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CHAPTER 1 Introduction and research questions

Content a nd L anguage I ntegrated L earning (CLIL) has b een d efined as an
umbrella term which refers to “all types of provision in which a second language is used
to t each c ertain s ubjects i n t he c urriculum ot her t han 1 anguage 1 essons t hemselves”
(Eurydice European Unit, 2006: 8). The implementation of CLIL programmes started to
become popular in Europe in the 1990s and since then many European schools have
included CLIL programmes in their educational projects as an innovative approach to
the teaching of foreign languages as well as a m eans to achieve the aims stated by the
European Commission regarding multilingualism.

According t o s ome r esearchers ( Mufioz, 2007; P érez-Canado, 2012) C LIL
emerged as an opportunity to overcome the low levels of foreign language proficiency
in E urope, w hichon many occasionss tem froma nove ruseo ff orm-focused
instructional a pproaches. T his i s w hy t he 1 ntroduction of C LIL as ane w foreign
language t eaching ap proach was s een “ as an a lternative t hat ¢ ould ove rcome t he
deficiencies in previous | anguage m odels” (Muioz, 2007: 17) by m any s takeholders
(i.e. academic community, educational authorities, families and schools).

Some of the advantages of CLIL ov er traditional foreign l1anguage instruction
relate to the enhancement of genuine c ommunication through the use of m eaningful
input and output (i.e. content subject matter) at the same time as attention to linguistic
form and L2 de velopment is provided and s upported. O wing t o t his i ntegration and
balance b etween content an d 1 anguage, C LIL settings a re u sually s een as o ptimal
instructional ¢ ontexts for l anguage 1 earning t o take place. H owever, e ven though the
integration of language objectives into content teaching is the main theoretical principle

behind CLIL, “evidence of this integration is scant” (Cenoz, Genesee and Gorter, 2014:



10). As a result, voices within CLIL and other communicative classroom settings have
arisen calling for the need to give greater attention to language obj ectives in order to
guarantee | anguage | earning a nd d evelopment (Lorenzo 2007, Lyster 2 007, M ufioz
2007, Pérez-Vidal 2007, Garcia-Mayo, 2011). The lack of attention to linguistic form
was one of t he ma in p edagogical f laws id entified in imme rsion a nd ¢ ontent-based
instruction programmes, which were based on the assumption that content learning on
its own would automatically trigger language learning. As Swain claimed back in 1988,
“not all content teaching is necessarily good language teaching” (p. 68). Therefore, if
CLIL is to achieve its potential, efforts need to be made to incorporate the lessons learnt
from previous content-based approaches into CLIL settings.

Many research studies within instructed SLA have been conducted to test the
efficiency of CLIL programmes in Europe and the vast majority have reported positive
effects of C LIL on1 anguage | earning. D espite t hat, a s de scribed i n t he f ollowing
section, CLIL research designs might have had a direct impact on the results obtained in
favour of C LIL I earners. In a ddition, c omparability a cross r esearch f indings a nd
national contexts has been difficult to achieve due to the wide variety of CLIL models
implemented in Europe, which range from programmes that offer between four and six
hours of CLIL instruction a week to minimal CLIL exposure which provides learners
with one hour of CLIL instruction a week. The focus of study in this dissertation will be
to e xamine th e e ffects o f min imal C LIL exposure, a w idely imp lemented C LIL
programme in C atalonia, on young | earners’ or al pr oduction s kills, a r esearch t opic
which has generally remained unexplored within CLIL research as most CLIL studies
have been conducted in secondary school settings.

As for the development of oral production skills in CLIL settings, most studies

(Jarvinen, 2005; M ewald, 2007; J uan-Garau, 2010; B ret 2011) report s ignificant



differences i n f'luency i n favour of C LIL 1 earners. F urthermore, s peaking s kills a re
believed to be one of the areas which benefits the most from CLIL instruction (Dalton-
Puffer, 2011) due to the c ommunicative na ture of C LIL lessons. D espite t hat, s ome
pieces of CLIL research (Stotz and Meuter, 2003; Wannagat, 2007) highlight the lack of
teaching practices to foster oral development in CLIL settings as well as the limited use
of the L2 ont he part of CLIL learners. Thus, in an attempt to further investigate the
effects of C LIL on young | earners’ or al pr oduction s kills, t his s tudy willaima t
shedding some light into the development of oral production skills in CLIL+EFL and

EFL settings.

1.1 Justification of the study

The imbalance between CLIL programmes being implemented and the scarcity
of CLIL research in the mid 1990s led to the publication of the first C LIL r esearch
studies in the 2000s . T his first wave of e mpirical research s tudies has been s trongly
criticised by authors like Bruton (2011, 2013) on the basis of their methodological flaws
and l imitations, w hich in m any cases de rived t o ha sty c onclusions on the ef fects o f
CLIL on foreign language 1 earning all over Europe. D espite t his, this first s eries of
CLIL research studies was necessary in order for CLIL research to develop. As Dalton-
Puffer and Nikula (2014: 118) acknowledge, “ as with any other research area in the
process of developing and c onsolidating, t here are areas of CLIL research that ne ed
more i ntensive r esearch”. T hus, a n ew w ave of C LIL r esearch is currently b eing
conducted w ith t he a im of fillingt he ga pint he f ield a nd ove rcoming pr evious

methodological limitations.



The study presented in this dissertation, which belongs to a larger longitudinal
research project called CLIL-SLA Project’, responds to the calls for new methodological
designs within CLIL research, as it aims at addressing some of the challenges found in
previous research in an attempt to obtain reliable research findings and contribute to the
consolidation of CLIL research as a solid research ground. In the following paragraphs
an ove rview of t he m ost relevant methodological challenges th is s tudy attempts to
overcome are presented.

According to Dalton-Puffer and Nikula (2014) and Pérez-Cafiado (2012) , future
CLIL r esearch ne eds t o c ontrol for m oderating variables such as amount of E nglish
input ( hours of i nstruction) be tween C LIL and non -CLIL groups, | earners’ e xtra-
curricular e xposure to English or type of school. Among these m oderating variables,
amount of English input received by CLIL and non-CLIL groups seems to outstand. Up
to the present, C LIL research has compared 1earners who have been exposed to EFL
instruction a nd I earners w ho ha ve r eceived t he s ame a mount of E FL instruction i n
addition t o C LIL instruction over a c ertain pe riod of time, w hich m eans t hat C LIL
learners are usually exposed to greater amounts of English input than non-CLIL learners
due to their extra C LIL e xposure. A's a c onsequence, di fferences in favour of C LIL
learners are hard to be attributed to CLIL exposure only. This is precisely one of the
gaps that this dissertation attempts to fill, as amount of English instruction has been kept
constant between CLIL and non-CLIL groups throughout the two years of the study. In
addition to amount of English instruction between groups, this dissertation also controls
for the amount of previous E nglish exposure w ithin the s chool c ontext, the 1earners’

extracurricular exposure to English and the type of school.

" CLIL-SLA Project is a government-funded research project on the implementation of CLIL in primary
school i n C atalonia: Los efectos del aprendizaje integrado de contenidos curriculares y lenguas
extranjeras (AICLE) en la adquisicion y desarrollo del inglés. Un estudio longitudinal. (FFI2010-
19997) It is coordinated by Dr Elisabet Pladevall. Universitat Autonoma de Barcelona.
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Another distinctive feature o f this piece o f research relates to its longitudinal
nature, since this dissertation is based on a two-year longitudinal study in which data
from the CLIL and non-CLIL groups has been collected and compared at four times
(TO, T1, T2 and T 3) throughout two academic years. So far, most European research
conducted on CLIL has been cross-sectional. Because of this, Pérez-Canado (2012) and
Dalton-Puffer and Nikula (2014) highlight the importance of carrying out longitudinal
research projects which trace language development in CLIL settings.

Regarding participant selection, as Bruton (2011) criticised, CLIL research has
tended to conduct studies in which CLIL and non-CLIL groups are not comparable in
terms of the learners’ English proficiency level and language aptitude, as CLIL groups
are usually m ade up of talented a nd m otivated E nglish 1 anguage 1 earners w ho ha ve
voluntarily chosen to enrol in CLIL courses. As the author claims “students who will be
academically motivated to succeed in the FL” are usually selected to participate in CLIL
programmes (p. 524). In this study, a careful participant s election w as carried out in
order to guarantee the homogeneity between CLIL and non-CLIL groups. In addition,
data on C LIL and non-CLIL learners’ achievement scores in the measures selected to
analyse their oral production skills is also provided before the implementation of CLIL
in order to assure the comparability of CLIL and non-CLIL learners at the onset of the
research study.

Another relevant aspect that needs to be addressed in terms of research design
according to Pérez-Caniado (2012) is the use of mixed research designs in which both
quantitative and qualitative data analyses are included. In this dissertation, the statistical
analyses are complemented with a more qualitative analysis of the output produced by a
selection o f participants with different fluency levels over the two years of the study.

Furthermore, as P érez-Canado s uggests, r elevant d ata o btained f rom classroom



observation sessions, student opinion questionnaires and interviews will be sporadically
reffered to in an attempt to further interpret the results obtained.

In addition to the efforts made to overcome methodological limitations found in
previous CLIL research, this dissertation also contributes to the field by exploring the
effects of CLIL on young language learners in their last two years of primary education.
So f ar, m ost qua ntitative C LIL research h as be en ¢ onducted i n s econdary s chool
settings with teenagers. This is one of the first attempts within European CLIL research
to trace the de velopment of young learners’ oral production skills in CLIL and non -
CLIL settings.

To sum up, this di ssertation ¢ ontributes t o previous C LIL research in several
ways. Firstly, the methodological design responds to the call for more rigorous CLIL
research by controlling moderating va riables a nd g uaranteeing t he comparability o f
CLIL and non-CLIL groups. Secondly, the longitudinal nature of the data gathered in
this dissertation will provide the field with new research findings on the effects of CLIL
on or al pr oduction s kills a nd t heir e volution. Thirdly, t he da tai s a nalysed us ing
quantitative a nd qua litative m ethods i n or der t o obt ain a m ore de tailed pi cture of
language learning in CLIL settings. In addition, data triangulation will also be fostered
in the interpretation of the results. Finally, this study will contribute to CLIL research
and i nstructed S LA b y a nalysing the e volution of young | anguage | earners’ or al

production skills in CLIL and non-CLIL settings.



1.2 Research questions and hypotheses

As stated above, the main focus of this study is to investigate the L2 English oral
output of young learners who have been exposed to CLIL and EFL instruction (CLIL
group) and young learners who have only received EFL exposure (non-CLIL group) in
terms o f co mplexity, accuracy and f luencyint wo or al t asks: an i nterview and a
narrative task. Thus, the research questions that this dissertation seeks to answer are the

following:

Research question 1 relates to the effects of CLIL+EFL and EFL instruction on

complexity, accuracy and fluency at T1, T2 and T3 in the interview and narrative tasks:

RQ 1 Are there statistically significant differences in propositional, syntactic and lexical
complexity, ac curacy and fluency a chievement scores b etween young |l earners in the
CLIL and non -CLIL gr oups keeping amount of E nglish i nput ( hours o f i nstruction)

constant between the two groups at T1, T2 and T3 in the interview and narrative tasks?

Research question 2 is concerned with the development of syntactic and lexical
complexity, accuracy and fluency in CLIL+EFL and EFL settings from TO to T1, from

T1 to T2, from T2 to T3 and from TO to T3 in the interview and narrative tasks:

RQ 2 Do CLIL and non-CLIL young learners’ achievement s cores i n co mplexity,
accuracy and fluency develop significantly from TO to T1, from T1 to T2, from T2 to
T3 and from TO to T3 keeping amount of English input (hours of instruction) constant

between the two groups in the interview and narrative tasks?



Research question 3 relates to the ef fects o f the 1 earners’ initial p roficiency
level on c omplexity, accuracy and fluency achievement scores in CLIL+EFL and EFL

settings in the interview and narrative tasks:

RQ 3 Are there statistically significant differences in complexity, accuracy and fluency
achievement s cores b etween young learners in the CLIL a nd non-CLIL gr oups
according to their initial proficiency level ke eping amount of English input (hours of
instruction) c onstant be tween the two groupsatT1, T2 and T3 in the interview and

narrative tasks?

RQ 3.1 Are there statistically significant differences in propositional, syntactic
and lexical complexity, accuracy and fluency achievement scores between high
achievers in the CLIL and non-CLIL groups at T1, T2 and T3 in the interview
and narrative tasks?

RQ 3.2 Are there statistically significant differences in propositional, syntactic
and lexical complexity, accuracy and fluency achievement scores between low
achievers in the CLIL and non-CLIL groups at T1, T2 and T3 in the interview
and narrative tasks?

RQ 3.3 Do CLIL low achievers obtain more statistically significant differences
in propositional, syntactican d1 exical co mplexity, accuracyan df luency
achievement scores than CLIL high achievers when compared to their respective
peers in the non-CLIL groupatT1, T2 and T3 in the interview and narrative

tasks?



Research question 4 is concerned with the effects of initial proficiency level on
the development of complexity, accuracy and fluency in CLIL+EFL and EFL settings in

the interview and narrative tasks:

RQ 4 Do CLIL and non-CLIL young learners’ achievement s cores i n co mplexity,
accuracy and fluency develop significantly from TO to T1, from T1 to T2, from T2 to
T3 and from TO to T3 according to the learners’ initial proficiency level keeping amount
of English input (hours of instruction) constant between the two groups in the interview

and narrative tasks?

RQ 4.1 Do C LIL and non-CLIL high a chievers’ s cores i n propositional,
syntactic an d | exical co mplexity, ac curacy an d f luency d evelop s ignificantly
from TO to T1, from T1 to T2, from T2 to T3 and from TO to T3 in the interview
and narrative tasks?

RQ 4.2 Do CLIL and non-CLIL low achievers’ scores in propositional, syntactic
and lexical complexity, accuracy and fluency de velop significantly from TO to
Tl,fromT1toT2,fromT2toT3 andfrom TO to T 3 in the interview and
narrative tasks?

RQ 4.3 Do CLIL low achievers’ scores in propositional, syntactic and lexical
complexity, accuracy and fluency show greater development from TO to T3 than

those obtained by CLIL high achievers in the interview and narrative tasks?



Research question 5 relates to the relationship between s yntactic c omplexity,
accuracy and fluency in CLIL+EFL and EFL settings from TO to T3 in the interview

and narrative tasks:

RQ 5 What is th e r elationship b etween s yntactic c omplexity, a ccuracy a nd f luency
achievement scores obtained by young learners in the CLIL and non-CLIL groups from
TO to T3 keeping amount of English input (hours of instruction) constant between the

two groups in the interview and narrative tasks?

RQ 5.1 Is thereaco rrelation b etween s yntactic co mplexity an d a ccuracy
achievement s cores in CLIL+EFL and E FL s ettings fromTOtoT3inthe
interview and narrative tasks?

RQ 5.2 Ist herea correlationb etween s yntactic co mplexity an d f luency
achievement s cores in CLIL+EFL and E FL s ettings fromTOtoT3inthe
interview and narrative tasks?

RQ 5.3 Is there a correlation between accuracy and fluency achievement scores
in CLIL+EFL and EFL settings from TO to T 3 in the interview and narrative

tasks?

Research question 6 is concerned with the qualitative d escription in terms o f
complexity, accuracy, fluency and oral narrative development of the output produced at
TO and T3 by a selection of CLIL and non-CLIL learners with different fluency levels

in the interview and narrative tasks:
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RQ 6 What are the characteristics, in terms of complexity, accuracy, fluency and oral
narrative competence, of t he out put produced by a selection of young learners w ith
different fluency levels at TO and T3 in CLIL+EFL and EFL settings in the interview

and narrative tasks?

RQ 6.1 Whatar et hech aracteristics,i nt erms o fl exical an d s yntactic
complexity, accuracy and fluency, ofa highly fluent, a fluent and a dysfluent
young learner’s oral output at TO and T3 in CLIL+EFL and EFL settings in the
interview and narrative tasks?

RQ 6.2 What s tages o f o ral n arrative d evelopment ar e i dentified i n t he o ral
output of a highly fluent, a fluent and a dysfluent young learner at TO and T3 in

CLIL+EFL and EFL settings in the narrative task?

According t o pr evious r esearch on t he e ffects o f C LIL on t he | earners’ or al
production s kills ( Admiraal, W esthoffa ndde B ot, 2006; H fittner a nd R ieder-
Biinemann, 2007 a nd 20 10; M ewald, 2007; Zytadip, 2007; Lasagabaster, 2008; Juan-
Garau, 2010; Lorenzo, Casal and Moore, 2010; Varkuti, 2010; Bret, 2011), learners who
have been exposed to CLIL instruction significantly outperform learners who have only
received EFL instruction in fluency, mainly. A dditionally, CLIL learners also perform
better than non-CLIL learners in areas like syntactic complexity, lexical complexity and
accuracy. T hus, 1 n t he light of t hese C LIL findings, t he h ypotheses p osed i n t his

dissertation are the following:

Hypothesis 1 Keeping amount of English input (hours of instruction) constant between

CLIL and non-CLIL groups, statistically significant differences will be found in favour
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of CLIL learners in fluency in the interview and narrative tasks but not necessarily in

propositional, syntactic and lexical complexity or accuracy.

Hypothesis 2 Keeping amount of English input (hours of instruction) constant between
CLIL and non -CLIL groups, C LIL | earners’ achievement s cores i n propositional,
syntactic and lexical complexity, accuracy and fluency will show periods of significant

development in the interview and narrative tasks.

With regard to the effects of initial proficiency level on 1 anguage | earning in
CLIL settings, very little research has been published up t o date. Pladevall-Ballester’s
study (in pr ess) on t he e ffects of young learners’ in itial p roficiency | evel o n th eir
receptive s kills in C LIL s ettings, for i nstance, reports t hat 1l ow a nd mid pr oficient
learners’ d evelopment in listening skills is greater than that found for high proficient
learners, indicating that weaker English learners in primary schools benefit more from
CLIL instruction than highly proficient learners in terms of their listening skills. As for
reading s kills, P ladevall-Ballester’s findings s how t hat | ow a chievers s urpassed m id
achievers at the end o ft he i nvestigation, pr oviding further evidence o ft he pos itive
impact C LIL ha s on w eaker E nglish s tudents’ 1 anguage de velopment. A guilar and
Muiioz’s (2014) study on the effects of CLIL in tertiary education also yields similar
results. In this case, the language development of three groups of postgraduate students
with d ifferent p roficiency levels who enrolledina C LIL course for a semester w as
analysed in regard to their listening and grammar skills. The results of the study indicate
that, as found in the case of young language learners, less proficient learners obtained

higher gains in receptive and grammar skills than more proficient learners.
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As for the e ffects of young learners’ proficiency level on t he de velopment of
their or al p roductive s kills, no r esearch h as be en c onducted yet. T hus, according to
previous research on C LIL and on t he e ffects of initial proficiency level on r eceptive

and grammar skills, the following hypotheses are raised:

Hypothesis 3 Keeping amount of English input (hours of instruction) constant between
CLIL and non -CLIL groups, m ore s tatistically significant di fferences will be found
throughout t he s tudy i n f avour o fC LIL |1 ow a chievers w hen ¢ ompared t o t heir
respective peers in the non-CLIL group in the interview and narrative tasks. The effects

of CLIL exposure are predicted not to be so noticeable among CLIL high achievers.

Hypothesis 4 Keeping amount of English input (hours of instruction) constant between
CLIL and non-CLIL groups, the achievement scores obtained by low achievers from the
CLIL group will show greater development throughout the study than those obtained by

high achievers when compared to the their respective peers in the non-CLIL group,

As for t he r elationship be tween s yntactic c omplexity, a ccuracy a nd f luency
measures i n | anguage d evelopment ( see C hapter 4), r esearch conducted w ithin t he
framework of the (Extended) Trade-off Hypothesis (Foster and Skehan, 1996; Skehan
and F oster, 2012) in the c ontext of task-based | earning has generally confirmed t he
existence o f't rade-off e ffects b etween co mplexity and accu racy as ar esult o ftask
characteristics and conditions. T hese findings s uggest t hat t he 1 earners’ out put m ay
become s yntactically m ore complex and s ophisticated at the expense o faccuracy in
certain learning contexts. Likewise, Ferrari’s (2012) longitudinal study on complexity,

accuracy a nd f luency oral de velopment reports t he ex istence o f't rade-off ef fects
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between co mplexity an d accu racy f or ¢ ertain p eriods o f't ime al ong w ith a g radual
growth in syntactic complexity and fluency. Taking these findings into consideration the

following hypotheses are raised:

Hypothesis 5 Keeping amount of English input (hours of instruction) constant between
CLIL and non -CLIL groups, s yntactic ¢ omplexity, a ccuracy and f luency are not
expected to develop simultaneously in CLIL+EFL and EFL settings from TO to T3 in

the interview and narrative tasks.

H 5.1 A n egative co rrelation i s ex pected b etween syntactic complexity a nd
accuracy achievement scores in CLIL+EFL and EFL settings from TO to T3 in
the interview and narrative tasks.

H 5.2 A p ositive co rrelation i s ex pected b etween s yntactic complexity and
fluency achievement scores in CLIL+EFL and EFL settings from TO to T3 in the
interview and narrative tasks.

H 5.3 An egative co rrelationi s ex pected b etween a ccuracy an d fluency
achievement s cores i n CLIL+EFL and E FL s ettings fromTOtoT3inthe

interview and narrative tasks?

Inregard t o t he hypotheses p osed f or t he q ualitative an alysis, a ccording t o
research ( Skehan, 1998; A lvarez, 2006; M cKay, 2006; M ufioz, T ragant and T orras,
2010; Lyster and Sato, 2013), young l anguage 1 earners rely on t he use of formulaic
language when communicating in the L2. As a consequence, high accuracy levels are
likely to be expected. As for complexity, young learners’ lexical and syntactic system

develops as they become cognitively more mature and their proficiency level improves.
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Concerning the d evelopment of young learners’ oral narrative competence, A lvarez’s
(2006) study, which employed the narrative task used in this dissertation, suggests that
learners pr ogress t hrough a s eries of s tages which s how g radual m orphosyntactic
development and use of narrative discourse properties. In addition, research conducted
by Hiittner and Rieder-Biineman (2007, 2010) on the effects of CLIL on the narrative
competence o f I earners suggests that C LIL 1earners have a more ad vanced co mmand
over narrative s kills than non -CLIL 1 earners. Therefore, t aking this into a ccount, the
hypotheses pr oposed f or t he r esults obt ained f rom t he qua litative a nalysis ar e t he

following:

Hypothesis 6 The oral output produced in the interview and narrative tasks at TO will
be characterized by the use of simple utterances mainly containing formulaic language
and c ontent w ords. T he de gree o f's implicity and a mount of f ormulaic 1 anguageis
expected to vary according to the learners’ fluency level. At T3, the output is predicted
to be syntactically more c omplex through the use of coordination and s ubordination,
especially the output produced by CLIL learners. Highly fluent learners are expected to

display the highest degree of complexity.

H 6.1 Inthe narrative task, t he or al out put i s pr edicted t o de velop t hrough
Alvarez’s s tages (2006) of na rrative di scourse, f roms tage 2, w hichi s
characterized b yt he u se o fi solated L2 c ontent w ords, t o's tage 7 , w hen
subordination emerges. Highly fluent and fluent learners are predicted to attain
stage 7. CLIL learners are expected to progress through stages faster than non-

CLIL learners.
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1.3 Organisation of the thesis

This section provides a summary of the organisation of the thesis, which includes
eight chapters. Chapter 1 introduces the object of the study and presents the research
questions a nd h ypotheses t his di ssertation a ims a t e xploring. T he f ollowing t hree
chapters d escribe the theoretical framework used for the interpretation of the results.
Finally, t he r emaining f our ¢ hapters pr ovide a n a ccount of t he m ethodology o f't he
study, the results obtained, the interpretations of the results and the final conclusions.

Chapter 2 presents an account of the differences between SLA and instructed
SLA (ISLA) a nd ¢ ontinues w ith a de scription of Housen and P ierrard’s ( 2005)
framework for instructed SLA research in which relevant areas for the interpretation of
the results obtained in this study are highlighted. A dditionally, Ellis’ (1990, 1997 and
2005) t heories a nd pr inciples of 1 nstructed S LA a re de scribed. F inally, t he ¢ hapter
provides a thorough description of three mediating factors which influence the effects of
instruction on second language learning, which include type of learner (young language
learners),t ypeo fi nstruction (fo rm-focusedi nstructiona nd m eaning-focused
instruction) and type of language targeted (BICS and CALP).

Chapter 3 provides a description of the main instructional setting under analysis
in t his di ssertation: Content a nd Language Integrated Learning. It be gins w ithan
account of the emergence of CLIL in Europe, which is complemented with a discussion
of t he d ifferent de finitions pr ovided of theterm. In a ddition, t he chapter of fers a
description of the t wo main influences of CLIL: F rench i mmersion pr ogrammes and
content-based i nstruction. F inally, t he ¢ hapter presents a de scription of m icro and
macro-level features of successful CLIL programmes and an overview of CLIL research

in Europe.
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Chapter 4 describes the three areas of L2 oral production which are explored in
this dissertation: complexity, accuracy and fluency (CAF) in an attempt to gain insight
into L2 oral development. It provides a detailed definition of each of the three elements
as well as a description of their subdimensions. Additionally, it offers an account of the
factors that in fluence the manifestations of CAF in L2 oral output by referring to the
(Extended) Trade-off Hypothesis (Skehan, 1998 and Skehan and Foster, 2012) and the
Cognition H ypothesis ( Robinson, 2001). Finally, a selection of C AF research is also
reviewed.

Chapter 5 describes the methodology used in this study. It starts with an account
of the design of the study and continues with a description of the schools’ context and
the EFL curriculum in primary schools in Catalonia. A fter that, the chapter provides a
description of t he pa rticipants, C LIL a nd non -CLIL 1 earners, t he d ata co llection
procedures a nd t he d ata c ollection i nstruments. In addition, C hapter 5 e xplains t he
measures and unit of analysis used to investigate the degrees of complexity, accuracy
and f luency o f't he or al out put young 1 earners i nt his s tudy pr oduced. F inally, a
description of the statistical and qualitative analyses employed to address the research
questions of this dissertation is provided.

Chapter 6 pr esents the results obtained by CLIL and non-CLIL learners in the
CAF m easures s elected t o ex amine t heir o ral p erformance o nt he i nterview an d
narrative tasks. First, the results obtained from the inter and intragroup comparisons at
the four data collection times are presented. T hen, the results of the c orrelation tests
carried out to investigate the relationship between CAF measures are also presented for
both CLIL and non-CLIL learners. Finally, the qualitative description of the oral output

produced by a selection of CLIL and non-CLIL learners in the interview and narrative
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tasks is p resented w ith th e a im o fin vestigating L2 d evelopment in te rms o fth e
linguistic features and structures used at the onset and at the end of this study.

Chapter 7 discusses the results obtained by CLIL and non-CLIL learners in the
quantitative and qualitative analyses in the interview and narrative tasks and highlights a
number of claims derived from the main findings.

Eventually, Chapter 8 pr ovides the final conclusions by answering the research
questions posited in this dissertation. In addition, the limitations of the present study as

well as future directions of CLIL research are also provided.
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CHAPTER 2 Instructed Second Language Acquisition

Chapter 2 pr esents a de scription of the ¢ haracteristics, r ationale and s cope of
instructed Second Language Acquisition as suggested in recent literature. It starts with a
briefa ccount o ft he d ifferences b etween S LA an d Instructed S econd Language
Acquisition (ISLA) and c ontinues w ith a de scription of t he t heoretical f ramework
provided by Housen and Pierrad (2005) for instructed SLA research. A description of
learning c ontexts in ISLA and the theory of Instructed Second Language A cquisition
proposed by Ellis (1990, 1997 a nd 2005) follow. Finally, this chapter also provides a
detailed overview of the main factors which might influence the e ffects of instruction

and have important implications for the present study.

2.1 SLA versus instructed SLA

As R od Ellis claimed back in 1984, t wo di fferent t ypes of S econd Language
Acquisition (SLA) research can be identified according to the context in which a second
language is acquired: naturalistic SLA and classroom SLA, more recently re-labelled as
instructed S LA. S LA refers t o t hose contexts i nw hich acquisition oft he s econd
language t akes pl ace na turally t hrough un guided s pontaneous interactions in genuine
social situations, whereas ISLA makes reference to those settings in which the second
language is learned through guided formal instruction. For the purposes of this study,
the term instruction will be interpreted and used to refer to “any type o f's ystematic
attempt to enable or facilitate language le arning by manipulating th e m echanisms o f
learning an d/or t he conditions unde r w hich | anguage 1 earning oc curs” (Housen a nd

Pierrard, 2005: 2).
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The origins of such a clear distinction between SLA and ISLA emerged from
Krashen’s w idespread Acquisition-Learning h ypothesis ( 1981), in w hich he claimed
that the processes involved in language acquisition and learning are essentially different
on the basis of the type of knowledge they produce. According to Krashen, acquisition
in naturalistic contexts derives to subconscious linguistic knowledge, while learning in
instructional contexts leads to conscious metalinguistic knowledge which is used by the
learner to construct and modify L2 output. Other researchers like Gass (1989), on t he
contrary, be lievet hats econd | anguage a cquisition i nvolvest he s ame pr ocesses
independently of the c ontext w here t he 1 anguage i s | earnt. N owadays, the idea of a
strong ¢ orrelation be tween ¢ ontexta ndt ype of L2 know ledge pr oduced s eems
‘rudimentary’ (Housen et al., 2011: 86), as both types of knowledge can be developed in
the two contexts.

Regardless of t het ype of know ledge p roducedi n ISLA contexts a nd t he
mechanisms that are activated in SLA and ISLA, the perspective that will be adopted in
this di ssertation ¢ oncerning t he r ole of i nstruction i nt he a cquisition of a s econd
language is the one presented by Housen et al. (ibid), who claim that SLA is considered
to be a socio-cognitive process which can be affected by external and contextual factors.
As many researchers claim (Housen and Pierrard, 2005; Spada and Tomita, 2010), there
seems to be general consensus that i nstruction d oes af fect the acquisition of s econd
language. However, what still remains to be explored is the way in which different types
of instructional practices affect the process of Second Language A cquisition, which is

precisely one of the aims of this research study.
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2.2 The scope of intructed SLA research

Research in the field of intsructed SLA has focused its attention on attempting to
identify the effects of instruction on several areas of SLA in order to inform researchers
and teachers about the processes of second language acquisition. As Ellis (2008: 774)
points out, “ISLA constitutes an area of enquiry where the concerns of researchers and
teachers ¢ an be br ought t ogether”. In ot her w ords, ISLA pr ovidesn oton ly S LA
researchers with relevant data which can be used to address several theoretical issues
within SLA but also teachers who can use such data to incorporate new pe dagogical
practices into their methodologies.

As Housen and Pierrard (2005) thoroughly present, the study of ISLA derives
from three main concerns. First of all, there is the need to describe the processes within
ISLA, since, as they claim, ISLA might become the main form of SLA in the developed
world. S econdly, r esearch f indings within ISLA ha ve t he pot ential t o i nform L2
language p edagogy and educational stakeholders ab out the instructional practices and
interventions which seem to favour second language acquisition the most. Finally, the
study of ISLA can provide invaluable information on relevant theoretical issues such as
the nature of language learning and processing. The purposes of this investigation are

clearly oriented towards the second and third concerns.

2.2.1 A framework for instructed SLA research

According to Housen and Pierrard (2005), the effects of instruction can be varied
in the sense that they can affect many different subareas within the field of SLA. Thus,
in an attempt to provide a clear and well-defined framework for ISLA research, they put
forward the following s cheme to e stablish 1inks be tween t he di fferent areas of study

within ISLA research and their effects on SLA (see table 2.1).
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Table 2.1
SLA areas which can be affected by instruction (Housen and Pierrard, 2005)

Dimensions of SLA Components of SLA Type of language knowledge
developed

Route of acquisition Exposure
Implicit versus explicit knowledge

(analysed and metalinguistic

Rate of acquisition Learners’ propensity to learn knowledge)
Ultimate level of attainment Learning processes and
mechanisms (knowledge Declarative versus procedural
internalisation, knowledge knowledge
modification and knowledge
consolidation).

According t o H ousen a nd P ierrard’s f ramework ( Table 2.1) , i nstruction m ay
affect a ny o f'th e th ree d imensions w ithin SLA pr esented a bove. T o s tart w ith,
instruction can have effects on t he learners’ route of acquisition, meaning that second
language learners in a classroom context might acquire linguistic features in a different
order from learners in naturalistic settings. Secondly, instruction can also affect rate of
language learning in the sense that instruction can lead to faster or slower acquisition of
the L2. And finally, i nstruction c an also h ave an influence on t he ul timate 1 evel of
proficiency achieved by second language learners.

In terms of the SLA components that can be affected by instruction, the authors
point out t hree m ain elements: e xposure, | earners’ pr opensity t o I earn a nd | earning
processes a nd m echanisms. F irst, 1 nstruction of fers1 earnersi nputa nd output
opportunities, which are essential in second language acquisition, thus the type, amount
and quality of that exposure may have an important impact on the learning of the L2. In
addition, instruction can also influence learners’ willingness to use and learn the target
language by motivating them. Lastly, another of the elements which seems to be heavily
influenced by instruction and w hich has received the greatest amount of attention in

SLA and ISLA researchisthelearning p rocesses t hat ar e act ivated i n ( [)SLA. L2
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learning processes (i.e. knowledge internatisation, modification and consolidation) can
be classified into the three di mensions of L2 performance: c omplexity, accuracy and
fluency. In the first pl ace, i nstruction m ight pr omote t he i nternalisation o f lin guistic
features w hich m ight 1 ead t o t he d evelopment of s yntactic and 1 exical co mplexity,
resulting in the production of more elaborate output. Besides, instruction can also lead
learners t o m odify t heir L2 know ledge a nd pe rformance i n or der t o b ecome m ore
accurate L2 users. And finally, instruction can also benefit L2 learners by promoting the
consolidation of L2 knowledge, which may result in the production of more fluent L2
speech.

Regarding t he t ype(s) o f know ledge t hat m ight be de veloped b y i nstruction,
Housen and Pierrard (2005) present two main distinctions: implicit/explicit knowledge
and declarative/procedural knowledge. According to SLA literature, implicit knowledge
is abstract knowledge about the language which has been acquired subconsciously and
incidentally, w hereas ex plicit k nowledge, which can be classified i nto analysed an d
metalinguistic know ledge, i s know ledge aboutt he 1 anguage | earned i ntentionally.
Analysed know ledge i nvolves a ¢ onscious unde rstanding of how s tructural f eatures
work, w hile m etalinguistic know ledge i s de fined a s know ledge a bout t he | anguage
(Ellis, 2006). As for the distinction between declarative and procedural knowledge, SLA
literature based on s kill-acquisition theories, which see language l1earning as any other
type of 1 earning, d efine de clarative know ledge a s know ing ‘ that’ o ra s ‘factual
knowledge’ about the language (DeKeyser, 1998: 48) whereas procedural knowledge or
‘automatic knowledge’ is the result of proceduralisation or automatisation of declarative
knowledge (Ellis, 2008: 480). According to skill-acquisition theories, proceduralisation
of declarative know ledge stems from practice, which is understood as attempts to use

language meaningfully to communicate (Ellis, 2008).
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In brief, Housen and Pierrard’s overview (2005) of the SLA areas which can be
affected by instruction provide a cl ear framework in which to categorise the impact of
instruction on s econd language 1 earning. T he s cope of this dissertation will primarily
focus on s tudying the rate of acquisition, e xposure and t he | earning m echanisms or
processes which take place in the learning and development of oral production skills in

English in two different instructional contexts (CLIL+EFL and EFL settings).

2.3 Learning contexts in instructed SLA

Learning contexts in SLA and instructed SLA have been o ften classified into
dichotomous t erms ( e.g. na turalistic vs classroom c ontexts) w hich ne glect not only
variation w ithin ¢ ontexts but a Iso ¢ ontextual f actors s uch a s | earning opportunities,
amount of input provided or e xtra-mural e xposure to the foreign or second 1anguage
which can affect the process of language learning as well (Housen et al., 2011). Taking
that into account, this section will attempt to provide a clear and thorough description of
the learning contexts using Housen et al.’s descriptive framework of ISLA contexts.

ISLA learning contexts can be researched at three levels: the learner’s individual
learning context, the curricular context and the extra-curricular context. The learner’s
individual 1 earning context i ncludes individual factors such as the l earner’s a ptitude,
preferences or motivation and also wider social traits like the learner’s social networks
and i nteractional p ractices. T he curricular co ntexti s madeu p of thes chool’s
pedagogical lines of work and the language policies implemented which in many cases
are imposed by educational authorities. At this research level, factors such as curriculum
design and p edagogical ap proaches i mplemented gainr elevance s ince t hey w ill
determine t he a ctivation of certain foreignl anguagel earningp rocesses and

mechanisms. In addition, according to the school’s traits and stakeholders’ policies, two
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sub-types o f le arning ¢ ontexts ¢ an b ¢ id entified a t th e ¢ urricular ¢ ontext le vel: the
language-content classroom and the language-subject classroom. The language-content
classroom c ontextis seen as a form of bilingual e ducation i n w hich t he f oreign or

second l anguage is used as the m edium of instruction in c ontent s ubjects, w hile the
language-subject cl assroom co ntext f ocuses o nt he f oreign/second 1 anguage a s t he
object of study. Finally, the extra-curricular context level comprises the sociolinguistic,
demographic, ¢ ultural and i nstitutional ¢ onditions i nside a nd out side t he s chool.
Contextual factors considered at this level play a crucial role in the interpretation o f
ISLA research findings as they might provide a feasible e xplanation of, for instance,
why successful pedagogical practices implemented in a multilingual country cannot be
expected to have the same outcomes in a monolingual country. At this level, two more
sub-type levels can be distinguished: the school level and the community level. In the
context of ISLA, the school level might include opportunities to have informal exposure
to the target language by means of native speakers in the staff whereas the community
level context is made up of factors such as amount of extra-mural exposure to the target
language or the sociolinguistic makeup of the community.

In t his di ssertation, t wo ¢ urricular contexts a re goingt ob es tudied a nd
compared: the language-subject classroom ( EFL instruction) and the language-content
classroom (CLIL instruction) in combination with the language-subject classroom (EFL
instruction). T his s tudy p resents t he cl assroom as as pace w here factors s uch as
pedagogy, input, tasks and meaningful language use, among others, are manipulated in
an attempt to create learning opportunities for learners. In ISLA, the classroom becomes
the main, or in many cases the only, environment in which learners are exposed to the
target 1 anguage (TL). Ho wever, as s tated ab ove, ex ternal f actors | ike ex tra-mural

exposuret ot het arget |l anguage and i ndividual f actors a re a Iso ¢ rucial f ort he
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understanding of ISLA research findings. Because of t his, the i nterpretation of t he
results in this study will b e framed, w hen pos sible, w ithin t he t hree 1 evels of ISLA
contexts, especially the curricular level. To do so, Ellis’ theories (1990, 1997, 2005) and
accounts o f ISLA will also be considered in an attempt to create a s olid t heoretical

framework in which to interpret the findings of this study.

2.4 Ellis’ theory of Instructed Second Language Acquisition

Rod E llis’ i nterest i n f oreign 1 anguage | earning pe dagogy a nd t he i mpact of
pedagogical practices on the process of foreign and second language learning make him
one of t he m ost pr olific r esearchersi nt he f ield o fi nstructed S econd Language
Learning/Acquisition. Consequently, this section will focus on the theory of instructed
second language acquisition he put forth (1990 and 1997), as well as on the language

pedagogy principles he proposed in his 2005 article.

2.4.1 An integrated theory of Instructed Second Language Acquisition (Ellis, 1990)

In 1990 E llis proposed “An Integrated Theory of Instructed Second Language
Acquisition” (see Figure 2.1). A s he highlighted, the purpose of the theory was two-
fold. Firstly, the theory aimed at providing a set of statements or hypotheses (later re-
labelled as ‘principles’ in his 2005 article) about classroom L2 learning. Secondly, the
theory was also an attemptto “m ake an ac count o f ¢ lassroom L2 le arning th at is

relevant and accessible to teachers” (Ellis, 1990: 174).
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Figure 2.1
A model of instructed L2 acquisition (Ellis, 1990).
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The the oretical f ramework in which Ellis pl aced his int egrated the ory o f
instructed second language acquisition in 1990 was strongly based on cognitive learning
theories. H owever, as he acknowledged, c ognitive theory on i ts own was “unable to
provide an adequate explanation of how [L2] knowledge is acquired in the first place”
(1990: 175). Because of this, Ellis also drew on linguistic theories and approaches to
language learning such as Universal Grammar and Accessibility Hierarchy in order to
account for his theory of ISLA. As he presented in his 1990 work, his theory recognises
that bot h 1 inguistic a nd ¢ ognitive a ccounts a re ne eded t o e xplain how 1 earners us e
instructional input to construct their interlanguages. That is why his initial theory was
labelled as ‘integrated’ theory.

Ellis> (1990) integrated t heory of ISLA isb ased ont he p rinciple tha t “ L2
knowledge is differentiated” (p. 184). According to his theory, implicit and explicit L2

knowledge are stored in different parts of the brain and they can be accessed in various

27



degrees of automaticity. He adopts a non-interface position, meaning that explicit and
implicit knowledge are seen as dichotomous rather than continuous, which is in accord
with K rashen’s M onitor M odel ( 1985) w hich di stinguishes be tween a cquired
knowledge (implicit) and learnt knowledge (explicit).

