order to analyse the linguistic impact of the CLIL programme described above,
the present study collected data from the first cohort of learners on the Science CLIL
programme in Grade 7 and compared them with learners who had not been involved
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in the programme. They both followed the conventional official curriculum in which
EFL is taught as formal instruction (FI). That is, the CLIL group (Group A), follows
FI and in parallel CLIL instruction (FI+CLIL), and hence it receives some ‘extra’
hours which are CLIL hours. The non-CLIL group (Group B) follows an FI only
programme. The combination of FI and CLIL in parallel is the current arrangement
in most CLIL programmes in Barcelona.

The study addresses the following research question: When contrasting a group
experiencing FI in combination with CLIL, and a group experiencing FI only, which
programme results in linguistic benefits, if at all, and which skills benefit the most,
if any? On the basis of the review of the literature presented above, we establish the
hypothesis that the group in the FI+CLIL programme will improve significantly
more than the FI group, and the receptive skills to a larger degree than the produc-
tive skills.

3.3 Participants

Participants were 2 groups of Catalan/Spanish bilingual EFL learners for which
English was their L3. Group A (N=50) was the experimental group experiencing
the FI plus CLIL, so they are the FI+ CLIL group (from now on GA: FI+CLIL
group). Group B is the control group (N=50) experiencing only FI, so they are
the FI group (from now on GB: FI group). There are 50 % of males and females
in each group.

Having been together in the same school since nursery, both groups had started
learning English at the age of 5/6 (Nursery), hence shared the age of onset of instruc-
tion (Aol). Data collection started when at the end of their first year of secondary
education (Grade 7) at the age of 13. They had both therefore had 8 years of
FI. However, GA: FI+CLIL had received 3 years of the extra CLIL hours from the
age of 10 years (Grade 5). In order to make comparisons possible, GA: FI+CLIL
was not matched for age with GB: FI, which would have created a disadvantage in
terms of time of exposure to English, but for total number of hours of exposure.
Consequently, this entailed that the latter group included learners who were a year
older than the former, as Table 1 displays.

Table 1 Participants (N=50)

Data collection
Aol in English T1 T2
GA: FI+CLIL Grade 7 (12/13 years) Grade 8 (13/14 years)
FI: Nursery (5/6 years)
CLIL: Grade 5 (10/11 years)
GB: FI Grade 8 (13/14 years) Grade 9 (14/15 years)
FI: Nursery (5/6 years)
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3.4 Design and Rationale of the Study

The study has a longitudinal pretest-posttest design as Table 2 below shows. Both
groups of learners were measured respectively before and after one academic year
in order to tap into gains obtained over the course of that year. Then, as their respec-
tive accumulated hours of exposure to English were very similar at the first data
collection time (T1), although for GA: FI+CLIL some of the hours were CLIL
hours, the difference in gains obtained by each group over that year was calculated.
The quantity of hours being similar and the quality being different, any contrasts in
the gains obtained by each group over a year treatment was expected to reveal
whether or not CLIL hours have a significantly higher positive effect on learners’
linguistic progress than non-CLIL hours of FI.

GA: FI+CLIL learners were measured in secondary when they were 13 (pretest)
and 14 (posttest) years old at the end of Grades 7 and 8 respectively. They had had
altogether 8 years of FI and 3 years of CLIL when data were collected for the first
time (T1), and 9 and 4 respectively when data were collected a second time (T2). G:
FI learners were measured in Grade 8 and 9 when they were 14 (pretest) and 15
(posttest) years old respectively, also at the end of each academic year. They had had
altogether 9 years of FI when at the first data collection time (T1), and 10 years of
FI when data were collected second time (T2).

Table 2 below displays the accumulated number of hours of English at T1 and T2
for each group. In the case of GA: FI+CLIL, at T1 data collection, in addition to
1,120 h of FI (approximately 140/year since Nursery) they had had 3 years of CLIL,
hence a total of 210 CLIL hours (70/year). Their total exposure to English was
1,330 h. One year later, at T2, GA had had 1,260 h of FI and 280 h of CLIL, that is
1,540 h in total. GB: FI, at T1 data collection, had had 1,260 h of FI (approximately
140/year since Nursery), and at T2, 1,400 h.

In order to assess the differential degree of gain between both groups, GA:
FI+CLIL gains between T1 and T2 are compared with gains by GB: FI, the control
group. The design allows for a between-groups comparison of the effect of a rela-
tively similar amount of hours of instruction: 210 h (140 FI+70 CLIL) in GA versus
140 h (FI) in GB.

Table 2 Design

T1 T2
GA: Grade 7 (12/13 years) Grade 8 (13/14 years)
FI+CLIL FI: 1,120 h+CLIL: 210 h FI: 1,260 h+ CLIL: 280 h
=1,330h =1,540 h
GB: FI Grade 8 (13/14 years) Grade 9 (14/15 years)

FI: 1,260 h FI: 1,400 h
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3.5 Instruments and Data Collection Procedures

Data were elicited from intact class groups in an exam-like situation, both for pro-
ductive and receptive skills. Production was elicited in writing, and reception in
writing and orally. In addition, lexico-grammatical abilities were also tapped into.
The instruments used to obtain the data were: (i) a composition on a given topic
measuring written production; (ii) a reading task (cloze) and a dictation measuring
written and oral comprehension; (iii) a sentence transformation test and a grammati-
cality judgement test with progressive degrees of difficulty in multiple choice for-
mat measuring lexico-grammatical ability. Data collection in two 1-h sessions was
handled by the class teachers due to institutional conventions. It took place in an
exam-like situation.

3.6 Analysis and Measures

Different procedures were used for the analysis of the data gathered. The reading
task, the dictation, the grammar and the grammaticality judgement tests were
straightforwardly corrected using objective criteria with a correcting profile. The
data obtained from the writing test were transcribed using the CLAN programme.
They were then analysed quantitatively for lexical and syntactic complexity, flu-
ency and accuracy features, as Table 3 shows (Wolfe-Quintero et al. 1998). The
data were also analysed qualitatively following a rating scale (Friedl and Auer
2007) whereby task fulfilment, organisation, grammar and vocabulary features
were measured. Results were introduced to a Stats Graphic matrix, and the formu-
lae for each ratio were calculated. Finally, mean results for all measures per group
were drawn and compared with an ANOVA statistical analysis, the significance
level set at <0.05.

Finally, the frequency figure counting for correct/incorrect items was calculated
per task. A final figure representing a general score was thus obtained for each task
in order to calculate linguistic progress for each specific competence dimension
analysed.

Table 3 Measures used to analyse written development

Quantitative measures | Syntactic complexity | Lexical complexity | Accuracy | Fluency
Qualitative measures | Task fulfilment Organisation Grammar | Vocabulary
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4 Results and Discussion

The results of this study for the measures presented above are displayed in Table 4. The
degree of significance has been set at .05. The T2 column for each group displays
amount of gains (+) or losses (—). Results reveal that both groups improve over the
course of the year under study, between T1 and T2, not surprisingly, in all measures but
written fluency, in which they both even lose. GB also suffers losses at T2 in written
syntactic complexity, that is, amount of subordination used. However, when the degree
of gains achieved by each group is compared, it is only GA, and not GB, which exhibits
levels of improvement. These gains are significantly higher than GB’s in three out of
the four domains of competence gauged, affecting the abilities of writing, reading and
lexico-grammatical competence.