The di stinction of  explicita nd imp licitk nowledgeis c¢ rucial f orth e
understanding of Ellis’ integrated theory of ISLA, as he posits that di fferent types of
instructional input will result in different kinds of knowledge. He claims that explicit
knowledge is derived from form-focused instruction, which is based on the teaching of
linguistic f eatures, w hile imp licit k nowledge d erives ma inly f rom me aning-focused
instruction which is based on the principle that language needs to be used in context to
fulfil a communicative purpose. He also claims that opportunities to practice the L2 in
meaning-focused instructional contexts provide learners with the conditions needed to
activate control procedures that will help them automatize their L2 knowledge which
may result in greater accuracy and fluency in the learner’s L2 output.

At this point of the theory and contrary to other theorists who adopted a non-
interface pos ition, E llis de fends t he pos ition t hat i mplicit know ledge ¢ an a Iso be
acquired i n f orm-focused 1 nstruction t hrough t he learning o f “ lexicalised s entence
stems’ or formulaic 1anguage that will be used later on b y the learner to h ypothesise
about the L2 system. Additionally, Ellis’ theory is also characterised by the importance
given to explicit know ledge since, as he suggests e xplicit know ledge functions as an
‘acquisition facilitator’ o f imp licit knowledge for it h elps the learner notice lin guistic
features i n t he i nput w hich m ight be s ubsequently i ncorporated i nto the 1 earner’s

interlanguage system.
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2.4.2 A theory of Instructed Second Language Acquisition (Ellis, 1997)

The f irst m odification E 1lis’ t heory of ISLA went t hroughin 1997 isthe
omission of the word ‘integrated’ in the term used to label the theory, even though he
did not explicitly mention the reason why he did so in his 1997 work, it is clear by his
account of t het heory that] inguistic f actors were not givent he s ame de gree of
importance as in his 1990 proposal. Besides terminological aspects, the theory posited
in 1997 w as ¢ haracterised b y a dopting a w eak 1 nterface pos ition r egarding t he
distinction between implicit and explicit knowledge (instead of a non-interface position
as pr esented in 1990) and b y e laborating on va rious ar eas o f'1 anguage 1 earning i n
instructed s econd 1 anguage acquisition, namely L2 know ledge types, t he I earning of
implicit knowledge and the role of explicit knowledge in instructed SLA.

As for the position Ellis adopts regarding the relationship between implicit and
explicit knowledge, his new version of the theory supports, as previously mentioned, the
weak 1 nterface m odel ont he ba sis t hat ““ explicit know ledge de rived f rom f ormal
instruction m ay c onvert into i mplicit know ledge, i f l earners ha ve reached al evel o f
development that enables them to accommodate new lin guistic material” (1997: 115).
Despite this, he rejects the idea that all knowledge starts being declarative, which would
be one of the assumptions of a strong interface position, by arguing that “the process of
learning a language would be come impossible if e very rule out of the thousands that
comprise the grammar of a language had to be first learnt as explicit knowledge” (1997:
113).

Ellis’ (1997) theory proposes that L.2 knowledge can be divided into 4 categories
(see Figure 2.2) according to the types of knowledge (i.e. implicit or explicit) and the
degree o fco gnitive effortr equiredb yt hel earnert o a ccessit( i.e. controlled o r

automatic processing). This new classification of L2 knowledge stems from the idea of
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control posited in his previous w ork, w hich suggested t hat 1 earners c ould access L2
knowledge i n v arying degrees of automaticity a ccording t o w hether a cquired L2

knowledge was new or old.

Figure 2.2
Types of L2 knowledge (Ellis, 1997)
Type of Knowledge Controlled Processing Automatic Processing
A B
Explicit

An ewe xplicitr ule isu sed | Anold explicit rule is used consciously
consciouslya nd with deliberate | but with relative speed.
effort.

C D
Implicit

A new implicit rule is used without | A fully le arnti mplicitr ule is u sed
awareness b uti s acces sed s lowly | without awareness and without effort.
and inconsistently.

As seen from Figure 2.2, explicit knowledge of the language is accessed slowly
iftherule or linguistic item is ne w and has not be en practised enough soasto be
accessed rapidly through automatic processing. Likewise, access to implicit knowledge
will be relatively slow if the knowledge is new and has not been fully internalised. Only
when imp licit know ledge is fully internalised, will it be accessed rapidly and without
effort by the learners.

Another of the aspects Ellis revisits and elaborates on in his second version of
the theory presented in 1997 concerns the acquisition of implicit knowledge. In his first
account of the theory, Ellis (1990) claimed that in order for input to become intake, two
conditions had to be fulfilled. First, “the learner had to attend subconsciously” (p. 190)
to the linguistic feature in the input and, secondly, the learner’s cognitive level should
match the effort required for the learning of that feature. His 1997 theory, on the other
hand, suggests “that input can be come implicit know ledge when the 1earner p erforms
the following operations: noticing, comparing and integrating” (p.119). In other words,
linguistic features in t he input c an be come i mplicit know ledge w hen 1 earners not ice
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those linguistic features and compare them to the features they usually produce in their
output. O nly then will 1 earners be able to incorporate t he n oticed features into t heir
language system.

Finally, Ellis’ 1997 theory of instructed SLA also expands on the role of explicit
knowledge in developing implicit knowledge. His theory keeps defending the idea that
explicit knowledge acts as an ‘acquisition facilitator’ due to its role in the operations of
‘noticing’ and ‘comparing’ presented above. As Ellis (1997) states, explicit knowledge
may help the learner notice not only the linguistic features in the input but also the gap
between the target form and their interlanguage system. In so doing, according to Ellis,
explicit knowledge may lead the learner to engage in grammatical processing.

To sum up, Ellis’ theory of instructed SLA (1990, 1997) constitutes one of the
first attempts to account for the process of language acquisition in instructional contexts
where input, exposure and output opportunities are quite limited in nature. Despite some
limitations, his theory seems to provide a feasible framework for the results of this study
to be 1 nterpreted a st he e ffects and 1 earning pr ocesses of bot h m eaning-focused
instruction (C LIL) and fo rm-focused i nstruction ( regular E FL i nstruction) w ill be

deeply analysed.

2.4.3 Principles of instructed language learning (Ellis, 2005)

As Ellis acknowledged, his 2005 article represents an attempt to draw together
the findings from S LA research with the aim o f providing s et of generalisations of
instructed language learning (see Figure 2.3) in which language pedagogy and teaching
practices could be framed. By doing so, Ellis seems to revisit and revive the origins and
rationale of SLA research when research and the actual practices of language teaching

were closely connected (Ellis, 2010).
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Figure 2.3
List of Ellis” principles of instructed language learning (2005).

1. Instruction needs to ensure that learners develop both a rich repertoire of formulaic
expressions and a rule-based competence.

2. Instruction needs to ensure that learners focus predominantly on meaning.

Instruction needs to ensure that learners also focus on form.

Instruction needs to be predominantly directed at developing implicit knowledge of the L2

while not neglecting explicit knowledge.

Instruction needs to take into account the learner’s ‘built-in syllabus’.

Successful instructed language learning requires extensive L2 input.

Successful instructed language learning also requires opportunities for output.

The opportunity to interact in the L2 is central to developing L2 proficiency.

. Instruction needs to take into account individual differences in learners.

0.In assessing l earners’ L2 proficiency it is important to examine free as well as controlled
production.

oW

=00 N W

According to Ellis (2005), the principles are mainly based on the computational
model of L2 learning which views acquisition in terms of input, input processing and
output, and fail to acknowledge, as the author himself claims, the role of social context
and s ocial relationships i nt he pr ocess of 1 earning al anguage. Despite t hat, t he
principles E llis pr oposes do pr esent ar eliable f ramework t o d iscuss an d 1 nterpret
research within the field of ISLA.

To s tart w ith, E Ilis suggests th at te aching p ractices in a f oreign la nguage
classroom s hould pr omote t he de velopment of w hat S kehan’s ( 1998) c alled t he
‘exemplar-based s ystem’ and the  rule-based s ystem’ ( principle 1). Both s ystems are
necessary in the learning of a 1 anguage as each system has the potential to trigger the
development of different areas of the interlanguage system: the exemplar based system
promotes the development of fluency while the rule-based system may have an impact
on accuracy and complexity (Ellis, 2005). As explained in one of the following sections
on t he ch aracteristics o f young | anguage | earners’ | anguage (2.5.1.4), t his pr inciple
gains s pecial relevance when t eaching young | anguage I earners as, due t o t heir | ow
stages of c ognitive d evelopment, t hey mainly rely on p refabricated and m emorised

chunks of language to produce output. Itis not until they become ol der that e xplicit
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teaching o f grammatical rules starts to be effective in the process o f foreign language
learning.

Ina ddition, E llis a Iso e mphasises thei mportance o fm eaning-oriented
instructional p ractices ( principle 2 ) and in sists o n th e id ea th at it is th e p ragmatic
interpretation of ‘focus on meaning’” which leads learners “to view the L2 as a tool for
communicating and to function as communicators” (p. 212). Teaching practices, then,
need to enable learners to engage in genuine communication as active p articipants in
order to create the optimal conditions needed for active learning. However, attention to
form is also important in the process of 1anguage learning (principle 3). A uthors like
Schmidt (1990, 2001) or Long (1991), for instance, defend the position that noticing or
attention to c ertain lin guistic features w ithin a communicative ¢ ontext ma y p romote
their le arning. A mo re d etailed a ccount o f m eaning-focused i nstruction a nd f orm-
focused instruction along with their links to the present study will be provided in section
2.5.2 on the effects of instruction types.

As for principle 4, E llis c laims th at th e d evelopment o f imp licit k nowledge
“should be t he ul timate g oal of i nstruction” ( 2005: 214) in or der t o he Ip 1 earners
communicate fluently and confidently in the L2. To do so, instruction needs to provide
learners with opportunities to participate in communicative tasks, as it is believed that
implicit know ledge de velops f rom m eaning-focused i nstruction. C oncerning e xplicit
knowledge, E llis r evisits hi s t heory of i nstructed s econd | anguage a cquisition a nd
suggests that even though “the extent to which explicit knowledge can be converted into
implicit knowledge remains controversial” (ibid: 215), there are a number of researchers
who c laim th at e xplicit k nowledge ma y p romote th e a ctivation o fa cquisitional
processes such as noticing which facilitate the incorporation of new knowledge into the

learners’ interlanguage system. On the basis of these accounts, Ellis justifies the role of
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instruction a imed a t t he de velopment of e xplicit know ledge within t he pr ocess of
language 1 earning, although h e s tresses th e id ea th at th e d evelopment o f imp licit
knowledge should be given priority.

Regarding the importance of the learner’s ‘built-in syllabus’ (principle 5), Ellis
defends the position, based on r esearch findings, that both instructed and na turalistic
learners follow the same order and sequence of acquisition. That might explain why, in
some cases, instructed learners do not acquire what they have been taught, as the target
feature may have been above their actual stage of development. Because of this, Ellis
suggests t hat t he e ffectiveness in the t eaching of grammatical s tructures de pends on
whether t he w ay i n w hich t hey ha ve be en t aught i s ¢ ompatible w ith t he na tural
processes and orders of acquisition. In spite of this, Ellis recognises the difficulty for
teachers to determine whether a s tudent is ready for a s pecific target feature as well as
the impossibility to provide individualised approaches to all the learners in a classroom
and concludes by saying that the teaching of a target feature which is slightly above the
learners’ le vel mig ht h elp th em a dvance a long t heir © built-in s yllabus r ather t han
preventing acquisition.

Principle 6 s uggests t hat s uccessful i nstructed 1 anguage | earning r equires
extensive L2 input. A ccording t o r esearch, amount and qualityof L2 inputhasan
impact on language learning and extensive exposure to good-quality input promotes the
development of implicit knowledge, and consequently, the development of L2 learners
as effective L2 communicators. Despite the importance of input in the learning process,
Ellis, as well as many other researchers, defends the idea that output is also crucial in
the learning of a language (principle 7). According to Swain’s Output hypothesis (1985,
1993), being exposed to input alone is not enough to learn a language. A s the author

(1993) states, producing output affects not only fluency in the sense that it “permits the
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development o f au tomaticity” o f's tudents’ 1 inguistic r esources b ut al so accu racy as
“producing 1anguage may force the learner to move from a semantic processing to a
syntactic processing” (p. 159).

In addition, E llis (2005) posits t hat t he unde rstanding of input a nd out put on
their ow ni s s enseless as bot h ¢ o-occur i n or al i nteractions w hich, a ccording t o
sociocultural t heories, a re t he “ matrix i n w hich acquisition t akes p lace” ( p. 219).
According to principle 8, then, interactions in the L2 provide the perfect c ontext for
learners to not only automatise already learnt linguistic knowledge but also create new
knowledge b ym eans of m eaningn egotiation, ¢ orrective feedback a nd out put
modification. M oreover, E llis suggests th at th e p romotion o fin teractions w ithin
instructed s ettings i s m ore | ikely t o t ake pl ace t hrough the us e of “ tasks’* in w hich
learners have to fulfill a communicative objective rather than through exercises.

Principle 9 acknowledges the variability in the rate of learning and ultimate level
of a chievement a nd claims t hat i nstruction ne eds t o t ake i nto a ccount i ndividual
differences. According to the author, instruction should be varied and flexible, meaning
that it should cover different learning styles and strategies. This way, a wider range of
learner-types w ould b e a blet o be nefit f rom i nstruction. In a ddition, E llis a Iso
acknowledges the role of motivation in the process of foreign language learning. That is
why he claims that teaching practices which reinforce the learners’ intrinsic motivation
are very much needed.

Finally, principle 10 s tates t he i mportance of e xamining free pr oduction ove r
controlled production in the assessment of L2 proficiency, since according to the author
itis “free production’ (as opposed to multiple choice exercises, among other types of

measurements) w hich “constitutes t he b est m easure o f 1 earners’ L2 p roficiency” (p.

? The term task is interpreted as an “activity in which meaning is primary; there is some communication
problem to solve; there is some sort of relationship to comparable real-world activities; task competition
has some priority; the assessment of the task is in terms of outcome” (Skehan , 1998: 95)
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221). In other words, the author defends the idea that free production (which is best
obtained through ‘tasks”) are more representative of the learners’ proficiency level than
controlled production, as the kind of language |l earners find outside the c lassroom is
more likely to resemble free production.

To sum up, this section has presented a brief overview of Ellis’ work within the
field of ISLA. In so doing, relevant aspects of the process of foreign language learning
in minimal input contexts such as the classroom have been tackled and presented in an
attempt to provide a deep understanding of the learning processes that underlie ISLA. In
the next section, an account of factors that affect the effectiveness of instruction along
with relevant literature on their impact will be presented in order to gain insights into
the ¢ ontext a nd obj ect of s tudy of the present study: young | anguage 1 earners’ or al

development in two instructional settings.

2.5 Mediating factors in instructed SLA

According to Housen and Pierrard (2005) and de Graaff and Housen (2009), the
effects o i nstruction ar e m ediated b y t hree f actors: t ype o f1earner (who), t ype of
instruction (how) and type of language taught (what). In other words, the study of the
(un)effectiveness of instruction in second or foreign language acquisition needs to take
those three aspects into account in order not to misinterpret the outcomes of instruction.
In t he ne xt s ubsections, t hese t hree f actors a nd t heir e ffects on 1 nstruction w ill be

described.
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2.5.1 Type of learner

Regarding the first of the three factors, the learner, research suggests that the
degree of effectiveness of instruction will be determined by aspects such as aptitude,
motivation a nd | earning s trategies (Ellis, 2008). A ge i s also an i mportant a spect t o
consider when examining the e ffectiveness o f in struction s ince in structional practices
may fail to achieve its assumed be nefits i f the cognitive de mands they pos it do not
match th e le arners’ ¢ ognitive ma turity. D ue t o t he i mportance o ft he | earneras a
mediating factor in the study of instructed SLA, here follows a detailed description of
the population under study in this investigation, young language learners (YLL), which
includes some literature review on their characteristics as foreign language learners.

Even though this dissertation ack nowledges i n m any c ases t he i mportance o f
individual factors such as aptitude and motivation in the process of language learning, it
will not be the focus of this section. The main areas of investigation within this section

will be cognitive development and age instead.

2.5.1.1 Young Language Learners (YLL): Definition and characteristics

According to research (McKay, 2006; Drew and Haselgreen, 2008; Nikolov and
Djigunovi¢, 2011) , young language learners aret hose pupi Is w ho a re | earning a
second/foreign | anguage dur ing t heir s chooling years i n pr imary e ducation. H ence,
learners who are categorised as young language learners are those children between the
ages of six and twelve who are learning a second/foreign language in a wide variety of
educational s ettings, a mong w hich w e f ind i mmersion pr ogrammes, ¢ ontent-based
language an d C LIL p rogrammes, s cheduled foreign | anguage | essons or a wareness
programmes. As M cKay (2006) points out, young language learners can be classified

according to the status of the target language within their community. That is to say,
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young language learners may be foreign language learners learning a language which is
rarely s poken in t heir | ocal c ommunity or t hey c ould be second language learners
learning a language which is used in their community. For the purposes of this research
and the characteristics of the population studied, the term young language learners will
be ex clusively used to refer to foreign language 1earners who are learning the foreign
language, English in this case, in instructional contexts.

Research conducted on the effects of age on instructed foreign language learning
seems to agree on the linguistic areas which are positively affected by an early start (i.e.
in primary education). Cameron (2001) and Pinter (2006), among others, highlight that
the most salient advantage of an early start concerns the capacity of the younger learner
to a cquire t he phonol ogical s ystem o f't he f oreign | anguage, which, accordingt o
Brewster, Ellis and Girard (2004) would be called a low-order process. According to
them, hi gher-order processes such as meaning relations, on t he other hand, are be tter
learned by older learners. In addition to that, Johnstone (2002) points out that learning a
foreign/second language as a young language learner might, in the long run, trigger a
more pos itive a ttitude towards | anguage | earning a nd a de eper unde rstanding o f

language as a system.

2.5.1.2 YLL and cognition

Unlike adults, young (language) 1earners are in a “stage of constant cognitive,
social, e motional a nd ph ysical growth” ( McKay, 2006: 6) . B ecause of t his a nd
particularly due t ot heir ¢ onstant ¢ ognitive de velopment, th e s tudy o fth e me ntal
operations unde rlying t he pr ocesses of foreign 1 anguage 1 earning are s o c omplex to

explore.
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In t erms o f ¢ ognitive development ( see T able 2.2 below), young | anguage
learners w ould be c lassified i nto t he s o-called ‘ pre-operational s tage’ and  concrete
operational stage’. The former is featured by the lack of logical thinking while the latter
is characterised by the use of logical adult-like thinking in immediate situations (Piaget,
1926). According to Piaget’s theory of development and learning, then, learners at the
‘concrete operational stage’ (stage where the participants of this study belong to) are not
prepared to generalise logical adult-like thinking in abstract situations until they reach

the age of eleven/twelve when they enter the ‘formal operational stage’.

Table 2.2
Piaget’s stages of development (taken from Pinter 2006)

Stage Ages Cognitive development

Children 1 earn t hrough
Sensori-motor stage From birth to two years of age interaction with the e nvironment
around them.

Children r ely o n p erception and

Pre-operational stage From two years to seven years of age lack logical thinking.

Children’s thinking begins to

Concrete  operational resemble lo  gicala  dult-like
From seven to eleven years of age

stage thinking. This ability is restricted
to the immediate context.
. Children are able to think beyond
Formal operational . . .
stage From eleven years onward the i mmediate co ntexti n more

abstract terms.

Piaget’s s tages o f d evelopment h ave b een s trongly criticised i n r esearch. A s
Pinter (2006) claims, t he de velopment of ‘ logical a dult-like t hinking’ a t ope rational
stages is, at least to some extent, influenced by the educational practices and beliefs of
the s chooling s ystem children are immersed in. Likewise, Cameron (2001) hi ghlights
the fact that the studies carried out to support Piaget’s theory of development were not
child-friendly a nd und erestimated c hildren’s a bilities, w hich m ight ha ve a ffected t he

results obtained.
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In spite of such criticisms, it is worth pointing out that some research within the
field of ISLA in CLIL settings ( Vallbona, 2009 ; Bret, 2011) does observe a turning
point in the productions of learners 1earning a foreign language at the age of eleven,
when learners would enter the ‘formal operational stage’. In terms of foreign language
learning, t he t ype o f m ental o perations | earners ar e ¢ apable o f carrying o ut at t he
‘formal operational stage’ would be reflected in the emergence of syntactically complex
language, through the use of subordination, and greater fluency. Bret’s cross-sectional
study (2011) on the effects of CLIL on students’ oral production skills in grades 5 (10
year olds) and 6 (11 year olds) of primary education, for instance, showed that having
been exposed to the same number of hours of CLIL instruction (105 hrs), CLIL seemed
to have a much clearer impact on 6™ graders than 5" graders. In particular, learners in
grade 6 pe rformed significantly better in fluency and s yntactic complexity than their
EFL peers in the same grade, while no significant results were found in favour of CLIL
learners in grade 5. Likewise, Vallbona’s study (2009) which also studied the effects of
105 hrs of CLIL on 5" and 6™ graders’ writing skills, among other aspects, also reported
a greater number of significant differences in grade 6 than in grade 5 in favour of CLIL.
In her study, Vallbona found that CLIL learners in grade 6 w ere significantly better in
syntactic complexity, accuracy and fluency, w hereas C LIL I earners in grade 5 only

obtained significant results in fluency.

2.5.1.3 The Critical Period Hypothesis (CPH) and YLL in ISLA

As Nikolov (2009: 2) points out “young learners are widely perceived to acquire
languages in a qualitatively different way from adolescents and adults”. As previously
stated, young language l earners seem to have some ad vantages o ver o lder l earners in

foreign language 1earning. However, it is also true that, as some researchers suggest,
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older learners can co mpensate f or an ear ly s tart through the use of's trategies an d
analytical 1 earning m ethods w hich younger 1earners lack (Cameron, 200 1; Lightbown
and Spada, 2006).

Such di scussions ont he e ffects of ageon foreignl anguage | earning a re
inevitably | inked t o t he C ritical P eriod H ypothesis ( CPH) pr oposed by Lenneberg
(1967), which claims that natural language learning can only take place before puberty
and which has been understood and interpreted by many as ‘the younger the better’. In
spite of that widely accepted interpretation, as DeKeyser and Larson-Hall (2005) claim
the ‘younger the better’ only applies to certain types of language learning (i.e. implicit
learning), which do not typically take place in instructional settings. In other words, the
authors’ unde rstanding and a ccounts of the C PH are based on t he i dea t hat na tural
(foreign) language learning (i.e. from exposure only) is limited in older teenagers and
adults. F oreign 1 anguage 1 earning i n i nstructional s ettings s eldom r elieson m ere
exposure, t hat i s w hy t he a uthors emphasise th at “ the imp lication o f c ritical p eriod
research seems to be that instruction should be adapted to the age of the learner, not that
learners should be necessarily taught at a younger age” (p. 88).

As N ikolova nd Mihaljevic-Djigunovi¢’s (2006) literature r eview ofth e
interpretations of the CPH also shows, there seems to be little consensus on the effects
of age on foreign language learning in certain academic communities. Long (1991), for
instance, supports the idea that the CPH affects the whole process of language learning,
whereas r esearchers s uch as S covel ( 1988) restricted t he effectso ft he C PHt o
pronunciation only. DeKeyser (2000) and Paradis (2004) suggest that the CPH affects
learners’ imp licit le arning s kills p reventing th em from e xperiencing n atural language
learning at an older age. Singleton (2003), on the other hand, suggests that research

findings which support the CPH, or a sensitive period for language learning, could also
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be explained in terms of cognitive changes which affect all kinds of learning not only
language learning. All in all, due to the lack of consensus on the extent to which age and
maturational co nstraints af fect f oreign | anguage | earning at an e arly age, S ingleton
(2005: 280) concludes thatthe CPH “ cannot plausibly be r egarded a s a s cientific
hypothesis [ ...] of s omething w hich c an be falsified [ ...] or s omething t hat ¢ an be
clearly confirmed or supported”.

Even though the CPH has received a great amount of attention in SLA literature,
“one wonders how these scholarly discussions are relevant to early foreign language
programmes” (Nikolov, 2009: 5) or instructed foreign language acquisition. A s some
literature suggests (Cenoz, 2003; Mufioz, 2003; Brewster et al., 2004), most research on
CPH has been carried out in second language contexts, where the L2 is spoken by the
local community, not in educational contexts, where amount of exposure to the foreign
language, proficiency level of the teacher and type of instruction, among others, might
have a stronger influence on foreign language learners’ ultimate level of attainment than
maturational and age constraints

Research conducted by the BAF (Barcelona A ge Factor) Project (Mufoz, 2006)
is, among others, an exception to that in the sense that their study focused on the effects
of age on foreign language learning in instructional settings in Catalonia. Their research
examines the effects of different initial ages of learning English as a foreign language
(8, 11, 14 and +18 years old) on the learners’ proficiency level measured by a dictation
test, c loze test, lis tening c omprehension, written production and oral test. T he results
show that late starters outperformed early starters in most of the measures. In addition,
the results also point out that while older starters benefited from their explicit learning
mechanisms, early starters may have been prevented from their ‘potential advantage’ (p.

33) due to the limited amount of input received, which leads Mufioz (2006) to conclude
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that initial age of learning may favour skills which are typically le arnt imp licitly and
which are favoured by great amounts of input, whereas age might have an effect on rate
of acquisition.

Larson-Hall’s study (2008) on the effects of age on phonetics and morhosysntax
in ‘ minimal input s ituations’ (i.e. instructional s ettings), on t he other hand, seems to
yield dissimilar results. In this study, the author examines the performance on phonemic
discrimination and grammaticality judgements tasks of two groups of Japanese students
learning English as a foreign language. One of these groups was made up of 61 learners
who started 1earning English between the ages of three and twelve, whereas the other
was composed of 139 J apanese E FL | earners w hose 1 earning a ge ons et w as be tween
twelve and thirteen. T he r esults r eported i nt he s tudy s how t hat younger s tarters
performed slightly better in the phonemic discrimination task and basic morphosyntactic
abilities. Despite such surprising findings, the author calls for a cautious interpretation
of t he r esults, a s the amount of inputr eceivedb yt he learnersis crucial in the
understanding of the results. That is to say, early starters had received a greater amount
of input due to th eir e arly s tart, which m ight e xplain w hy they out performed | ate
starters. T his view is p artly s upported b y r esearchers | ike Nikolov a nd M ihaljevic-
Djigunovic ( 2006), who a cknowledge t hat 1 ength of e xposure may f avour f oreign
language acquisition, although longer periods of exposure to the target language do not
guarantee higher levels of L2 attainment.

In brief, what can be concluded from research on t he e ffects of age on foreign
language acquisition is that previous interpretations and research findings of the CPH
have to be applied with caution in ‘minimal input situations’, as most research has been
conducted in naturalistic contexts. However, voices seem to arise defending the position

that an ear ly s tart w ill in evitably 1 ead to a greater a mount o fin put in th e f oreign
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language, w hich s hould be nefit foreign | anguage | earning, e specially in i nstructional
settings. All in all, consensus seems to be met on t he fact that young learners learn a
language differently from older learners. Taking that into account and in an attempt to
describe t he m ain ¢ haracteristics of 1anguage 1 earning among Y LL, a de scription of
Skehan’s dua 1-model s ystem ( 1998) w ill be pr ovided a nd s upported with r elevant

research studies in the next section.

2.5.1.4 Characteristics of YLLS’ language system

According to Skehan’s (1998) model of language learning and development ‘the
dual-mode system’, language learners draw on two different but complementary systems
when | earning and us ing a 1 anguage: the exemplar-based system and the rule-based
system. The exemplar-based system is built upon unanalysed language chunks which are
stored by the learners as units wholes (i.e. formulaic language) with a communicative
function. The rule-based system, on t he other hand, consists of grammatical rules and
knowledge which learners use to produce creative output.

Duet o t he a nalytical na ture of t he r ule-based s ystem, t he ¢ ognitive e ffort
required b y1 earners t o acces s grammatical k nowledge t o co nstruct u tterances i s
considerable f or | earners w ho ha ve not s till d eveloped a m etalinguistic cap acity.
Because of this, young language learners draw on t heir exemplar-based s ystems when
communicating ( Lyster a nd S ato, 2013) . A ccording t o M cKay ( 2006) t he us e of
formulaic 1 anguagei scr ucial f or youngl anguagel earnerst o developt heir
interlanguage, as it he Ips t hem gain i mplicit kn owledge of the 1 anguage t hat c an be
gradually used to restructure already stored language chunks to create new ones.

As a s tudy conducted by M ufioz etal. (2010)ont he E nglish or al output

produced by 209 s econd-grade young |l earners from six E uropean c ontexts ( Croatia,
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Italy, Poland, Spain, Sweden, and The N etherlands) showed, the amount of formulaic
language used by the learners is dependent on t heir proficiency level. In other words,
learners from contexts with a higher level of English (i.e. Sweden and the Netherlands)
used fewer un analysed chunks of language to c omplete t he t asks than I earners from
countries with a lower level of English like Poland or Spain. M oreover, the study also
points ou t t hat s ome 1 earners, t hose w ith a hi gher 1 evel of E nglish pr obably, w ere
capable of restructuring already learnt chunks of language and combine elements from
different s equencest ocr eaten ew andl ongeru tterancest hat fulfilledt heir
communicative purposes.

These findings seem to support the idea that young language learners’ language
will be mainly made up of unanalysed units of language. It is not until learners develop
their analytical and rule-based capacities that they become capable of analysing those

chunks and develop a rule-based system. As Wood (2002) puts forth:

There i s a cer tain a mount o fev idence o f formulaic s equences b eing u sed as a
learning strategy in children. It appears that first- and second-language acquisition in
children is largely a function of attending to formulaic sequences in language input,
adopting them for use, and later segmenting and analyzing them. The analysis may
take p lace | ater partlyasa resulto f neurological d evelopment a nd a r esultant
increase in analytic cognitive skills (p.4).

As Skehan suggests (1998: 89), “neither the rule-based nor the exemplar system
is 1deal s eparately”, as a b alance b etween t he t wo s ystems i s n eeded f or s uccessful
language 1 earning at a c ertain s tage of c ognitive de velopment. In the case of ISLA,
Skehan (ibid) suggests a combination of meaning and form-focused instruction for the
development of the two systems. Type of instruction is indeed relevant in Skehan’s dual
system m ode as a n ov er de velopment of one s ystemonl y, asa resultof c ertain
pedagogical practices, might lead to deficient language use and knowledge.

To sum up, YLLs comprise one of the most complex population groups to study

within ISLA ow ingt o t heir uni que ¢ haracteristics a s | earners a nd t heir ¢ onstant
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evolution. T hat i s w hy pe dagogical pr actices ne ed t o be s haped a ccordingly. T his
section, then, represents an attempt to gain insights into the dimension of the learner in
order to be able to understand the ways in which YLL’s characteristics may mediate the

effects of ISLA.

2.5.2 Type of instruction

Type of i nstruction c onstitutes a nother of t he mediating f actors w hich ma y
account for the learning outcomes obtained in ISLA. Up to date, the most well-known
classification of instruction types is that which categorises instruction into form-focused
instruction (FFI) o r meaning-focused instruction (MFI) accordingt o w hether t he
driving force in instruction is linguistic form or meaning and communication.

The more traditional definitions of these two types of instruction present FFI and
MEFTI as two dichotomous terms. F orm-focused instruction refers to those instructional
models which view the TL as the object of study and consequently, tend to see language
learning as an accumulation of grammatical rules and lexical items which the learner is
expectedt op roduce accurately af terh avingp racticedt hem. M eaning-focused
instruction, on t he ot her hand, emphasises m eaning over form and provides 1 earners
with great amounts of (comprehensible) input which the learner is expected to process
and assimilate in order to communicate in the TL.

The ef fects o f F F1in 1 anguage | earning ha ve be en w idely s tudied i n ISLA
research. In Ellis’ (2008) review of FFI studies, he concludes that “grammar instruction
can be effective in enabling learners to progress along the natural order more rapidly”
(p. 863) . In a ddition, N orris a nd O rtega ( 2000) a Iso s how t hat e xplicit f orms of
instruction are more effective that implicit types of instruction. However, in spite of the

positive findings in favour of FFI obtained in these pieces of research, E llis (2008),
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points out that the effects of FFI “may only be temporary” (p. 866) if learners are not
exposed a nd a sked t o participate i n i nteractions i n w hich t he target f orm1i s us ed
meaningfully.

As for the impact of MFI on language learning outcomes, it is worth mentioning
some of the conclusions drawn from the vast amount of research conducted in Canada
on immersion programmes. One of the lessons to be 1earnt from these programmes is
that | earners “s eldom a chieve t he s ame h igh | evels o f co mpetence i n s peaking and
writing as they achieve in comprehension” due to the “lack of opportunities to engage in
extended discourse” (Genesee, 1994: 4-5). Likewise, Cummins (2000) refers to the poor
development of productive skills in i mmersion programmes as a consequence of the
“paucity o f ¢ lassroom oppor tunities”. Moreover, a uthors like L yster ( 1998) and E llis
(2008) point out that m any pieces o fresearch show t hat I earners t hat have been in
immersion or content-based programmes over long periods of time show problems in
producing accurate language. That is why some researchers (Swain, 1998; de Graaff et
al. 2007; L yster, 2007; M udoz, 2007; Pérez-Vidal 2007, G arcia-Mayo, 2011,
Basterrechea, G arcia-Mayo and Leeser, 2014) d efend t he us e of an approach w hich
integrates both FFI and MFI with the aim of promoting a better learning of the TL.

Both f orms of i nstruction, a s s tated a bove, h ave be en | argely c riticised i n
research. Strong forms of FFI, referred to as Focus on F orms by Long and R obinson
(1998), are based on t he assumption that learners will 1earn the language through the
accumulation and controlled practice of grammatical rules and lexical items. Likewise,
strong forms o f M FI have been criticised for assuming that l anguage l earning in the
classroom is purely incidental or implicit (ibid). In an attempt to conceal both positions
in i nstruction, Long a nd R obinson ( 1998) pr opose t he adoption of Focus on Form

(FonF), w hich c onsists in a llocating th e | earners’ a ttentional r esources on lin guistic
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form when a 1 anguage feature interferes with communication. FonF acknowledges the
importance of both forms of instruction in order to enhance language learning in ISLA.
Concerning t he ef fects of F onF on f oreign | anguage | earning, H arley (1998), f or
instance, r eports pos itive r esults of t he s ystematic us e of focus on f orm a ctivities
targeted at the teaching of grammatical gender in French to 2™ graders in six French
immersion c lasses. T he findings s how that 1 earners that h ad received focus on f orm
instruction w ere m ore s uccessful in item learning’, an d co nsequently more accurate,
than learners that had not received the treatment. However, as the author also points out,
the experimental groups failed to generalise and apply that learning to unfamiliar words.
Similarly, Lightbown and Spada’s (2000) study, in which they studied the English oral
output of 100 French young learners o f English after an intensive ESL course w hich
adopted a communicative approach to the learning of English, reports positive effects of
FonF practices such as corrective feedback on the accurate use of the progressive —ing
and adjective noun or der. A ccording to the authors, the findings of their study suggest

that:

Accuracy, fluency, and o verall co mmunicative skills are p robably b est d eveloped
through instruction th at is p rimarily m eaning-based b uti n which gu idance i s

provided through timely form-focus activities and correction in context (p. 443).

Basterrechea et al. (2014) also conducted a study on the effects of focus on form
tasks on the noticing of linguistic features in CLIL settings. In particular, they analysed
the impact of dictoglosses on the noticing of present and past tenses in a CLIL History
lesson. The participants in this study were 16 t eenagers aged 15-17 who had already
received around 1520 hours of English instruction. Eight students reconstructed the text
collaboratily while the remaning eight did it individually. First, the learners listened to a
text related to the history topic being dealt with in class twice to take notes. Next, they

reconstructed th e text (either individually or in pairs). A fter, they listened to the text
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again w hile taking further notes to c omplement th eir fisrt r econstruction of the t ext.
Finally, they reconstructed the text again and answered a retrospective questionnaire to
explore their metalinguistic reflections during the task. The results showed an increase
in the accurate use of verb tenses between the first and the second reconstructions of the
text. M oreover, t he a uthors pr ovided e vidence to s upport S wain’s oup ut h ypothesis
(1985, 1993) regarding the e ffects of pushed output on not icing the gap between the
target 1 anguage a nd t heir 1 nterlanguage (Swain’s O utput h ypothesis w ill b e f urther
described in the next chapter). As for the effects of collaborative work, no evidence was
found to defend the position that collaborative work in this task is more beneficial than
individual work.

As provedinthis s ection, a t horough und erstanding of t hese t hree t ypes of
instruction, t woi f F onFisseen asa sub-typeof FFL iscrucialinordernot to
misinterpret th e r esults o btained in ISLA r esearch. T his d issertation w ill a ttempt to
contribute to the field of ISLA by analysing and comparing two groups of Y LL who
have been exposed to two types of instruction over a period of two years: FFI vs MFI +
FFI combined. The characteristics of MFI, CLIL in particularly, will be developed in

Chapter 3.

2.5.3 Type of language targeted
The effectiveness o f'instruction can also be affected by the language feature
being taught. As Housen and Pierrard (2005: 10) point out, some language features are
easier or ‘more amenable’ to teach than others. Thus, seeing the importance of type of
language targeted in instruction for the s tudy o f ISLA, this s ection will provide a

description of the t wo t ypes of 1anguage targeted in each of the t wo i nstructional
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settings under investigation: BICS (Basic Interpersonal Communication Skills) in FFI
and CALP (Cognitive Academic Language Proficiency) in MFI (CLIL).

The terms BICS and CALP were first coined by Cummins (1979, 1981) in an
attempt to account for the academic failure of fluent EAL (English as an additional
language) learners. BICS refers to “conversational fluency in a language” (Cummins,
2008: 71) which is acquired and used in everyday social interactions. This is the type
of language targeted in EFL instructional contexts with the aim of providing learners
with t he ba sic L2 kno wledge t o be able t o c ommunicate s uccessfully in va rious
informal social contexts. C ALP, on the other hand, refers to the language needed by
the | earner t o unde rstand a nd e xpress, bot h i n w ritten a nd or al m odes, ¢ ontent
knowledge within the school context (Cummins, 2008).

According to Mohan (1986), first and second language learners find it difficult
to understand and express theoretical knowledge (i.e. academic knowledge) due to the
type of language us ed t o e xpress t hat know ledge, na mely C ALP. B ecause of this,
careful planning of c ontent and 1 anguage obj ectives in c ontent-based approaches or
immersion pr ogrammes needs to be done in order to help I earners und erstand and
verbalise c ontent and academic obj ectives adequately. A ccording to Snow, Met and
Genesee (1989: 202), language gains a crucial role in content-based approaches, as “it
provides access to content”.

According to Cummins (1999), learners take round two years to acquire BICS,
whereas they need between five to ten years to be fully competent in C ALP, which
might explain why learners s how di fficulties in understanding the language used in
content subjects. However, that does not mean that the sequential order of acquisition
of BICSandC ALPa ppliest oa llc ontextsi nt hes ame w ay. A s the a uthor

acknowledges (1999),
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The s equential nature o f BICS/CALP acquisition was suggested as typical in the
specific s ituation o f 1 mmigrant ch ildren | earning a s econd | anguage. [ t was not
suggested as an ab solute o rder t hat ap pliesi nev ery, o rev ent he majority o f
situations. T hus attainment o f high levels of L2 C ALP can precede attainment of
fluent L2 BICS in certain situations (p.3).

In CLIL instructional contexts, the focus of attention is on C ALP rather than
BICS, since the 1 anguage | earners ar e ex posed to and are ex pected to use is more
related t o t heoretical kn owledge ( i.e. m aths, hi story or s cience) t hant o e veryday
interactions. Moreover, CLIL includes the three aspects which, according to Cummins
(1999), promote the development of CALP: cognition, academic content and language
awareness. First of all, instruction in CLIL settings generally provides 1earners with
challenging l earning ex periences which enable them to use their high-order thinking
skills. In a ddition, i nstruction i n C LIL i ntegrates bot h ¢ ontent kno wledge a nd
language. And finally, CLIL instruction enhances the development of critical language
awareness. Taking the characteristics of CALP and CLIL into account, there seems to
be little doubt that learners exposed to CLIL instruction will achieve higher levels in
CALP t han | earners exposedt or egular E FL i nstruction. H owever, a sa s tudy
conducted by V arkuti (2010) in Hungary shows, C LIL learners in secondary s chool
performed s ignificantly be tter not onl yin C ALP but alsoin B ICSt ests w hich
measured both I anguage pe rception a nd pr oduction t han 1 earners t hat ha d onl y
received E FL 1 nstruction. A ccordingt ot he author, C LIL students w ere m ore
successful than non-CLIL students due to the ‘meaningful nature of communication’
in CLIL contexts (p. 76).