Concerning the results skill by skill, GA’s performance in the written composi-
tion task yields significantly larger gains for accuracy than GB’s (F[1,196]=4.41,
p=0.037), and a tendency towards higher use of subordination (F[1,196]=0.25,
p=0.6201), whereas GB tends to show larger gains in vocabulary (F[1,196]=0.69,
p=0.406). They both show losses rather than gains in written fluency, higher in the
case of GB (F[1,196]=0.08, p=0.7801). As for the qualitative measures of written
production, GA also outperformed GB, even in vocabulary, in contrast to the already
mentioned quantitative measures (F[1,196]=2.37, p=0.1256). However, no quali-
tative results reached statistical significance. GB seems to only make a larger
improvement than GA as far as listening is concerned, and in one written measure,
lexical complexity, albeit not significantly either.

Turning to results related to reading comprehension, as tested by means of a cloze
test, they reveal that GA gained significantly more than GB over the course of a year
(F11,98]=5.14, p=0.0255). When focusing on listening comprehension, as tested by

Table 4 Mean values

GA: FI+CLIL GB: FI
Writing Tl T2 T1 T2
Syntactic complexity 0.40 0.39 (+0.01) 0.47 0.49 (-0.02)
Lexical complexity 6.50 6.71 (+0.21) 6.31 6.73 (+0.42)
Accuracy 0.120 0.078 (+0.042%) 0.092 0.086 (+0.006)
Fluency 146.2 145.1 (-1.1) 149.1 144.7 (-4.4)
Task Fulfilment 2.92 3.29 (+0.37) 2.63 2.87 (+0.24)
Organisation 2.84 3.24 (+0.4) 2.49 2.76 (+0.27)
Grammar 2.40 3.06 (+0.66) 2.34 2.70 (+0.36)
Vocabulary 2.52 3.18 (+0.66) 2.53 2.74 (+0.21)
Reading 14.3 16.1 (+1.69%) 14.6 14.8 (+0.22)
Listening 109.4 112.2 (+2.8) 109.7 112.7 (+3.1)
Grammar (Lexico-grammatical 37.1 39.8 (+2.72%) 38.5 38.8 (+0.3)

ability)

Note: The higher the value for syntactic complexity and accuracy, the lower the competence level
T1 first data collection time, 72 second data collection time
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means of a dictation given by the teacher, our results yield no significant differences
between both groups (F[1,198]=0.01, p=0.924). In fact, they both showed improvement
at T2, however, and contrary to what we had hypothesized, GB also presented a ten-
dency towards higher results than GA. Finally, when turning to the last linguistic
domain scrutinized, grammar results, as tested through a fill-in-the-gaps task and an
error correction task, results related to lexico-grammatical ability again indicated that
GA’s performance was significantly better than GB’s (F[1,98]=7.39, p=0.0078).

In sum, GA consistently produced significantly more accurate texts and grammar
manipulation tasks, and read significantly better. Their written texts tended to use more
subordination, be better organized, lexically richer and more purposeful. However,
they were less fluent. GB showed a tendency towards better listening abilities and use
of lexis when measured quantitatively. They improved in the rest of the measures, but
less than GA, lost ground in fluency, like GA, and, contrary to GA, also lost in the use
of subordination. GA’s significant leap forward in accuracy and general lexico-gram-
matical ability is relevant since, as already mentioned, CLIL courses are thought to
focus on meaning rather than on form. In this respect, only the extra amount of practice
or transfer of skills can explain these results, as is discussed further below.

Looking at these differences in greater detail, in written accuracy, GA shows a
0.042 progress over one academic year. This is significantly higher than GB’s
results, which only improved 0.006 from T1 to T2 (F[1,196]=4.41, p=0.037). As
for reading, GA obtained a 1.69 figure, which is significantly higher than GB’s 0.22
improvement (F[1,98]=5.14, p=0.0255). In the case of listening, GA’s progress
reached a value of 2.8 whereas GB’s progress reached 3.1, but the difference is not
statistically significant. This, together with lexical complexity in writing
(F[1,196]=0.69, p=0.406), is the only areas in which GB shows a tendency to out-
perform GA, as already noted.

In the light of these findings, we can address the hypothesis in the study. Our
results show that the CLIL programme seems to lead learners to improve signifi-
cantly more than non-CLIL learners in their abilities to write more accurate and
syntactically complex texts, and to generally improve in the whole set of qualitative
measures (task fulfilment, organisation, grammar and vocabulary). Significantly
higher improvement also accrues in their reading comprehension and lexico-
grammatical competence. It is only in the domain of listening comprehension that
GB tends to perform better than GA. These findings allow us to state that the second
part of our hypothesis concerning the greater progress in receptive skills for the
CLIL group is only partially confirmed. Indeed, whereas reading improves signifi-
cantly, listening does not. Furthermore, our findings show a significant improve-
ment in productive skills, whereas we had hypothesized they would lag behind
those for receptive skills, as writing, and particularly accuracy, significantly prog-
ress. The same occurs with lexico-grammatical abilities. This is in contrast with
findings published in previous studies and will be discussed further below.

Furthermore, although it is true that significant benefits do not accrue in all skills and
measurements, it is also true that tendencies in the differential progress between both
groups can allow us to establish the benefits of the school’s CLIL programme. Where
no benefits are found it can be argued that an academic year might not have been suf-
ficient for learners to register more substantial benefits, and that a longer course of study
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might eventually show that tendencies become significant differences. Hence we would
posit that our results confirm the effectiveness of a CLIL programme.

Several general considerations concerning such general progress made by the CLIL
group should be made here. First, when we review the research conducted in such set-
tings, and more specifically in other bilingual contexts, such as Catalonia and the
Basque Country, studies with detailed results for each skill seem to report similar find-
ings to ours regarding productive skills (Mufioz and Navés 2007; Lasagabaster 2008;
Ruiz de Zarobe 2008; Villareal and Gacia-Mayo 2009; Pérez-Vidal and Juan-Garau
2010). This is in contrast to other studies from Europe, as CLIL students in Spain tend
to show an improvement not only in receptive but also in productive skills. It is inter-
esting to highlight that in Lasagabaster’s study (2008), as in ours, younger CLIL
groups also scored lower than 1 year older non-CLIL groups in the listening tests (in
the present study CLIL learners scored lower than FI learners for the listening ability
not only when they were younger but also when both groups shared the same age).

Second, it has to be noted that the CLIL group has more hours of exposure.
However, it is of utmost importance to realise that in spite of GA having a few more
hours (70) than GB, when measured at T1 GA did not always outperform GB. For
example, while it is true that, as far as written competence goes, the former started at
a higher onset level in the domain of lexical complexity, task fulfilment organisation
and, in contrast, grammar, they had a lower onset level in the domain of accuracy,
vocabulary and fluency, just as in the domains of reading, listening comprehension
and lexico-grammatical ability. Hence, it could be argued that in those domains in
which GA is lower at T1, quantity of hours is not what matters but other factors such
as quality, readiness to learn, and motivation, among others. Another possible
explanation would be the maturational constraints of GA, as the group is a year
younger than GB, an issue which is beyond the scope of this chapter (but see Mufioz
2015 on this issue). What is interesting is that even in some of those domains in
which GA had lower onset levels, such as reading and lexico-grammatical ability,
they still outperformed GB at T2, after 70 extra CLIL hours plus 140 FI hours.

We now turn to a different set of considerations concerning the specific language
skills analysed. We will first address the issue of accuracy and lexico-grammatical
ability. The significant improvement found in the area of accuracy in the writing
skill and in lexico-grammatical abilities is a rather surprising finding. Opposite
results were obtained by the empirical studies carried out in Canada and Europe. In
Canada, this led to a concern for fostering accuracy, as proposed by Harley et al.
(1990) and more recently Lyster (2007). More specifically, these authors have pro-
posed balancing the experiential and analytical approaches, that is, introducing
approaches that focus on form in order to compensate for the low level in accuracy.
Therefore, the fact that accuracy in the writing skill and lexico-grammatical abilities
in general showed significant improvement in the case of our CLIL participants
might be explained by transfer of knowledge and skills from a FI context to a CLIL
context, since they are “often” and “very often” practised in the FI context. This idea
is further developed below (see Table 5).