In brief, this chapter has constituted an attempt to provide a detailed account of
the ISLA theoretical framework used in this dissertation for the interpretation of the
results. In addition, this chapter has also highlighted how factors such as popul ation

group, type of instruction and type of language targeted in instruction can affect the

51



effectiveness of i nstruction. Ins o doi ng, relevant i ssues co ncerning t he r esearch
questions and hypotheses posited in this investigation, which will be further developed

throughout the subsequent chapters, have been tackled.
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CHAPTER 3 Content and Language Integrated Learning

Chapter 3 aims at providing a detailed description of the main object of study in
this dissertation: Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL). The chapter starts
with an a ccount of the reasons t hat gave rise to the e mergence of C LIL w ithin t he
European c ontext and c ontinues with a discussion of the de finition(s) of the term. A
description of immersion programmes in Canada and content-based instruction in the
US, two of the main influences that shaped CLIL, are also presented. Furthermore, a
summary of the features that successful CLIL programmes share along with a selection
of relevant C LIL r esearch in E urope is provided. F inally, t his ¢ hapter c oncludes by
summarising t he | inguistic out comes of C LIL atr eceptive and pr oductive | evels of

language use.

3.1 Emergence and evolution of CLIL in Europe

Back in the mid1990s the European Commission started to launch a number of
recommendations to improve the quality of foreign language teaching and learning in
the E uropean U nion. Those r ecommendations w ere i ntroduced i nto t he na tional
educational authorities in the form of pieces of legislations or official documents such
as the Council resolution of 31 March 1995 on diversifying language learning and
teaching within the education systems of the European Union or the W hite P aper on
education and training Teaching and Learning-Towards the learning society published
in 1995.

In the 1995 Council resolution, for instance, the council emphasises the need to
“promote, b y appropriate m easures, qua litative i mprovement in know ledge of t he

languages of the European Union within the Union's education systems” in an attempt

53



to materialise the concept of a multilingual and mobile European citizen. To do so, the
1995 C ouncil r esolution ¢ ontinues w ith t he p rovision of t he following m easures:
“periods of intensive t eaching a nd | earning”, *“ the oppor tunity f or t eaching s taff on
mobility s chemes” and “the teaching o f classes in a f oreign l anguage for disciplines
other t han | anguages, p roviding bi lingual t eaching”. Likewise, th e White P aper o n
Education and Training (1995) focuses on the need to have a good command of at least
two foreign languages in order to “develop everyone’s employability and c apacity of
economic |l ife” ( p.13) w ithin t he E U. M oreover, i t pr oposes t hat “secondary s chool
pupils should study certain subjects in the first foreign language learned, as is the case
in the European schools. Upon completing initial training everyone should be proficient
in two Community foreign languages” (p.47).

Seeing the i mportance the European authorities were giving to the mastery of
foreign | anguages and t o t he qua lity a nd p romotion of i nnovative f oreign 1 anguage
teaching methods, it did not come as a surprise to find that a decade after the publication
and di ssemination of o fficial do cuments s uch a st he one s p resented a bove, t he
implementation of programmes in which a foreign language was used to teach content
subjects “ was p art o f mainstream s chool education s ystem in th e great ma jority of
countries at primary and secondary levels” in the EU (Eurydice European Unit, 2006:
21). Those programmes were and are referred to as Content and Language Integrated
Learning, CLIL ( first coinedb yM arshi n 1994),a ndt heirr apid s pread a nd
implementation throughout the EU created a completely new scenario for the teaching
and | earning of foreign 1 anguages which affected bot h a cademic and e ducational
communities. According to P érez-Cafiado (2012), the origin and widespread use o f
CLIL can be explained in terms of reactive reasons (the need to seek for a solution to

the d eficient f oreign I anguage co mpetencei ns ome p arts o fE urope), proactive
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responses (the enhancementof E urope’s] evel of m ultilingualism)a ndt he
advancements and outcomes in SLA and teaching research in the last decades.

Regarding the term C LIL, Marsh (2002: 58) defines it as a “g eneric umbrella
term which would encompass any activity in which a foreign language is used as a tool
in the learning of a non-language subject in which both language and the subject have a
joint curricular role”. According to this definition, both language and content objectives
have to be met in CLIL settings, however, the way in which this ‘joint curricular role’ is
operationalized r emains unclear as t here are n o precise guidelines which help C LIL
practitioners put C LIL into practice. According to N ikula and M arsh (1998), that is
precisely one of the strengths of C LIL as “the term is broad enough for the specific
blend of content and language objectives to be made according to the specific objectives
of the school in which the method is used” (p.16). However, even though the flexible’
nature of CLIL might be seen as an advantage by some, other researchers warn that the
capacity CLIL has to model itself according to the context is also a p otential weakness
(Coyle, 2007). A ccording to the author, its main w eakness lies in the wide variety of
interpretations of that flexibility, which might derive in the implementation of teaching
practices which move away from the curricular joint role’ of language and content. In
addition to that,itis also worth highlighting t hat C ontent a nd L anguage Integrated
Learning (CLIL) as an educational approach was developed in Europe and is, therefore,
European-oriented ( Wolff, 2007) , w hich means that C LIL has the c apacity to fit not
only into various school contexts with a specific set of goals regarding foreign language
learning and t eaching, but also into di fferent ¢ ountries, e ach o fthem with its own
linguistic reality and objectives.

Nowadays, a fter t wo d ecades of C LIL i mplementationin E uropeandasa

consequence o f't hat * flexibility’, a uthors 1 ike C enoze tal. (2014)s tillc all for a
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clarification of the definition of CLIL. According to them, the definition of CLIL as an
‘umbrella term’ includes a w ide range of educational practices (i.e. language showers,
summer ¢ amps, di fferent f orms of ¢ ontent-based i nstruction, 1 anguage acrosst he
curriculum p rojects, etc.) w hichma kesit difficult “ toid entify thes pecific
characteristics which they all share” (p. 4).

Taking all this into account and in order to avoid misinterpretations of the term
CLIL in this study, CLIL will be defined and understood as a form of content-based
instruction i n w hich language obj ectives ( linguistic f unctions, | anguage s tructures,
language s kills an d v ocabulary) ar e cl early d efined acco rding t o the I inguistic a nd
cognitive demands of the content subject chosen. This definition of CLIL differs from
other de finitions of immersion programmes or c ontent-based instruction inasmuch a s
language is not only seen as a mere medium of instruction but also as apartofthe
content taught. Even though the differences between these types of instructional models
and CLIL might not be clear-cut in many cases, attempts have been undertaken by many
researchers to distinguish them. In the next section, an overview of the main sources of
inspiration of C LIL, n amely F rench i mmersion pr ogrammes in C anada a nd c ontent-
based in struction in N orth A merica, as well as an analysis o f th eir s imilarities a nd

differences will be provided.

3.2 Precedents of CLIL
3.2.1 French immersion programmes in Canada

As Georgiu points out (2012: 496), “CLIL is claimed to be a fusion of a number
of theories and approaches” and one of the main influences of CLIL is, without any
doubt, F rench i mmersion pr ogrammes i n C anada, w hich s tarted as an ex perimental

kindergarten immersion class in St. Lambert (Quebec) in September 1965 in response to
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the overwhelming failure of traditional approaches to the teaching of French as a second
language. This experimental immersion class evolved to a sound programme which is
now 1 mplemented a 11 over C anada a nd ot her ¢ ountries t o i mprove thel earners’
proficiency levels in a second language. According to Genesee (1984: 41), the original
objectives of St. Lambert French immersion programme were: (1) “To provide learners
with a functional competence in both written and spoken aspects of French.” (2) “To
promote nor mal levels o f English 1anguage de velopment.” (3) “To achieve a cademic
success.” (4) “To promote respect for French-Canadians, their language and culture.”

Research ont he num eroust ypes of F rench i mmersion pr ogrammes ha s
confirmed t he s uccess o f't hese p rogrammes. According t o P erez-Cafiado’s (2012)
overview o fr esearch findings i n i mmersion p rogrammes in C anada, | earners w ere
found to develop native-like receptive skills in French as well as good attitudes towards
L2 learning. In addition, immersion programmes have also been proved not to have a
negative impact on the learning of subject matter. However, as Genesee (1994) pointed
out, one of the shortcomings of immersion programmes is that learners “seldom achieve
the s amel evelso fc ompetencei ns peaking an d w riting as t hey ach ievei n
comprehension” (p.4). In addition to that, research in immersion settings (see Cummins,
2000) also reports that the levels of grammatical competence are far from being native-
like, due to the fact that, as Lyster (2007) hi ghlights, c ontent-based ap proaches 1 ike
immersion pr ogrammes pr ime ¢ omprehension ove r pr oduction, pr eventing | earners
from developing their morphosyntactic system in the TL.

As for the relationship be tween C LIL and i mmersion pr ogrammes, t here are
important discrepancies among CLIL researchers. L asagabaster and Sierra (2010), for
instance, c laim th at the main s imilarity b etween C LIL and immersion models is that

non-language s ubjects are taught in an additional 1 anguage. H owever, as the authors
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mention, t hey clearly di ffer in the s tatus of the a dditional 1 anguage w ithin t he 1 ocal
community, which in the case of immersion programmes in Canada was French, one of
the two official languages in the country. In the case of CLIL programmes, on the other
hand, the additional language is, in many contexts, rarely spoken within the community,
which de creases ¢ onsiderably t he amount of e xtra-mural e xposure t o t he | anguage
chosen to teach CLIL. Because of this, Lasagabaster and Sierra (2010: 2) point out that
“the r eader m ight ex pectt he w ord foreign” inth ete rm Content and Language
Integrated Learning. Somers and Surmont (2012), on t he contrary, claim that there is
no reason why CLIL could not be implemented through an official minority or heritage
language, as the Eurydice report unit (2006) and Cenoz et al. (2014) suggest in their
definitions and accounts of CLIL.

Theoretical d iscrepancies as ide, an other o ft he m ostr elevant d ifferences
between C LIL and i mmersion Lasagabaster and Sierra (2010) put forward has to do
with the profile of teachers. In immersion programmes, the teachers are usually native
speakers of the language used in instruction, whereas in CLIL programmes the teachers
rarely s how a pr oficient or e ven a dvanced m astery o ft he foreign | anguage, w hich
undoubtedly has important effects on t he linguistic model CLIL teachers provide their
learners with.

Even t hough C LIL and i mmersion pr ogrammes a re qui te di fferentiated by a
fraction of CLIL researchers (Coyle 2007; Lasagabaster and Sierra 2010; Pérez-Canado,
2012), a uthors I ike S omers a nd S urmont ( 2012) defend t he pot ential of C LIL t o
converge with other models. Similarly, Cenoz et al. (2014) are also against the trend of
distinguishing C LIL from i mmersion a nd s uggest t he us e of CLIL as “an um brella
construct” (p. 13) in which to place the wide variety of L2 or FL content-based teaching

models, a mong w hich w e find t he di fferent t ypes of i mmersion and o ther f orms of
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content-based teaching. All in all, as Dalton-Puffer (2011: 183) puts forth, “whether a
concrete program is referred to as immersion or C LIL often depends as much on i ts
cultural and political frame of reference as on the actual characteristics of the program”.
Additionally, C LIL and i mmersion pr ogrammes are very often di fferentiated on t he
basis of the total amount of exposure to the TL they provide learners with. That is to
say, programmes in which the foreign language is used to teach one or two subjects a
week are usually referred to as CLIL programmes, while models in which half of the
curriculum ( at le ast) is ta ughtin a s econd/foreign la nguage a re ¢ alled imme rsion
programmes.

Despite the theoretical and terminological discussions regarding the definitions
and characteristics of CLIL, the influence of immersion programmes on CLIL cannot be
denied, as both L2 teaching models stand on s imilar foundations. S imilarly, c ontent-
based i nstruction ( CBI) pr ogrammes inthe U S a Iso he Iped t o m odel C LIL i nto a
teaching ap proach on its own. In the next section, the main features of content-based
instruction will be presented along with an account of the similarities and di fferences

between CLIL and CBI.

3.2.2 Content-based instruction in the US

Content-based i nstruction ( CBI) also i nfluenced t he em ergence o f C LIL in
Europe. These programmes were developed during the 80s in the US as a result of the
success of immersion programmes in Canada (Lightbown, 2000) and are defined as “an
approach to second language instruction that involves the use of a s econd language to
learn or practise content” (Met, 1998: 35). The original aim of these programmes was to
provide content instruction while developing the proficiency of the language in order to

mainstream immig rant s tudents e ventually to cl asses w here co ntent i nstruction w as
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provided in the national language (Short, 1993). Thus, as Dalton-Puffer (2011) points
out, content-based instruction was perceived as a way of offering language instruction
to large numbers of immigrants whose level of the official language was quite limited.
CBl is generally offered in primary schools, not in secondary schools where all learners
receive regular content and | anguage instruction r egardless o f t heir p roficiency 1 evel
(Short, 1993; Langman, 2003).

The choice of content-based instruction programmes in the US as opp osed to
other L2 m odels t o e nhance t he 1 evel of E nglish of i mmigrant s tudents w as d eeply
rootedi nt he pr inciples of ¢ ommunicative | anguage t eaching. In content-based
instruction, | anguage w as no | onger t he obj ect of s tudy but r ather t he m edium of
instruction as it was believed that a contextualised and meaningful use of the second
language would e nhance its 1 earning. A s M et (1998: 36) claims, “learning t hrough
content provides students with opportunities to use language as it functions in the real
world: to communicate authentic meanings, for authentic purposes, and to accomplish
authentic tasks”. Research on CBI suggests that content-based programmes are a means
for ]l earnerst oc ontinuet heira cademic d evelopment w hile f ostering 1 anguage
proficiency (Stoller, 20 04). H owever, C BI has a Iso be en c riticised f or i ts * purely
comprehension-based a pproach t o | anguage t eaching” ( Lightbown, 20 00: 437) . A's
Swain (1988: 68) claimed, content teaching does not necessarily enhance good language
learning. According to the author, the language some learners are exposed to and use in
CBl is far from being functionally varied (i.e. functionally-restricted language) which
prevents learners from developing their interlanguage.

Langman’s (2003) case study, for instance, examined the effects of ESL trained
content teachers in a secondary school in Texas on the English development of limited

English proficiency (LEP) students over a school year. LEP students at this school did
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not receive language instruction at secondary levels, as it was believed that the content
instruction of fered by teachers who had received 15 hour s of ESL training would be
enought o enhancet hel earners’ E nglish1 evel. T he a nalyses of t he ¢ lassroom
observation s essions a nd t he i nstances o f1 anguage pr oduced b yt hese s tudents,
however, revealed that after a course of a school year “the majority of learners showed
little or no g ains in their English 1anguage de velopment” (ibid: 20). A ccording to the
author, t hese f indings supportt he i deat hat f ocused | anguage i nstructioni s a Iso
necessary to enhance the proficiency English levels of LEP students, since, as shown in
her study, content-based instruction on i ts own does not have a significant impact on
language learning.

CLIL seems to have overcome that by em phasising the two areas o f1earning:
content and language. In that sense, CLIL could be viewed as an improved version of
CBI w hich hi ghlights t he i mportance of 1 anguage t eaching a nd | earning ( Ruiz de
Zarobe, 2008; Jarvinen, 2005; Lorenzo, 2007).

As shown in this section, CLIL seems to have learnt the lessons from immersion
programmes and c ontent-based i1 nstruction. H owever, t here ar e m any other as pects
which determine the success of CLIL as an effective foreign language teaching model.
In the next section, a description of the macro and micro-level features of successful
CLIL programmes will be provided and discussed in an attempt to identify the keys to

successful language learning in CLIL settings.

3.3 Successful CLIL programmes
Most C LIL research c onducted in the European c ontext hi ghlights a s eries of
characteristics and recommendations C LIL programmes, CLIL practitioners and CLIL

stakeholders should follow in order for CLIL to display its full potential. Most of these
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recommendations and features can be summarised in de Graaff et al. (2007) and Navés’
(2009) pieces of work, in which the authors describe the c haracteristics of successful
CLIL programmes as well as instances of effective CLIL performance. In this section,
the main characteristics of successful and effective CLIL programmes will be presented
and discussed.

The f eatures t he authors m entioned above p utf orward canb e classified
according to the level at which they are i mplemented or take p lace. T hus, t he 1 abel
‘macro-level f eatures’ willb eu sedt od escribet hose ch aracteristicso fC LIL
programmes w hich are decided outside the C LIL classroom, w hile the label ‘ micro-
level features will be employed to classify those aspects of CLIL programmes that have
to do with the actual teaching practices that are visible within the classroom setting. See
table 3.1 for a summary of the main features of effective CLIL programmes according

to de Graaff et al. (2007) and Navés (2009).

Table 3.1
Macro and micro-level features of effective CLIL programmes.

Macro-level features Micro-level features
Respect and support for learners’ L1 Appropriate teaching materials
Teacher’s profile and training A rich repertoire of active teaching behaviours
Long-term stable teaching staff Consistent 1 ntegration o f ¢ ognitively d emanding
Joint effort of all parties academic content and tasks
High expectations Exposure to input (i+1)
Optionality Meaning and form-focussed processing
Output production
The use of learning strategies

3.3.1 Macro-level features of successful CLIL programmes
One of t he k ey f eatures N avés ( 2009)° presents a s ¢ rucial for C LIL to be
successful i s t he accep tance t hat L1 d evelopment co ntributes t o s uccessful f oreign

language learning. According to her and other researchers, L1 learning and development

3 The author uses the term CLIL and Bilingual Education (BE) interchangeably.
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has a p ositive impact on the learners’ s econd or foreign 1 anguage as “literacy in the
primary language transfers to the second language” (p. 28). That is why she suggests
that school contexts where CLIL programmes are implemented should also promote the
development and growth of the L1 system and literacies so as to guarantee the success
of CLIL.

Another important aspect which was not mentioned by Navés (2009) and which
is worth highlighting at this point is the development of L2 literacies in CLIL and BE
programmes. A ccording to Pladevall-Ballester (in press), the fact that primary learners
in CLIL programmes are not explicitly trained in L2 literacies may be problematic and
may a ffect t he | earning out comes of C LIL i nstruction. A s P iske ( 2010) put s f orth,
primary 1 earners e xposed t o B E s hould receive not only L 1 butalsoL 2 literacy
instruction i n or der t o guarantee L2 literacy d evelopment a nd t he s uccess of t hese
programmes.

Secondly, Navés claims that the profile of CLIL teachers is a major determinant
of the success of CLIL. According to her, CLIL teachers need to be bilingual in order
for them t o r ecognise t he n eeds an d p roblems 1 earners experience w hen 1 earning a
second or foreign language as well as to provide learners with a good model of the TL.
In addition, according to the author, the effectiveness of CLIL programmes will depend
on the training C LIL teachers receive. Thatis to say, CLIL teachers need to receive
quality t eacher t raining co urses i n p edagogical an d t heoretical as pects o f 1 anguage
acquisition in order for CLIL to succeed. The stability of the teaching staff involved in
the implementation of CLIL as well as the continuity of the CLIL programme is also a
key factor in analysing the e ffectiveness of CLIL. A s the author points out, 1 earners

need a minimum of seven years in order to function adequately in a second language.
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Concerning t he role s takeholders pl ay i n t he s uccess o f C LIL p rogrammes,
Navés (ibid: 3 1) d efends the idea that ef fective C LIL p rogrammes “r equire t he j oint
effort o fa Il p arties i nvolved: e ducational a uthorities, pa rents and t eachers at bot h
district and school level”. Furthermore, according to the author, successful BE in the US
all share the figure of a leader who proactively involves the teachers, the community
and the private sector in the process of programme design. In this respect, parents have
a lot to do since, in many cases, it is their interest in innovation and enriching teaching
models which promotes the implementation of new pedagogical approaches.

In addition, another of the macro-level features which determines the success of
CLIL programmes is t he high ex pectations p osited by the t eachers on t he | earners’
potential i n | earning, r egardless o f't heir i ndividual di fferences or s ocio-economic
backgrounds. Finally, the author also states that effective CLIL programmes should be
optional, not i mposed, asinthe case of i mmersion pr ogrammes i n C anada, w here

parents saw them as a right not as an imposition.

3.3.2 Micro-level features of successful CLIL programmes

Regarding the micro-level features that determine whether a CLIL programme is
effective or not, Navés (2009) points out that CLIL learners need to be exposed to and
use good CLIL materials which integrate both content and language objectives. As she
claims, how ever, there is a lack of good quality C LIL t eaching m aterials n owadays
which m ay ha ve a direct i nfluence ont he | earning out comes of C LIL pr ogrammes.
Moreover, the author also highlights that successful CLIL programmes are implemented
by t eachers w ho di splay a wide r ange of good qua lity t eaching b ehaviours s uch as
describing tasks accurately, giving instructions clearly, k eeping an ad equate t eaching

pace o r | inking n ew i nformation t o | earners’ previous know ledge. Effective C LIL
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teachers, a s g ood t eachers i n g eneral, ha ve t o be g ood c ommunicators. A s fort he
integration of c ontent a nd | anguage, t he a uthor s ays that C LIL programmes need to
follow a careful planning regarding the cognitive and linguistic demands posited by the
tasks used in the classroom in order to m ake c ontent and l anguage a ccessible to the
learners. According to Coyle (2006), CLIL teachers are encouraged to use the adapted
version of Cummins’ matrix (1984) in order to analyse the type of tasks they are using
to examine w hether both c ontent and linguistic development are fostered (see Figure
3.1).

As N avés ( 2009) s tates, C LIL pr ogrammes n eed t o ¢ onsistently i ntegrate
language and content. However, this has to be done in a way that respects the learners’
learning stage in terms of cognition and language. To do so, Coyle (2006) suggests that
the planning of CLIL tasks needs to follow an upward direction. In other words, the
evolution of a CLIL programme which starts to be implemented for the first time in a
school needs to move from tasks which are linguistically and cognitively low to tasks
which little by little become more demanding in terms of language and cognitive effort

(see Figure 3.1).

Figure 3.1
The CLIL Matrix adapted from Cummins 1984 (Coyle, 2006).

High Cognitive
Demands

Low Linguistic High Linguistic
Demands Demands

Low Cognitive
Demands
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Regarding the actual teaching practices that take place in a CLIL classroom, de
Graaffe ta 1. ( 2007) 1 dentifieda num ber of i ndicators f or e ffectivet eaching
performances i n C LIL settings. A ccording t o t he a uthors, e ffective C LIL t eaching
performances s hould i nclude e xposure t o 1 nput ( i+1), m eaning a nd f orm-focussed
processing, output production and the development of learning strategies.

As regards i nput exposure, on € of the m ost relevant t heories w ithin SLA is
Krashen’s Input H ypothesis ( 1985) i n w hich he ¢ laimed t hat | earners ne ed t o be
exposed t o c omprehensible i nput w hich is s lightly a bove t heir c urrent 1 evel (i+1) in
order to acquire a language. Nowadays, nearly thirty years after the publication of this
work, SLA researchers have provided substantial evidence which shows that exposure
to input is not enough to function as a second/foreign language speaker. However, it is
crucial for the development of the learners’ interlanguage. According to Mufioz (2007),
for instance, comprehensible and abundant input is not enough for acquisition. It has to
fulfil other conditions. It has to be authentic, varied and it has to fulfil a communicative
purpose. In CLIL settings, as de Graaff et al. (2007) point out, the input is very likely to
accomplish t hese c onditions, a s t he dr iving f orce i n C LIL s ettings i s m eaningful
language communication.

In addition to comprehensible input exposure, the authors (ibid: 608) claim that
“input is only effective ifthe input is processed for meaning”. M eaning-processing is
crucial in CLIL settings, thus, the effectiveness of CLIL programmes will very much
depend on the extent to which CLIL teachers promote meaning processing through the
use of tasks and s trategies w hich he Ip | earners unde rstand i nput a nd generate ne w
knowledge. Despite the importance of meaning-focussed processing in CLIL settings,
second/foreign language learning also requires attention to linguistic form. According to

de Graaff et al. (2007), CLIL teachers have to draw their students’ attention to specific
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language features in order to guarantee language learning. This is in line with previous
research in other contexts. Doughty and Williams (1998), for instance, suggest that an
approach based on form (not FormS) may be needed to move from a “communicatively
effective 1 anguage t oward t argetlike s econd | anguage ab ility” (p. 2) . A s pr eviously
stated, CLIL programmes focus on both content and language, because of this, attention
to form is essential for CLIL to be successful. In CLIL settings, however, attention to
form is not supposed to rule the lesson; rather it needs to be dealt with in a way which is
purposeful and easily included in a meaning-focused instruction setting. An example of
how attention to form could be integrated into CLIL lessons is provided by Schmidt’s
Noticing Hypothesis (1990) in which he suggests that only noticed input may become
intake and, consequently, part of the interlanguage system. The author p oints out that
learners may notice forms in the input which are frequent, salient and highlighted by
instructional practices. The fact that the Noticing hypothesis seems to be non-intrusive
in m eaning-focused i nstructional s ettings m akes it e xtremely r elevant f or a ddressing
linguistic form in CLIL settings.

In addition to the importance of input, meaning and form, output is also viewed
as a crucial element for second language acquisition. As seen in Chapter 2, producing
language m ay a ssist | anguage a cquisition, a ccording t o S wain’s O utput H ypothesis
(1985, 1993). First of all, the author c laims that by p roducing 1 anguage 1 earners are
forcedt ous ea nd a pplyt heir 1 anguage kno wledge, w hich m ight de rivei nt he
automaticity of the learners’ linguistic r esources. S econdly, l anguage production may
force learners’ involvement in some kind of syntactic processing w hile attempting to
articulate a message, which may result in grammatical development. Thirdly, according
to S wain, pr oducing | anguage pr ovides 1 earners w ith t he oppor tunity tot estt heir

hypotheses a bout t he | anguage a nd r ealize t he g aps i n t heir i nterlanguage s ystem.
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Finally, | anguage pr oduction m ay a lso ge nerate r esponses ( i.e. f eedback) f rom
interlocutors w hich learners c an take in and use to modify their output in the future.
There seems to be little doubt that in settings such as CLIL where meaning is the main
focus of attention, output and interactive opportunities should be abundant. However, as
will be seen in the following sections, greater efforts to foster L2 ouput in CLIL should
be made.

Finally, de Graaffet al. (2007) also highlight that the e ffectiveness ofa CLIL
programme m ight b e d ependent on the r ole o f't he t eacher i n as sisting | earners i n
developing a rich repertoire of | earning s trategies t o he Ip t hem h andle ¢ ontent o r
language difficulties. According to the authors, strategies such as inferring the meaning
of a word by the context, using prior knowledge, meaning negotiation or paraphrasing
may play a crucial role in helping learners function in a CLIL classroom successfully.

Altogether, as seen in this section, the success of CLIL will depend ona wide
variety of aspects ranging from stakeholders support and adequacy of teaching materials
to t he us e of a ppropriate t eaching pr actices w hich e nhance a nd pr omote 1 anguage
learning and de velopment. In the ne xt part o f this c hapter, a s election of t he m ost

relevant research on CLIL in the European context will be provided and discussed.

3.4 Overview of CLIL research

The rapid spread of CLIL across the EU in the last twenty years can be attributed
to “claims of the success of CLIL without substantial empirical evidence” (Cenoz et al.,
2014: 14). So far, CLIL research findings seem to back up the supremacy of CLIL over
regular EFL instruction. However, as B ruton (2011, 2013) and P érez-Cafiado (2012)
point out, those findings need to be interpreted with caution as most studies show a lack

of ¢ ontrol ove r m oderating va riables ( i.e. a mount of e xposure, | earners’ pr ofile or
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optionality o f C LIL ¢ ourses) w hich m ay have a ffected t he r esults obt ained. In t his
section, a detailed review of the most important studies conducted on CLIL in Europe at
primary a nd s econdary school I evels w ill be di scussed in an a ttemptto provide a

comprehensive picture of the situation of CLIL research in the EU.

3.4.1 CLIL research in Europe

In the European context, Finland was one of the first countries where CLIL was
introduced into s tate m ainstream e ducation s uccessfully. As for research s tudies, the
main ar eas o f interests have been cognitive de velopment, the effects of CLIL on L2
syntactic development, language choice in CLIL classrooms and affective factors such
as motivation. Generally, findings seem to indicate that CLIL learners outperform their
peers in L1 instruction in almost all the aspects mentioned above.

Japinnen (2005), for example, analysed the cognitive de velopment of 1earners
(N=335) attending C LIL s cience a nd m athematics 1 essons i n E nglish, F rench or
Swedish and learners (N=334) who received instruction in these two areas in Finnish.
The t ests us ed t o m easure t he | earners’ ¢ ognitive de velopment i ncluded pr oblem
solving, classifications and conceptual similarities among others. The tests were adapted
to what the learners had studied in the lessons and to their ages, which ranged from 7 to
15. T he r esults of this r esearch s howed t hat C LIL and non -CLIL 1 earners a chieved
similar test scores in terms of cognitive development. Despite these positive results, the
author points out that younger learners (aged 7-9) had s ome di fficulties with c ertain
abstract concepts taught in the CLIL lessons, which suggests that “in the beginning in
CLIL environments, t eachers havet o consider ve ry carefully t he ¢ ontents t aught
through a foreign language to young learners” (p. 163). The second group of students,

on the other hand, aged 10-14, showed a faster cognitive development than their peers
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inthe L1 context. Finally, very few differences in cognitive de velopment w ere found
between C LIL and non -CLIL I earners in t he t hird a ge group (aged 15). Allin all,
Jappinen’s research showed that CLIL, in general terms, did not have a negative impact
on ¢ ontent | earning. F urthermore, i n s ome ¢ ases, | earners’ ¢ ognitive de velopment
seemed to benefit from CLIL exposure.

The impact of CLIL instruction on content learning is nowadays one of the main
concerns of CLIL implementation in Europe. However, according to research in Finland
CLIL does not a ffect c ontent r esults ne gatively. J dpinnen’s (2005) s tudy along w ith
other pieces of research conducted by Merisuo-Storm (2007) and Seikkula-Leino (2007)
seem t o indicate t hat CLIL and non-CLIL | earners ach ieve s imilar | evels o f co ntent
learning and that the development of L1 literacy is not affected by CLIL instruction.

Regarding syntactic development in CLIL settings, Jirvinen (2005) analysed and
compared the s yntactic development of relativization in English of 90 C LIL s tudents
aged 7 to 11 (from grade 1 to grade 5) and 47 l earners aged 9 to 11 (from grade 3 to
grade 5 ) w ho d id not r eceive C LIL i nstruction. T he s yntactic d evelopment of t he
learners w as me asured using elicited imitations o f a number o f s entences containing
relativization. Before presenting the results, it is worth highlighting that, as the author
acknowledges in he r discussion of the results, CLIL 1earners in this s tudy w ere “an
exceptional group [...] in terms of motivation and aptitude” (p. 451), since learners who
enrolled in the CLIL courses were selected students. T he control group, on t he other
hand, was made up of average school children. The results of the study, then, showed
that CLIL learners in grades 3, 4 and 5 produced significantly longer, more complex and
more accurate s entences in the elicited imita tions th an their counterparts in the non-
CLIL groups. As Jéarvinen suggests, the results can be accounted for on the basis of the

quantity and quality of input CLIL learners received. That is to say, CLIL learners were

70



exposed to a greater amount of input than non-CLIL learners, as C LIL learners from
grade 3 onwards received both EFL (2 hrs/week) and CLIL instruction (4-5 hrs/week)
while the control group was only exposed to 2 hours of EFL instruction.

CLIL s ettings h ave al so b een s tudied from a p ragmatic p erspective, N ikula’s
(2005) study, for instance, analysed the educational situations learners in EFL and CLIL
classrooms a re i nvolved i n a nd how t hese s ituations a ffect t he | earners’ | anguage
choice. This study was based on six EFL lessons and seven CLIL lessons in secondary
school. C LIL s tudents int his s tudy r eceived all th e s ubjects in E nglish w ith th e
exception of Finnish as a mother tongue, whereas EFL students’ e xposure to English
came from regular E FL instruction only, which means that C LIL 1 earners received a
significantly greater amount of English input than their peers in the non-CLIL group. In
addition, CLIL was voluntary in the schools where this research was conducted. In other
words, “students participating in it w ere more likely to be more interested in English
and they w ere also likely t o ha ve be tter s kills in E nglish at the outset” (p.31). T he
observations and analyses of CLIL and EFL lessons showed that the learners’ use of
English in C LIL and E FL c ontexts di ffered i n t he de gree of pe rsonal i nvolvement
displayed when using the language. In CLIL settings, learners were actively involved as
English users in the classroom discourse in the sense that they displayed more initiatives
and us ed their personal experiences. In the EFL settings, on t he other h and, | earners
used English to talk about imaginary situations or material-related tasks rather than their
actual p ersonal ex periences o ri nterests. T he f actt hat E FL 1 earners w ere m ore
personally detached from English than CLIL learners “reinforced the role of English as
something to practice rather than to communicate” (p. 54) in EFL lessons. According to
the a uthor, E FL contexts s hould s hift t heir a ttention f rom ¢ lassroom materials t o

learners as active communicators capable of using English meaningfully.
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As for the effects o f CLIL on af fective factors such as mo tivation in Finnish
schools, M erisuo-Storm (2007) attempted to find out w hether there was a di fference
betweent hel earners’ attitudes t owards f oreign 1 anguage | earningi n C LIL and
monolingual settings. The CLIL group was formed by 70 primary learners aged 10-11
who s tarted 1 earning E nglish in grade 1 a nd t he c ontrol g roup w as m ade up of 75
learners of the same ages who had been exposed to EFL instruction for two years. The
results of this research show that the answers provided by the learners in CLIL settings
to questions on attitudes to foreign language learning were significantly higher than the
learners’ s cores i n m onolingual s ettings. T he author, t hen, ¢ oncludes t hatin C LIL
classroom the learners’ attitudes towards foreign 1anguage l earning are more positive
than in E FL s ettings. Likewise, S eikkula-Leino’s (2007) s tudy, in w hich 116 C LIL
learners in grades 5 and 6 of primary education and 101 non-CLIL learners in the same
grades w ere as ked t o e valuate t hemselves as foreign | anguage | earners, s howed t hat
CLIL pupils demonstrated a stronger motivation to learn foreign languages. However,
they also felt that their knowledge of the foreign language was worse than that of non-
CLIL learners, probably due to the fact that CLIL settings are more demanding in terms
of both content and language learning.

Sweden, on t he other hand, despite its geographical proximity to Finland does
not share the success of CLIL. According to Sylvén (2013), CLIL research in Sweden is
“surprisingly s carce” (p. 305) and “findings from C LIL r esearch do not m atch those
obtained elsewhere” (p. 301). One of very few pieces of research conducted on CLIL in
Sweden is Sylvén (2004) which analysed vocabulary acquisition in CLIL and non-CLIL
settings i n s econdary s chool. T he r esults of t his s tudy s howed t hat CLIL I earners
outperformed non -CLIL 1 earners in voc abulary proficiency. H owever, the s tudy also

reported that CLIL learners already obtained higher vocabulary scores at the onset of
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the in vestigation, ma king it d ifficult to c laim t hat C LIL had a p ositive imp act o n
vocabulary acquisition. In addition to that, the author also found evidence to claim that
CLIL learners had a greater amount of extra-mural exposure to English than non-CLIL
learners, which might have favoured their results in the vocabulary tests administered.

Another example of CLIL research in Sweden is Lim Falk (2008), in which the
author 1 nvestigated, a mong ot her aspects, s tudents’ i nteractions i n C LIL lessons in
English and Swedish content lessons in secondary schools. Lim Falk based her analyses
on eight recorded 1 essons of C LIL and six recorded c ontent lessonsinthe L1. Her
results indicate that there is less student interaction in CLIL lessons than in L1 content
lessons. F urthermore, the participation in C LIL lessons w as mainly vi sible w hen the
CLIL teacher switched to Swedish.

The (very few) results of C LIL in S weden s eem di scouraging as r egards t he
implementation of CLIL as a solid and effective foreign language teaching model. That
might be explained as Sylvén (2013) suggests in terms of contextual factors. First of all,
the author puts forth that one of the reasons why CLIL seems to fail in the Swedish
context is its non-recognition as a teaching model in the national curriculum. In her
view, that lack of recognition of CLIL makes it difficult for schools to implement it as
“there i s no guidance” (p.305). In addition, another of the explanations t hat m ay
account for the failure of CLIL in Sweden is the scarcity of research on its effects which
seems to be an obstacle for CLIL to adapt to the Swedish context. Thirdly, the author
also points out that CLIL teachers are not required to credit their mastery of the foreign
language or foreign language teaching methodology. On the whole, as seen from this
brief description of the CLIL situation in S weden, one can suggest that, as stated by
Navés (2009) t he s uccess of C LIL de pends I argely on s takeholders’ s upport a nd

involvement.
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The picture in central E urope di ffers from that described in S weden. T o start
with, Austria is one of the countries in this part of Europe with the longest tradition in
CLIL projects and research. Mewald (2007) was one of the first attempts to study oral
production skills in CLIL and non-CLIL settings. In this study, the author used six oral
tasks (a prepared monologue, an interview, a summary, a question-formation task and
an unprepared monologue) to analyse the oral output of 36 learners in secondary school
who received CLIL instruction and 36 learners of the same ages in mainstream schools
with no e xposure t o CLIL. T he a nalyses of t he or al data w ere ¢ arried out us ing a
combination of holistic and analytical measures. T he fluency m easurement e mployed
showed that CLIL learners obtained higher results in fluency, however, the results were
not s ignificant. A s for t he 1 earners’ a bility t o p roduce ¢ ontinuous s peech, t he s tudy
reports t hat, a gain, C LIL | earners out performed t heir non -CLIL p eersinterms o f
average s cores. R egarding a ccuracy, results i ndicate t hat C LIL 1 earners m ade f ewer
grammatical a nd 1 exical mis takes th an th eir ¢ ounterparts in th e n on-CLIL gr oups.
Likewise, C LIL I earners m adeu se o faw iderr ange o f's yntactic s tructures an d
grammatical cat egories. In general t erms, t hen, CLIL | earners p erformed b etter t han
non-CLIL learners in the six communicative tests. Despite this, the author emphasises
on s everal oc casions t hat ““ the ¢ omplexity o f t he out put (of C LIL 1 earners) did no t
exceed the language one could have expected from EFL lessons” (p. 168).

Hiittner and Rieder-Biinemann (2007, 2010) also analysed the e ffects of CLIL
on the levels of narrative competence in Austrian secondary schools. In their study, 44
pupils (22 learners in each group: CLIL and non-CLIL), were examined using macro-
level and micro-level features of narrative competence. The results reported in the study
indicate that CLIL learners outperformed non-CLIL learners in macro-level features of

narrative ¢ ompetence s uch a s r ealising a 1l th e p lot e lements: identification o fth e
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problem, unfolding of the s olution and resolution of the problem. In addition, C LIL
learners also did better in micro-level features of narrative competence, namely anchor
tense consistency and verb errors. On the whole, CLIL learners seemed to have a more
advanced command over narrative skills than non-CLIL learners. However, as pointed
out in previous research studies in this section, it is not clear that the advantage of CLIL
learners stemmed from CLIL instruction only. As the authors mention (2010: 77), “the
children in the CLIL groups were not randomly selected”. In other words, CLIL learners
enrolled vol untarily in th e C LIL p rogrammes w hich me ans th at C LIL learners’
motivation or language aptitude, as the authors acknowledge, might have had an effect
on the results obtained. In addition, CLIL learners were exposed to greater amounts of
English input than non-CLIL learners, which may have also had an impact on the results
of the study in favour of CLIL learners.

Several CLIL initiatives have also been implemented in Switzerland. The Zurich
Project 21 comprises one of the most remarkable initiatives in the country. The Zurich
Project 21 consists of a collection of educational initiatives to enhance foreign language
learning at primary school levels. One of the most popular initiatives was to teach 90
minutes a week of content subject in English in primary school (20 minutes every day
approximately). Stotz and Meuter (2003) carried out a two-year evaluation to assess the
outcomes of this initiative with regard to classroom interaction and productive skills.
Classroom obs ervation s essions r evealed t hat there were s ome inconsistencies in the
implementation of C LIL m ethodology. M oreover, t he s tudy also r evealed t hat t hose
teachers w ho h ad an a dvanced | evel o ft he E nglish | anguage w ere b etter at u sing
English as a vehicle of communication, while those who had an intermediate level relied
on explicit vocabulary teaching and linguistic e xplanations to a greater extent. As for

the interaction p atterns found, t he a uthors pointed out t hat t he i nteractional pa tterns
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resembled t hose found in typical frontal E FL 1 essons. T he 1 earners u sed E nglish t o
answer the teachers’ questions, but the utterances were made up of one or two words.
Spontaneous interactions, on the other hand, were always in German. In addition, little
evidence for meaning ne gotiation was found. The authors conclude that those learners
who ha d be en e xposed t o s uccessful m odels of ¢ ontent a nd | anguage i ntegration
obtained better results in the listening and speaking tests than those who were instructed
in deficient models of CLIL.

Viarkuti (2010) also attempted to analyse the effects of CLIL in Hungary. As the
author claims, “it is expected that C LIL will create a lin guistically more c hallenging
environment resulting in improved language learning” (p. 67). Thus, in order to see the
presumed e ffects of C LIL, the author an alysed the E nglish 1 anguage co mpetence o f
CLIL (N=816) and non-CLIL (N=631) learners in secondary school in terms of their
conversational and academic language use. CLIL learners received 5.30 periods of EFL
instruction plus three content subjects in English a week, while the non-CLIL group was
exposed t 0 5.30 pe riods of E FL instruction a w eek. T he E nglish ¢ ompetence w as
measured b y m eans o ft wo t ests. T est I co vered s everal as pects o f conversational
language use in addition to vocabulary and grammar needed in informal interactions.
Test II'i ncluded m ore cognitively de manding exercises w hich m easured ¢ omplex
vocabulary and grammar. T he findings of this s tudy indicate that the c ommunicative
linguistic competence of CLIL learners was significantly better than that of non-CLIL
learners. T o s tart w ith, C LIL | earners obt ained hi gher m ean s cores in t he t est t hat
measured ¢ onversational s killst hant heir ¢ ounterparts. R egardingt hel earners’
academic linguistic competence, the CLIL group also performed statistically better than
the non -CLIL group. Thus, t he a uthor ¢ oncludes t hat C LIL environments a re m ore

effective in terms o f foreign language learning. Despite the encouraging results, it is
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worth highlighting that CLIL learners, as stated in previous studies, received a h igher
number of contact hours to English than non-CLIL learners within s chool which had
undoubtedly an impact on the results obtained.