We would now like to suggest an interpretation of our results in the light of the
theories related to the role of practice and skill transfer models. As regards the issue
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of transfer of knowledge and skills, there are two main differences between the
context on focus in our study, CLIL, and the contrasting context, FI, CLIL being
nearer a natural context than FI (see Pérez-Vidal 2015 for a detailed discussion).
One is the type and amount of input learners are exposed to in one and the other, the
second is the type of skills practice that learners engage in. Regarding the former,
we must remember that our setting is one where little input exposure can be expected
to be available outside the classroom walls, hence the additional CLIL hours are
quantitatively important. Additionally, CLIL’s qualitative differences with FI con-
cerning meaningfulness of interaction and authenticity of topics and materials are
also key for language development. Regarding the latter, the study of practice in
SLA literature has been recently retackled, especially with DeKeyser’s (2007a)
monographic book on practice, claiming that not only the amount of practice but
also the type is crucial to language learning. Previous studies on practice had
assumed a dual division between input practice and output practice. Two confronted
positions have developed over the years on this issue: VanPattern and colleagues,
defending the position within the input processing studies that comprehension prac-
tice alone is enough to bring about significant development, not only in comprehen-
sion but also in production (vanPatten and Cadierno 1993), and the skill-specificity
theory approach, represented by DeKeyser and Sokalski (1996) and DeKeyser
(2007b), which replicated vanPatten and Cadierno’s (1993) study and reached the
conclusion that “input practice is better for comprehension and output practice for
production” (DeKeyser and Sokalski 1996: 635). Thus, adopting the latter view, we
can expect that in learning contexts where sufficient input practice is provided, com-
prehension skills (both reading and listening) will improve after a certain period of
time. What seems not so straightforward is whether production skills (speaking and
writing) will also improve in learning contexts where only comprehension practice
is provided (with limited production practice) such as CLIL contexts. Hence we
have to resort to a different explanation for our results, that provided by transferability
of practice further below.

In our research study, reportedly each of both contexts allows different patterns of
language skills practice. As Table 5 below displays, in FI writing and reading skills
are often practiced, at least once a week, just as lexico-grammatical abilities, prac-
ticed often in every single class session. Listening is seldom practiced, particularly

Table 5 Skill practice

Skill CLIL context FI context

Writing Seldom practised (short Often practised (at least
exercises) once a week)

Reading Highly practised (every class Often practised (at least
session) once a week)

Listening Seldom practised (teacher talk) Seldom practised (teacher

talk)
Grammar (Lexico-grammatical | Very seldom practised (once a Very often practised (at

ability) month) least once a week)
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bidirectional listening, only through teacher talk. Oral production practice is limited.
In the CLIL context, whereas reading is practiced in every class session with a con-
siderable amount of authentic texts unusual in FI, practice in listening and writing
abilities is limited to teacher talk and very short exercises. Furthermore, lexico-
grammatical abilities are hardly ever practiced.®

In addition to the impact of practice within contexts and in order to interpret our
results for written production, we should take into account the possibility of trans-
ferability of practice occurring in a particular context onto another. As GA in our
study experiences a CLIL context together with a FI setting, their ability to transfer
linguistic skills and competences learnt in the FI classes to the communication situ-
ations encountered in CLIL sessions might have been at play and foster improve-
ment. This might explain why, although writing skills and lexico-grammatical
abilities are hardly practiced in the CLIL sessions, GA participants obtain signifi-
cantly better results than GB in these domains of competence. It could be argued
that the amounts of writing and grammar practice typical of FI are used in the CLIL
context and what students proceduralise in a FI context is automatized while in the
CLIL setting (DeKeyser 2007b). That is, the accumulated experience of FI is what
may play a major role in the relative benefits of an innovative or relatively uncon-
ventional and more naturalistic CLIL learning context such as the one enjoyed by
the learners in this study.