In Germany, Wannagat (2007) observed the interaction patterns found in a CLIL
history class in English with secondary school learners. The results reported in the study
were qui te di scouraging i n t erms of s tudents’ output oppor tunities, a s s ome of t he
findings pointed out that 75% of the students’ turns in a CLIL lessons were aimed at
responding t o t eachers’ que stions, w hereas onl y 18.8% o f's tudent t alk i nitiated a n
interaction. T hese r esults fall far s hort from t he ex pected o utcomes o f C LIL. O nce
again, output production in CLIL lessons seems to be one of the main shortcomings of
CLIL. Zytadil} (2007), on the other hand, carried out a four-year longitudinal study to
analyse the English linguistic competence and knowledge of CLIL learners and learners
in m ainstream e ducation a long w ith t he e ffects of C LIL on L1 content | evels. T he
results of this study revealed that the English proficiency levels of CLIL learners were
higher t han t hose i n m ainstream c lasses. In a ddition, no di fferences w ere f ound i n
content learning levels between CLIL and L1 learners.

In the Netherlands, Admiraal et al. (2006) comprises one the most solid pieces of
research as regards the effects of CLIL or Bilingual Education (BE) on overall English
proficiency. Int his s tudyt he a uthors a nalysed t he E nglish pr oficiency levels o f
secondary s chool | earnersi nt erms o fr eceptive v ocabulary knowledge, r eading
comprehension and oral proficiency. They analysed the results obtained by two groups
of learners: the BE group (N=584) and the mainstream group (N=721). The BE group
had 50% of the total number of lessons in English whereas the mainstream group was
only exposed to regular EFL instruction. The findings reported in the study showed that

the BE group performed better than the mainstream group in receptive word knowledge.
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However, the results also showed that the BE group had an advantage at the beginning
of t he s tudy, w hich m eans t hat t he t wo groups di d not ha ve s imilar 1 evels i n t his
measure at the outset of the study. As for reading comprehension levels, the BE group
obtained a s ignificantly hi gher m ean s core t han t he m ainstream group. The d ata
obtained from the oral test, which included tasks in which learners had to use language
inr eal-life s ituations, w ere an alysed h olistically u sing m easures f or g eneral o ral
proficiency and pronunciation. There results showed significant differences for the BE
group in the two areas analysed. A ccording to these results, BE seems to positively
affect the English proficiency levels of secondary learners. However, as pointed out in
previous studies, the amount of English instruction offered to learners in the BE group
was much greater than in the mainstream group, which makes it difficult to claim that
BE, r ather t han extensive e xposuret ot he T L, ha sa pos itive i mpact on E nglish
proficiency levels.

Regarding t he s outhern pa rt of E urope, S paini npa rticular, itis  worth
mentioning that the amount of research and CLIL initiatives that have been carried out
in the last d ecade s urpasses that of many EU countries. As C oyle (2010: viii) s ays,
“Spain is rapidly becoming one of the European leaders in CLIL practice and research”.
The autonomous regions in S pain t hat h ave p roduced t he bi ggest amounts of C LIL
research are A ndalusia, the B asque C ountry, C atalonia and M adrid. In the ne xt few
pages, a detailed description of the educational policies as well as research projects on
the i mplementation of CLIL and C LIL out comes w ill be pr ovided. T he c ase of
Catalonia, w hich is th e g eographical c ontext o f th is d issertation, will be d ealt with
separately in the next section.

To start with, the wide variety of CLIL models found in Spain stems from the

specific educational pol icies i n e ach a utonomous r egion. However, allt he C LIL
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initiatives that have been implemented in Spain for the last decade share the common
aims of 1 mprovingt he c ommunicative ¢ ompetencei n E nglisha ndf ostering
multilingualism.

Int he a utonomous r egion of A ndalusia, f or instance, t he m ost i mportant
language policy in regard to foreign language teaching was the 2005 Plan de Fomento
de Plurilingtialismo (Plan to promote plurilingualism). A ccording to Lorenzo (2010),
the plan put forth a great number of policies in order to enhance English proficiency
levels (the creation of4 00 bilingual primary and secondary schools, the use of native
speakers, the provision of teacher training c entres and in-service training in bilingual
education, student mobility programmes, among others). The Bilingual schools that had
been set up from this Plan started to implement CLIL in 40% of the school curriculum.
Lorenzo etal. (2010) was one of the first s tudies t o analyse the e ffects o f CLIL in
Andalusia. T heir s tudy compared t he | inguistic ¢ ompetence i n English, F rench and
German of learners in primary and secondary schools who had been exposed to CLIL in
these TLs (N=754) and learners of the same age groups in mainstream classrooms who
only received instruction in the TL in regular foreign 1anguage lessons (N=448). The
overall results showed that CLIL 1 earners clearly out performed non-CLIL 1earners in
reading, listening, writing and speaking skills. Once again, the results reported in this
study poi nt t o t he di rection t hat a bundant e xposure t o t he t arget | anguage i nt he
curriculum (40% of the school curriculum was taught in the foreign language), rather
than t he act ual m ethodological p ractices o f C LIL, m ight ac count f or t he r esults
obtained.

Int he Basque C ountry,t he a utonomous government de cidedt o s tarta
Plurilingual Experience in 2003 which put forward, among other measures, a minimum

of 7 hours of CLIL a week in the four years of compulsory secondary education (Ruiz
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de Zarobe and Lasagabaster, 2010). Lasagabaster (2008) examined the implementation
of CLIL in four di fferent s chools in the B asque C ountry. T he total s ample was 198
secondary school learners who had started to learn English at the age of 8. The learners
were distributed into three groups: group 1 was made up o f 28 learners who had only
received EFL instruction (3 hours a week), group 2 c onsisted of 113 1earners who had
been involved in CLIL programmes for two years (4 hours of CLIL a week) and also
received regular EFL instruction and group 3 was formed by 57 learners who had been
exposed to 4 hours of CLIL a week over a period of one year and had also received the
3 mandatory hours of EFL instruction. T he instruments us ed to analyse the 1 earners’
level in E nglish were t he O xford G rammar T est and a w riting a nd or al t ask. T he
findings reported indicate that the CLIL groups outperformed significantly their non -
CLIL p eersin allt het ests. T he a uthor ¢ oncludes t hat t hese r esults ¢ onfirm t he
effectiveness of CLIL in a context where the foreign language is seldom used outside
the school context. Nevertheless, he warns that CLIL in these schools was voluntary, so
“students w ho ¢ hoset he de manding C LIL programmes m ay ha ve be en m ore
academically gifted and more motivated than their non-CLIL counterparts” (p. 38). In
addition to th e v oluntary nature o f C LIL in th is s tudy, it is a lso imp ortant n ot to
overlook the fact that CLIL learners received more hours of English input than non -
CLIL learners, which makes it difficult to claim that CLIL, on its own, is the only factor
that accounts for the positive results obtained.

Lazaro and Garcia-Mayo (2012) also examined the e ffects of CLIL on L1 use
and morphosyntactic development in the oral output of 15 teenagers in a narrative task.
In this study, the authors analysed the role of L1 use on di scourse markers and repair
sequences an d s everal m orphological an d s yntactic as pects (i.e. the use o f co rrectly

inflected verbs, the use of pronouns and the use of subordination) at two data collection
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times. The results reported indicate a significant decrease in the use of L1 words to refer
to di scourse m arkers and t o ge nerate repair s equences. Inregard t o m orhosyntactic
elements, the analyses yielded significant improvement in all the aspected studied from
T1toT2. As forthe c omparison be tween C LIL and non -CLIL groups, t he r esults
showed a clear advantage of CLIL learners. However, as the authors acknowledged, the
CLIL group was exposed to four more years of English instruction than the non-CLIL
group. In addition, C LIL was optional, w hich means that C LIL learners might have
been more taleneted language learners than non-CLIL learners.

In M adrid, t wo pl anst o e nhance f oreign | anguage 1 earning ha ve be en
implemented s ince t he 1990s ( Llinares a nd D afouz, 2010) . T he first one w ast he
MEC/British Council project, in which the teaching through authentic materials across
subjects and exposure to natural language, among other measures, were implemented in
infant and primary schools. The second plan was the Bilingual Project which in the year
2009-10 was implemented in 206 s chools in the region of Madrid. The schools under
this plan are required to teach 30% of the syllabus in English, which means that learners
are e xposed t o 5 hour s of E FL l essons plus 3 hour s of C LIL a week. Interms of
research, the UAM-CLIL Project developed a research project to investigate the effects
of CLIL on l earners in secondary school who had received CLIL instruction under the
MEC/British C ouncil P roject. Llinares and W hittaker (2007), for example, e xamined
classroom productions (oral i nterviews and written texts) of 10 CLIL learners. T heir
findings suggest that CLIL learners achieved the aims stated in the syllabus in regard to
their pa rticipation i n d iscussions a nd t heir a bility t or espond t o t he i nformation
presented by the CLIL teacher. As for their writing skills, the results reported indicate

that CLIL learners moved away from the use of memorised chunks of the language they
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had studied in class. Moreover, the author observed a rise in fluency in the form of long
answers in the interview tasks and longer written productions.

As seen from this literature review, the outcomes of CLIL in Spain as regards
the le arners’ lin guistic ¢ ompetence in E nglish are imp ressively p ositive. H owever,
despite the positive results obtained, critical voices have arisen questioning the rigour of
Spanish CLIL research. One of the main flaws found in CLIL research within Spain is
that amount of exposure to the foreign language is not kept constant between CLIL and
non-CLIL groups, which means that CLIL learners usually receive a greater amount of
exposure than non-CLIL groups. In addition, as stated in this section, CLIL is very often
voluntary. T hat i mplies t hat | earners who ¢ hoose t o t ake C LIL lessons a re good
language learners with a high motivation to learn foreign languages.

Allin all, CLIL r esearch i s now adays a bundant in t he E U. S pain, how ever,
stands out from the rest Europe for its wealth in CLIL projects and research as well as
for its self-criticism on the rigour of research. In the next section, a review of CLIL
projects and research in Catalonia will be provided along with a brief description of the

aims, scope and preliminary findings of the CLIL-SLA Project.

3.4.2 CLIL research in Catalonia

CLIL was recognised as a sound foreign language teaching model by the Catalan
authorities in 2005 in the Pla Experimental de Llenglies Estrangeres (Foreign Language
Experimental P lan), w hich i ncluded, a mong ot her m easures, t he i mplementation o f
CLIL projects in Catalan schools. Up to 2011, the public calls to participate in this plan
allowed a total of 1339 infant, primary and secondary state schools to start the training
and implementation of CLIL. Seeing the growing interest in CLIL through this plan, the

Catalan government de cided to launch a new planin 2011, Pla Integrat de Llengues
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Estrangeres (Foreign Language Integrated Plan), which focused e xclusively on C LIL
initiatives. The first public call of this new Plan gathered 38 schools. In addition to these
figures, it is worth highlighting that many other CLIL initiatives without funding have
been undertaken in semi-private and private schools in Catalonia in the form of CLIL
projects or semi/fully bilingual education (Navés and Victori, 2010).

Duet ot her apid s pread of C LIL w ithin e ducational s ettings, t he C atalan
academic co mmunity s tarted t o car ry o ut r esearch s tudies t o e xamine the ef fects o f
CLIL on foreign language learning. It is a fact that CLIL research in the Catalan context
did not inform such CLIL initiatives, as the first comparative studies on CLIL and EFL
instruction within the Catalan context did not appear until 2009. A's Navés and Victori
(2010: 34) point out in their review of CLIL literature in C atalonia, “research in our
context is still quite s carce”. Two ofthe first studies on the e ffects of CLIL on the
English c ompetence of learners are V allbona ( 2009) and V allbona ( 2011). In t hese
studies, the author carried out a cross-sectional study to examine the effects of Science
CLIL on the English competence of 5™ and 6™ graders. T he data co llected from the
CLIL group (N=51) was compared to the data collected from the non -CLIL gr oup
(N=51). The CLIL group had received 1 hourof CLIL a week over a period of two
years, besides the 3 m andatory hours o f EFL instruction a week, while the non-CLIL
group had only been exposed to EFL instruction. The results of these pieces of research
showed that C LIL seemed to have a greater s tatistical impact on 6™ graders than 5™
graders. T he statistical a nalysis s howed th at C LIL le arners in grade 6 s ignificantly
outperformed t heir ¢ ounterparts in the non -CLIL group in reading, lis tening, le xical
complexity, fluency and accuracy.

Subsequently, a subsample of the participants from these studies was analysed

by Bret (2011) in regard to oral production skills. T he results of this s tudy reported
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significant differences in favour o f CLIL learners in grade 6 in s yntactic complexity,
accuracy and fluency. Likewise, Juan-Garau (2010) analysed the oral fluency of EFL
learners (N=11) and C LIL learners (N=16) in s econdary s chool. T he results reported
that C LIL 1 earners s peak m ore f luently t han non -CLIL | earners, ass ignificant
differences were found in the number of words per minute that CLIL and non-CLIL
learners produced.

Miret (2009) also analysed the e ffects of CLIL on s econdary s chool 1earners’
English pr oficiency 1 evel a nd w ritings s kills. T he C LIL group ( N=64) pe rformed
significantly better than the non-CLIL group (N=51) in some writing measures (content
organisation, topic development, vocabulary and language use). As for the proficiency
tests, CLIL learners also outperformed their non-CLIL counterparts significantly in the
dictation and mu Itiple-choice task aimed at assessing grammar knowledge. S imilarly,
Navés and Victori (2010) r eported ov erall s ignificant di fferences in favour of C LIL
learners. In their study, the authors analysed the e ffects of CLIL on general language
proficiency among primary and secondary learners (N=114) and compared the results to
a group of EFL learners in the same grades (N=284). T he results showed that C LIL
learners w ere s ignificantly b etter th an th eir p eers in th e n on-CLIL groupint he
proficiency t ests. A s f ort heir s tudy on writing s kills ( ibid), t hey a Iso r eported
statistically s ignificant results in favour o f C LIL | earners in fluency, s yntactic a nd
lexical complexity and accuracy. In addition to these results, the authors also report that
7™ grade learners in the CLIL group obtained similar results to those obtained by non-
CLIL learners one or two years older in the dictation, reading comprehension, grammar,
listening skills and writing measures.

Nowadays, m ore recent C LIL research d erived f rom t he CLIL-SLA P roject

coordinated by Dr P ladevall-Ballester at Universitat A utonoma de Barcelona is being
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published. This two-year 1ongitudinal research project focuses on t he e ffects of CLIL
and EFL instruction on the learners’ competence in English in grades 5 and 6 of primary
school a nd a ttempts t 0 ove rcome s ome o f't he methodological | imitations f ound i n
previous CLIL research, namely the lack of control over amount of English exposure
between C LIL and no n-CLIL groupsa ndt hel ack of d atar egardingt he in itial
proficiency 1 evel in E nglish of CLIL and non -CLIL gr oups. Up to the present, t his
research project stands out as the first attempt within the Spanish context to conduct a
longitudinal piece of research which keeps amount of English input constant between
CLIL and non-CLIL groups.

Vallbona’s dissertation (2014), which is part of the CLIL-SLA Project, focuses
on the analysis of the overall linguistic competence and writing skills of CLIL learners
attending Science or Arts & Crafts lessons in English (N=97) and non-CLIL learners
(N=107) throughout a period of two years in primary school. Her findings show that,
keeping amount of E nglish i nput c onstant be tween the two groups, C LIL learners in
Science lessons outperformed their non-CLIL counterparts in listening and in the total
number of adjectives u sed i n t heir w ritten pr oductions. O n t he ot her ha nd, C LIL
learners w ho r eceived t he s ubject o f A rts & C rafts in E nglish o btained s tatistically
significant differences in writing in terms of complexity, accuracy and fluency.

In a subsequent study undertaken within the same research project by Pladevall-
Ballester (in press) on the effects of CLIL subject selection on the listening and reading
skills of primary school learners, it is shown that CLIL learners (N=96) who attended
Science CLIL lessons obtained higher results than those (N=42) who received Arts &
Crafts CLIL instruction. Findings from this study reveal that the Science CLIL group
was significantly better than the Arts & Crafts group in the listening test after having

received 2 years of CLIL instruction. As for reading skills, no s ignificant di fferences
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were found between the groups. Despite that, the Science CLIL group showed greater
improvement than the Arts & Crafts group. Another important finding derived from this
study relates to the impact of CLIL instruction on learners who have foreign language
learning d ifficulties o r problems ( low ach ievers), av erage f oreign | anguage | earners
(mid achievers) and those who are talented foreign language learners (high achievers).
According to the author, low and mid achievers’ progress in listening throughout the
two years of the investigation is higher than the progress displayed by high achievers in
the same time period. Regarding the reading results, the data reported indicate that low
achievers from t he t wo g roups of C LIL ove rcome t heir m id a chievers counterparts,
confirming that CLIL does not have a negative effect on | earners who face difficulties
learning a foreign language. A ccording to the author, CLIL favours w eaker 1anguage
learners’ L2 development, especially in listening.

Regarding the effects of CLIL on affective factors, Pladevall-Ballester’s (2014)
analysis o f's tudents’ t eachers’ and p arents’ perceptions after o ne yearo fC LIL
implementation in f ive pr imary s chools s howed t hat a round 80 % of t he s tudents
interviewed | iked C LIL a st hey s aw a pur pose i n | earning a nd us ing t he f oreign
language. Those who did not like attending CLIL lessons, on t he other hand, said that
they di d not enjoy C LIL 1 essons be cause t hey had pr oblems t o und erstand s ome
concepts and follow the teachers’ explanations. The parents’ answers resembled those
given by their children inasmuch as most of them believed their children liked CLIL.
Regarding teachers’ perceptions, they all agreed on the fact that learners seemed to be
more motivated to learn English since the implementation of CLIL. However, they also
pointed out t hat, w hen de aling w ith ¢ hallenging c ontent, | earners t ended t o f eel
frustrated d ue to th eir li mited k nowledge of the l anguage. In a ddition, t eachers also

expressed t hatt he l ack o ftimet o p reparet hel essonsan dt helacko fp eeran d
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institutional support were their main concerns as CLIL teachers. As for the perception
of t he general | earning out comes o f C LIL, interestingly, none of t he three groups
surveyed agreed on their answers. Learners reported that in CLIL lessons they were
learning content while parents thought they were learning language. Only teachers said
that learners were learning both content and language.

To sum up, this section has provided a detailed picture of the situation of CLIL
in Catalonia. As seen from the literature review presented, the rapid spread of CLIL all
over the territory and the increasing amount of research c onducted reveal t hat, even
though CLIL seems to have a lot to offer to ISLA, much needs to be done to improve
the implementation of CLIL principles and the quality of CLIL research. In the next
section, a summary of the learning outcomes of CLIL at receptive and productive levels
of language use will be offered in an attempt to embrace the main findings obtained by

CLIL research in Europe.

3.5 CLIL and language outcomes

This final s ection of t he ¢ hapter a ttempts t o pr ovide a g eneral a nd upda ted
overview of the linguistic outcomes of CLIL at both receptive and productive levels of
language u se b ased on Dalton-Puffer (2011) and R uiz de Z arobe’s (2011) pieces o f
work. A ccording t o R uiz de Z arobe ( ibid: 146) , “ contrary t o r esearch on ot her
educational a pproaches, not ably C anadian i mmersion pr ogrammes, t he di chotomy
between receptive and productive skills shows contradictory results in CLIL”. As shown
in this chapter, a comparison of research findings across Europe exemplifies s ome of
these contradictory results.

According to the authors, the receptive language areas that are mostly affected

by CLIL exposure are vocabulary and reading skills. Regarding listening skills, Ruiz de
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Zarobe ( ibid) is ¢ autious in c laiming th at th ey a re p ositively a ffected b y C LIL
instruction on the basis that more research is needed. One of the pieces of research that
could c ontribute t o t he ¢ onfirmation t hat 1 istening s kills a re f avoured b y C LIL
instruction i s V allbona (2014) w hich, i n s pite of t he f act t hat a mount of E nglish
exposure b etween the groups w as ke ptc onstant, r evealst hatt he C LIL group
outperformed statistically better than their non-CLIL counterparts in the listening tests.

As for productive aspects of language learning and use, several areas of speaking
and writing skills are clearly favoured by CLIL instruction according to the authors. To
start with, both authors claim that spontaneous L2 speaking skills are enhanced in CLIL
settings, e specially fluency. Furthermore, D alton-Puffer (2011: 187) steps further and
says t hat “overall t he evidence i s r obust e nough t o w arrant t he v erdict t hat C LIL
definitely fosters spontaneous L2 speaking skills”. Even though CLIL research has very
often pr ovided evidencet os upports uch a claim, r esearchers t hemselves ha ve
acknowledged on many occasions that CLIL learners who participated in their studies
started with a linguistic advantage over their counterparts and had more contact hours to
English t han t heir non -CLIL p eers. Furthermore, C LIL research w ithin E urope ha s
highlighted that there is little room for learners to participate in oral interactions in the
CLIL c lassroom, which makes it d ifficult to think that C LIL on its o wn fosters the
development of learners’ speaking skills. Altogether, one has the feeling that little has
been acco mplished or clarifiedint erms o ft he e ffects o f C LIL o n s tudents’ o ral
production skills in the last years. As Vande Craen etal. (2007: 71) stated “ CLIL
education leads to erratic results as far as speaking is concerned”.

Asrt egards writing s kills,t he a uthors poi ntout t hat aspectss ucha s
morphosyntactic an d 1 exical co mplexity as w ell as fluency are en hanced i n C LIL

settings. A s f or a ccuracy, c ontradictory da ta ha s be en found. On the one hand, as
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Dalton-Puffer (2011) states, accuracy seems to improve through CLIL exposure, in spite
of the focus on meaning in CLIL classrooms. On the other hand, however, according to
Ruiz de Z arobe (2011: 146) “ accuracy doe s no t be nefit m uch from t he a pproach”.
Again, the data seems to be inconclusive on this aspect.

To s ummarise, t his ¢ hapter a imed at pr esenting at horough pi cture o ft he
situation of CLIL practice and research in Europe. As suggested, CLIL seems to have
overcome some of the limitations of previous L2 teaching approaches like immersion
and ¢ ontent-based i nstructiona ndi ti s pe rceiveda sa pow erful m eanst ot he
enhancement of foreign language learning in the current school system in the EU. As
for CLIL research, findings seem to confirm the supremacy of CLIL programmes over
regular f oreign | anguage i nstruction. However, C LIL r esearchi s cu rrently being
revisited in an attempt to step further and find more reliable m ethodological de signs

which help researchers clarify what the real effects of CLIL are.
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CHAPTER 4 The study of L2 English oral output: complexity, accuracy

and fluency

This chapter aims at providing a detailed description of the three dimensions of
L2 oral production which are analysed in this study: complexity, accuracy and fluency
(CAF). Itbegins with a briefaccount of the emergence of the C AF construct a nd
continues with the examination of the main challenges of CAF research in an attempt to
identify some of the theoretical and methodological flaws from previous CAF literature.
In a ddition, S kehan’s (1998) Trade-off Hypothesis, S kehan a nd F oster’s ( 2012)
Extended Trade-off Hypothesis and R obinson’s ( 2001) Cognition Hypothesis are
presented and described with the aim of gaining understanding of the manifestations of
CAF dur ing L2 o ral pr oduction. F inally, a d escription of the mo str elevant C AF
findings w ithr egardt ot he (Extended) Trade-off Hypothesis andt he Cognition

Hypothesis will be provided.

4.1 CAF: origins and evolution as research variables

The s tudy of L2 pe rformance a nd p roficiency w ithin 1 nstructed S LA w as
strongly linked to the notions of accuracy and fluency in the 1980s, when research on
L2 language pedagogy explored the effects of learning and teaching conditions (i.e. the
Audio-lingual m ethod a nd t he C ommunicative approach) on a ccurate versus f luent
speech p roduction ( Housen a nd K uiken, 2009; Housen, K uiken and V edder, 2012 ).
Complexity, on t he other hand, was added to the CAF triad a decade later by Skehan
(1996), when he suggested that learning goals in task-based learning (TBL) should be

categorised into three main areas: accuracy, fluency and c omplexity. As Housen and
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Kuiken (2009) highlight, this was the first time the three elements of CAF were seen as
the m ain di mensions o f L2 pr oficiency. S ince then, a great de al of research ont he
effects of age or teaching practices on L2 learning has used complexity, accuracy and
fluency m easures as dependentv ariablest oan alyse L21 anguage g ainsan d
development.

Nowadays, C AF ha se merged as“ thep rimary epiphenomena oft he
psycholinguistic processes and m echanisms unde rlying the a cquisition, r epresentation
and processing of L2 systems” (Housen et al., 2012: 2). According to research, and as it
was presented in C hapter 2, the three di mensions of C AF are strongly c onnected t o
cognitive p rocesses w hich I ead t o t ransformations a nd a djustments w ithint he L2
interlanguage s ystem. C omplexity, for instance, implies the internalisation of new L2
elements. Accuracy is associated with the process of restructuring or modification of L2
knowledge in order to c omply with L2 norms. Finally, fluencyis seen as a form of
automatisation or proceduralisation of L2 knowledge.

Despite t he i nterest t hat r esearchers h ave s hown in t he s tudy of C AF, C AF
research still faces challenging issues. Housen et al. (2012) identify some key aspects
within CAF research which need to be tackled in order to establish CAF as a solid and
uncontroversial research ground. These aspects, or challenges as the authors name them,
are t he de finition a nd measurement o f C AF, t he i dentification of the processes and
mechanisms underlying CAF, the c onnections and interdependency of CAF elements
and the factors that a ffect the m anifestation and de velopment of CAF in L2 use and

learning. In the following sections these aspects will be explored and discussed.
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4.2 Definition and measurement of CAF

According to Housen et al. (2012), one of the challenges of CAF research is to
provide findings which allow for the comparability of results across studies. Nowadays,
CAF research is far from p roviding r esults w hich can b e compared ac ross r esearch
studies and its ke y findings are on m any o ccasions i nconsistent w hen compared t o
previous 1 iterature. O ne of t he pos sible e xplanationst hata ccounts f ors uch
inconsistencies is the failure to present clear d efinitions and explanations of the terms
complexity, accuracy and fluency. Instead, researchers provide vague definitions of the
terms or mere ac counts of how these areas are measured. Thus, in an attempt to step
ahead w ithin C AF research, Housen et al. (2012) suggest the provision of clear and
concrete definitions of CAF. In the next subsections, the three elements of CAF will be
presented and explained in order to provide a clear account of the three areas that are
used in this study to analyse L2 English learners’ output. Additionally, this section will
also present a description of the different subdomains that compose each of the three

dimensions of CAF and the measures that can be used to analyse them.

4.2.1 Complexity

According to Bulté and Housen (2012), L2 complexity can be approached from a
relative an d an ab solute p erspective ( see F igure 4 .1). A ccordingt ot her elative
approach, the notion of complexity is seen as difficulty (i.e. mental effort) in learning an
L2 target s tructure, w hich may s tem from e ither i ndividual factors such as l anguage
aptitude or memory capacity (learner-dependent factors) or from factors like perceptual
saliency o r f requency o ft he L2 t arget s tructure ( learner-independent f actors). T he

absolute approach, on the other hand, views complexity as the number of elements that
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make up a language feature or a 1 anguage system. In this dissertation, complexity will

be analysed from the absolute perspective.

Figure 4.1
A taxonomy of complexity constructs (Bulté and Housen, 2012).

L2
complexity
1
1 1
relative absolute
complexity complexity
l_I_l |
1 1 1
learner- learner- linguistic ronositional discourse -
dependent independent o rr% lexit pcolrJn lexit interactional
factors factors plexity plexity complexity
1
1 1 1 1
syntactic morphological lexical phonological

As s een from F igure 4.1, a bsolute c omplexity consists of t hree c omponents:
linguistic complexity, propositional complexity and discourse complexity (see Table 4.1
for a de finition of t he c omponents t hat form L2 ¢ omplexity). Int urn, I inguistic
complexity can b e classified into syntactic, m orphological, 1 exical and phonological
complexity. This study focuses primarily on t he t wo m ajor c omponents of | inguistic
complexity ( grammatical co mplexity, s yntactic b asically, and 1 exical co mplexity) and
propositional ¢ omplexity. H owever, d iscourse-interactional ¢ omplexity will alsob e
dealt with in reference to the classroom observation sessions gathered in this study in

order to further interpret the results obtained from the statistical analyses.
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Table 4.1
Definition of the L2 complexity components according to Bulté and Housen (2012).

L2 COMPLEXITY COMPONENTS

Grammatical complexity: Elaboration, size, range, variation and breath of L2
grammar.

Linguistic complexity
Lexical co mplexity: E laboration, s ize, r ange and b reath o f r epertoire o f L2
lexical items and collocations.

Propositional

. Number of information or idea units which a speaker/writer encodes in a given
complexity

language task to convey a given message content.

Discourse-interactional | Number and type o fturn ch anges that 1 earners initiate and the interactional
complexity moves and patterns they engage in.

In addition t o t he 1 dentification a nd a ccount of ¢ omplexity t ypes, Bulté a nd
Housen (2012) move further in their attempt to categorise the construct of complexity
by providing the levels on which grammatical and lexical complexity can be examined.
According to the authors, grammatical complexity can be studied from an abstract level,
that is to say, research can look into the features of a system or structure in terms of the
number of components that compose them or the relationship between the features of
that system or structure. The observational level focuses on the language behaviour used
for th e ma nifestation o f grammatical ¢ omplexity. Finally, th e o perational le vel o r
statistical co nstructs r efers t ot he u se o fan alytical m easurements t hat h ave b een
designed to account for the de gree of complexity in a given language sample. In this
study, pr opositional a nd 1 inguistic ¢ omplexity will be e xamined atthe obs ervational
level.

Moving on into the dimension of syntactic complexity (the CAF area which has
received the greatest amount of attention in research), Norris and Ortega (2009) identify
five s ubdomains w hich ¢ an be m easured: ¢ omplexity vi a s ubordination, ¢ lausal
complexification vi a ¢ oordination, ove rall ¢ omplexity, s ubclausal complexity vi a

phrasal el aboration and the sophistication and acquisitional timing of linguistic forms.
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According to the authors, complexity via subordination is analysed by dividing the total
number of subordinate clauses by the total number of units in a sample. The choice of
the unit will be given by the type of data (written versus oral) and the proficiency level
of the participants. The study of subordination is more appropriate with L2 intermediate
level learners while the analysis of coordination, which is measured by dividing the total
number of coordinate clauses by the number of clauses, is more adequate for the study
of be ginner L2 1 earners. A ccording t o t he a uthors, t his m easure i s u ncommon i n
literature as m ost S LA r esearch ai ms a t s tudying in termediate or a dvanced 1 evel
learners. Overall complexity, on the other hand, relates to the number of elements that
compose a m ulti-clausal u nit s uch as t he T -unit, A S-unit or ut terance and ¢ an be

measured by using mean length measures of any type of unit. Subclausal complexity is
another of the dimensions within syntactic complexity and it refers to the composition
of the clause. This type o f s yntactic co mplexity can be m easured using mean 1 ength
clause measures. Finally, the sophistication and acquisitional timing of linguistic forms
has been studied by a number of SLA researchers ( Ellis and Y uan, 20 05; R obinson,
2007) b y m eans o fr aw frequencies o f ¢ ertain forms t hat ar e b elieved to b e m ore
sophisticated or 1 ater a cquired ( i.e. m odal ve rbs, pa ssives or i nfinitival phr ases) i n
relation to the effects of planning and task complexity.

Due t o t he na ture of the participants in this s tudy and the type o foral data
collected, the two main areas under investigation in this dissertation regarding syntactic
complexity a re ¢ oordination a nds ubordination. A s pr eviously m entioned, t he
production of coordination i s m ore frequent t han s ubordination at be ginner | evels,
which is why coordination was employed as the main measure for syntactic complexity.
Ina dditiont ot hat,i tw as obs ervedt hats ome pa rticipants s tarted pr oducing

subordination and that the amount of subordination increased over time. Because of this,
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subordination w as also included as a s yntactic c omplexity m easure. Inregard to the
actual measures and unit of analysis, Chapter 5 provides a more detailed description and
justification of the measures employed.

As f or ] exical c omplexity, B ult¢ a nd H ousen ( 2012) i dentify t hree m ain
subdimensions: le xical d iversity, le xical d ensity and le xical s ophistication. Lexical
diversity refers to the number of di fferent words in the output. T he m ost c ommon
measures to examine lexical diversity are the number of word types, the type-token ratio
and the Guiraud Index (which is a variation of the type-token ratio which controls for
text length). The second subdimension of 1exical c omplexity is lexical density and is
defined as the proportion of lexical words in relation to the total number of words used.
The most widely employed measure for the analysis of lexical density is total number of
lexical words divided by the number of words. Finally, lexical sophistication refers to
the use of infrequent or more advanced words and is measured using word frequency
lists on w hich w ords are r anked a ccording t o t heir frequency or s ophistication. T he
focus of this study within the area of lexical complexity will be the analysis of lexical
diversity. To so do, di fferent word types (i.e. nouns, verbs and adjectives) have been

computed in relation to the total number of words in English used.

4.2.2 Accuracy

Accuracy refers to “the extent to which an L2 learner’s p erformance d eviates
from the norm” (Housen et al., 2012: 4). From this definition, accuracy would seem to
be the most straightforward dimension within CAF (Palloti, 2009), however, challenges
may be faced when considering which type of norm to use as target norm. As Housen et
al. (2012) suggest, on s ome oc casions a nd d epending on t he p articipants, € rrors or

% ¢

‘deviations’ “should be tuned to non-standard and even non-native usages” (p.4) fully
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accepted within a p articular community. T hese are as pects that need to b e ad dressed
when analysing accuracy. As Iwashita et al. (2008) indicate, coders sometimes disagree
on what they consider to be errors. Taking this into account, some researchers suggest
thatth e * A1 nC AF should be not onl yu nderstood a sa ccuracy but a Isoa s
appropriateness and acceptability (Housen et al., 2012). Another challenge in regard to
accuracy relates to the interpretation o f the different ac curacy levels learners display.
According t o P alloti ( 2009: 592) , ““ accuracy pers eisnot a di recti ndicator o f
interlanguage d evelopment”, p articularly at b eginner 1 evels w hen errors are d esirable
and allow learners to develop their interlanguage by restructuring their L2 knowledge.
U-shaped learning behaviours during the acquisition of some linguistic features (i.e. the
acquisition of the E nglish past tense), for instance, have proved that the presence of
errors might be a more reliable indicator of language development than their absence at
certain levels of proficiency.

As for the analysis of accuracy, Iwashita et al. (2008) distinguish two methods:
global accuracy and specific accuracy. In the global ac curacy ap proach all errors are
considered, w hile i nt he s pecific accuracy approach o nly s pecific er ror t ypes are
computed. The most common measures to analyse global accuracy are the number of
errors per 100 w ords, the total number o f errors per unit or the number of error-free
units. With regard to the specific approach, different ratios can be computed in which
the correct use of specific linguistic features (third person singular, verb tense, plural
markers or prepositions) are divided by the total number of words in which the feature
is produced. According to the authors (ibid), the global accuracy approach is the hardest
to conduct due to the difficulty in establishing coding consistency. In this dissertation
both approaches have been employed in an attempt to provide a broader picture of the

participants’ a ccuracy | evels. G lobal a ccuracy was an alysed u sing t he p ercentage o
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error-free units w hereas specific accuracy was measured by the p ercentage o f correct

verb forms.

4.2.3 Fluency

Fluency is defined as “the capacity to produce speech at normal rate and without
interruption” ( Skehan, 2009: 510) a ndi tc onsists of t hree s ubareas: breakdown
(dys)fluency, repair (dys)fluency and speed fluency. Breakdown (dys)fluency refers to
the number, length and location of pauses. Repair (dys)fluency relates to the number of
false starts, self-corrections and repetitions produced in speech. Finally, speed fluency is
associated with the rate of linguistic units produced. In this investigation, the focus is
placed on s peed fluency due to the proficiency level of the participants (i.e. be ginner
level) and the characteristics of their L2 oral output, which is generally formed by long
and abundant pauses and a great number of repetitions and false starts. Speed fluency is
usually measured by the number of words or syllables per minute. The measure selected
to examine speed fluency was speech rate in words, which is obtained by dividing the
total number of words by the total task time in minutes. Additionally, an L1 word ratio
was also used as an indicator of breakdown disfluency.

Even though the definition and scope of fluency seems uncontroversial, recent
research has called into question w hether some fluency measures, p articularly 1 ength-
based measures, are actually measuring fluency. According to Wolfe-Quintero, Inagaki
and Kim (1998), all metrics involving mean length (i.e. mean length of utterance, mean
length of T-unit, mean length of clause or mean length of phrase among others) should
be u nderstood as f'luency measures, n ot as complexity m easures as most | iterature
presents t hem. N orris a nd O rtega ( 2009), on t he ot her ha nd, d efend t he t raditional

position that length-based measures measure complexity. To back up their position, the
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authors cite O h (2006). In this s tudy, t he a uthor e xamined t he fluency levels of 78
essays i n E nglish w ritten b y a dvanced | earners of E nglish. T he f luency m easures
employed were the total number of words, the total number of T-units, the total number
of clauses, the total number of words per minutes spent writing and two length-based
measures which were mean length of T-unit and mean length of clause. Oh submitted
the results to a factor analysis and the results showed that the first four measures loaded
very highly on one factor, while the two length-based measures loaded very highly on
the s econd f actor. A ccording t o N orris a nd O rtega’s ( 2009) i nterpretation of t hese
results, O h’s (2006) findings s uggest t hat 1 ength-based m easures s uch a s num ber of
words per T-unit or number of words per clause do not analyse the same dimension of
L2 production as number of words, number of clauses, number of T-units and words per
minute. A ccording t o Norris a nd O rtega (ibid), t he results obt ained by Oh ( 2006)
support the position that length-based measures are complexity measures, not fluency
measures.

Allinall, as seen from this section and as has b een ack nowledged b y m any
researchers, CAF research needs to clearly present and define the areas of L2 production
that a re be ing a nalysed i n or der t o allow for the c omparability of findings across
research. This s ection has a ttempted t o ¢ ontribute t o r esearch b y providing ¢ lear
definitions of the CAF construct and their scope within this study. In the next section,
two opposing views regarding the cognitive processes and mechanisms underlying CAF
as well as the relationship between CAF elements and their manifestation in L2 output

will be discussed.
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4.3 Cognitive processes and CAF elements

Complexity, accuracy and fluency l evels of L2 production have be en widely
examined in relation to attention and its allocation during L2 output production on task
performance. Within this research area, two competing models, namely Skehan’s (1998)
Trade-off Hypothesis and R obinson’s (2001) Cognition Hypothesis, have triggered the
vast bul k of research within C AFinanattemptto g aind eeper in sights in to th e

conditions or factors that affect task performance and the manifestations of CAF.

4.3.1 The Trade-off Hypothesis versus the Cognition Hypothesis

The Trade-off Hypothesis was first proposed by Skehanin 1998 and further
developed in subsequent years resulting in the Extended Trade-off Hypothesis (Skehan
and Foster, 2012). Skehan’s (1998) and Skehan and Foster’s (2012) proposal is based
on the assumption that our attentional capacity is limited, consequently, the allocation of
the 1 earners’ at tentional r esources d uring L2 p erformance o n co mplexity, accu racy
and/or fluency will depend on t he characteristics of a task or communicative c ontext.

See Figure 4.2 for a summary of task features and their effects on L2 performance.

Figure 4.2
Task characteristics and their effects on CAF (Skehan, 1998).

Accuracy effects Complexity effects Fluency effects

Structured tasks Tasks r equiring transformations, | Structured tasks
Familiar information | interpretations or divergent views | Familiar information

According to Skehan (1998), complexity, accuracy and fluency are likely to be
enhanced as aresult of task characteristics. T herefore, d epending on the ar ea w hich
wants to be analysed or assessed, different types of tasks are advisable. For example, if

accuracy is seen as the goal of assessment, structured tasks which have a clear time line
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or m acro-structure and d eal w ith f amiliar in formation a re lik ely to b e p referred.
Similarly, if complex language is expected, tasks in which more elaborate language is
required seem to be more adequate. Likewise, interactive tasks tend to lead to greater
accuracy and complexity, while monologic tasks may produce more fluency ( Skehan,
2003). Additionally, Skehan (1998) also suggests that giving time to learners to plan the
task will also have a pos itive e ffect on ¢ omplexity and fluency, m ainly. Y et, under
certain conditions, accuracy also seems to improve as a result of planning.

Skehan (1998), then, de fends the position that performance in the three areas
(i.e. complexity, accuracy and fluency) “entails competition for attentional resources”
(p. 168), which means that attention to one area may be raised at the expense of the
others. According to Skehan (2009) and Skehan and Foster (2012), the natural tension is
placed between complexity and accuracy. That is to say, if complexity and accuracy are
competing f or a ttentional r esources, itis  likely thato nlyo ne w ill b e r aised in
performance. D espite that, complexity and accuracy may be simultaneously increased
under certain conditions (i.e. as ar esult o fa co mbination o f task ch aracteristics and
effective us e of planning time), w hich S kehan and F oster relabelled as the Extended
Trade-off Hypothesis (2012).

Robinson’s (2001) Cognition Hypothesis, in contrast, de fends the position that
there are no capacity constraints on attention, which implies that attentional resources
do not compete for being allocated on a specific dimension of L2 output production.
Furthermore, the author suggests that raising task complexity will result in higher levels

of linguistic complexity and accuracy (see Figure 4.3).
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Figure 4.3
Proposed effects of task complexity on accuracy, fluency and complexity (Robinson, 2001).

Monologic tasks

Simple Complex
+fluency -fluency
-complexity +complexity
-accuracy +accuracy

Interactive tasks

Simple Complex
+ fluency -fluency
-accuracy +accuracy
+comprehension checks/ +comprehension checks/
clarification requests clarification requests

Robinson’s (2001) predictions on t he e ffects of task complexity on monologic
tasks are based on the assumption that complexity of oral output will take place as a
result of increasing complex functional demands of the communicative situation, in this
case, tasks. In addition, greater attention to speech, d erived from the high degree of
complexity o fth e communicative task d emands, us ually | eads t o hi gher | evels of
accuracy. As for fluency, the author states that learners’ fluency levels will decrease as
task complexity increases. Regarding interactive tasks, Robinson claims that increasing
task ¢ omplexity | eads t o greater a mounts of meaning ne gotiation i nt he f orm of
comprehension checks and clarification requests, which in turn has a negative effect on
the length a nd complexity of s peech. In ot her w ords, i nteraction m ay p revent
participants f rom pr oducing complex out put. In t erms of fluency and accuracy, t he
assumptions on which Robinson based his predictions also hold for interactive tasks.

According t o R obinson (2001), t asks s hould be s equenced a ccording t o t heir
complexity in order to enhance language learning. To do s o, he proposes a set of task
features ( resource-directing or  resource d epleting di mensions) which ¢ an be
manipulated in order to increase or d ecrease task co mplexity according to the target

level of instruction (see Figure 4.4).
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Figure 4.4
Cognitive dimensions and their effects on output (Robinson, 2001).

Resource-directing dimensions Resource-depleting dimensions
+/-few elements +/- planning
+/- here and now +/-single task
+/- reasoning demands +/-prior knowledge

Robinson’s proposal suggests that the presence (+) or absence (-) of certain task
dimensions affects task complexity and consequently linguistic complexity. A ccording
to the author, resource-directing dimensions can increase or decrease task complexity by
directing the p articipants’ resources to aspects o f language. F or instance, tasks where
few elements are used (+ few elements) will likely lead the learner to use singular forms
rather than plural forms. Similarly, tasks which refer to the past (- here and now) will
trigger t he use o fp ast tenses. A s fortasksinw hichlearners haveto justify th eir
statements (+ reasoning), more instances of subordination to give reasons are expected,
for example. R esource-depleting dimensions, on t he other hand, cannot be manifested
through any type of linguistic feature but affect task complexity and in turn linguistic
complexity. F or e xample, tasks in which learners are not given any planning time ( -
planning), tasks in which the learner cannot use his prior knowledge (- prior knowledge)
and t asks w hich h ave a dua | obj ective ( -single task) ar e cl aimed to increase t ask
complexity.

To sumup, i tis worth highlighting that e ven t hough S kehan and R obinson’s
respective h ypotheses a nd m odels ha ve oppos ing de parture poi nts, bot h m odels
acknowledge t he e ffects of task t ypes and c onditions on t he m anifestations of C AF
elements and on their interrelationship. In the next section, a selection of relevant CAF

research w ill be pr ovided w ith t he a im of s hedding s ome 1ight on t he factors t hat
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influence t he m anifestation of C AF a ndt heir de velopment w ithin S kehan or

Robisnson’s framework.

4.3.2 CAF research

Robinson ( 1995), for instance, e xplored t he e ffects of task c omplexity on the
performance on oral narrative discourse of 12 adult intermediate learners of English by
manipulating the +/- here and now dimension of the task. Two procedures were used to
analyse the effects of task complexity. First, the participants were asked to tell a story
while 1 ooking at the pictures of a narrative task using the present tense (+ here and
now). After that, the learners were given a different story, told to examine the pictures
carefully and asked to tell the story in the past tense (- here and now) without looking at
the pictures. The measures employed to analyse task performance were categorised into
three gr oups: g rammatically de fined m easures, i ntonationally a nd pa usally d efined
measures an d | exically and p ausally d efined m easures. First, grammatically d efined
measures consisted o f t arget-like use o farticles and S -nodes per T -unit. A mount of
silence ( over a2 -second pa use) a nd pr opositional ¢ ontent pe runi t were us ed a s
intonationally and pausally defined units. Finally, number of lexical words per unit and
lexical words used in the task were the lexically and pausally defined units. The results
reported in this study did not confirm any of the hypotheses posited by Robinson within
the framework of the C ognition H ypothesis, according to which, pe rformances under
the - here a nd now d imension w ould1 eadt o gr eater complexity, accuracy and
dysfluency, since no s ignificant di fferences w ere found b etween task complexity and
any of the m easures presented above, e xcept on e, num ber o f'1exical words per unit.
Despite the lack of significant results in accuracy and s yntactic complexity, R obinson

concludes t hat even t hough no significant di fferences w ere f ound, m ean s cores and
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nearly s ignificant r esults d o s how a t rend t owards h igher accuracy and co mplexity
scores w hen t ask ¢ omplexity i ncreased. In a ddition, t he a uthor a Iso hi ghlights t hat
sample s ize, t ask pr ocedures, na rrative ¢ hoices an d t he m easures u sed m ight h ave
affected the results obtained.

The data gathered and analysed in Robinson (1995) was revisited in Robinson,
Cadierno and Shirai (2009). In this second analysis, the authors used specific measures
of tense-aspect marking, as they suggested that specific measures were more ad equate
to capture the effects of complex tasks on task performance. The hypotheses posited by
the authors were that complex — here and now tasks would lead to a greater use of non-
prototypical past tenses and progressive forms than + here and now tasks. The results
reported s howed t hat t he m ean s cores o f non -prototypical us e o fpa stt enses a nd
progressive forms were higher or slightly higher on complex tasks than on simple tasks,
which i n s ome cas es r eached a m arginally s ignificant d ifference, which s eemed t o
confirm the assumptions of the Cognition Hypothesis.

As for findings in line with the Trade-off Hypothesis, Foster and Skehan (1996)
examined t he e ffects o f't ask ¢ hoice a nd pl anning c onditions ( i.e. imp lementation
conditions) on t he L 2 E nglish or al pe rformance of 32 pr e-intermediate le vel a dult
learners. The students were divided into a control group and two experimental groups
and w ere a sked t o c arry out t hree t asks: a pe rsonal i nformation e xchange task, a
narrative task and a decision-making task. A ccording to the authors, the personal task
was t he eas iest o ne as itrequired t he | east co gnitive ef fort. T he n arrative an d t he
decision-making t ask w ere s een a s t he m ost de manding on es, as the cognitive load
required t o p erform t he t ask w as hi gher. A s a ¢ onsequence of t he ¢ ognitive e ffort
needed by the learners to do the tasks, the authors hypothesised that less attention would

be given to linguistic form in these two tasks. In addition to task choice, the authors also
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attempted t o s tudy the e ffects of planning c onditions on t ask pe rformance. T hus, the
control group had no planning time before the task. Instead, they were just given a brief
introduction to the objective of the task. The experimental groups, on t he other hand,
were given the same brief introduction as the control group followed by 10 minutes of
individual planning. One of the experimental groups received instructions for detailed
planning, which means that the participants were told to consider syntax, lexis, content
and or ganisation. T he o ther e xperimental gr oup received no g uidance onto whatto
consider for carrying out the task (i.e. undetailed planning).

The r esults r eported di d not s how a s ignificant e ffect of t ask familiarity on
complexity m easures p robably duet ot hes mall s ample us ed ( ibid: 1996: 311) .
However, t he analyses do indicate s trong effects of pl anning ¢ onditions on f luency
measures in the three tasks. In particular, the study reports that planning conditions have
a pos itive i mpact on t he t otal num ber of pa uses a nd t he a mount of t otal s ilence.
Similarly, significant results were found between planning conditions and the learners’
performance in the complexity measure used (clauses per c-unit) in the three tasks. The
effect of planning condition type provided inconclusive results across tasks and areas of
performance. On the one hand, complexity results increased as the planning condition
became m ore de tailed, ont he ot her, | ess de tailed pl anning 1 ed t o m ore a ccurate
performances (fewer error-free clauses). The results on the effects of task familiarity on
task performance were not conclusive either. A dditionally, the results obtained across
the different tasks seemed to report tradeoff effects between complexity and accuracy as
aresult of task type and planning conditions. In the personal task, for instance, the
results for complexity were higher than for accuracy. The narrative task produced high
scores in complexity while accuracy results decreased. Finally, the decision-making task

produced high levels of accuracy and complexity, this last dimension being positively
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affected by planning conditions. All in all, the authors conclude that “the combination
of task type and task condition provides scope for complexity to operate as a viable goal
without compromising accuracy” (ibid: 318).

Larsen-Freeman’s ( 2006) time -seriesd esign o fferedam ore q ualitative
perspective to the study of CAF. In this study, the author examined the written and oral
productions of five adult Chinese learners of English who received EFL instruction in
the verb tense-aspect system and article usage. The participants were asked to write a
story of a past event and tell it o rally. Both tasks were repeated (the same story each
time) every six weeks over a period of six months. The measures used to analyse the
written data were average number o f words per t-unit for fluency, average number o f
clauses p er t -unit for grammatical c omplexity, error-free T -units for ac curacy and a
type-token ratio for vocabulary complexity. In addition, both the written and oral data
were analysed into idea units. The results of this investigation reported no significant
differences from one time o f d ata c ollection t o the o ther, h owever, the an alyses did
reveal that the five participants made progress. A deeper analysis of the data, however,
indicated t hat e ach of t he f ive pa rticipants w as f ollowing a di fferentr outet o
development in complexity, accuracy and fluency, probably due to “the way individuals
have chosen to allocate their limited resources” (p. 601).

Following Robinson’s hypothesis, Levkina and Gilabert (2012) investigated the
effects of task complexity ont he or al out put of forty-two i ntermediate 1 earners o f
English by manipulating pre-task planning time and +/- elements task ch aracteristics.
The m easures s elected to an alyse t he p articipants’ o ral o utput w ere s peech rate in
syllables for fluency, the Guiraud Index of lexical richness for lexical complexity, mean
number of clauses per A S-unit for syntactic complexity and mean number of error-free

clauses per A S-unit for accuracy. The results showed that fluency de creased w ithout
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planning time, even though the impact did not reach significance. In addition, 1exical
complexity was also negatively affected by the lack of planning time while s yntactic
complexity seemed to be unaffected by the presence of planning time. Finally, accuracy
was not s ignificantly a ffected w hen | earners w ere pr ovided w ith pl anning t ime.
Regarding t he effects o f+/ - elements, th e results suggestt hat w hen the t ask w as
complex (i.e. more elements in a task) there was a positive significant impact on lexical
complexity, which seems to support R obinson’s (2001) C ognition H ypothesis. A's for
syntactic ¢ omplexity and accuracy, no differences w ere found b etween complex and
simple tasks (+/- elements), which does not seem to back up the Cognition Hypothesis,
which claims that accuracy and complexity may increase as a result of task complexity.
The authors justify the lack of significant results in accuracy and syntactic complexity
by referring to the measures selected.

In addition, Ferrari’s (2012) longitudinal study relates to some of the hypotheses
posited in this research project. In particular, Ferrari’s findings suggest that the study of
L2 d evelopment a nd pe rformance s hould be e xaminedinrelationtotask type,as
different tasks lead to different types of output in terms of CAF measures. In this three-
year longitudinal study, the author analysed the oral production of four L2 learners of
Italian and compared their output to that of two Italian native speakers in four tasks: a
film r etelling t ask, a n arrative task, an informal interview and a t elephone call. T he
measures em ployed were av erage n umber o f subordinate cl auses p er A S-unit a nd
average number of words per clause for syntactic complexity. The percentage of error-
free AS-units was used to analyse accuracy whereas the average number of silent pauses
as well as the a verage number of he sitation phe nomena w ere em ployed as fluency
measures. T he r esults obt ained f rom t his | ongitudinal s tudy i ndicate t hat a ccuracy

improves in the long run, although there were periods in which a trade-off effect was
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found be tween a n i ncrease i n ¢ omplexity a nd a de crease i n a ccuracy. I n a ddition,
fluency also s howed i mprovement over the three years of the s tudy. A nother of the
findings from Ferrari’s (2012) piece of research related to the effects of task type on
CAF. According to the author, C AF results were sensitive to task characteristics. F or
instance, interactive tasks seemed to produce less complex language (which resembled
native speakers’ performance on the same task) and more accurate language. Monologic
tasks, on the other hand, contained more complex language and led to lower scores in
fluency. Even though the size of the sample was quite limited, a number of implications
for the study of L2 development are addressed by the author. Firstly, the findings from
this study suggest that L2 use is sensitive to task, consequently, L2 development should
be s tudied us ing data from a variety of tasks. Additionally, t he data e xamined a Iso
seems to indicate that interpretations of development in C AF should be dependent on
task type, as a decrease in one of these dimensions (i.e. syntactic complexity) might be
an indicator of development rather than incompetence (p. 292).

Finally, Kuiken and Vedder (2012) examined the oral and written productions of
L2 Italian and L2 French I earners u sing co mplexity, a ccuracy and fluency m easures
with r egard t o the | earners’ proficiency | evel and task ¢ omplexity. To do s o, t hree
studies w ere ¢ onducted. T his s ection, how ever, w ill onl y r efer t o t he study w hich
analysed L2 oral performance. In this study the authors analysed the oral performance
of 44 Dutch s tudents o f Italian in a m onologic t ask c onsisting i n 1 eaving a phon e
message ona na nswering m achinei nw hicht he di mension + /- elements w as
manipulated. The measures used were total number of errors per A S-units, number of
1%, 2™ or 3™ degree errors per A S-unit for accuracy, number of dependent clauses per
clause for complexity and the total number of word types per square root of two times

the total number of word tokens for lexical variation. The results indicated a significant
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influence of proficiency level on accuracy. As for syntactic complexity, no differences
were f ound be tween hi gh a nd 1 ow pr oficient | earners. R egarding t he e ffect of t ask
complexity, the analyses showed a significant effect of task complexity on accuracy (i.e.
decrease of errors) and on syntactic complexity inasmuch as fewer d ependent clauses
were found in the more complex version of the task, which, according to the authors,
contradicts the Cognition Hypothesis. The authors conclude by saying that even though
certain task characteristics may lead to the production of particular language features,
“there is no general effect of task complexity on syntactic complexity” (p.165).

The CAF research presented in this section has attempted to gain understanding
of th e C AF c onstruct inte rms o fth e f actors th at tr igger its ma nifestation, th e
relationship be tween t he t hree di mensions and t heir de velopment. As s een from the
literature review provided, no consensus seems to have been reached on the reasons that
lead t o t he pr oduction of a ccurate a nd ¢ omplex s peech. H owever, a greements a re
encountered when claiming that task types and conditions affect output production. In
Chapters 6 and 7 the results of the analyses c onducted t o i nvestigate t he e ffects of
CLIL+EFL i nstruction a nd E FL i nstruction on CAF m easures int wo t asks w ill be
presented and discussed. Additionally, this study will also focus on the development of
CAF measures in the two instructional settings in an attempt to examine the relationship
between C AF el ements and the processes of L2 language de velopment in instructed

SLA.
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CHAPTER 5 Method

This chapter presents the procedures, methodology and measures used to analyse
the oral data collected in this dissertation. As previously mentioned, this is a two-year
longitudinal study which aims at exploring the e ffects of CLIL on L2 English young
learners’ oral production skills. To do so, an investigation based on a time-series design
was c onducted in w hich the oral output o ftwo groups of learners from two C atalan
schools w as s tudied a nd c ompared. O ne of these gr oups, t he non -CLIL group (also
referred to as the control group), was formed by learners who had been exposed to EFL
instruction, whereas the other group, the CLIL group, was composed by learners who

had received CLIL and EFL instruction

5.1 Design of the study

As most research in the field of A pplied Linguistics, this study has a quasi-
experimental design. The independent variable was type of instruction received by the
learners, namely CLIL plus EFL instruction or E FL instruction a lone, w hereas t he
dependent v ariable w ast hel earners’ o ral p erformance an alysedb y meanso f
complexity, accuracy and fluency measures. As for the moderator variables controlled
in the study, there was school and learners’ proficiency (i.e. high and low achievers).
Finally, amount of English instruction was used as a control variable, since the number
of hours learners had of English instruction (EFL alone or EFL plus CLIL) was held
constant between the two groups of learners throughout the two years of the study.

As seen in Table 5.1, the oral data were collected at four different times (TO, T1,
T2 and T3) in order to explore the processes of language learning and study the progress

learners underwent in CLIL and non-CLIL settings after 122.5, 164.5 and 244 hours of
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English instruction. A s the table s hows, data c ollection s essions from t he non -CLIL
group started in the school year 2010-2011, whereas the data from the CLIL group were
gathered in the subsequent academic year 2011-2012. For the purposes of the study, the
data collection sessions could not be simultaneously conducted in the two groups (see

section 5.4.1 for further details on data collection procedures).

Table 5.1
Data collection times and amount and type of English instruction received by the groups according to
data collection times.

Hours of
Groups Data collection English Type and amount of English
date instruction instruction
Non-CLIL | September 2010 - -
Time O
CLIL September 2011 - -
Non-CLIL June 2011 122.5 hours 3.50 hrs/week EFL instruction
sk CLIL i
CLIL April 2012 122.5 hours 3.50 hrs/week E FL i nstruction
(95.5 hours in total)
Non-CLIL December 2011 164.5 hours 3.50 hrs/week EFL instruction
Time 2 1 hr/week CLIL instruction
(37 hours in total)
CLIL September 2012 164.5 hours 350 hrs/week EFL instruction
(127.5 hours in total)
Non-CLIL June 2012 244 hours 3.50 hrs/week EFL instruction
Lk UL i
u
CLIL March 2013 244 hours 3.50 hrs/week EFL instruction
(191 hours in total)

5.2 Schools’ context
This study was carried out in two semi-private Catalan schools which started the
implementation of C LIL in grade 5 of primary education in S eptember 2011. T his

research project started in September 2010, t hough, in order to be able to gather data
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from the non -CLIL group in grade 5, from the same s chools. O ne of the schoolsis
located in a ci ty near the metropolitan area o f Barcelona, from now on referred to as
School I, whereas the other one is situated in a town in central Catalonia, referred to as
School II in this study. Despite being situated in two very different geographical areas,
both s chools s hare s imilar s ocio-economic da ta a s bot h s chools a re c omposed b y
families with a mid-high socioeconomic status. Both schools offer schooling for infant
school, primary e ducation and compulsory s econdary e ducation. S chool I also offers
non-compulsory s econdary e ducation, w hich pr epares s tudents for S panish uni versity
entrance exams. In addition, both School I and II have more than one class for each of
the grades from infant school to secondary school.

Neither of t he s chools had ha d pr evious e xperience i n i mplementing CLIL
courses be fore the start of this study in September 2010. H owever, various initiatives
had be en adopted in t he t wo s chools t o i ntroduce E nglish as a foreign | anguage in
kindergarten in the form of short sessions (from 30’ to 60’ a week) in which young
learners were exposed to the foreign language through story-telling and game sessions.

In S eptember 2011 bot h s chools s tarted t o i mplement C LIL in grade 5. T he
content subject selected to teach CLIL was Science. Thus, since September 2011 up to
June 2013, learners had 3.50 hours of EFL instruction plus 1 hour of Science a week in
which learners studied content from the science curriculum in primary school that had
not been introduced or dealt with in the curricular subject of Science in C atalan, the
school’s vehicular language.

The teachers in charge of delivering the C LIL subject, Science, w ere p rimary
school E FL t eachers whose | evel of E nglish w as hi ghert han B 2, a ccording t o
the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages. The teachers had not

taught C LIL be foreb uth ada ttended a t rainingc oursei n C LIL be foret he
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implementation of CLIL in their respective schools. See Table 5.2 for a summary of the

most important characteristics of the schools selected for this study.

Table 5.2
Schools’ main features.

SCHOOL I SCHOOL Il
Location Near Barcelona metropolitan area | Central Catalonia
EFL Experiences 30 ' sessions in kindergarten 30'-60' sessions in kindergarten
Previous CLIL experience |No No
CLIL Subject Science Science
_CLIL training before CLIL Yes Yes
implementation
CLIL Teacher's profile and | School E nglish teacher - higher | School E nglisht eacher — Higher
level of English than B2 than B2

5.2.1 EFL curriculum in primary schools in Catalonia

As Nikolov (2009: 23) points out, the construct used to measure the linguistic
outcomes of EFL instruction among young language learners “has to be in line with the
curriculum” in order to assure that neither linguistic nor cognitive task demands affect
the results obtained. Because of this, it is crucial to know what learners at early stages of
cognitive and linguistic development can and cannot do.

According to the Catalan EFL curriculum®, learners at the end of their 4™ year of
primary education, around 9-10 years old, should be able to participate in s hort oral
interactions w hich are familiar to them such as dialogues about th eir daily lives and
routines. In addition, t hey s hould a Iso be a ble t o unde rstand a nd pr oduce e veryday
formulaic 1 anguage ex pressions f or g reetings, e xpressing € motions, de scribing t he
weather and providing personal information.

As presented in the E FL curriculum for primary school, E FL 1 essons s hould

focus primarily on communicative c ompetences (comprehension and production) and

* http://www.xtec.cat/web/curriculum/primaria/curriculum
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meaning instead of linguistic form by means of thematic units in which topics like food,
clothes, s chools a nd ho mes s erve as am eans to f oster E nglish | anguage | earning.
According to the various models for the integration of language and content teaching
presented by Met (1998) (see Figure 5.1), the types of EFL instruction implemented in
primary schools in Catalonia would belong to groups E and F and would be categorised

as language-driven programmes.

Figure 5.1
Language-content continuum (Met, 1998).

CONTENT-DRIVEN LANGUAGE-DRIVEN
A B C D E F
Total Immersion  Partial Immersion ~ Subject courses Subject courses plus  Language courses Language classes with

language instruction based on thematic units frequent use of content

The foreign language teaching programme that the two schools selected for this
study s tarted to implement in S eptember 2011 ( CLIL+EFL instruction), on t he other
hand, would be further away from language-driven programmes than EFL instruction on
its own and would belong to group D ‘Subject courses plus language instruction’. The
learners i n t his s tudy t hat r eceived t his t ype of i nstruction, t he C LIL group, were
exposed t o language I essons plus s ubject s cience 1 essons in E nglish (i.e. CLIL) t hat
emphasised bot h ¢ ontent a nd | anguage 1 earning. T he t opics de alt w ithin the CLIL
lessons in the schools selected in this study were Science topics such as the cell, plants
and vertebrate and invertebrate animals among others. As for the curriculum in CLIL
programmes, it n eeds t o be s aid t hat t he C atalan D epartment o f E ducation ha s not

explicitly stated the competences, methodologies and assessment criteria schools need
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to implement when teaching CLIL. However, Catalan stakeholders do suggest Coyle’s

(2006) 4Cs framework for CLIL implementation in Catalan schools:

The 4Cs Framework suggests that it is through progression in knowledge, skills and
understanding o ft he content, e ngagementi n as sociated co gnitive p rocesses,
interaction in communicative context, developing appropriate language knowledge
and s killsas well as acq uiring d eepening i ntercultural a wareness t hrough t he
positioning of self and otherness, that effective CLIL takes place (p.15).

The 4Cs Framework identifies the 4 m ain areas which need to be addressed in
CLIL l essons in or der for C LIL t o be e ffective and s uccessful, w hich are C ontent,
Cognition, C ommunication a nd C ulture. A s C oyle s tates ( ibid), C LIL in struction
focuses on content, cognitive and linguistic development and moves away from purely

language-driven programmes in which language form is the driving force.

5.3 Participants

The sample of participants used in this study belongs to the CLIL-SLA Project,
which studies the effects of CLIL on young learners’ linguistic competence in English
and m otivation. The s ubjects w ere 52 C atalan/Spanish bi lingual pr imary s tudents
learning English as a foreign language from two of the five Catalan schools used in the
CLIL-SLA Project.

The subjects that participated in this study were randomly selected from the two
schools in a way that heterogeneity within each of the two groups was assured. To do
so, the selection of young learners was carried out taking into account their grades in the
three language subjects (Catalan, Spanish and English) in an attempt to have a mixture
of talented and untalented l anguage 1earners in each group. As Table 5.3 shows, the
non-CLIL group w as m ade up of 20 I earners ( 10 from each s chool) who r eceived
regular EFL instruction (3.50 hours a week) during the study, whereas the CLIL group

was composed by 32 1 earners (18 from S chool I and 14 f rom S chool II) who w ere
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exposed to EFL and CLIL instruction (3.50 hours a week of EFL plus 1 hour a week of

CLIL). Unlike ot her s chools i mplementing C LIL, the t wo s chools us ed in this s tudy

offered CLIL to all students, which means that 1earners in the C LIL group w ere not

necessarily more motivated or ‘talented’ in the learning of foreign languages than their

peers in the non-CLIL group.

Table 5.3

Description of participants.

English Previous % learners
. Age at exposure English attending
Groups Participants study onset during the exposure at extracurricular
study school English lessons
Non- 3.50h rs/week o
CLIL 20 ziclio Y IS | B[ instruction | T20-437hrs [ 26,90%
1 hr/week CLIL
instruction o
CLIL 32 2;0 Y oears | oot meek 420-437 hrs | 25,00%
EFL instruction

As can be seen from Table 5.3, at the onset of data collection sessions in both

groups, the participants were 9-10 years old and were starting their 5™ year of primary

education. R egarding t he a mount of E nglish e xposure r eceived in s choolup t othe

beginning o ft he s tudy i n S eptember 2010, all t he pa rticipants ha d r eceived E FL

instruction and the num ber of hours ranged from 420 t 0 437 in both s chools, w hich

made the schools similar and hence comparable. Likewise, the percentages of learners

from t he C LIL and no n-CLIL groups t hat a ttended e xtracurricular E nglish 1 essons

outside school when this research project started in September 2010 were similar, which

diminishes the effect of extracurricular English exposure on the learners’ performance

in the two oral tasks selected for the study.
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5.4 Data collection
5.4.1 Procedures

Data from the two groups were collected and recorded at four different times
(Time 0, Time 1, Time 2 and Time 3). Data collection sessions in the non-CLIL group
took place from September 2010 up to June 2012, while data from the CLIL group was

gathered from September 2011 to March 2013 (see Table 5.4).

Table 5.4
Data collection times for CLIL and non-CLIL groups.

Time 0 Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
Non-CLIL September 2010 June 2011 December 2011 June 2012
CLIL September 2011 April 2012 September 2012 March 2013

As previously mentioned, the onset of the data collection sessions could not take
place within the same school year in both groups owing to the fact that CLIL started to
be implemented in September 2011. Thus, the data collection sessions from the non-
CLIL group started in September 2010 (T0), while in the CLIL group the data started to
be co llected i n September 2011 ( TO). A's for the rest o fthe data c ollection t imes,
calculations of the total amount of English e xposure | earners received (3.50 hours a
week o fE FL i nstruction i n t he non -CLIL group a nd 3.50 hour s a week o fE FL
instruction + 1 hour a week of CLIL instruction in the CLIL group) were carried out in
order to keep amount of English instruction constant between the two groups. Hence,
the data collection sessions in the CLIL group were carried out earlier in the year than in
the non-CLIL group due to the fact that CLIL learners received more hours of English
instruction a week than non-CLIL learners.

In the first data collection session, Time 0, a bio-data questionnaire, an English

proficiency t est a nd t wo or al t asks i n E nglish, a n i nterview and a pi cture-elicited
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narrative, w ere a dministeredt o C LIL and non -CLIL1 earners. Theb io-data
questionnaire i ncluded que stions ont he f amilies’ s ocio-economic ba ckground, t he
languages spoken at home, previous English exposure and the contexts in which they
used English. The English proficiency test administered to the participants was based on
a combination of tasks taken from two of the tests which compose the widely known
Cambridge Young Learners English Tests: Movers and Flyers. The tests were designed,
piloted and validated prior to their administration to the participants in this study. The
scores o btained from th e p roficiency te st w ere used to e stablish th e le arners’ in itial
proficiency level at TO and classify learners into low and high achievers in an attempt to
examine the effects of CLIL on learners with different proficiency levels (see Table 5.5

for the classification of low and high achievers).

Table 5.5
Classification of CLIL and non-CLIL learners according to proficiency level.
Niirf}l{clil;;?e Number of Non- Number of CLIL
P ey CLIL learners learners
test at Time 0
Low achievers <3.9 10 16
High achievers >3.9 10 16

The o ral ta sks w ere a dministered in dividually to a ll th e p articipants b y a
researcher fro m t he CLIL-SLA P roject. T he first t ask w as t he i nterview i n w hich
learners had to answer questions about themselves. A fter the interview, the participants
were shown the pictures of the narrative task. Learners were given a couple of minutes
to familiarise with the story and understand the plot. A fter that, learners were asked to
tell the story (see section 5.4.2 for further details on the tasks). The same procedure for
the administration of the oral tasks was followed in the three subsequent data collection

sessions for Time 1, Time 2 and Time 3.
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5.4.2 Data collection instruments

In order to analyse the learners’ oral production skills in English two speaking
tasks were used: an oral interview (an interactive task) and a picture-elicited narrative (a
monologic t ask). B oth t asks had be en previously used by the BAF Project (Muioz,
2006) with 1 earners of s imilar a ges from schools in B arcelona and met the 1earners’
linguistic and cognitive developmental stage according to the EFL curriculum presented

by the Catalan Department of Education.

5.4.2.1 Oral interview

The 1 nterview co nsisted o f's even questions r elated to th e le arners’ f amilies,
personal lives and routines (see Appendix A for the interview). Many of the questions
asked in the interview dealt with topics that learners at that age (9-12 years old) have
studied and used in their E FL lessons. However, e ven though | earners were familiar
with the vocabulary used in the questions, they did not master some of the grammatical
structures n eeded t 0 an swer t he q uestions ac curately (i.e. t he us e o f future or pa st
tenses) due t ot heir | evel of pr oficiency. D espite t his, | earners di d unde rstand t he
meaning of the questions asked in most cases, as structures such as the ones mentioned
above are implicitly dealt with in regular EFL instruction in primary school. If learners
did not unde rstand a question, t he r esearcher w ho was administeringt he t ests
reformulated it s everal times. R arely did the researcher have to use the learners’ L1.
Regarding t otal t ask t ime ( TTT), T able 5.6 s hows t he a verage a mount o f time in

minutes learners needed to fulfil the task at the four data collection times.
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Table 5.6
Total task time means in minutes obtained in the interview for Times 0, 1, 2 and 3.

Time 0 Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
Non-CLIL 3.07 5.22 3.90 3.76
CLIL 4.77 4.80 4.11 3.57

The use of oral interviews to assess and study oral production skills has been
strongly criticised on the basis of the unequal power relationships which are established
between the interviewer and the interviewee (Luoma, 2004) and the “limited repertoire
of functions” young learners show in this type of tests (McKay, 2006: 84). However, the
decision to include the interview in this study as a tool of data collection w as taken
inasmuch as the structure of the task as well as the content of the questions asked are
very s imilart o t he t ype of s peaking t asks young | anguage | earners i nt his s tudy
performed in t heir r egular E FL 1 essons. T hus, in an attempt to us e t asks w hich are

familiar to the learners, the interview was used as one of the oral tasks in this study.

5.4.2.2 Picture-elicited narrative

Right after the interview, learners were shown a story based on six pictures (see
Appendix B for the story). Picture (1) showed a mother and her two children preparing
some food to go on a picnic. Picture (2) depicted the mother showing the children on a
map the place to go to have the picnic in the background and a dog trying to get into the
picnic basket full of food in the foreground. Picture (3) showed the children walking on
the street and waving goodbye to their mother. In Picture (4) the learners could see the
two children from the story in the countryside. Picture (5) depicted the two children
seeing the dog coming out of the basket. And finally, Picture (6) showed the children

surprised at seeing the picnic basket almost empty.
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The participants were given some minutes to look at the pictures and understand
the plot of the story. O nce they felt c omfortable with t he s tory, they were asked to
narrate it. When learners found it hard to tell the story, the researcher asked them some
questions t o he Ip them produce s ome 1 anguage. T he que stions ha d be en pr eviously
selected and were the same for all the learners. Tables 5.7 shows the average amount of

time learners used to carry out the task at the four data collection times.

Table 5.7
Total task time means in minutes obtained in the picture-elicited narrative for Times 0, 1, 2 and 3.

Time 0 Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
Non-CLIL 2.62 2.32 1.83 1.49
CLIL 2.28 1.84 2.15 1.81

As Luoma (2004) claimed, the use of narrative tasks to assess EFL learners’ oral
production s kills is qui te common. H owever, itisimportant to s elect good pi cture
sequences w hich “generate enough talk and provide opportunities for the examinee to
show w hat t hey kno w” ( ibid: 144) . A ccording t o t he a uthor, g ood pi cture-elicited
narratives should enable learners “to show their control of basic narrative features such
as setting the scene, identifying the characters and the main events and telling them in a
coherent sequence” (p. 144). In order to study the appropriateness of the picture-elicited
narrative chosen for this study, a pilot study was carried out ( Bret, 2011) in w hich
learners o f the same ages were ad ministered the picture-elicited narrative selected for
this dissertation. The results of the study showed that the task was appropriate for the
learners’ as they felt comfortable with the story and were able to verbalise most of the

‘narrative features’ presented by Luoma (2004).
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5.4.2.3 Qualitative instruments

Despitet he clear f ocuso ns econd 1 anguage |l earning processes oft his
dissertation, this study will also attempt to address several pedagogical aspects derived
from the implementation of CLIL in primary schools. To do so, brief references to the
data obt ained f rom several q uestionnaires and oral in terviews administered a t th e
beginning and at the end of the first and second year of CLIL implementation will be
made. T he questionnaires addressed que stions related to the opinion | earners, parents
and t eachers had on C LIL andits e ffects on E nglish f oreign | anguage 1 earning. In
addition, teachers were also asked about the implementation process (i.e. difficulty in
delivering C LIL | essons, de gree of i nstitutional s upport r eceived, w eaknesses a nd
strengths of their CLIL lessons, etc.).

Besides t he use of que stionnaires t o e xplore t he pa rticipants’ vi ews ont he
implementation o f CLIL, data was also collected from several classroom o bservation
sessions carried out in the two s chools within the C LIL classroom. E ven though the
results de rived fromt he instruments a nd pr ocedures s tated a bove will be pa rtly
interpreted in the discussion section, a thorough interpretation of the the data obtained
from these instruments is beyond the scope of this dissertation. See Pladevall-Ballester
(2014) for a more d etailed s tudy o f th e q ualitative d ata g athered in the C LIL-SLA

Project.
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5.5 Data analyses

The o ral d ata co llected f or t his s tudy w as analysed using q uantitative an d
qualitative methods. This section provides a description of how the data was treated in
the processes of transcription, codification and analysis along with a justification of the

measures used.

5.5.1 Task transcription

The r ecordings o ft het asks w ere t ranscribed a nd analysed us ing CLAN
(Computerized Language A nalysis) available at the CHILDES w ebsite.” Transcripts
were co ded for s yntactic an d 1 exical co mplexity, accuracy and fluency using C HAT
transcription s ymbols. The total number of transcripts used in this research study was

416 (208 of the interview task and 208 of the narrative task).

5.5.2 Measures and unit of analysis

As mentioned earlier, this study used CAF measures to study L2 English young
learners’ or al pr oduction s kills a nd t heir de velopment. T hus, t he s election of t he
measures w as c arefully made in order to c apture progress among L2 E nglish y oung

learners’ speech and gain insight into the development of each of the areas within CAF.

5.5.2.1 Complexity
As explained in C hapter 4, the study of L2 complexity in this r esearch w as
based ont wo o fthe t hree m ain components o f ¢ omplexity pr esented b y B ult¢ and

Housen ( 2012): pr opositional a nd | inguistic ¢ omplexity. Inor dert oi nvestigate

> http://childes.psy.cmu.edu
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propositional complexity, the total number of units (TNU) participants produced in each
of the tasks at the four data collection times (T0, T1, T1 and T3) was computed.

The unit of analysis used in this study, from now onr eferred to as unit, was
specifically designed for this study to analyse young language learners’ oral output, a
research area which has received little attention, at least from a quantitative point of
view. The unit was defined as a context-dependent m eaningful utterance, grammatical
or un grammatical, which conveys one piece of information or idea. As seen from the
definition, the main criterion to identify and segment utterances into units was semantic.

For example:

(1) INVESTIGATOR: How are you?
SUBJECT: I’m fine. [unit]
(2) INVESTIGATOR: How are you?
SUBJECT: My name is .... [NOT a unit]
(3) SUBJECT: The brother and sister preparing a picnic. [unit]

In examples (1) and (3), the subjects’ answers were counted as units because
they were meaningful in the context of the interaction or communicative situation. In
other w ords, t he ut terances pr oduced answered t he que stion a sked ( example 1) or
referred to the story being described (example 3). In example (2), on the other hand, the
utterance produced by the participant was not computed as a unit since it did not fulfil
the requirement of being context-dependent within the context of the interaction.

Besides being ¢ ontext-dependent ut terances w hich ¢ onveyed one p iece o f
information or idea, the implicit or explicit presence o f a p redicate (i.e. lexical verb)
within the utterance was also employed as a criterion for the identification of units. See

examples below:
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(4) INVESTIGATOR: Have you got any brothers or sisters?
SUBJECT: It one sister. [unit]

(Intended form: I have one sister)

(5) INVESTIGATOR: What do you do at the weekends?
SUBJECT: Saturday football. [unit]

(Intended form: On Saturdays I play football)

(6) SUBJECT: The sandwich and the dog in the basket. [unit]
(Intended f orm: t he s andwicha ndt hedog areint he
basket)

(7) SUBJECT: The boy and the girl on the mountain. [unit]

(Intended form: the boy and the girl are in the mountain)

All the examples provided above lack a predicate, probably due to the learners’
low stage of language development. However, the answers given by the participants in
examples (4) and (5) show that the learners were able to provide a meaningful answer.
Likewise, 1 n e xamples ( 6) and ( 7), t he pa rticipants failed t o producea verbinthe
sentences. D espite t hat, t he | earners s howed t races o £ S VO o rder i n ad dition t o
providing a meaningful utterance. These examples indicate that the learners were trying
to v erbalise ¢ omplex g rammatical r elationships b etween th e p hrases in th eir o ral
productions other than mere enumerations of elements, which were discarded as units.
Hence, in order not to ignore that type of progress among the sample population of this
study, the explicit use of a predicate was not necessary to identify units. A dditionally,
another of the reasons why the implicit or explicit use of a predicate was also employed
as a criterion to id entify units relates to th e difficulty encountered in some cases to
identify the extension of ideas on the basis of semantic criteria only (Foster, Tonkyn and
Wigglesworth, 2000). This way, the implicit or explicit use of a verb would served to

identify the end of the unit. See examples below:
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(8) INVESTIGATOR: Have you got any brothers or sisters?
SUBIJECT: I have one brother [unit] he name Marc [unit]
(Intended form: I have one brother. His name is Marc)
(9) SUBJECT: Mountain, the girl and the boy the dog. [NOT a unit]
(10) INVESTIGATOR: Tell me about your family.
SUBJECT: my brother, my mother, my father. [unit]

Example (8) illustrates the use of the implicit or explicit presence of a predicate
to i1dentify di fferent units in the utterance provided by the 1earner. E xamples (9) and
(10), in contrast, display e numerations. In the case ofthe narrative task (example 9),
enumerations were not counted as units, while in the interview task and as a response to
certain que stions, e numerations c ould be counted as units, as the answer in example
(10).

Due to the nature of oral interactions and the use of the interview, utterances
made of phr ases or w ords ( even on e-word u tterances) w hich co ntained el liptical
material were quite common. Thus, utterances which contained elliptical material and
fulfilled the requirements presented earlier were also computed as units. For example:

(11) INVESTIGATOR: Any brothers or sisters?
SUBJECT: Three. [one-word unit]

(12) INVESTIGATOR: What is your brother’s name?
SUBJECT: Jordi. [one-word unit]

One-word uni ts w ere noti ncluded w ithint he m easure us edt o a nalyse
propositional complexity (TNU). However, when the TNU was used to calculate other
measures like coordination, subordination or error-free units, one-word units were also

included in the TNU.
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The main reason that led to the design of a new unit for the analysis of the oral
data in this study was the inexistence of adequate units to investigate the interlanguage
produced by young language learners (see Table 5.8 for a selection of the most widely

used units in Second Language Acquisition research).

Table 5.8
Definitions of the most widely used units in Second Language Acquisition research (taken from Foster et
al., 2000).

Unit Definition

‘One main clause with all subordinate clauses attached to it’ (Hunt, 1965:20).

‘One main clause p lus whatever s ubordinate cl auses that happento be attachedto or
embedded within it’ (Hunt, 1966:735).