Conclusions

Results obtained to answer the research question in this study confirmed the
effectiveness of the CLIL programme, something which previous research
had already shown. However, significant benefits did not accrue in all skills
and measurements. Therefore, our hypothesis, which predicted that when
contrasting the differential effects on learners’ linguistic progress of the two
programmes, the group in the FI+CLIL would improve significantly more
than the FI group, especially in receptive skills, can be only partially con-
firmed. Reading, but not listening, improves significantly. Furthermore, our
findings show significant improvement in productive skills on behalf of the
FI+CLIL group. This is something we had not hypothesised, as writing,
and particularly accuracy, significantly progresses. A similar situation
occurs with lexico-grammatical abilities. This is in contrast with findings
published in previous studies. Therefore, with the present study we have
contributed to showing how, under CLIL conditions, certain aspects of lan-
guage competence which did not seem to register clear gains in previous
studies can also be developed. This would be the case for productive skills
(writing), and formal aspects such as accuracy (also in writing) or lexico-
grammatical abilities.

QOral production is not contemplated in our study due to unavailability of data.
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These results are in line with those from the COLE project reported in
Chapters “Testing Progress on Receptive Skills in CLIL and Non-CLIL
Contexts”, “Writing Development Under CLIL Provision”, and “Does CLIL
Enhance Oral Skills? Fluency and Pronunciation Errors by Spanish-Catalan
Learners of English” in Part II of this volume. Indeed, in COLE, receptive
skills improve the most in the case of CLIL learners in contrast with results
from non-CLIL learners, similarly to what the data presented in this chapter
reveal. More specifically, reading comprehension improves to a greater extent
than listening comprehension, and particularly with texts of a more specific
kind. As for productive skills, COLE data reveal the greater effectiveness of
the CLIL approach, in combination with formal instruction, with regard to
overall written production, compared to formal instruction on its own, where
significant progress is attained by the non-CLIL group only in accuracy.
Although this is not in line with the research review made by Dalton-Puffer
(2008), it mostly supports the findings by Lasagabaster (2008), Ruiz de
Zarobe (2010) and our own.

When examining factors beyond learner linguistic progress, such as atti-
tude, motivation and willingness to communicate, results from the COLE
project, as reported in Chapters “Exploring Affective Factors in L3 Learning:
CLIL vs Non-CLIL” and “English Learners’ Willingness to Communicate
and Achievement in CLIL and Formal Instruction Contexts” in this volume,
reflect that CLIL students tend to have more positive attitudes and beliefs
towards English than their non-CLIL peers, albeit not significantly so. Their
motivation to learn is also higher. However, it must be remembered that this is
true even before the CLIL experience starts, most probably as a consequence
of the fact that CLIL students are screened for good marks before entering the
programme, as Chapter “Exploring Affective Factors in L3 Learning: CLIL vs
Non-CLIL” clearly describes. The CLIL group also shows lesser anxiety and
higher WTC, the latter being related to higher levels of achievement in EFL.

Taken together, the results presented in Part II of this volume point to a
general beneficial effect of the CLIL programme over the non-CLIL pro-
gramme, as it raises the level of learners’ ultimate attainment. Interestingly, it
might be argued that, by being often first offered to the most advanced learn-
ers (or perceived as more attractive by them), it proves effective even before
the programme begins! It has often been claimed that education does not pres-
ent enough interesting and challenging opportunities for those learners who
find themselves in the upper levels. CLIL does indeed provide such an oppor-
tunity for them, while at the same time, since the approach can be versatile in
the hands of properly trained skilled teachers, it also provides fertile ground
for lower level learners to make greater progress than on non-CLIL pro-
grammes (see Escobar 2004).
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