T-Unit ‘A main c lause p lus a 1l s ubordinate c lauses a nd n on-clausal s tructures at tached to or
embedded in it’ (Hunt, 1970:4).

‘Utterances, for example, words, phrases and sentences, grammatical or ungrammatical

C-Unit which provide referential or pragmatic meaning’ (Pica et al., 1989:72).

AS-Unit ‘A single s peaker’s u tterance consisting o f a n i ndependent c lause o r s ubclausal unit,
together with any subordinate clause(s) associated with either’ (Foster et al., 2000:365).

Clause ‘Either a s imple i ndependent f inite cl ause o r a d ependent f inite o r n on-finite ¢ lause

(Foster and Skehan, 1996:310).

The C-unit, for instance may seem the most adequate unit to analyse the type of
speech produced by young language learners. However, as Foster et al. (2000) indicate,
semantic units such as the C-unit, are difficult to identify since one never knows with
certainty where one idea ends and a new one starts. Because of this, semantic units are
very often complemented by syntactic units (Foster et al., 2000). Therefore, the main
reason why semantic units which focused ex clusively on meaning were discarded was
becauset hey di dnot c¢ apture pr ogress a nd de velopmenti nt hel earners’ L2
morphosyntactic system. See examples below for a comparative analysis of the oral data

collected using the C-unit and the unit designed in this study.
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(13) SUBJECT: One boy, one girl, sandwich, dog.
(14) SUBJECT: One boy one girl look the map.
(Intended form: The boy and girl are looking at the map)

These two utterances, taken from the narrative task administered to the learners,
exemplify why the C-unit was not used in this study. According to the definition of the
C-unit, utterance ( 13) would be made up of either one C-unit (the whole utterance) or
four C-units (one boy // one girl// sandwich // dog). Utterance (14) would consist of one
C-unit (the whole utterance) or four C-units, one unit for each content word used (boy//
girl// look// map). Provided that the C-unit was interpreted as an utterance, the examples
presented a bove w ould be s een a st wo C -units, r egardless of t he m orphosyntactic
features in the learners’ output. Likewise, if the criterion to id entify C -units was the
number of content words used (ideas), both examples would have the same number of
C-units, i ndependently of t he factthat on e of t he ut terances i s an e numeration of
elements and the other contains the SVO structure.

As for the use of intonational units such as the utterance, tone-unit and idea unit,
it is worth pointing out, as Foster et al. (ibid) claim, that their use with second language
learners s eems t o b e i nadequate as t he p auses in t he | earners’ s peech may indicate
lexical s earch r ather t han t he e nd of m essage f ormulation. B ecause oft his, it w as
decided not t o c ontemplate i ntonational unitsas anoptiontobe usedw ith young
language learners.

Syntactic units, on the other hand, seemed the most effective for the purposes of
this s tudy. However, s yntactic units such as the T -unit, one of the most widely used
units i n S econd L anguage A cquisition r esearch, doe s not ove rcome t he ¢ hallenges

presented in the analyses of oral data such as the treatment of repetitions, hesitations,

131



the use of elliptical material and other residual fragments found in speech. Additionally,
it seemed inadequate for the analysis of young language learners’ interlanguage which
is characterised by the use of fragmented utterances and lack of predicates (at least at
low stages of language development). The utterances below show why the use of the T-

unit was discarded in this study:

(15) INVESTIGATOR: What did you do last weekend?
SUBJECT: My friends dinner in my house.
(Intended form: My friends had dinner in my house)
(16) INVESTIGATOR: What do you usually do at the weekend?

SUBJECT: Bike.
(Intended form: I rode my bike).

According to the definitions of the T-units, neither of the two examples provided
above would be seen as T-units due to the lack of a predicate. Even though there is a big
difference between the two examples in terms of morphosyntactic development (attempt
to verbalise the canonical S VO word order and the use of a prepositional phrase in
utterance 15 a s oppos edt o a one -word ut terance i n e xample 16) , n either of t he
utterances would be considered a T -unit. However, in this study, utterance (15) would
be seen as a unit as the explicit presence of the predicate is not c ompulsory. As for
example ( 16), ont he o ther hand, it wasnot c ountedasa unitdue tothelackof
morphosyntactic information a nd f ailure t o reconstruct t he ut terance by m eans of
elliptical material.

In addition to the T -unit, F oster et al. (ibid) p ropose the us e of the AS-unit,
which was exclusively created for the analysis of oral data, unlike the T-unit. A priori,

the A S-unit seemed a r eliable measure to analyse the oral data gathered in this study.
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However, the presence of a predicate to identify AS-units was one of the requirements
presented by the authors.

Altogether, t he uni ts a vailable f rom pr evious r esearch di d not s eem to be
designed i n accordance w ith youngl anguage | earners’ co gnitive a nd 1 inguistic
characteristics. Because of this, the A S-unit as well as other units such as the clause,
which also requires the use of finite or non-finite versb, were discarded in this study in
favour of a unit which did not need the explicit presence of a verb.

Regarding linguistic complexity, this study focused on the analysis of syntactic
and lexical complexity. Syntactic complexity was examined by means of two measures,
namely the percentage o f c oordinate units (% CU) and the p ercentage o f subordinate
units (% SU). The coordination measure was obtained by dividing the total number of
coordinate units (TNCU) by the total number of units (TNU) including one-word units,
in the case of the interview task. Utterances in which learners did not link the clauses
with a c oordinating c onjunction w ere not c ounted a s ¢ oordinate c lauses, but as two
different units. S ee examples below for a sample of coordinate units produced by the
learners and its codification:

(17) SUBJECT: The mum of the boys looking the map [unit] [coord. unit]
and the dog looking the food. [coord. unit] [unit]
(Intended form: The mum of the children is looking at the
map and the dog is looking at the food)

(18) SUBJECT: Brother and sister going to the park [coord. unit] [unit] and
dog eat sandwich. [coord. unit] [unit]

(Intended form: T he br other and sister are goingtothe
park and the dog is eating the sandwich)
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(19) INVESTIGATOR:
SUBJECT:

(20) INVESTIGATOR:
SUBJECT:

What do you usually do at the weekends?
I go to with my grandparents [coord. unit | [unit]
and I do my homework. [coord. unit] [unit]

(Intended form: I go to my grandparents’ house and I do
my homework)

Tell me about your family.
My mother is working in the school [coord. unit] [unit]
and my father works in Barcelona. [coord. unit] [unit]

(Intended f orm: M y m other w orks ina s choolandmy
father works in Barcelona)

All the examples provided above are made up of units which contain predicates.

However, as previously stated, context-dependent utterances which did not contain the

explicit pr esence o f a verb w ere a Iso counted a s uni ts. T aking t his i nto a ccount

utterances which did not include the presence of a verb but were linked by means of a

coordinating conjunction were counted as coordinate units. See examples below:

(21) INVESTIGATOR:
SUBJECT:

(22) SUBJECT:

What are your parents’ jobs?
My m other s ecretary [ coord. uni t] [ unit] a nd my f ather
cooking. [coord. unit] [unit]

(Intended form: My mother is a secretary and my father is
a cook).
The boysitissad [coord. unit] [ unit] and the b asket no

food [coord. unit] [unit].

(Intended form: The children are sad and there is no food
in the basket).

Additionally, units which contained predicates but the verb complement was in

the L1 were also counted as coordinate units provided that the coordinating conjunction

was used. See examples below:
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(23) SUBJECT: The boys look in the cistell (basket) [coord. unit] [ unit]
and they aren't the sandwich. [coord. unit] [unit]

(Intended form: The boys look at the basket and there isn’t
the sandwich).

Regarding the analysis of subordination, it was decided to use the percentage of
subordinate units (% SU) produced by the learners, which was calculated by dividing
the total num ber of s ubordinate uni ts ( TNSU) by t he t otal num ber of units ( TNU),
including one-word units. See examples below for instances of subordination produced

by the learners in this study:

(24) INVESTIGATOR: What’s your father’s job?
SUBJECT: My father goes in a office [to do maps of house].

(Intended form: My father goes to an office to do house
plans)
(25) INVESTIGATOR: What do you usually do at the weekends?
SUBJECT: I go to classes [for drive a bike].

(Intended form: I go tolessonsto learn how to drive a
bike)

(26) INVESTIGATOR: What do you usually do at the weekends?
SUBJECT: I go [to play tennis].

(27) INVESTIGATOR: What do you usually do at the weekends?

SUBJECT: In Sunday I think [that we go to Barcelona].
(Intended form: On Sunday I think that we are goingto
Barcelona)
(28) SUBJECT: She looks [what the dog eat all the picnic].

(Intended form: S he sees thatthe doghas eatenall the
picnic)
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(29) SUBJECT: They look [that in the nest there are a dog]

(Intended form: They see that the dog is in the basket)

Even though some of these utterances are not accurate in the use of subordinate
conjunctions, a ttempts t o pr oduce s ubordination a s t he one s j ust pr esented w ere
considered a s s ubordinate uni tsw itht hea im of e xploringt he e mergence of
subordination among young language learners.

At this point, the definition of unit provided earlier needs to be complemented.
So far, uni ts ha ve be en m ainly d efined as m eaningful ut terances t hat ¢ an pr ovide
referential meaning on their own. Such a definition seems to work well when measuring
simple sentences or sentences with coordination, as coordinate units have meaning on
their own in the same way as simple sentences do, however, that does not seem to be the
case with subordinate units, since the meaning of one unit is embedded into the other. In
spite of that, in order not to penalise learners by diminishing the number of units in the
cases in which subordination was used, it was decided to count as units both subordinate
and main units within a sentence. Hence, each of the examples provided above would
consist of two units one of them being a subordinate unit.

As for le xical c omplexity, t his i nvestigation focused on t he de gree of lexical
diversity unfolded by the learners in their oral productions. To do s o, the learners’ use
of l exical cat egories w as s tudied by m eans o f t hree r atios p resented as p ercentages:
noun, lexical verb and adjective ratios (% NR, % VR and % ADIJR respectively). The
calculation of these ratios consisted in dividing the total number of nouns, lexical verbs
or adjectives (TNN, TNV and TNADJ respectively) by the total number of words in

English (TNWE) learners produced.
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5.5.2.2 Grammatical accuracy

The ap proach ad opted in this s tudy t o i nvestigate t he d egree o f grammatical
accuracy L2 English young language learners unfolded in their oral productions was the
one suggested by Iwashita et al. (2008) in which both global accuracy and accuracy of
specific grammatical f eatures ar e co nsidered. The m easure u sed t o a nalyse global
accuracy was p ercentage o f error-free units (% E FU), w hereas p ercentage o f co rrect
lexical verb forms (% C V) was chosen to study the degree of accuracy in the use of
verbs.

Error-free units were considered as such when they did not contain any type of
morphological, s yntactic or lexical error. Phonological errors, on t he other hand, were
overlooked as the study of pronunciation was beyond the scope of this dissertation. See

examples below for typical EFU and non-EFU produced by the learners in this study:

(30) INVESTIGATOR: What is your name?
SUBJECT: My name is Jordi. [EFU]

(31) INVESTIGATOR: How old are you?
SUBJECT: Eleven. [EFU]

(32) INVESTIGATOR: What do you usually do at the weekends?
SUBJECT: I go to play football. [EFU]

(33) INVESTIGATOR: What are you going to do next weekend?
SUBJECT: Play the football [NON-EFU]

(34) INVESTIGATOR: Ask me a few questions.
SUBJECT: I am sports? [NON-EFU]

(Intended form: Do you like/play any sport?)

(35) SUBJECT: The girl and boy go to the park. [EFU]

(36) SUBJECT: [...] because the dog likes eating. [EFU]

(37) SUBJECT: The boy and girl walk in the forest. [EFU]

(38) SUBJECT: The two brothers comes mountain. [NON-EFU]
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(39) SUBJECT: The boy and girl say bye bye in her mum. [NON-EFU]

Regarding t he ot her a ccuracy m easure us ed in this s tudy, % CV, itis worth
pointing out that not only l exical but also m orphological and s yntactic aspects w ere
consideredt oc ategoriseve rbsa s correctve tbf orms’. Ino therw ords,
morphosyntactically correct yet | exically i ncorrect v erbs w ere n ot counted as co rrect
verb forms. The percentage of CV was obtained by dividing the total number of correct
verb forms (TNCV) by the total number of verbs (TNV). S ee examples below for a

sample of correct and incorrect verb forms produced by the participants of the study:

(40) SUBJECT: The girl and boy eats [verb] a breakfast. [Not counted as a
CV]

(41) SUBJECT: Two bo ys broke up [ verb] the bread. [ Not counted as a
CV]

(42) INVESTIGATOR: Now it’s your turn. Ask me a few questions.
SUBJECT: I like [verb] pasta? [Not counted as a CV]

(43) INVESTIGATOR: What do you usually do at the weekend?

SUBJECT: I have [verb] football. [Not counted as a CV]
(44) INVESTIGATOR: What do you usually do at the weekend?
SUBJECT: Play [verb] [CV] football.
(45) SUBJECT: The dog is [verb] [CV] in it.
(46) SUBJECT: The dog is looking at [verb] [CV] the map.

As previously presented, e xamples (41) and (43) are not c omputed as c orrect
verb forms due to lexical reasons. Even though morphological requirements (i.e. verb
inflection) within a sentence are met, the verbs used are not the correct ones in terms of
meaning. E xample (40), on t he ot her hand, 1 nfringed m orphological rules of s ubject

verb a greement, w hich is w hy it w as not ¢ ounted as a c orrect verb form. F inally,
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example (42) shows a lexically acceptable verb within the context of the sentence and
interaction b ut la cks th e a uxiliary ‘ do’ to ma rk th e in terrogative mo dality o fth e

sentence.

5.5.2.3 Fluency

In regard to fluency, the main focus of this study is on s peed fluency, thus, the
temporal va riable us ed i n t his i nvestigation t o s tudy t he pr ogress young language
learners unde rwent in this area was speech rate in words per minute including pause
time (SPRW), which has been proved to be a reliable indicator of oral fluency among
non-native s peakers ( Kormos and Denés 2004; M ora, 2006, B ret 2011). SPRW w as
calculated by dividing the total number of words in English (TNWE) by the total task
time (TTT) in minutes.

Besides looking into speed fluency, this investigation also used an L1 word ratio
(LIWR) presented as a percentage to study breakdown (dys)fluency. As Mora (2006)
points out, the use of L1 words at low stages of acquisition can be used as a “strong
indicator” of non-fluent speech. This measure was obtained by dividing the number of
L1 words by the total number of words (TNW) produced.

To sum up, t he measures s elected for this s tudy to trace the d evelopment o f
complexity, ac curacy and fluency o ver ap eriod o ft wo years ( see T able 5.9) w ere
chosen on t he basis of their applicability to the data collected and previous research.
However, t he uni ts of a nalysis e mployed i n p revious r esearch did no t s eem t o be
suitable f or t he analysis of young | anguage 1 earners’ out put, a s m ost of t hem a re
exclusively u sed i nt he an alysis o fi ntermediate an d ad vanced | anguage 1 earners.
Consequently, i na n attemptt o c apture progress at b eginner | evels o f1 anguage

development a new unit was designed.
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Table 5.9

Measures selected for the analysis of young learners’ oral output.

Dimension of L2 oral performance

Measures

Propositional complexity

Total number of units (excluding one-word units)

Syntactic complexity
% Coordinate units
% Subordinate units
Linguistic
complexity
. . Noun ratio
Lexical complexity .
(Lexical diversity) Verb ratio
y Adjective ratio
Grammatical Global accuracy % Error-free units
Accuracy
Specific accuracy % Correct verb forms
Fluency Speed Fluency Speech rate in words
Breakdown dysfluency L1 word ratio

5.5.3 Statistical analyses

Ino rdert os tudy t he differences b etween t he s cores C LIL and n on-CLIL
learners a chieved in the four data collection times in e ach of the m easures and the
improvement learners unfolded, generalized linear mixed models were used with SAS v

9.2. The covariates included in the models were data collection time (T0, T1, T2 and

T3), group (CLIL/non-CLIL) and the learners’ initial proficiency level in English (high

and low achievers). Adjusted means with 95% confidence intervals were estimated for
each group at the four times and the significance level was set at p = 0.05. In addition to

these analyses, Spearman’s correlation tests were also conducted in order to study the

relationship between complexity, accuracy and fluency as a construct.

140




5.5.4 Qualitative analyses

In an attempt to further analyse the output produced by young language learners
in th e in terview a nd n arrative t ask a tth e f our d ata ¢ ollection time s, a d etailed
description o f't he | inguistic f eatures and s tructures em ployed by a s election o f's ix
learners (three I earners from the C LIL group and t hree | earners from t he non -CLIL
group) with different fluency levels was carried out to examine the language features
produced and their evolution. Additionally, CLIL and non-CLIL learners’ output during
the narrative task was also analysed using the stages of narrative discourse development
proposed by A lvarez (2006). In the ne xt ¢ hapter the results obt ained from both t he

quantitative and qualitative data analyses will be presented.
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CHAPTER 6 Results

This ch apter p resents t he r esults o ft he s tatistical an d q ualitative an alyses
conducted to answer the research questions posited in the dissertation. A s previously
mentioned, the statistical analyses of the scores obtained by the learners were performed
using | ongitudinal I ogistic r egression m odels. A djusted m eans w ith 95 % c onfidence
intervals were estimated for each group at different times and time periods. In regard to
the qualitative analyses, this chapter will present a description of the evolution of the
scores obtained in the CAF measures by a selection of CLIL and non-CLIL learners at
an individual level. Additionally, a detailed examination of the learners’ oral output in
terms o flin guistic f eatures a nd s tructures a ssociated w ith le xical a nd s yntactic
complexity, accuracy and fluency will be provided.

This ¢ hapter s tarts w ith t he pr esentation of t he r esults obt ained f rom t he
statistical analyses in each ofthe C AF measures used to analyse the L2 English oral
output of learners who have been exposed to CLIL and EFL instruction (CLIL group)
and learners who have only received EFL instruction (control group). The results will be
provided for each of the four data collection times (TO, T1, T2 and T3) and task. The
results of the interview task will be reported first followed by the results obtained from
the na rrative t ask. Intergroup comparisons of t hese r esults w ill be pr esented a nd
complemented with intragroup comparisons with the aim of analysing the evolution of
the two groups of learners separately between different time periods (TO-T1, T1-T2, T2-
T3 and TO-T3) in the two tasks.

In a ddition, i nteractions be tween t ype of instruction r eceived a nd p roficiency
level of the learners (high and 1ow achievers) for each of the C AF measures will be

presented in an attempt to analyse the impact of CLIL instruction in combination with
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the learners’ proficiency level at the start of the study on the learners’ oral production
skills in English. A fter that, the results obtained from Spearman’s rho correlation tests
between a ccuracy-complexity, ¢ omplexity-fluency and ac curacy-fluency att he f our
times of data collection will be provided with the objective of analysing the relationship
between the three dimensions that make up the construct of CAF.

Finally, the results obtained from the qualitative and descriptive analyses will be
provided. F irst, t he e volution of 3 C LIL I earners ( a hi ghly fluent,a fluentanda
dysfluent I earner) and 3 non -CLIL learners (a highly fluent, a fluent and a dysfluent
learner) i nt he C AF m easures w ill be pr esented a nd di scussed i nr elationt o the
interdependency of the three C AF e lements in the i nterview and narrative t asks. In
addition, a description of the language features and structures produced by the selection
of young learners in the two tasks at the four data collection times will be presented.
Finally, the learners’ oral output produced in the narrative task will be also analysed in
terms o f th eir n arrative ¢ ompetence u sing A lvarez’s ( 2006) s tages of or al na rrative

development.

6.1 Statistical analysis
6.1.1 Complexity
6.1.1.1 Propositional complexity

In this s ection t he r esults obt ained by C LIL and non -CLIL 1 earners ( control
group) in the measure used to analyse propositional complexity (i.e. the number of ideas
transmitted b y t he 1 earner) i n t he i nterview and pi cture-elicited n arrative w ill b e
reported. The measure employed to study propositional complexity is the total number

of units (TNU).
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6.1.1.1.1 Total number of units
6.1.1.1.1.1 Interview task

As for the total number of units (TNU), Table 6.1 displays the results obtained
from the intergroup comparisons between the CLIL and control groups in the interview
task. A's seen from the table, there are no significant d ifferences b etween C LIL and
control learners at TO (F=3.23, p= 0.0755), even though the control group starts with a
slight advantage over the CLIL group as regards the total mean score. At T1, however,
after 122.5 hours of English input the results d o show that the total number of units
produced by the control group is significantly higher than that of the CLIL group (F
=8.89, p= 0.004). This is also confirmed by the percentages of improvement displayed
in Table 6.2, which show that the control group improves 63.2 % from TO to T1. At T2
and T 3 the differences between the two groups disappear, as learners from the CLIL
group s how greater i mprovement t han non -CLIL 1 earners (see Table 6.2). T he m ean
scores, though, keep showing that control learners produced a higher number of units in

general (see Figure 6.1).

Table 6.1
Intergroup comparisons of the total number of unit in interview task.

Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F value p-value

TO CLIL 7.53 0.88 5.97 9.49 3.23 0.0755
Control 10.23 1.30 795 13.18

T1 CLIL 10.39 1.14 835 1293 8.89  0.004*
Control 16.70 1.97 13.19 21.14

T2 CLIL 11.57 1.25 933 1436 3.12 0.0818
Control 15.29 1.83  12.03 1943

T3 CLIL 13.35 141 1081 16.49 1.62  0.2080

Control 16.25 1.90 12.86  20.54
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Table 6.2

Percentages of improvement in the total number of units in the interview task.

01 112 123 103

CLIL 38.0% 11.4% 154% 77.4%
Control 63.2% -8.4%  63% 58.8%

Figure 6.1
Achievement mean scores of the total number of units in interview task.
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The intragroup comparisons conducted show the degree of improvement learners
unfolded between time periods in the TNU produced in the interview task. Overall, the
CLIL group shows a linear increase whereas the control group shows a sharp increase
from TO to T1 followed by a slight decrease from T1 to T2. From T2 to T3, the control
group displays an even increase (See Figure 6.1). As displayed in Table 6.3, the CLIL
group improves significantly from TO to T1 (p= 0.0080) and from TO to T3 (p<.0001),
the time period covered by this research project. Likewise, the c ontrol group obtains

significant improvement from TO to T1 (p<.0001) and from TO to T3 (p<.0001).
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Table 6.3

Intragroup comparisons of the total number of units in the interview task.

Time Time tValue p-value

CLIL TO T1 3.25  0.0080%*
T1 T2 1.21 0.6221

T2 T3 1.69 0.3331

TO T3 6.02 <.0001*

Control TO T1 493 <.0001*
T1 T2 -0.98 0.7635

T2 T3 0.68 0.9046

TO T3 4.69 <.0001*

As regards the interactions between type of instruction and the learners’ English

proficiency level, Table 6.4 shows that high achievers from the control group performs

significantly better at TO (F=6.73, p= 0.0113), T1 (F=6.21, p= 0.0154) and at T2 (F=

8.24, p=0.0057) than high achievers in the CLIL group, whereas at T3 the differences

between high achievers in the CLIL and the control groups disappear. As regards low

achievers, Table 6.5 s hows that there are no s ignificant differences between the CLIL

and control groups in the total number of units produced during the interview task.

Table 6.4

Intergroup comparisons of the total number of units in the interview task. Interactions between high
achievers and type of instruction.

Proficiency = Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F Value p- value

TO High CLIL 7.16 1.08 5.31 9.65 6.73 0.0113*
High Control 13.03 2.13 9.40  18.06

T1 High CLIL 10.35 1.45 7.83  13.68 6.21 0.0154*
High Control 17.85 2.85 1298  24.56

T2 High CLIL 11.77 1.62 895 1549 8.24 0.0057*
High Control 21.83 339  16.00 29.80

T3 High CLIL 14.09 1.89  10.78 18.42 2.75 0.1030
High Control 20.06 3.09 1472 2733
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Table 6.5
Intergroup comparisons of the total number of units in the interview task. Interactions between low
achievers and type of instruction.

Proficiency  Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F Value p- value

TO Low CLIL 7.92 1.27 5.76 10.89 0.00 0.9512
Low Control  8.04 1.64 5.36 12.05

T1 Low CLIL 10.43 1.59 7.70 14.14 3.40 0.0689
Low Control 1562 292 10.76  22.69

T2 Low CLIL 11.38  1.69 8.47 15.29 0.08 0.7804
Low Control  10.71 2.02 7.35 15.60

T3 Low CLIL 12.65 1.83 9.47 16.90 0.04 0.8499
Low Control  13.16  2.40 9.14 18.96

The intragroup comparisons displayed in Table 6.6 indicate that all four groups
(CLIL high achievers, CLIL I ow achievers, ¢ ontrol hi gh a chievers and c ontrol 1 ow
achievers) improved significantly from TO to T3 mainly. Only CLIL high achievers and
control low achievers show significant improvement from TO to T 1 as well (see table
6.7 fort he pe rcentages of i mprovement). A s seen f rom F igure 6.2, high and1ow
achievers in the CLIL group perform similarly throughout the two years of this research
projectinr egard t o t he t otal num ber of uni ts pr oduced i n t he i nterview t ask. N o
significant differences were found between CLIL high and low achievers at any of the
four data collection times. High and low achievers from the control group, on the other
hand, show different evolutions. High achievers display a regular increase from TO to
T2 f ollowed b y as light de crease w hile | ow a chievers’ evolution i ncludes s harp
increases and decreases from TO to T2. From T2 to T3, however, low achievers in the
control group show a moderate increase. As for the differences between control hi gh
and low achievers, the statistical analysis conducted shows that significant differences
were found within the control group at T2 (F=8.20, p=0.0056) in favour of control high
achievers. At T3, this difference disappears.
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Table 6.6

Intragroup comparisons of the total number of units in interview task. Interactions between instruction

type and proficiency level.

Time Time tValue p-value

CLIL-High TO T1 291  0.0217*
Tl T2 1.15 0.6570

T2 T3 1.72 0.3167

TO T3 5.61 <.0001*

CLIL-Low TO T1 1.95 0.2111
T1 T2 0.69 0.9021

T2 T3 0.90 0.8028

TO T3 3.53  0.0032*

Control-High TO T1 2.53 0.0599
Tl T2 1.76 0.2993

T2 T3 -0.79 0.8566

TO T3 3.65 0.0021%*

Control-Low TO T1 3.86  0.0010%*
Tl T2 -2.46 0.0716

T2 T3 1.39 0.5049

TO T3 295 0.0192*

Table 6.7

Percentages of improvement in the total number of units according to proficiency and group in the

interview task.

Proficiency Group 10 1 I1 2 12 3 10 3
Low CLIL 31.6% 9.1% 11.1% 59.7%
Control 94.2%  -31.4% 22.8% 63.6%
High CLIL 44.5% 13.7% 203% 96.7%
Control 37% 222% -5.6%  58%

149



Figure 6.2
Achievement scores of the total number of units in the interview task. Interactions between Instruction
type and proficiency level.
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6.1.1.1.1.2 Narrative task

Table 6 .8 shows the results obt ained from t he i ntergroup c omparisons in t he
narrative task by CLIL and control groups in the total number of units (TNU). As shown
in the table, there are n o significant di fferences at T 0 be tween C LIL and non -CLIL
learners (F=3.77, p=0.0548), although the di fference n early r eaches significance. A t
T1, however, the control group performs significantly better than the CLIL group in this
measure (F=7.43, p=0.0078). As found in the interview task, the di fferences be tween
CLIL a nd non -CLIL | earners d isappear at T2and T 3,as ar esulto ft he i ncrease
displayed in CLIL learners’ mean scores. As seen from Table 6.9, the percentages of
improvement are higher for the CLIL group from T1 onwards. Despite that, as Figure
6.3 shows, the mean scores are higher for the non-CLIL group at the four times of data
collection.
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Table 6.8

Intergroup comparisons of the total number of units in the narrative task.

Table 6.9

Figure 6.3

Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F value p-value
TO CLIL 274 041 2.03 3.70 377  0.0548
Control 416  0.66 3.03 5.71
T1 CLIL 3.33 0.43 2.50 442 7.43  0.0078*
Control 5.78 0.86 4.30 7.79
T2 CLIL 424  0.58 3.23 5.57 2.88  0.0938
Control 5.93 0.89 4.40 8.00
T3 CLIL 534  0.70 4.11 6.93 1.29  0.2604
Control 6.63 0.96 4.96 8.85
Percentages of improvement in the total number of units in the narrative task.
01 12 23 103
CLIL 21.6% 274% 259% 95.1%
Control  38.9%  2.6% 11.7% 59.2%
Achievement mean scores of the total number of units in the narrative task.
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The results obtained from the i ntragroup c omparisons in the narrative task in
terms of the total number of units produced by the learners (see Table 6.10) show that
both groups have significant improvement from TO to T3 (p<.0001 for the CLIL group
and p=0.0065 for the control group). As seen from Figure 6.3, the two groups show a
linear i ncrease o ver t he two years of t he i nvestigation, a Ithough the c ontrol g roup

displays a sharper increase during the first time period (from TO to T1).

Table 6.10
Intragroup comparisons of the total number of units in the narrative task.

Time Time tValue p-value

CLIL TO T1 1.30 0.5618
T1 T2 1.79 0.2812

T2 T3 1.90 0.2325

TO T3 4.86 <.0001*

Control TO T1 2.27 0.1104
T1 T2 0.19 0.9976

T2 T3 0.85 0.8298

TO T3 331 0.0065*

In regard to the interaction between type of instruction and the learners’ English
proficiency level, Table 6.11 shows that high achievers from the control group perform
significantly better than high achievers from the CLIL group at T1 (F=5.12, p=0.0265).
As for T2 and T3, there are no s ignificant differences between the groups in the total
number of units produced in the narrative task. Table 6.12, on the other hand, shows no
significant differences b etween low achievers from the two groups in any ofthe data

collection times.
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Table 6.11
Intergroup comparisons of the total number of units in the narrative task. Interactions between high
achievers and type of instruction.

Proficiency  Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F Value p-value

TO High CLIL 2.88 0.56 1.96 423 1.76  0.1874
High Control 4.27 0.90 2.81 6.50

T1 High CLIL 336 0.62 233 4.84 5.12 0.0265*
High Control 6.34 1.27 4.25 9.46

T2 High CLIL 4.17 0.74 2.94 5.93 2.66 0.4117
High Control 6.52 1.29 4.39 9.69

T3 High CLIL 5.27 0.88 3.77 7.37 2.96 0.0908
High Control 8.26 1.55 5.67 12.02

Table 6.12

Intergroup comparisons of the total number of units in the narrative task. Interactions between low
achievers and type of instruction.

Proficiency = Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F Value p-value

TO Low CLIL 2.60 0.56 1.70 3.97 221 0.1403
Low Control 4.06 1.03 2.45 6.71

T1 Low CLIL 3.30 0.66 2.22 4.90 2.79  0.0980
Low Control 5.28 1.26 3.28 8.49

T2 Low CLIL 431 0.81 2.96 6.27 0.68 0.4117
Low Control 5.40 1.28 3.37 8.64

T3 Low CLIL 5.41 0.96 3.79 7.72 0.00  0.9509
Low Control 5.32 1.23 3.35 8.44

The 1 ntragroup ¢ omparisons i n T able 6.1 3 show t hat C LIL hi gh and | ow
achievers as well as control high achievers improved significantly from TO to T3. As
seen from Table 6.14, these three groups of learners display the highest percentages of
improvement from TOto T 3, being C LIL 1 ow achievers the gr oup w ith t he hi ghest

percentage. N o significant i mprovement is found in any other time periods. A's seen
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from t he m ean s cores o btained i n t he i nterview task ( see Figure 6.4), high and l ow
achievers from the CLIL group also have similar development in the narrative task as
regards the total number of units they produced. Similarly, high and low achievers from
the c ontrol group di splay moderate i ncreases from TOto T2. From T2 to T 3 high
achievers from the control group show a sharper increase while control low achievers’
scores decrease slightly. Despite this, no di fferences were found between control high

and low achievers.

Table 6.13
Intragroup comparisons of the total number of units in the narrative task. Interactions between
instruction type and proficiency level.

Time Time tValue p-value

CLIL -High TO Tl 0.81 0.8494
T1 T2 1.25 0.5942
T2 T3 1.50 0.4389
TO T3 3.46  0.0040*
CLIL -Low TO T1 1.10 0.6889
T1 T2 1.40 0.4991
T2 T3 1.35 0.5350
TO T3 3.74 0.0016*
Control -High TO T1 2.08 0.1646
T1 T2 0.16 0.9985
T2 T3 1.47 0.4561
TO T3 3.75 0.0015%
Control -Low TO Tl 1.07 0.7064
T1 T2 0.10 0.9996
T2 T3 -0.07 0.9999
TO T3 1.14 0.6640
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Table 6.14

Percentages of improvement in the total number of units according to proficiency and group in the

narrative task.

Proficiency Group 10 1 I1 2 12 3 10 3
Low CLIL 26.9% 30%  25.5%  108%
Control 30% 22%  -14%  31%
High CLIL 16.6% 24.1% 263% 82.9%
Control 48.7% 2.8%  26.6% 93.44%

Figure 6.4

Achievement scores of the total number of units in the narrative task. Interactions between instruction

type and proficiency level.
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6.1.1.2 Linguistic complexity: syntactic complexity

This section provides the results obtained by the CLIL and the control groups in

the syntactic complexity measures employed to examine the learners’ oral performance

on the interview and narrative task. The measures used to study s yntactic complexity

are: the percentage of coordinate units (% CU) and the percentage of subordinate units

(% SU).
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6.1.1.2.1 Percentage of coordinate units

6.1.1.2.1.1 Interview task

As shown in Table 6.15, the statistical analyses indicate a significant difference

in favour of the control group at T1 (F=4.71, P=0.0318) and T2 (F=5.23, p=0.0240).

At T 3 the di fferences b etween the groups disappear (F=1.31, p= 0.2553) due to the

increase in the production of coordinate units of CLIL learners and the decrease of the

control group, as the percentages of improvement displayed in Table 6.16 indicate.

Table 6.15

Intergroup comparisons of the percentages of coordinate units in the interview task.

Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F value p-value

TO CLIL 55% 1.7% 3.0% 10.1% 337  0.0682
Control 122% 3.5%  7.0% 21.3%

T1 CLIL 119% 23% 82% 17.3% 471 0.0318%*
Control 20.9%  3.6% 14.8% 29.5%

T2 CLIL 164% 29% 11.6% 23.2% 523 0.0240%
Control 28.4% 4.7% 20.4% 39.5%

T3 CLIL 213% 33% 157% 28.9% 131  0.2553
Control 27.4%  43% 20.0% 37.6%

Table 6.16

Percentages of improvement in the percentage of coordinate units in the interview task.

10 1 112 23 10 3
CLIL 1144%  37.9%  303% 285.2%
Control  71.1%  362%  -3.5% 124.9%
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Figure 6.5
Mean percentages of coordinate units in the interview task.
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The results obtained from the intragroup analyses shown in Table 6.17 indicate

that both groups i mprove s ignificantly from TO to T 3 in terms of the p ercentage of

coordinate units produced in the interview task (p= 0.0002 for the CLIL group and p=

0.0297 for the control group). As seen from Figure 6.5, both groups display a linear

increase from TO to T2. At T3, however, the control group shows a slight decrease in

the number of coordinate units, whereas the scores obtained by the CLIL group continue

increasing.
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Table 6.17
Intragroup comparisons of the percentages of coordinate units in the interview task.

Time Time tValue p-value

CLIL TO T1 2.31 0.1018
T1 T2 1.46 0.4659

T2 T3 1.38 0.5141

TO T3 430 0.0002*

Control TO T1 1.81 0.2736
T1 T2 1.63 0.3636

T2 T3 -0.20 0.9970

TO T3 2.80 0.0297*

The analyses conducted to explore the effects of proficiency and instruction type
on the percentage of coordinate units produced are shown in Tables 6.18 and 6.19. As
regards the differences between high achievers in the CLIL and control groups, Table
6.18 shows no s ignificant di fferences be tween t he gr oups over the t wo years of the
study. The data displayed in T able 6.19, ont he ot her h and, doe s report s ignificant
differences b etween low achievers at T2 in favour o f1ow achievers from the control
group (F=4.87, p=0.0291). At T3, as seen in previous analyses, this difference between

groups disappears.
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Table 6.18
Intergroup comparisons of the percentages of coordinate units in the interview task. Interactions between
high achievers and type of instruction.

Proficiency  Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F Value p-value

TO High CLIL 6.8% 23% 3.6% 13.1% 2.93 0.0888
High Control  14.0% 3.9%  8.0% 24.4%

T1 High CLIL 13.5% 3.0% 8.7% 20.9% 3.45 0.0664
High Control  242%  5.5% 15.4% 38.0%

T2 High CLIL 17.6% 3.8% 11.5% 27.0% 1.25 0.2659
High Control  249% 52% 16.4% 37.9%

T3 High CLIL 24.0% 4.5% 16.6% 34.8% 0.05 0.8253
High Control  25.6% 52% 17.0% 38.4%

Table 6.19

Intergroup comparisons of the percentages of coordinate units in the interview task. Interactions between
low achievers and type of instruction.

Proficiency  Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F Value p-value

TO Low CLIL 4.5% 2.3% 1.7% 12.2% 1.45 0.2304
Low Control  10.6%  5.7%  3.7% 30.8%

T1 Low CLIL 10.5% 3.0% 59% 18.5% 1.91 0.1692
Low Control 18.0% 55%  9.8% 33.0%

T2 Low CLIL 152% 39% 92% 25.1% 4.87 0.0291*
Low Control  32.4% 88% 18.9% 55.5%

T3 Low CLIL 19.0% 42% 122% 29.4% 2.06 0.1546
Low Control  29.4% 74% 17.8% 48.5%

The intragroup comparisons di splayed in T able 6.20 show that high and 1 ow
achievers f rom t he C LIL group i mprove s ignificantly from T 0t o T3 w hile no
significant i mprovement i s found i n t he ¢ ontrol g roup atany o fthe time pe riods
analysed. As seen from Figure 6.6, the development of CLIL high and low achievers is
quite s imilar i n t he p roduction of ¢ oordination a s bot h groups show a n i ncrease.
However, the percentages of improvement displayed in Table 6.21 show that CLIL low

achievers usually hold higher percentages of development than CLIL high achievers. As
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for the development of high and low achievers from the control group, Figure 6.6 shows
linear development of high achievers from the control group, while low achievers from
the control group display a rapid increase from T1 to T2 and a slight decrease from T2

to T3.

Table 6.20
Intragroup comparisons of the percentages of coordinate units in the interview task. Interactions between
instruction type and proficiency level.

Time Time tValue p-value

CLIL -High TO T1 1.90 0.2330
T1 T2 1.05 0.7186
T2 T3 1.35 0.5313
TO T3 372 0.0016%*
CLIL -Low TO T1 1.53 0.4217
T1 T2 1.10 0.6884
T2 T3 0.77 0.8669
TO T3 275  0.0339*
Control -High TO Tl 1.80 0.2778
T1 T2 0.13 0.9992
T2 T3 0.12 0.9994
TO T3 2.10 0.1586
Control -Low TO Tl 0.92 0.7951
T1 T2 1.73 0.3131
T2 T3 -0.34 0.9869
TO T3 1.85 0.2537

Table 6.21
Percentages of improvement in the percentage of coordinate units according to proficiency and group in
the interview task.

Proficiency Group 10 1 I1 2 12 3 10 3
Low CLIL 133.3%  44.7%  25% 3222%
Control 69.8% 80%  -92% 177.3%
High CLIL 98.5% 30.3% 36.36% 252.9%

Control 72.8% 28%  2.8%  82.8%
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Figure 6.6
Mean percentages of coordinate units in the interview task. Interactions between instruction type and
proficiency level.
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6.1.1.2.1.2 Narrative task

Regarding the production of coordination in the narrative task and unlike the
interview task, Table 6.22 shows that there are no differences between the groups at any
of the times analysed (T1, T2 and T 3). The instances of coordination found at TO by
CLIL and control learners, on t he other hand, were not enough so as to conduct the
statistical analyses. In addition, as Figure 6.7 shows, the achievement scores obtained by
the ¢ ontrol gr oup are hi gher than the C LIL group atthe t hree times. H owever, t he
percentages o f1 mprovement di splayedi n T able 6.23 showt hatt hed egreeo f
development i s higher fo r the CLIL group o vert het hreet ime p eriods s tudied.
Regarding t he i ntragroup ¢ omparisons di splayedi n T able 6.24 ,n o s ignificant

development was found for either of the groups.
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Table 6.22

Intergroup comparisons of the percentages of coordinate units in the narrative task.

Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F value p-value

T1 CLIL 279% 55% 189% 41.1% 3.05 0.0836
Control 43.9% 7.8% 30.8% 62.4%

T2 CLIL 242% 4.8% 163% 35.8% 1.81 0.1812
Control 352% 7.1% 23.6% 52.6%

T3 CLIL 319% 52% 23.0% 44.0% 1.05 0.3083
Control 40.2% 6.8% 28.7% 56.4%

Table 6.23

Percentages of improvement in the percentage of coordinate units in the narrative task.

Figure 6.7

2 123 113
CLIL -132% 31.8% 14.4%
Control  -19.7% 14.3%  -8.3%
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Table 6.24
Intragroup comparisons of the percentage of coordinate units in the narrative task.

Time Time tValue p-value

CLIL  T1 T2 -056  0.8440
T2 T3 120 0.4589

TI T3 0.58  0.8298

Control 11 T2  -092 06314
T2 T3 0.57  0.8363

TI T3  -041 09132

As for the interactions between type of instruction and proficiency level in the
production of coordination in the narrative task, Table 6.25 shows that even though the
mean s cores are higher for high achievers from the control group at the three times,
these differences do not reach significance until T3 (F=5.41, p=0.0232). In contrast, as
shown in Table 6.26, no significant differences were found between low achievers from
the CLIL and control groups at any of the times. However, it is worth pointing out that
despite the fact that low achievers from the CLIL group produced fewer instances of
coordination at T 1 than low achievers from the control group, low achievers from the
CLIL group out perform | ow a chievers f rom t he ¢ ontrol group i nthe coordination

measure at T3.
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Table 6.25
Intergroup comparisons of the percentages of coordinate units in the narrative task. Interactions between

high achievers and type of instruction.

Proficiency  Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F Value p-value

T1 High CLIL 24.5% 65% 145% 41.5% 324  0.0752
High Control  45.5% 9.8% 29.5% 70.1%
T2 High CLIL 28.5% 69% 17.7% 45.9% 2,52 0.1169
High Control  47.1% 10.0% 30.7% 72.1%
T3 High CLIL 25.4% 5.6% 16.4% 39.4% 5.41 0.0232*
High Control  51.1%  9.7% 34.8% 74.9%
Table 6.26

Intergroup comparisons of the percentages of coordinate units in the narrative task. Interactions between
low achievers and type of instruction.

Proficiency  Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F Value p-value

T1 Low CLIL 31.6% 89% 18.1% 55.3% 0.58 0.4472
Low Control  42.3% 13.1% 229% 782%

T2 Low CLIL 20.5% 6.0% 11.5% 36.7% 032 0.5741
Low Control  26.3% 9.4% 13.0% 53.2%

T3 Low CLIL 39.9% 82% 26.5% 60.3% 0.49 0.4871
Low Control  31.7% 94% 17.7% 56.9%

The intragroup a nalyses ¢ onducted t o e xplore t he e volution of high and 1 ow
achievers from the two groups (see Table 6.27) at different time periods, show that none
of t he f our groups und ergoes s ignificant i mprovement a t a ny of t he t ime pe riods
analysed. However, as shown in Figure 6. 8, w hile ] ow and hi gh a chievers from t he
CLIL group along w ith 1 ow a chievers f rom t he ¢ ontrol group s how i ncreases and
decreases in the number of coordinate units produced from T 1 to T 3, high achievers
from the control group is the only group that displays linear development from T'1 to

T3. In spite o fthis, no significant di fferences w ere found be tween hi gh and c ontrol
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achievers w ithin t he ¢ ontrol g roup. In a ddition, a s T able 6.28 displays, C LIL | ow

achievers is the group with the highest percentage of improvement from TO to T3.

Table 6.27
Intragroup comparisons of the percentages of coordinate units in the narrative task. Interactions between
instruction type and proficiency level.

Time Time tValue p-value

CLIL -High Tl T2 0.46 0.8909
T2 T3 -0.39 0.9199

Tl T3 0.11 0.9932

CLIL -Low T1 T2 -1.15 0.4890
T2 T3 2.04 0.1077

T1 T3 0.74 0.7414

Control -High Tl T2 0.14 0.9896
T2 T3 0.35 0.9343

Tl T3 0.49 0.8741

Control -Low T1 T2 -1.10 0.5153
T2 T3 0.44 0.8978

T1 T3 -0.75 0.7325

Table 6.28
Percentages of improvement in the percentage of coordinate units according to proficiency and group in
the narrative task.

Proficiency Group I1 2 12 3 I1 3

Low CLIL  -35.1% 94.6% 26.26%
Control -37.8%  20.53 -25%
High CLIL  16.32% -10.8% 3.6%

Control  3.5% 84%  12.3%
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Figure 6.8

Mean percentages of coordinate units in the narrative task. Interactions between instruction type and

proficiency level.
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6.1.1.2.2 Percentage of subordinate units

Due to the limited amount of subordination found in the samples of the interview

and narrative task, the statistical analyses could not be conducted for this measure. As

seen f rom the t ables pr ovided ( Table 6.29 a nd T able 6.30 ), t here w ere onl y t hree

participants out of twenty from the control group who produced subordination in the

interview task at TO. In the narrative task, there was only one participant out of twenty

who us ed subordination at T 0. Likewise, the instances of subordination found in the

samples produced by CLIL learners at TO were also marginal. Two participants out of

thirty-two produced s ubordination in the interview task w hile none was found in the

narrative task.
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Despite t he | imited a mount of s ubordination produced, bot h t ables s how a
gradual i ncrease i n t he num ber of pa rticipants w ho pr oduce s yntactically ¢ omplex
language through subordination. Because of this and in an attempt to carefully examine
the emergence and evolution of subordination at incipient levels of language learning in
a m ore qua litative m anner, a de tailed de scription of the t ype of subordinate c lauses
produced by a selection of CLIL and non-CLIL learners will be provided in section 6.2

of this chapter.

Table 6.29
Number of participants from the control group that produced subordination in the interview and
narrative task.

Control group TO T1 T2 T3
Interview 3 (20) 4 (20) 7 (20) 8 (20)
Narrative 1 (20) 4 (20) 6 (20) 7 (20)

Table 6.30
Number of participants from the CLIL group that produced subordination in the interview and narrative
task.

CLIL group TO T1 T2 T3
Interview 2 (32) 7 (32) 4 (32) 8 (32)
Narrative 0(32) 1(32) 4 (32) 7 (32)

6.1.1.3 Lexical complexity: lexical diversity

As mentioned in Chapter 4, the subdimension of lexical complexity that will be
examined i nt his s tudy i s 1 exical di versity. T o dos o,t hree ratios presented as
percentages will be provided in this section: the percentage of the noun ratio (% NR),
the percentage of the lexical verb ratio (% VR) and the percentage of the adjective ratio

(% ADJR).
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6.1.1.3.1 Percentage of the noun ratio
6.1.1.3.1.1 Interview task

Table 6.31 displays the intergroup group comparisons of the percentages of the
noun ratios found in the speech samples of CLIL and control learners in the interview
task. As seen from the table and Figure 6.9, the CLIL group produces a significantly
higher number of nouns in relation to the total number of words in English (TNWE)
than the control group throughout the two years of the study. Despite that, the results
from both groups indicate a decrease in % NR from TO to T3. As for the de gree of
decrease, Table 6.32 shows that from TO to T3 the control group decreases the number

of nouns produced to a greater extent.

Table 6.31
Intergroup comparisons of the percentages of the noun ratios in the interview task.

Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F value p-value

TO CLIL 28.6% 12% 263% 31.1% 8.38 0.0043*
Control 23.4% 12% 212% 26.0%

T1 CLIL 273% 1.1% 253% 29.6% 4.88 0.0287*
Control 24.1% 1.0% 222% 26.2%

T2 CLIL 25.1% 1.0% 232% 27.1% 7.44 0.0071*
Control 21.4% 1.0% 19.5% 23.3%

T3 CLIL 26.1% 1.0% 242% 28.1% 16.03 <.0001*
Control 20.8% 0.9% 19.1% 22.6%

Table 6.32
Percentages of decrease in the percentages of noun ratios in the interview task.

10 1 112 2 3 10 3

CLIL -43% -8.3% 4.1% -8.6%
Control 29%  -11.5% -2.6%  -11.3%
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Figure 6.9

Mean percentages of the noun ratios in the interview task.

27t

80

22 %

0. 0%

o

T

T2 T3

| Group

2 G

# Conirol |

Table 6.33 displays the results obtained from the intragroup comparisons of the

percentages of the noun ratios produced by the CLIL and control groups. As seen from

the table, no significant increases or decreases were found for any of the time periods

studied for either group.

Table 6.33

Intragroup comparisons of the percentages of the noun ratios in the interview task.

Time Time tValue P-Value

CLIL TO Tl -0.86 0.8270
Tl T2 -1.77 0.2913

T2 T3 0.84 0.8354

TO T3 -1.80 0.2800

Control TO Tl 0.48 0.9626
Tl T2 -2.32 0.0978

T2 T3 -0.48 0.9632

TO T3 -2.00 0.1946

With regard to the interactions b etween instruction type and proficiency level,

Table 6.34 shows t hat high a chievers from the C LIL group produce a s ignificantly
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higher number of nouns than high achievers from the control group at TO, T1, T2 and
T3. As forlow achievers, the results di splayed in T able 6.35 indicate t hat the only
significant difference found between low achievers from the CLIL and control groups is

at T3 in favour of the CLIL group.

Table 6.34
Intergroup comparisons of the percentages of the noun ratios in the interview task. Interactions between
high achievers and type of instruction.

Proficiency  Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F Value p-value

TO High CLIL 314% 1.7% 282% 35.0% 12.77 0.0005*
High Control  23.1%  1.4% 204% 26.1%

T1 High CLIL 278% 1.4% 25.1% 30.7% 8.00 0.0054*
High Control  223% 13% 199% 25.0%

T2 High CLIL 25.5% 13% 23.1% 282%  10.11 0.0018*
High Control  19.8% 12% 17.7% 22.3%

T3 High CLIL 257% 12% 23.4% 283%  13.47 0.0003*
High Control  193% 1.1% 173% 21.6%

Table 6.35

Intergroup comparisons of the percentages of the noun ratios in the interview task. Interactions between
low achievers and type of instruction.

Proficiency  Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F Value p-value

TO Low CLIL 26.0% 1.6% 23.0% 29.4% 0.82 0.3678
Low Control  23.8%  2.0% 20.1% 28.1%

T1 Low CLIL 269% 1.5% 24.1% 30.1% 0.17  0.6770
Low Control  26.1% 1.8% 22.8% 29.8%

T2 Low CLIL 24.6% 14% 22.1% 27.5% 0.74  0.3919
Low Control  23.0% 1.6% 20.1% 263%

T3 Low CLIL 265% 14% 24.0% 29.4% 4.74 0.0310*
Low Control  22.4% 1.5% 19.6% 25.6%
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Table 6.36 shows the results obtained from the intragroup c omparisons of the
percentages of the noun r atios produced during the interview task to explore w hether
low a nd hi gh achievers from t he C LIL a nd control g roups i ncreased or de creased
significantly in this measure. According to the results, the only significant decrease, in
this case, was found in CLIL high achievers from TO to T3 (F=-3.16, p= 0.0103), which
means that the number of nouns CLIL high achievers produce from TO to T3 decreases
significantly. Additionally, it is worth pointing out that all the groups except CLIL low
achievers show a d ecrease in this measure from TO to T3 (see Figure 6.10). As for the
evolution of low achievers, Figure 6.10 shows that low achievers from the two groups
display similar trends in the number of nouns produced from TO to T2. From T2 to T3,
on the other hand, low achievers from the CLIL group show a slight increase while low
achievers from the control group continue decreasing. See table 6.37 for the percentages

of improvement.

Table 6.36
Intragroup comparisons of the percentages of the noun ratios in the interview task. Interactions between
instruction type and proficiency level.

Time Time tValue p-value

CLIL -High TO T1 -1.89 0.2363
T1 T2 -1.36 0.5290

T2 T3 0.11 0.9996

TO T3 -3.16  0.0103*

CLIL -Low TO T1 0.48 0.9631
T1 T2 -1.30 0.5660

T2 T3 1.13 0.6689

TO T3 0.29 0.9914

Control -High TO T1 -0.46 0.9667
Tl T2 -1.67 0.3425

T2 T3 -0.39 0.9799

TO T3 -2.44 0.0737
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Time Time tValue p-value

Control -Low TO T1 0.94 0.7845
T1 T2 -1.50 0.4387

T2 T3 -0.29 0.9914

TO T3 -0.61 0.9278

Table 6.37

Percentages of improvement in the percentages of noun ratios according to proficiency and group in the

interview task.

Proficiency Group 10 1 I1 2 12 3 10 3
Low CLIL 3.4% -8.5%  7.7% 1.9%
Control 9.6% -11.8% -2.6%  -5.8%
High CLIL -11.4%  -82%  0.7% -18.1%
Control 34%  -112%  -2.5% -16.4%

Figure 6.10

Mean percentages of the noun ratios in the interview task. Interactions between instruction type and

proficiency level.
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6.1.1.3.1.2 Narrative task

Tables 6.38 displays the results of the intergroup c omparisons b etween CLIL

and control learners in the percentage of the noun ratios produced in the narrative task.

As seen from the table, the CLIL group produces a significantly higher number of nouns

than t he c ontrol group at TOand T 1 (F=19.07, p<.0001 and F=4.0 0, p= 0.0479,

respectively). A fter T 1, t he d ifferences i n t his m easure d isappear b etween t he t wo

groups up to T3. Additionally, as Table 6.39 displays, the CLIL group is the group who

decreases the most from TO to T3. As for the control group, Figure 6.11 shows that the

scores obtained by the learners do not show much variability over the two years of the

study.

Table 6.38

Intergroup comparisons of the percentages of the noun ratios in the narrative task.

Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F value p-value

TO CLIL 389% 1.9% 354% 42.8% 19.07 <.0001*
Control 28.5% 1.6% 25.5% 31.8%

T1 CLIL 32.7% 1.6% 29.7% 36.0% 4.00 0.0479%
Control 28.5% 1.5% 25.6% 31.6%

T2 CLIL 32.0% 1.4% 293% 34.9% 238  0.1257
Control 28.8% 1.5% 26.0% 32.0%

T3 CLIL 30.7% 14% 28.0% 33.5% 2.62  0.1087
Control 27.4% 14% 24.8% 30.4%

Table 6.39

Percentages of improvement in the percentages of noun ratios in the narrative task.

10 1 112 23 10 3
CLIL -160%  -22%  -41% -212%
Control  -0.1% 14%  -48%  -3.6%

173



Figure 6.11
Mean percentages of the noun ratios in the narrative task.
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Table 6.40 displays the results obtained from the intragroup comparisons of the
percentages of the noun ratios produced by CLIL and control learners for the following
time periods: TO-T1, T1-T2, T2-T3 and TO-T3. As seen from the table, the CLIL group
shows a significant decrease from TO to T1 (F= -3.40, p= 0.0049) and from TO to T3
(F=-4.94. p <.0001). The control group, on the other hand, produces a similar number

of nouns at the four times of data collection.

174



Table 6.40
Intragroup comparisons of the percentages of the noun ratios in the narrative task.

Time Time tValue p-value

CLIL TO T1 -3.40  0.0049*
T1 T2 -0.46 0.9685

T2 T3 -0.94 0.7823

TO T3 -4.94 <.0001*

Control TO T1 -0.02 1.0000
T1 T2 0.26 0.9941

T2 T3 -0.94 0.7848

TO T3 -0.66 0.9130

Regarding th e in teractions b etween in struction t ype and p roficiency le vel and
their e ffects on t he number of nouns produced, Table 6.4 1 shows that high achievers
from the CLIL group produce a significantly higher number of nouns in proportion to
the TNWE at TO (F=4.98, p=0.0274) than high achievers from the control group. After
TO, this di fference be tween the groups disappears gradually. Likewise, | ow achievers
from the CLIL group (see Table 6.42) also produce a significantly hi gher number of
nouns at TO (F=17.66, p=<.0001) than low achievers from the control group. No other
differences were found between low achievers from the CLIL and control groups in this

measure at the other data collection times.
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Table 6.41
Intergroup comparisons of the percentages of the noun ratios in the narrative task. Interactions between
high achievers and type of instruction.

Proficiency  Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F Value p-value

TO High CLIL 36.0% 2.3% 31.7% 40.8% 4.98 0.0274*
High Control  28.6%  2.2% 24.6% 33.2%

T1 High CLIL 34.0% 2.1% 30.1% 38.4% 336  0.0694
High Control  284% 2.1% 24.6% 32.8%

T2 High CLIL 304% 1.8% 27.1% 34.1% 1.25 0.2657
High Control  274% 19% 23.8% 31.5%

T3 High CLIL 299% 1.7% 26.7% 33.6% 231 0.1319
High Control  25.9% 1.8% 225% 29.8%

Table 6.42

Intergroup comparisons of the percentages of noun ratios in the narrative task. Interactions between low
achievers and type of instruction

Proficiency = Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F Value p-value

TO Low CLIL 42.1% 2.8% 37.0% 479% 17.66 <.0001*
Low Control  28.4%  2.4% 24.1% 33.4%

T1 Low CLIL 314% 2.1% 27.5% 35.9% 1.08  0.3000
Low Control  28.5% 23% 24.4% 33.4%

T2 Low CLIL 33.6% 2.1% 29.7% 38.0% 1.25  0.2664
Low Control  30.4% 2.4% 26.0% 35.5%

T3 Low CLIL 314% 19% 27.8% 35.4% 0.68 0.4129
Low Control  29.1% 2.4% 24.8% 34.2%

The intragroup comparisons displayed in Table 6.43 indicate that high and low
achievers from the CLIL group produce a significantly lower number of nouns at T3 in
comparison to TO (F= -2.90, p= 0.0226 f or high achievers and F= -4.57, p<.0001 for
low a chievers). A dditionally, | ow a chievers f romt he C LIL group alsos how a
significant decrease from TO to T1 (p=0.0004). As for the control group, no significant

decreases were found in this measure for any of the time periods studied. As seen from
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Figure 6.12, high achievers from the control group produce a similar number of nouns

in proportion to the TNWE throughout the two years of the study. The same applies to

los achievers from the control group. Table 6.44 shows that CLIL low achievers are the

learners who decrease the most from TO to T3.

Table 6.43

Intragroup comparisons of the percentages of the noun ratios in the narrative task. Interactions between

instruction type and proficiency level.

Time Time tValue p-value

CLIL -High TO Tl -0.85 0.8302
T1 T2 -1.79 0.2803

T2 T3 -0.28 0.9926

TO T3 -2.90  0.0226%*

CLIL -Low TO T1 -4.13  0.0004*
T1 T2 1.00 0.7503

T2 T3 -1.12 0.6753

TO T3 -4.57 <.0001*

Control -High TO Tl -0.10 0.9997
T1 T2 -0.47 0.9649

T2 T3 -0.78 0.8622

TO T3 -1.28 0.5764

Control -Low TO T1 0.06 0.9999
T1 T2 0.78 0.8650

T2 T3 -0.52 0.9535

TO T3 0.29 0.9914

Table 6.44

Percentages of improvement in the percentages of noun ratios according to proficiency and group in the

narrative task.

Proficiency Group 10 1 I1 2 12 3 10 3
Low CLIL -25.4% 7% -6.5% -25.4%
Control 0.3% 6.6% -42%  2.4%
High CLIL 5.8%  -11.7% -03% -16.9%
Control -0.6% 3.5%  -54% -9.4%
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Figure 6.12
Mean percentages of the noun ratios in the narrative task. Interactions between instruction type and
proficiency level.
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6.1.1.3.2 Percentage of the verb ratio
6.1.1.3.2.1 Interview task

Table 6.45 displays the results of the intergroup comparisons of the percentage
of verbs produced in proportion to the TNWE in the interview task. As shown in the
table, no s ignificant di fferences were f ound b etween t he groups at any of't he d ata
collection t imes. H owever, a s F igure 6.13  clearly i ndicates, t he ¢ ontrol g roup
outperforms t he C LIL groupi nt his m easure ove rt het wo years oft he s tudy.
Additionally, Table 6.46 shows that the control group shows the highest percentage of

improvement from TO to T3.
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Table 6.45

Intergroup comparisons of the percentages of the verb ratios in the interview task.

Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F value p-value

TO CLIL 14.6% 09% 12.9% 16.5% 032  0.5727
Control 154% 1.1% 13.4% 17.7%

T1 CLIL 14.0% 0.8% 12.5% 15.7% 0.68 0.4108
Control 15.0% 0.9% 13.4% 16.8%

T2 CLIL 153% 0.8% 13.8% 17.1% 337  0.0686
Control 17.6% 1.0% 15.8% 19.7%

T3 CLIL 158% 0.8% 142% 17.5% 1.02  0.3149
Control 17.0% 0.9% 153% 18.9%

Table 6.46

Percentages of improvement in the percentages of the verb ratios in the interview task.

10 1 11 2 23 10 3
CLIL -3.8% 9.3% 2.9% 8.1%
Control  -2.7% 17.7% -3.7% 10.3%
Figure 6.13
Mean percentages of the verb ratios in the interview task.
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Regarding the intragroup comparisons of CLIL and control learners for different
time periods, the analyses shown in Table 6.47 reveal no s ignificant improvement for

either group at any of the time periods.

Table 6.47
Intragroup comparisons of the percentages of the verb ratios in the interview task.

Time Time tValue P-Value

CLIL TO T1 -0.53 0.9526
T1 T2 1.30 0.5650

T2 T3 0.44 0.9720

TO T3 1.11 0.6851

Control TO T1 -0.35 0.9856
T1 T2 243 0.0769

T2 T3 -0.58 0.9382

TO T3 1.25 0.5935

Tables 6.48 and 6.49 display the results obtained from the interactions between
proficiency 1 evel a nd 1 nstruction t ype i n t he pe rcentages of t he ve rb r atiosin t he
interview task. As seen from the tables, no significant differences were found between
high and low achievers from the two groups. Likewise, the intragroup comparisons of
CLIL hi gh a chievers, C LIL 1 ow a chievers, control hi gh a chievers and c ontrol 1 ow
achievers displayed in Table 6.50, show no significant improvement for any of the four
groups of participants at any of the four time periods studied. Figure 6.14 shows the

similarity is scores.
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Table 6.48
Intergroup comparisons of the percentages of the verb ratios in the interview task. Interactions between
high achievers and type of instruction.

Proficiency  Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F Value p-value

TO High CLIL 13.7% 1.1% 11.7% 16.1% 0.94 0.3340
High Control  154% 13% 13.0% 18.1%

T1 High CLIL 13.5% 1.0% 11.7% 15.6% 220 0.1404
High Control  15.8% 12% 13.6% 18.3%

T2 High CLIL 152% 1.0% 133% 17.4% 2.58 0.1108
High Control  17.8% 12% 15.5% 20.5%

T3 High CLIL 16.4% 1.0% 14.4% 18.6% 0.00 0.9671
High Control  16.4% 1.1% 143% 18.9%

Table 6.49

Intergroup comparisons of the percentages of the verb ratios in the interview task. Interactions between
low achievers and type of instruction.

Proficiency  Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F Value p-value

TO Low CLIL 155% 1.4% 13.1% 18.5% 0.00 0.3340
Low Control 154%  1.8% 122% 19.5%

T1 Low CLIL 14.6% 12% 12.4% 17.1% 0.05 0.8223
Low Control 142% 14% 11.7% 17.2%

T2 Low CLIL 155% 12% 13.4% 17.9% 1.21 0.2728
Low Control  17.4% 1.6% 14.6% 20.8%

T3 Low CLIL 152% 1.1% 132% 17.5% 2.02 0.1572
Low Control  17.5% 1.5% 14.8% 20.8%
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Table 6.50
Intragroup comparisons of the percentages of the verb ratios in the interview task. Interactions between
instruction type and proficiency level.

Time Time tValue p-value

CLIL -High TO T1 -0.14 0.9991
T1 T2 1.35 0.5353

T2 T3 0.94 0.7848

TO T3 1.96 0.2097

CLIL -Low TO T1 -0.61 0.9294
T1 T2 0.64 0.9200

T2 T3 -0.20 0.9971

TO T3 -0.22 0.9965

Control -High TO Tl 0.27 0.9930
T1 T2 1.43 0.4812

T2 T3 -1.01 0.7435

TO T3 0.71 0.8930

Control -Low TO T1 -0.59 0.9358
T1 T2 1.77 0.2900

T2 T3 0.07 0.9999

TO T3 0.98 0.7633

Table 6.51
Percentages of improvement in the percentages of the verb rations according to proficiency and group in
the interview task.

Proficiency Group 10 1 I1 2 12 3 10 3

Low CLIL -5.8% 6.1% -19% -1.9%

Control -1.7% 2255  0.5%  13.6%
High CLIL 3.6% 12.5% 7.8%  19.7%

Control 2.5% 12.6% -7.8%  6.4%
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Figure 6.14
Mean percentages of the verb ratios in the interview task. Interactions between instruction type and
proficiency level.
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6.1.1.3.2.2 Narrative task

Table 6.52 displays the results obtained from the intergroup comparisons used to
analyse the effects of CLIL on the proportion of ve rbs produced by the 1 earners in
relation to the TNWE in the narrative task. As shown in the table, no di fferences were
found between the CLIL and control groups at any of the four data collection times. As
seen from Figure 6.1 5, both groups produce a similar num ber of verbs. T he c ontrol
group improves the most from T1 to T3, while the CLIL group starts to improve at T2,
after a slight decrease. As for the degree of improvement, the control group shows the

highest percentage from TO to T3 (see Table 6.53).
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Table 6.52

Intergroup comparisons of the percentages of the verb ratios in the narrative task.

Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F value p-value

TO CLIL 11.8% 09% 10.1% 13.6% 1.44 0.2320
Control 103% 0.8%  8.8% 12.1%

T1 CLIL 109% 08% 9.5% 12.6% 0.05 0.8194
Control 10.7% 0.8%  92% 12.4%

T2 CLIL 10.5% 0.7%  93% 12.0% 3.15 0.0787
Control 12.5% 0.9% 10.8% 14.3%

T3 CLIL 11.8% 0.7% 10.4% 13.3% 0.83 0.3653
Control 12.8% 09% 11.1% 14.7%

Table 6.53

Percentages of improvement in the percentages of the verb ratios in the narrative task.

10 1 12 23 10 3
CLIL -7.0% -3.5% 11.5% 0.1%
Control  3.6% 16.6% 2.8% 24.1%
Figure 6.15
Mean percentages of the verb ratios in the narrative task.
14,0
1 -
> |
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11
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Regarding th e in tragroup ¢ omparisons ( see T able 6.54 ), nos

ignificant

improvement was found for either of the groups at any of the time periods examined.

However, the control group seems to improve the most from TO to T3, even though the

results do not reach significance (p= 0.0954). The CLIL group, on the other hand, does

not undergo any improvement at all, since the mean scores obtained at TO and at T3 are

the same (see table 6.52).

Table 6.54

Intragroup comparisons of the percentages of the verb ratios in the narrative task.

Time Time tValue P-Value

CLIL TO T1 -0.79 0.8603
T1 T2 -0.43 0.9732

T2 T3 1.44 0.4785

TO T3 0.01 1.0000

Control TO T1 0.36 0.9839
T1 T2 1.76 0.2992

T2 T3 0.33 0.9874

TO T3 2.34 0.0954

As for the interactions between instruction type and proficiency level, Table 6.55

displays the results of the analyses for high achievers. Again, no significant differences

were found be tween hi gh achievers from the CLIL and control groups atany ofthe

times analysed. T he analyses for low achievers yield similar results (see Table 6.56),

since no differences were found between CLIL low achievers and control low achievers.
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Table 6.55
Intergroup comparisons of the percentages of verb ratios in the narrative task. Interactions between high
achievers and type of instruction.

Proficiency  Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F Value p-value

TO High CLIL 122% 1.1% 102% 14.7% 0.20 0.6584
High Control 114% 13%  92% 14.2%

T1 High CLIL 11.2% 1.0% 93% 13.4% 0.01 0.9411
High Control  11.1% 12%  9.0% 13.6%

T2 High CLIL 11.1% 09%  9.4% 13.0% 0.74 0.3923
High Control  12.4% 12% 102% 15.0%

T3 High CLIL 11.7% 09%  9.9% 13.7% 1.63  0.2046
High Control  13.7% 12% 11.4% 16.4%

Table 6.56

Intergroup comparisons of the percentages of verb ratios in the narrative task. Interactions between low
achievers and type of instruction.

Proficiency = Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F Value p-value

TO Low CLIL 113% 12%  92% 13.9% 16.7 0.1987
Low Control 93% 12% 72% 12.0%

T1 Low CLIL 10.7% 1.1%  8.7% 13.1% 0.07 0.7987
Low Control 103% 12%  8.1% 13.1%

T2 Low CLIL 10.0% 1.0% 83% 12.1% 2.84 0.0945
Low Control  12.5% 14% 10.1% 15.6%

T3 Low CLIL 11.9% 1.0% 10.0% 14.1% 0.00 0.9523
Low Control 12.0% 1.4%  9.5% 15.0%

As for the intragroup comparisons of CLIL high achievers, CLIL low achievers,
control high achievers and control low achievers, no significant improvement was found
in terms of the percentage o f verbs produced during the narrative task for any ofthe
time periods studied (see Table 6.57). A sseen from Figure 6.16, the four groups of

participants pr oduce f airly s imilar num bers of verbsatT 0and T 3. H owever, bot h
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control hi gh and 1ow achievers di splay t he hi ghest percentages of i mprovement ( see

Table 6.58)

Table 6.57

Intragroup comparisons of the percentages of the verb ratios in the narrative task. Interactions between
instruction type and proficiency level.

Table 6.58

Time Time tValue p-value

CLIL -High TO Tl -0.77 0.8679
T1 T2 -0.08 0.9998

T2 T3 0.51 0.9555

T0 T3 -0.46 0.9683

CLIL -Low T0 Tl -0.42 0.9747
T1 T2 -0.52 0.9553

T2 T3 1.57 0.4007

TO T3 0.42 0.9746

Control -High TO Tl -0.25 0.9945
T1 T2 0.94 0.7857

T2 T3 0.94 0.7853

T0 T3 1.49 0.4445

Control -Low TO Tl 0.66 0.9133
T1 T2 1.40 0.5016

T2 T3 -0.34 0.9861

T0 T3 1.68 0.3410

Percentages of improvement in the percentages of the verb ratios according to proficiency and group in

the narrative task.

Proficiency Group 10 1 I1 2 12 3 10 3
Low CLIL -5.3% -6.5% 19% 5.3%
Control -2.6% 11.7% 10.4%  20.1%

High CLIL -8.1% -0.8%  5.4% -4%
Control 10.7% 213%  -4% 29%
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Figure 6.16
Mean percentages of the verb ratios in the interview task. Interactions between instruction type and
proficiency level.
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6.1.1.3.3 Percentage of the adjective ratio
6.1.1.3.3.1 Interview task

As for the third measure o f lexical complexity, the adjective ratio, T able 6.59
displays the results of the intergroup comparisons in the interview task. As shown in the
table, no significant differences were found between the CLIL and control groups at any
of the data collection times. Furthermore, the mean percentages displayed in the table as
well as the evolution of the two groups (see Figure 6.17) indicate that the percentages of
adjectives produced by the two groups of learners were very similar. However, as Table
6.60 shows, CLIL learners’ percentage of improvement in this measure from TO to T3 is

higher than that obtained by control learners, who show a decrease.
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Table 6.59

Intergroup comparisons of the percentages of the adjective ratios in the interview task

Table 6.60

Percentages of improvement in the percentages of the adjective ratios in the interview task.

Figure 6.17

Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F value p-value

TO CLIL 43% 06% 33% 57% 0.04 0.8329
Control  4.5% 0.7% 33%  6.1%

T1 CLIL 48% 06% 38% 6.1% 2.61 0.1083
Control  3.6% 0.5% 2.8% 4.7%

T2 CLIL 38% 05% 3.0% 5.0% 0.46 0.4982
Control  43% 0.6% 34%  5.6%

T3 CLIL 47% 05% 38% 59% 032 0.5705
Control  43% 05% 33% 55%

10 1 112 123 10 3
CLIL 11.5%  -20.3% 22.3% 8.7%
Control  -20.3% 20.3% -1.3% -5.3%
Mean percentages of the adjective ratios in the interview task.
f.0%
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Concerning t he i ntragroup ¢ omparisons of t he learners’ pe rformance o n t his
measure, t he results di splayedi n T able 6.6 1 indicate th at th ere is n o s ignificant

improvement for any of the time periods in either group.

Table 6.61
Intragroup comparisons of the percentages of the adjective ratios in the interview task.

Time Time tValue P-Value

CLIL TO T1 0.65 0.9168
T1 T2 -1.40 0.5016

T2 T3 1.28 0.5764

TO T3 0.51 0.9569

Control TO Tl -1.22 0.6130
T1 T2 1.12 0.6763

T2 T3 -0.08 0.9998

TO T3 -0.30 0.9903

Regarding t he an alyses co nductedt oex aminet hei nteractionb etween
proficiency level and instruction type, the results indicate that there are no significant
differences between high achievers from the CLIL and control group (Table 6.62) and

low achievers from the CLIL and control group (Table 6.63).
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Table 6.62
Intergroup comparisons of the percentages of the adjective ratios in the interview task. Interactions
between high achievers and type of instruction.

Proficiency  Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F Value p-value

TO High CLIL 44% 08% 3.1% 62% 0.22  0.6384
High Control 5.0% 0.9% 3.5% 7.1%

T1 High CLIL 49% 08%  3.6%  6.7% 296 0.0877
High Control 32% 0.6%  23%  4.7%

T2 High CLIL 41% 07%  3.0% 5.7% 0.07 0.7896
High Control 44% 07% 32% 6.1%

T3 High CLIL 43% 0.7% 32% 5.8% 0.36 0.5477
High Control 49% 0.7%  3.7%  6.7%

Table 6.63

Intergroup comparisons of the percentages of the adjective ratios in the interview task. Interactions
between low achievers and type of instruction.

Proficiency = Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F Value p-value

TO Low CLIL 42% 08% 29%  62% 0.01 0.9210
Low Control 4.1% 1.1%  2.4% 6.9%

T1 Low CLIL 48% 08% 33% 6.8% 0.44 0.5086
Low Control 40% 09% 2.6% 62%

T2 Low CLIL 36% 0.6% 25% 5.1% 0.51 0.4774
Low Control 43% 09% 28%  6.4%

T3 Low CLIL 51% 08% 3.8%  6.9% 1.93 0.1672
Low Control 3.7%  0.8%  2.5% 5.6%

As for the intragroup analyses that explored the improvement of CLIL high and
low achievers and control high and low achievers between different time periods, Table
6.64 shows t hat none o f'the four groups i mprove s ignificantly i n t he pe rcentage of
adjectives us ed in the interview task be tween any of the time periods e xamined. A's

Figure 6.1 8 shows, the four groups obtain approximately the same percentages at T0
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and T 3. Surprisingly, the group which obtains the highest percentage of improvement

from TO to T3 in this measure is CLIL low achievers (see Table 6.65)

Table 6.64
Intragroup comparisons of the percentages of the adjective ratios in the interview task. Interactions
between instruction type and proficiency level.

Time Time tValue p-value

CLIL -High TO T1 0.47 0.9661
T1 T2 -0.83 0.8415

T2 T3 0.22 0.9965

TO T3 -0.12 0.9993

CLIL -Low TO T1 0.49 0.9620
T1 T2 -1.23 0.6100

T2 T3 1.69 0.3331

TO T3 0.86 0.8255

Control -High TO Tl -1.87 0.2454
T1 T2 1.41 0.4962

T2 T3 0.60 0.9323

TO T3 -0.04 1.0000

Control -Low TO T1 -0.07 0.9999
T1 T2 0.23 0.9959

T2 T3 -0.54 0.9501

TO T3 -0.32 0.9883

Table 6.65
Percentages of improvement in the percentages of the adjectives ratios according to proficiency and
group in the interview task.

Proficiency Group 10 1 I1 2 12 3 10 3
Low CLIL 14.2% -25%  41.66% 21.4%
Control -2.4% 75% -13.9% -9.7%
High CLIL 113%  -163% 48% -2.2%

Control -36% 37.5% 11.3% 2%
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Figure 6.18

Mean percentages of the adjective ratios in the interview task. Interactions between instruction type and

proficiency level.
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6.1.1.3.3.2 Narrative task

The percentages o f the adjective ratios used in the narrative task could not be

analysed in the statistical analysis due to the limited number of adjectives produced by

the learners. See Table 6.66 for the number of participants from the CLIL (N=32) and

control groups (N=20) who produced adjectives.

Table 6.66

Number of participants that produced adjectives in the narrative task.

Narrative task TO T1 T2 T3
CLIL group 6 (32) 4 (32) 7 (32) 5(32)
Control group | 4(20) 2 (20) 4 (20) 6 (20)
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6.1.2 Summary complexity results

In this section, the most relevant results concerning the measures used to analyse
propositional, s yntactic and | exical complexity will b e highlighted and s ummarised.
First, the intergroup analyses between CLIL and non-CLIL learners will be provided for
each of the measures. After that, the intragroup comparisons which analyse the learners’
improvement f rom T 0 to T 3 w ill be pr esented. F inally, t he i nteractions be tween
instruction type and proficiency level will be provided.

The intergroup analyses conducted to analyse the effects of CLIL instruction on
the learners performance on propositional and syntactic complexity measures reveal that
(see Table 6.67), even though there are no di fferences between the C LIL and c ontrol
groups at T 0, the onset of this investigation, the control group performs significantly
better in the TNU at T1, in the % CU at T1 and T2 in the interview task and in the TNU
at T 1inthe narrative task. A s s een from the table, d ifferences b etween the groups

disappear either at T2 or T3.

Table 6.67
Propositional and syntactic complexity. Summary of the significance values obtained in the intergroup
comparisons of CLIL and control groups in the interview and narrative task.

INTERVIEW NARRATIVE
TO T1 T2 T3 TO T1 T2 T3
TNU p=0.004* p=0.0078*
Control Control
Unable to
% CU P=0.0318* | P=0.0240* conduct
Control Control statistical
analyses
% SU
Unable to conduct statistical analyses

Regarding lexical complexity, the only difference found is in the percentages of

the noun r atios. As table 6.68 shows, the CLIL group produces a significantly higher
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number of nouns in proportion to TNWE than the control group at TO, T1, T2 and T3 in
the interview task and at TO and T 1 in the narrative task. A s for the other ratios, no

differences were found between the CLIL and control groups.

Table 6.68
Lexical complexity. Summary of the significance values obtained in the intergroup comparisons of CLIL
and control groups in the interview and narrative task.

INTERVIEW NARRATIVE
TO T1 T2 T3 TO T1 T2 | T3
% NR | P=0.0043* | p=0.0287* | p=0.0071* | p<.0001* | p<.0001* | p=0.0479*
CLIL CLIL CLIL CLIL CLIL CLIL
% VR
% ADJR

Unable to conduct statistical analyses

Concerning t he i ntragroup ¢ omparisons i nt he pr opositional a nd s yntactic
complexity m easures, Table 6.69 shows that both C LIL and control 1 earners di splay
significant development from TO to T3 in the TNU and in the % CU in the interview
task. As for the narrative task, the only significant improvement was found in the TNU

for both the CLIL and control group.

Table 6.69
Propositional and syntactic complexity. Summary of the significance values obtained in the intragroup
comparisons (from TO to T3) of CLIL and control groups in the interview and narrative task.

INTERVIEW NARRATIVE
CLIL CONTROL CLIL CONTROL
TNU p<.0001* p<.0001* p<.0001* p=0.0065*
% CU p=0.0002* p=0.0297*
% SU Unable to conduct statistical analyses
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In regard to lexical complexity, the results of the intragroup comparisons (see
Table 6.70) show that the only significant de velopment from TO to T3, in this case a
significant decrease, was found in the % NR in the narrative task in favour of the CLIL
group. N o ot her significant de velopment w as found for any of the measures used to

analyse lexical complexity.

Table 6.70
Lexical complexity. Summary of the significance values obtained in the intragroup comparisons (from TO
to T3) of CLIL and control groups in the interview and narrative task.

INTERVIEW NARRATIVE
CLIL CONTROL CLIL CONTROL
% NR p=0.0001*
(decrease)
% LVR
% ADJR Unable to conduct statistical analyses

Table 6.7 1 shows t he s ignificant di fferences f ound i n t he pr opositional a nd
syntactic c omplexity m easures between C LIL and control hi gh a chievers. T he results
displayed i n t able 6.71 indicate t he ¢ ontrol hi gh a chievers s ignificantly out perform
CLIL high achievers in the TNU at TO, T1 and T2 in the interview task. A s reported
previously, how ever, these di fferences disappear at T 3. In the narrative task, control
high achievers also obtain significant results in the TNU at T1 and in the % CU at T3.
As for CLIL and control low achievers, the intergroup comparisons shown in Table 6.72
only indicate a significant difference in favour of the control group in the % CU in the

interview task at T2.
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Table 6.71

Propositional and syntactic complexity. Summary of the significance values in the intergroup
comparisons of CLIL and control high achievers in the interview and narrative task.

INTERVIEW NARRATIVE
TO T1 T2 T3 TO T1 T2 T3
p=0.0113* | p=0.0154* | p=0.0057* p=0.0265%*
TNU Control- Control- Control Control-
high high high high
Unable
to p=0.0232%*
% CU conduct Control-
statistical high
analyses
o)
76 SU Unable to conduct statistical analyses
Table 6.72

Propositional and syntactic complexity. Summary of the significance values in the intergroup
comparisons of CLIL and control low achievers in the interview and narrative task.

INTERVIEW NARRATIVE
TO T1 T2 T3 TO T1 T2 T3
TNU
oo || U
0, =
% CU COII;tVrVOI statistical
analyses
% SU

Unable to conduct statistical analyses

In regard to the interactions between proficiency level and instruction type in the

lexical complexity measures, Table 6.73 shows that the % NR is significantly higher for

CLIL high achievers than control high achievers in the interview task at the four times

of data collection and at TO in the narrative task. The results in Table 6.74 also indicate

that CLIL low achievers obtain significantly higher scores than control low achievers in

the % NR at T3 in the interview task and at TO in the narrative task.
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Table 6.73
Lexical complexity. Summary of the significance values in the intergroup comparisons of CLIL and
control high achievers in the interview and narrative task.

INTERVIEW NARRATIVE
TO T1 T2 T3 TO T1 T2 T3

% NR p=0.0005* | p=0.0054* | p=0.0018* | p=0.0003* | p=0.0274*

0 CLIL- high | CLIL- high | CLIL- high | CLIL- high | CLIL- high
% VR

%
ADJR Unable to conduct statistical analyses
Table 6.74

Lexical complexity. Summary of the significance values in the intergroup comparisons of CLIL and
control low achievers in the interview and narrative task.

INTERVIEW NARRATIVE
TO T1 T2 T3 TO T1 T2 T3
o p=0.0310* p<.0001*
7o NR CLIL- low | CLIL-low
% LVR
% ADJR Unable to conduct statistical analyses

Additionally, the intragroup c omparisons displayed in Table 6.75 indicate that
CLIL high achievers improve significantly from TO to T3 in the TNU and in the % CU
in the interview task while c ontrol hi gh achievers only improved significantly in the
TNU. A s f ort he na rrative t ask, both C LIL and c ontrol hi gh a chievers i mprove
significantly in th e T NU. Likewise, t he r esults in T able 6.76 show t hat C LIL and
control low achievers display significant development in the same areas as their peers in
the high proficiency group in the interview task. In the narrative task, only CLIL low

achievers undergo significant improvement in the TNU from TO to T3.
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Table 6.75
Propositional and syntactic complexity. Summary of the significance values of the intragroup
comparisons (from TO to T3) of CLIL and control high achievers in the interview and narrative task.

INTERVIEW NARRATIVE
CLIL-high CONTROL- CLIL-high CONTROL-
high high
TNU p<.0001* p=0.0021* p=0.0040* p=0.0015%*
% CU p=0.0016*
% SU Unable to conduct statistical analyses

Table 6.76
Propositional and syntactic complexity. Summary of the significance values of the intragroup
comparisons (from TO to T3) of CLIL and control low achievers in the interview and narrative task.

INTERVIEW NARRATIVE
CLIL-low CONTROL- CLIL-low CONTROL-low
low
TNU p=0.0032* p=0.0192* p=0.0016*
% CU p=0.0339*
% SU Unable to conduct statistical analyses

Finally, the intragroup comparisons in Tables 6.77 and 6.78 show the instances
of significant development of CLIL high/low achievers and control high/low achievers.
As seen form Table 6.77, CLIL high achievers display a s ignificant decrease in the %
NR from TO to T3 in the two tasks. CLIL low achievers, on the other hand, only show a
significant decrease in the % NR in the narrative task (see Table 6.78). Control high and
low a chievers do not s how a ny instances of s ignificant de velopmentin any o fthe

measures of lexical complexity.
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Table 6.77
Lexical complexity. Summary of the significance values of the intragroup comparisons (from T0 to T3) of
CLIL and control high achievers in the interview and narrative task.

INTERVIEW NARRATIVE
CLIL-high CONTROL- CLIL-high CONTROL-
high high
o p=0.0103* p=0.0004*
76 NR (decrease) (decrease)
% VR
% ADJR Unable to conduct statistical analyses
Table 6.78

Lexical complexity. Summary of the significance values of the intragroup comparisons (from T0 to T3) of
CLIL and control low achievers in the interview and narrative task.

INTERVIEW NARRATIVE
CLIL-low CONTROL- CLIL-low CONTROL-low
low
o p<.0001*
76 NR (decrease)
% VR
% ADJR Unable to conduct statistical analyses
6.1.3 Accuracy

This section presents the accuracy results obtained by CLIL and control learners
int he 1 nterview a nd n arrative t asks. A s m entioned i n t he pr evious ¢ hapter, t wo
measures were selected for the analysis of accuracy: the percentage of error-free units
(% EFU) and the percentage of correct verb forms (% CV). The % EFU was chosen as a

global accuracy measure while specific accuracy was measured by the % CV.

200



6.1.3.1 Global accuracy: percentage of error-free units
6.1.3.1.1 Interview task

Table 6.79 displays the percentages and s ignificance values of the intergroup
comparisons of the % EFU between CLIL and control leaners in the interview task. As
can be seen from the table, there are no significant differences between the groups since
both groups display similar percentages of E FU over the two years o f the study. In
addition, as Figure 6.19 shows, both groups experience a de crease in the number o f
error-free uni ts produced. A ccording to the p ercentages o f i mprovement (decrease in
this cas e) displayed in Table 6.80,the C LIL group ha s t he hi ghest pe rcentages o f

decrease from T1 to T2 and from T2 to T3, when compared to the control group.

Table 6.79
Intergroup comparisons of the percentages of error-free units in the interview task.

Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F value p-value

TO CLIL 57.0% 4.1% 49.5% 65.6% 0.48 0.4903
Control 61.3% 4.8% 52.5% 71.5%

T1 CLIL 589% 3.7% 52.0% 66.8% 0.32 0.5736
Control 56.0% 3.8% 49.0% 63.9%

T2 CLIL 50.7% 3.6% 44.2% 58.2% 0.00 0.9622
Control 51.0% 3.9% 43.8% 59.2%

T3 CLIL 47.7% 32% 41.7% 54.4% 0.24 0.6284
Control  49.9%  3.6% 43.3% 57.4%

Table 6.80
Percentages of improvement in the percentages of error-free units in the interview task.

10 1 11 2 2 3 10 3
CLIL 33% -13.9%  -6.0% -16.4%
Control  -8.7%  -89%  -2.1%  -18.6%
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Figure 6.19

Mean percentages of error-free units in the interview task.
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Regarding the evolution of both groups, Table 6.81 shows the results from the
intragroup ¢ omparisons of t he % E FU. A s seenf romt het able, n os ignificant

development was found in this measure for any of the time periods studied.

Table 6.81
Intragroup comparisons of the percentages of error-free units in the interview task.

Time Time tValue P-Value

CLIL TO Tl 0.38 0.9809
Tl T2 -1.77 0.2937

T2 T3 -0.71 0.8941

TO T3 -2.02 0.1874

Control TO T1 -1.00 0.7521
Tl T2 -1.04 0.7274

T2 T3 -0.23 0.9959

TO T3 -2.17 0.1366
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As for the interactions between type of instruction and proficiency level, Tables

6.82 and 6.83 show no s ignificant i mpact of t ype of i nstruction a ccordingt ot he

learners’ proficiency l evel ont he % E FU in the interview task. Both high and 1 ow

achievers h ave quite s imilar p ercentages o f er ror-free uni ts r egardless of the type of

instruction received.

Table 6.82

Intergroup comparisons of the percentages of error-free units in the interview task. Interactions between
high achievers and type of instruction.

Proficiency  Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F Value p-value
TO High CLIL 58.9% 5.4% 493% 70.5% 0.18 0.6739
High Control  62.4%  57% 52.0% 74.8%
T1 High CLIL 57.9% 4.6% 49.5% 67.9% 0.58 0.4485
High Control ~ 52.6%  5.0% 43.5% 63.5%
T2 High CLIL 50.6% 4.5% 42.4% 60.4% 0.29 0.5938
High Control  47.1% 4.5% 39.0% 56.9%
T3 High CLIL 43.6% 3.9% 36.5% 52.0% 2.76  0.0990
High Control ~ 54.0% 4.7% 45.5% 64.2%
Table 6.83

Intergroup comparisons of the percentages of error-free units in the interview task. Interactions between
low achievers and type of instruction.

Proficiency  Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F Value p-value

TO Low CLIL 552% 5.5% 453% 67.1% 0.34 0.5610
Low Control  60.2%  7.8% 46.6% 77.8%

T1 Low CLIL 59.9% 53% 503% 71.3% 0.00 0.9631
Low Control  59.6% 6.4% 482% 73.6%

T2 Low CLIL 509% 4.7% 42.3% 61.1% 0.33  0.5646
Low Control  552% 6.7% 43.4% 70.1%

T3 Low CLIL 521% 4.6% 43.8% 62.1% 0.90 0.3439
Low Control  46.1% 53% 36.7% 57.8%
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The intragroup c omparisons in T able 6.84 indicate that the only a s ignificant
instance of development, in this case a significant decrease in the % EFU, was found for
CLIL high achievers from TO to T3. As Figure 6.20 displays, CLIL high achievers is the
group which decreased the most in this measure (as Table 6.85 also shows). No other

significant development was found in the other groups.

Table 6.84
Intragroup comparisons of the percentages of error-free units in the interview task. Interactions between
instruction type and proficiency level.

Time Time tValue p-value

CLIL -High TO Tl -0.16 0.9987
T1 T2 -1.26 0.5920

T2 T3 -1.30 0.5659

TO T3 -2.60  0.0495*

CLIL -Low TO Tl 0.69 0.9023
T1 T2 -1.42 0.4863

T2 T3 0.21 0.9965

TO T3 -0.47 0.9657

Control -High TO Tl -1.47 0.4565
T1 T2 -0.92 0.7925

T2 T3 1.22 0.6154

TO T3 -1.32 0.5546

Control -Low TO T1 -0.07 0.9999
T1 T2 -0.53 0.9511

T2 T3 -1.19 0.6346

TO T3 -1.69 0.3307

Table 6.85
Percentages of improvement in the percentages error-free units according to proficiency and group in the
interview task.

Proficiency Group 10 1 I1 2 12 3 10 3
Low CLIL 8.5% -15% 23%  -5.6%
Control -0.9% -73%  -16.4% -23.4%
High CLIL -1.6%  -13.6% -13.8% -25.9%

Control -15.7%  -10.4% 14.6% -13.4%
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Figure 6.20
Mean percentages of error-free units in the interview task. Interactions between instruction type and
proficiency level.
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6.1.3.1.2 Narrative task

Table 6.86 displays the results of the intergroup comparisons between the CLIL
and control groupsinthe % EFU inthe narrative task. Asseen from the table,no
differences were found between the groups at any o fthe data collection times. T he
control group starts with a slight advantage at TO in comparison to the CLIL group.
However,atT1and T3 the CLIL group hasa higher p ercentage o f e rror-free uni ts.
Furthermore, as can be seen from Figure 6.2 1, the CLIL group shows a more regular
trend from T1 to T3 than the control group, which displays a higher variability of mean
percentages. D espite t hat, as T able 6 .87 shows, C LIL I earners h avet he h ighest
percentage of improvement from TO to T3. In regard to the intragroup comparisons of
CLIL and non-CLIL learners, T able 6.8 8 indicates t hat ne ither of the groups s hows

significant development at any of the time periods analysed.
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Table 6.86

Intergroup comparisons of the percentages of error-free units in the narrative task.

Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F value p-value

TO CLIL 7.6% 28% 37% 157% 0.40 0.5280
Control 10.1% 3.5%  5.1% 20.1%

T1 CLIL 15.1% 3.8% 9.1% 24.8% 220 0.1394
Control  6.7% 32%  2.6% 17.4%

T2 CLIL 114% 3.0% 6.8% 19.1% 1.31 0.2547
Control 16.7% 4.0% 10.4% 26.9%

T3 CLIL 14.1% 29% 94% 21.2% 0.75 0.3863
Control  9.1% 43%  3.6% 22.9%

Table 6.87

Percentages of improvement in the percentages of error-free units in the narrative task.

10 1 112 123 10 3
CLIL 97.8% -24.4% 23.8% 85.2%
Control  -33.9% 149.4% -45.7% -10.5%
Figure 6.21
Mean percentages of error-free units in the narrative task.
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Table 6.88
Intragroup comparisons of the percentages of error-free units in the narrative task.

Time Time tValue P-Value

CLIL TO T1 1.55 0.4131
T1 T2 -0.78 0.8621

T2 T3 0.66 0.9132

TO T3 1.49 0.4489

Control TO T1 -0.70 0.8962
T1 T2 1.71 0.3217

T2 T3 -1.17 0.6448

TO T3 -0.19 0.9975

The results from t he interactions b etween t ype of instruction and p roficiency
level ar e s hown in T ables 6 .89 and 6.9 0. T able 6.89 displays th e results from th e
intergroup comparisons of CLIL high achievers and control high achievers at the four
times of data collection. As seen from the table, the only significant difference between
CLIL and control high achievers was found at T3 (F=9.81, p=0.0024) when the average
% EFU of the control group is 34.5%, while the CLIL group has an average of 11.8%.
Likewise, T able 6.90 shows s ignificant di fferences be tween C LIL and c ontrol 1 ow
achievers at T3 as well (F=4.24, p=0.0410). In this case, the mean % EFU is 16.9% for
CLIL I earners a nd 2.4% f or non -CLIL le arners. Itis a lso imp ortant to n ote th at
significant differences were found between control high and low achievers in favour of

high achievers at T3 (p=0.0058).
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Table 6.89
Intergroup comparisons of the percentages of error-free units in the narrative task. Interactions between
high achievers and type of instruction.

Proficiency  Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F Value p-value

TO High CLIL 8.6% 3.6%  3.8% 19.5% 0.38 0.390
High Control  12.1% 49%  54% 27.0%

T1 High CLIL 18.2%  5.5% 10.0% 33.1% 0.00 0.951
High Control  17.7% 52%  9.9% 31.6%

T2 High CLIL 13.8% 43%  74% 254% 0.02 0.8877
High Control  12.9% 43%  6.7% 24.9%

T3 High CLIL 11.8% 33%  6.8% 20.3% 9.81 0.0024*
High Control  34.5% 6.6% 23.4% 50.9%

Table 6.90

Intergroup comparisons of the percentages of error-free units in the narrative task. Interactions between
low achievers and type of instruction.

Proficiency  Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F Value p-value

TO Low CLIL 6.8% 3.5% 24% 18.7% 0.10 0.7465
Low Control 85%  5.0% 2.7%  27.4%

T1 Low CLIL 125% 51%  5.6% 27.8% 2.56 0.1114
Low Control 25% 24% 04% 162%

T2 Low CLIL 94% 3.6% 44% 20.0% 3.08 0.0812
Low Control  21.7% 7.7% 10.8% 43.8%

T3 Low CLIL 16.9% 4.5% 10.0% 28.6% 424  0.0410%*
Low Control 24% 22%  04% 14.9%
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The intragroup c omparisons displayed in Table 6.91 show that the only group
which s hows s ignificant de velopmentinthe % E FU int he n arrative task i s hi gh
achievers from the control group (F=2.66, p= 0.0425) from T2 to T3. The second group
which shows the greatest improvement is CLIL low achievers from TO to T3 (see Table
6.92). Ascanbe seenfromF igure 6.2 2, c ontrol hi gh a chievers i s t he g roup t hat
improves the most from T2 to T3. Control low achievers, however, show the greatest
decrease in the % EFU from T2 to T3. CLIL high and low achievers, on the other hand,

show similar mean percentages at the four times of data collection.

Table 6.91
Intragroup comparisons of the percentages of error-free units in the narrative task. Interactions between
instruction type and proficiency level.

Time Time tValue p-value

CLIL -High TO T1 1.48 0.4520
T1 T2 -0.65 0.9143

T2 T3 -0.39 0.9802

TO T3 0.64 0.9183

CLIL -Low TO T1 0.94 0.7809
T1 T2 -0.51 0.9564

T2 T3 1.28 0.5746

TO T3 1.61 0.3776

Control -High TO Tl 0.78 0.8627
T1 T2 -0.73 0.8837

T2 T3 2.66  0.0425*

TO T3 2.41 0.0803

Control -Low TO T1 -1.10 0.6914
T1 T2 2.15 0.1411

T2 T3 -2.24 0.1177

TO T3 -1.16 0.6505
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Table 6.92
Percentages of improvement in the percentages error-free units according to proficiency and group in the
narrative task.

Proficiency Group 10 1 I1 2 12 3 10 3

Low CLIL 83.8%  -248% 79.7% 148.5%
Control -70.5% 768% -88.9% -71.7%
High CLIL 111.6% -24.1% -14.4% 37.2%

Control 46.2%  -27.1% 167.4% 185.1%

Figure 6.22
Mean percentages of error-free units in the narrative task. Interactions between instruction type and
proficiency level
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6.1.3.2 Specific accuracy: percentage of correct verb forms
6.1.3.2.1 Interview task

Table 6.93 displays the results of the intergroup comparisons between the CLIL
and control groups in the percentage of correct verb forms produced in the interview
task. As shown in the table, no significant differences were found between the groups at
any of the data collection times. In addition, it is worth noting that both groups display

similar trends in this measure inasmuch as both groups obtain similar mean percentages
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at Time 0 and time 3 (see Figure 6.23). Despite that, as Table 6.94 displays, the CLIL
group obtains a higher percentage of improvement from TO to T3. As for the intragroup
comparisons, T able 6.95 shows no s tatistically significant differences in development

for either group at any of the time periods analysed.

Table 6.93
Intergroup comparisons of the percentages of correct verb forms in the interview task.

Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F value p-value

TO CLIL 55.6% 4.4% 47.5% 65.1% 1.02 0.3128
Control 62.6% 54% 52.8% 74.1%

T1 CLIL 66.5% 4.5% 58.1% 76.1% 0.05 0.8237
Control 65.1% 4.5% 56.8% 74.7%

T2 CLIL 582% 4.1% 50.7% 66.8% 0.12  0.7332
Control 60.2% 4.2% 52.4% 69.1%

T3 CLIL 61.0% 4.0% 53.7% 69.4% 0.13  0.7231
Control 59.1% 4.0% 51.7% 67.5%

Table 6.94
Percentages of improvement in the percentages of correct verb forms in the interview task.

01 112 123 103
CLIL 19.6% -125%  48%  9.7%
Control  4.1%  -7.6% -1.9% -5.6%
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Figure 6.23

Mean percentages of correct verb forms in the interview task.
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Intragroup comparisons of the percentages of correct verb forms in the interview task.

Time Time tValue p-value

CLIL TO T1 1.90 0.2336
Tl T2 -1.54 0.4175

T2 T3 0.56 0.9439

TO T3 1.00 0.7479

Control TO Tl 0.41 0.9765
T1 T2 -0.94 0.7848

T2 T3 -0.22 0.9960

TO T3 -0.60 0.9328

Regarding t he i nteractions be tween pr oficiency level and i nstructiont ype,
Tables 6.96 and 6.97 display the results obtained by high and low achievers in the %
CV in the interview task. As in the previous analyses, no s ignificant differences were

found between CLIL and control learners. Furthermore, as Figure 6.24 shows, CLIL and
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control high achievers as well as control low achievers display a decreasing tendency,

while C LIL l ow achievers o btained t he highest s core at T 3 (see T able 6.99 f or t he

percentages of improvement. Finally, the results in Table 6.98 indicate that none of the

four groups ( CLIL high a chievers, C LIL 1 ow a chievers, ¢ ontrol hi gh a chievers or

control 1 ow a chievers) developed s ignificantly in t his m easure a t a ny of t he t ime

periods.

Table 6.96

Intergroup comparisons of the percentages of correct verb forms in the interview task. Interactions
between high achievers and type of instruction.

Proficiency  Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F Value p-value

TO High CLIL 60.0% 6.2% 49.0% 73.5% 0.52 0.4717
High Control  66.7%  6.8% 54.5% 81.7%

T1 High CLIL 64.7% 59% 54.1% 77.3% 0.23  0.6294
High Control  68.7%  6.1% 57.7% 81.9%

T2 High CLIL 57.0% 5.0% 48.0% 67.7% 0.58 0.4489
High Control  62.7% 54% 52.8% 74.3%

T3 High CLIL 54.7%  4.6% 46.4% 64.6% 0.99 0.3210
High Control  62.0% 5.3% 523% 73.4%
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Table 6.97

Intergroup comparisons of the percentages of correct verb forms in the interview task. Interactions
between low achievers and type of instruction.

Proficiency = Group

Mean  StdErr Lower

Upper F Value p-value

TO

T1

T2

T3

Low

Low

Low

Low

Low

Low

Low

Low

CLIL

Control
CLIL
Control
CLIL

Control

CLIL

Control

51.6%
58.6%

68.4%
61.7%

59.5%
57.8%

68.1%
56.3%

5.9%
8.7%

6.6%
7.5%

5.6%
6.6%

5.9%
6.3%

41.1%
43.7%

56.5%
48.6%

49.4%
46.1%

57.3%
45.2%

64.7% 0.58 0.4485
78.7%

82.9% 0.56 0.4541
78.4%

71.6% 0.05 0.8276
72.4%

80.9% 2.18 0.1417
70.1%

Table 6.98

Intragroup comparisons of the percentages of correct verb forms
between instruction type and proficiency level.
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in the interview task. Interactions

Time Time tValue p-value

CLIL -High TO Tl 0.61 0.9302
T1 T2 -1.13 0.6698

T2 T3 -0.38 0.9807

TO T3 -0.78 0.8651

CLIL -Low TO T1 2.06 0.1704
T1 T2 -1.16 0.6509

T2 T3 1.20 0.6306

TO T3 2.12 0.1515

Control -High TO Tl 0.25 0.9944
T1 T2 -0.90 0.8068

T2 T3 -0.11 0.9995

TO T3 -0.65 0.9169

Control -Low TO Tl 0.29 0.9914
T1 T2 -0.45 0.9699

T2 T3 -0.19 0.9975

TO T3 -0.25 0.9948




Table 6.99

Percentages of improvement in the percentages correct verb forms according to proficiency and group in

the interview task.

Proficiency Group 10 1 I1 2 12 3 10 3
Low CLIL 32.5% -13%  144%  31.9%
Control 52% -6.3% -2.5% -3.9%
High CLIL 7.8% -11.9%  -4% -8.8%
Control 2.9% 8.7% -1.1% -71%

Figure 6.24

Mean percentages of correct verb forms in the interview task. Interactions between instruction type and

proficiency level
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6.1.3.2.2 Narrative task

With regard to the results obtained in the narrative task, Table 6.100 shows that

the control group performs significantly better in the % CV than the CLIL group at T2

(F=5.84,p= 0.0170) and at T 3 (F=6.31, p= 0.0131). Asshownin Figure 6.2 5, the

215



control group obtains higher mean percentages in this measure already at TO, however,
it is not until T2 that this difference reaches statistical difference in favour of the control

group (see Table 6.101 for the percentages of improvement)

Table 6.100
Intergroup comparisons of the percentages of correct verb forms in the narrative task.

Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F value p-value

TO CLIL 24.0% 4.8% 162% 35.5% 146  0.2293
Control 33.4% 6.4% 22.9% 48.9%

T1 CLIL 319% 55% 22.7% 44.8% 0.54  0.4635
Control 37.9% 63% 272% 52.8%

T2 CLIL 219% 3.8% 155% 30.8% 5.84 0.0170%*
Control 37.1% 5.8% 27.1% 50.7%

T3 CLIL 219% 3.6% 159% 30.2% 6.31 0.0131*
Control 38.6% 6.2% 28.1% 53.0%

Table 6.101
Percentages of improvement in the percentages of correct verb forms in the narrative task.

01 112 123 103

CLIL 32.7% -313% -0.0% -8.9%
Control 13.4% -22%  4.0% 15.3%

216



Figure 6.25

Mean percentages of correct verb forms in the narrative task.
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The results obt ained from t he i ntragroup comparisons are displayed in Table

6.102. Ass can be seen from the table, no significant development was found in any of

the groups or time periods analysed.

Table 6.102

Intragroup comparisons of the percentages of correct verb forms in the narrative task.

Time Time tValue p-Value

CLIL TO Tl 1.16 0.6518
Tl T2 -1.69 0.3339

T2 T3 -0.00 1.0000

TO T3 -0.40 0.9788

Control TO Tl 0.55 0.9472
Tl T2 -0.11 0.9995

T2 T3 0.20 0.9971

TO T3 0.63 0.9210
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As for the interactions between proficiency level and instruction type, the results
in Table 6.103 show a significant difference in favour of control high achievers at T2
(F=6.00, p=0.0157) and at T3 (F-7.01, p=0.0094). T he analysis with low achievers’
scores shown in T able 6.104, on t he ot her ha nd, i ndicate t hat ¢ ontrol 1 ow a chievers
produce a significantly higher percentage of correct verb forms in the narrative task than

CLIL low achievers (F=3.99, p=0.0473) at TO,which disappeared from T1 onwards.

Table 6.103
Intergroup comparisons of the percentages of correct verb forms in the narrative task. Interactions
between high achievers and type of instruction.

Proficiency  Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F Value p-value

TO High CLIL 31.5%  6.9% 20.5% 48.5% 0.18 0.6723
High Control  272%  72% 16.1% 46.0%

T1 High CLIL 333% 7.0% 21.9% 50.6% 0.76  0.3834
High Control  43.5% 9.4% 283% 66.7%

T2 High CLIL 22.8% 4.8% 15.0% 34.6% 6.00 0.0157*
High Control  46.2% 9.0% 31.4% 68.0%

T3 High CLIL 249% 4.9% 16.9% 36.7% 7.01 0.0094*
High Control  51.2% 9.1% 36.0% 73.0%

Table 6.104

Intergroup comparisons of the percentages of correct verb forms in the narrative task. Interactions
between low achievers and type of instruction.

Proficiency  Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F Value p-value

TO Low CLIL 183% 58%  9.8% 34.2% 3.99 0.0473*
Low Control  41.1% 12.7% 223% 75.8%

T1 Low CLIL 30.5% 7.6% 18.6% 49.9% 0.06  0.8105
Low Control  33.1% 9.4% 18.9% 57.9%

T2 Low CLIL 21.0% 52% 13.0% 34.1% 1.21  0.2738
Low Control  29.8% 7.5% 18.0% 49.1%

T3 Low CLIL 192% 4.4% 122% 30.1% 1.45 0.2297

Low Control 29.0% 8.3% 16.5% 51.1%
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Finally, as T able 6.10 5 shows, no s ignificant de velopment w as found in t he
intragroup comparisons. A s Figure 6.26 displays, CLIL high and low achievers along
with control low achievers display a similar trend in the % CV throughout the whole
study. Control high achievers, on the other hand, is the group that improves the most.
As for the percentages of improvement shown in Table 6.10 6, control high achievers

and CLIL low achievers are the groups who improve the most.

Table 6.105
Intragroup comparisons of the percentages of correct verb forms in the narrative task. Interactions
between instruction type and proficiency level.

Time Time tValue p-value

CLIL -High TO T1 0.20 0.9970
T1 T2 -1.40 0.4986
T2 T3 0.35 0.9848
TO T3 -0.89 0.8084
CLIL -Low TO T1 1.35 0.5329
T1 T2 -1.16 0.6534
T2 T3 -0.30 0.9903
TO T3 0.13 0.9992
Control -High TO Tl 1.53 0.4250
T1 T2 0.24 0.9949
T2 T3 0.48 0.9636
TO T3 2.26 0.1135
Control -Low TO T1 -0.57 0.9416
T1 T2 -0.31 0.9894
T2 T3 -0.07 0.9999
TO T3 -0.90 0.8042
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Table 6.106
Percentages of improvement in the percentages correct verb forms according to proficiency and group in
the narrative task.

Proficiency Group 10 1 I1 2 12 3 10 3

Low CLIL 66.6%  -31.1% -8.5% 4.9%
Control -19.4% 9.9% -2.6% -29.4%
High CLIL 5.7% -31.5%  9.2% -20.9

Control 59.9% 6.2% 10.8% 88.2%

Figure 6.26
Mean percentages of correct verb forms in the narrative task. Interactions between instruction type and

proficiency level.
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6.1.4 Summary accuracy results

This section will summarise the most relevant findings derived from the analyses
of accuracy. T o start with, as shown in Table 6.107, it is worth highlighting that the
analyses of accuracy show very few significant differences between CLIL and control
learners in % EFU and % CV inthe two tasks. In the intergroup c omparisons, for
instance, no differences were found between C LIL and control learners in % E FU in

either of the tasks at any of the four data collection times. In the interview task, a non-
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significant decrease in the % EFU is observed for the two groups from TO to T3, while
in't he n arrative t ask t he ev olution i s more i rregular as t he % E FU i ncreases an d
decreases throughout the two years of the study for CLIL and non-CLIL learners. In
regard to the second measure used to analyse ac curacy (% CV), no differences w ere
found between CLIL and non-CLIL learners in the intergroup comparisons at any of the
time pe riods i n t he i nterview t ask w hereas i n t he na rrative t ask t he control g roup
performs significantly better at T2 (p=0.0170) and T3 (p=0.0131) than the CLIL group
(see T able 6.107) . A sf ort hei ntragroup analyses,noi nstances ofs ignificant

development from TO to T3 were found in any of the tasks or measures.

Table 6.107
Accuracy. Summary of the significance values obtained in the intergroup comparisons of CLIL and
control groups in the interview and narrative task.

INTERVIEW NARRATIVE
TO T1 T2 T3 TO T1 T2 T3
% EFU
= * = *
% CV p=0.0170* | p=0.0131

Control Control

The in teractions b etween p roficiency le vel a nd in struction t ype yield s imilar
results. T he i ntergroup ¢ omparisons be tween C LIL/control hi gh a chievers a nd
CLIL/control 1 ow a chievers s how no di fferences be tween t he groups accordingt o
instruction type in % EFU and % CV in the interview task. In the narrative task, on the
other ha nd, s ignificant differences were f ound i n f avour of control h igh a chievers
(p=0.0024) and CLIL low achievers (p=0.0410) at T3 in % EFU. As for % CV, control
high a chievers pr oduce a s ignificantly hi gher % C VatT 2 (p=0.0157)andT 3

(p=0.0094) than C LIL high achievers in the narrative task. As for low achievers, the
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analyses r eport a s ignificant d ifference i n f avour o f co ntrol 1 ow ach ieversat T 0

(p=0.0473) in % CV in the narrative task. See Tables 6.108 and 6.109.

Table 6.108

Accuracy. Summary of the significance values in the intergroup comparisons of CLIL and control high
achievers in the interview and narrative task.

INTERVIEW NARRATIVE
TO T1 T2 T3 TO T1 T2 T3
p=0.0024*
% EFU Control
high
p=0.0157* | p=0.0094*
% CV Control Control
high high
Table 6.109

Accuracy. Summary of the significance values in the intergroup comparisons of CLIL and control low
achievers in the interview and narrative task.

INTERVIEW NARRATIVE
TO T1 T2 T3 ) T1 T2 T3
. p=0.0410*
% EFU CLIL low
— *
% CV p=0.0473

Control low

The 1 ntragroup c omparisons of C LIL hi gh a chievers, c ontrol hi gh a chievers,

CLIL low achievers and control low achievers report a significant decrease in the %

EFU of CLIL high achievers from TO to T3 (p=0.0495) in the interview task while no

significant de velopment w as foundin % C V. Int he na rrative t ask, no s ignificant

differences in development were found in either of the two accuracy measure. See Table

6.110.
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Table 6.110
Accuracy. Summary of the significance values of the intragroup comparisons (from TO to T3) of CLIL and
control high achievers in the interview and narrative task.

INTERVIEW NARRATIVE
CLIL-high CONTROL- CLIL-high CONTROL-
high high
p=0.0495*
% EFU (decrease)
% CV

In short, as seen from this summary, accuracy, especially when measured by
error-free units, seems to be one of the most unaffected areas by instruction, proficiency
level or time. However, the percentages of improvement do s eem to suggest a slight

advantage for CLIL learners.

6.1.5 Fluency

In t his s ection, t he r esults obt ained by the C LIL and c ontrol groupsinthe
fluency m easures in the interview and n arrative t asks will be presented. One o f the
subdimensions of fluency under analysis in this study is speed fluency, which will be
measured by speech rate in words (SPRW). In addition, the results obtained from an L1

word ratio (L1WR) will also be provided in this section.

6.1.5.1 Speed fluency: speech rate in words
6.1.5.1.1 Interview task

Table 6.111 displays t he r esults obt ained f rom t he 1 ntergroup ¢ omparisons
between CLIL and control learners in speech rate in words in the interview task. As the
table shows, the c ontrol group w as significantly better at TO (F=4.67, p=0.0341), T 1

(F=4.84, p=0.0311) and T2 (F=11.95, p=0.0009). At T 3, the differences be tween the
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groups in this fluency measure disappear. As seen from Figure 6.27 and Table 6.112,
the control group obtained similar results at T2 and T3, while the CLIL group improved

considerably from T2 to T3.

Table 6.111
Intergroup comparisons of speech rate in words in the interview task.

Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F value p-value

TO CLIL 1220  2.05 8.11 16.30 4.67 0.0341*
Control  18.70 231  14.09 23.32

T1 CLIL  16.53 2.05 1243  20.63 4.84 0.0311*
Control  23.17 232 1855 27.80

T2 CLIL 20.08 2.06 1598 24.18 11.95 0.0009*
Control  30.52 234 2586 35.18

T3 CLIL 26.68 2.05 2259 30.77 1.14  0.2886
Control  29.90 231 2529 3451

Table 6.112
Percentages of improvement in speech rate in words in the interview task.

01 112 123 103
CLIL 355% 21.5% 32.9% 118.7%
Control 23.9% 31.7% -2.0% 59.8%

224



Figure 6.27
Mean scores of speech rate in words in the interview task.
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The results of the intragroup c omparisons displayed in T able 6.113 show that
both groups improve significantly from TO to T3 (p<.0001) in speech rate in words. In
addition, the CLIL group also improves significantly from TO to T 1 (p=0.0246) and
from T2 to T3 (p=0.0001). S imilarly, the c ontrol group obtains significant r esults in

their improvement from TO to T1 (p=0.0485) and from T1 to T2 (p=0.0003).
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Table 6.113

Intragroup comparisons of speech rate in words in the interview task.

Time Time tValue p-value

CLIL TO T1 2.87 0.0246*
Tl T2 2.35 0.0930

T2 T3 436 0.0001*

TO T3 9.60 <.0001*

Control TO Tl 2.61 0.0485*
Tl T2 421  0.0003*

T2 T3 -0.36 0.9845

TO T3 6.58 <.0001%*

With regard to the interactions between proficiency level and instruction type,

Table 6.114 shows t hat hi gh a chievers from t he ¢ ontrol g roup pe rform s ignificantly

better at TO (F=5.05, p= 0.0278), T1 (F=7.42, p= 0.0081) and T2 (F= 15.25, p=0.0002)

than the CLIL group in speech rate in words. In spite of this, the significance difference

between the two groups of high achievers disappears at T3. As for low achievers (see

Table 6.115), no di fferences were found between CLIL low achievers and control low

achievers at any of the data collection times.

Table 6.114

Intergroup comparisons of speech rate in words in the interview task. Interactions between high
achievers and type of instruction.

Proficiency  Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F Value p-value

TO High CLIL 1146  2.63 6.23  16.70 5.05 0.0278%*
High Control  21.03 3.13 1478 27.28

T1 High CLIL 1630 263 11.06 21.54 7.42 0.0081%*
High Control 28.03 320 21.66 3439

T2 High CLIL 2096  2.63 1572 2620 1525 0.0002*
High Control 37.69  3.18 3135 44.02

T3 High CLIL 27.14 263 2190 32.38 2.79  0.0994
High Control 34.25 3.13  28.00 40.50
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Table 6.115
Intergroup comparisons of speech rate in words in the interview task. Interactions between low achievers
and type of instruction.

Proficiency = Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F Value p-value

TO Low CLIL 12.94  2.80 736 18.51 0.73  0.3948
Low Control 16.38 3.52 935 2340

T1 Low CLIL 16.76 280 11.18  22.34 0.15 0.6980
Low Control 18.32 353 11.28 2536

T2 Low CLIL 19.20 280 13.62 24.79 1.06 0.3058
Low Control 23.35 352 1632 3037

T3 Low CLIL 26.22 2.80 20.65 31.79 0.03 0.8672
Low Control 25.55 352 1852 3257

The intragroup comparisons displayed in Table 6.116 show that all four groups
(CLIL high achievers, CLIL 1 ow achievers, c ontrol hi gh a chievers and c ontrol 1 ow
achievers) improved significantly from TO to T3 in speech rate in words. In addition,
CLIL hi gh and l ow achievers s how s ignificant improvement from T2 to T 3, w hile
control hi gh achievers i mprove s ignificantly from TOto T 1 and from Tl toT2. As
Figure 6.28 shows, c ontrol hi gh a chievers i mprove noticeably from TO to T 2, w hile
CLIL high, CLIL low and control low achievers show more regular improvement from
TO to T3. According to the analyses, control high achievers are significantly better in
speech ratei nw ordst han c ontrol I ow a chieversa t T2 ( p=0.0040). A sfort he
percentages of improvement (Table 6.117), the results show that CLIL learners display

higher percentages of improvement from T2 to T3 and from TO to T3.
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Table 6.116
Intragroup comparisons of speech rate in words in the interview task. Interactions between instruction
type and proficiency level.

Time Time tValue p-value

CLIL -High TO T1 2.51 0.0635
T1 T2 2.41 0.0797
T2 T3 3.20  0.0092%*
TO T3 8.12 <.0001*
CLIL -Low TO T1 1.85 0.2525
T1 T2 1.19 0.6370
T2 T3 3.41  0.0048%*
TO T3 6.47 <.0001*
Control -High TO T1 293  0.0207*
T1 T2 3.94 0.0008*
T2 T3 -1.45 0.4706
TO T3 5.74  <.0001*
Control -Low TO T1 0.75 0.8770
Tl T2 1.93 0.2205
T2 T3 0.85 0.8309
TO T3 3.54 0.0030%*

Table 6.117
Percentages of improvement in speech rate in words according to proficiency and group in the interview
task.

Proficiency Group 10 1 I1 2 12 3 10 3
Low CLIL 29.5% 1455  36.5% 102.6%
Control 11.8% 274% 94%  55.9%
High CLIL 42.2% 28.5% 29.4% 136.8%

Control 33.2% 344% -9.1% 62.8%
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Figure 6.28

Mean scores of speech rate in words in the interview task. Interactions between instruction type and

proficiency level
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6.1.5.1.2 Narrative task

Regarding t he r esults obt ained i n s peech r ate in w ords in t he na rrative t ask,

Table 6.118 displays the intergroup comparisons between CLIL and control learners. As

can be seen from the table, a significant difference in favour of the control group was

found at T2 (F=4.86, p=0.0300). At T3, however, the difference between the groups

did not reach significance due to the increase in speech rate in words of the CLIL group

from T2 to T3 (see Table 6.119). Despite this, as Figure 6.29 shows, the control group

obtains higher mean scores at the four data collection times.
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Table 6.118
Intergroup comparisons of speech rate in words in the narrative task.

Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F value p-value

TO CLIL  21.37 3.85 13.72  29.02 0.34  0.5641
Control  24.63 434 16.02  33.25

T1 CLIL  29.64 3.85 2199 3730 2.16  0.1455
Control  37.97 436 2932  46.63

T2 CLIL  35.37 3.86 2770  43.04 4.86 0.0300*
Control  47.87 441 39.11 56.62

T3 CLIL  47.40 3.85 3975  55.05 332 0.0719
Control ~ 57.68 434  49.06 66.30

Table 6.119
Percentages of improvement in speech rate in words in the narrative task.

01 112 123 10 3
CLIL 38.7% 193% 34.0%  121.8%
Control 542% 26.0% 20.5%  134.2%

Figure 6.29
Mean scores of speech rate in words in the narrative task.
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As for the intragroup comparisons, the results displayed in Table 6.120 indicate
that both groups improve significantly from TO to T3 in the narrative task. In addition,
the CLIL group shows significant de velopment from T2 to T3 (p=0.0042), w hile the

control group improves significantly from TO to T1 (p=0.0052).

Table 6.120
Intragroup comparisons of speech rate in words in the narrative task.

Time Time tValue p-value

CLIL TO T1 2.37 0.0873
T1 T2 1.64 0.3607

T2 T3 3.44  0.0042%*

TO T3 7.47 <.0001*

Control TO T1 3.38  0.0052*
T1 T2 2.46 0.0716

T2 T3 2.45 0.0722

TO T3 8.42 <.0001*

The r esults obt ained f rom t he i nteractions be tween pr oficiency | evel a nd
instruction t ype are s hown in T ables 6.121 and 6.122. A s seen from T able 6.121 ,
significant di fferences were found be tween C LIL and c ontrol hi gh a chievers at T 1
(F=4.44, =0.0377), T2 (F=5.00, p=0.0278) and T3 (F=10.03, p=0.0021) in favour of
control high achievers. Asseen fromthe F v alues, t he d ifferences b etween t he t wo
groups grows gradually over time. As for low achievers, no di fferences were found

between CLIL and control low achievers (see Table 6.122).
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Table 6.121
Intergroup comparisons of speech rate in words in the narrative task. Interactions between high
achievers and type of instruction.

Proficiency  Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F Value p-value

TO High CLIL 19.88 492 10.09  29.66 0.85 0.3582
High Control ~ 27.25 588 1558  38.93

T1 High CLIL 29.61 492 19.82 3940 4.44 0.0377*
High Control 46.72 6.05 3471 58.73

T2 High CLIL 37.49 493  27.69 47.28 5.00 0.0278*
High Control 55.50 6.01 4357 6742

T3 High CLIL 45.71 492 3592 5549 10.03 0.0021%*
High Control 70.99 588 5932  82.67

Table 6.122

Intergroup comparisons of speech rate in words in the narrative task. Interactions between low achievers
and type of instruction.

Proficiency  Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F Value p-value

TO Low CLIL 22.86 524 1244  33.27 0.01 09115
Low Control 22.02 6.60 890  35.13

T1 Low CLIL 29.67 525 1924  40.10 0.00 0.9532
Low Control 29.23 6.63 16.06 4240

T2 Low CLIL 33.26 525 2282  43.69 0.86 0.3563
Low Control 40.24 6.61 27.10 53.37

T3 Low CLIL 49.10 524 38.69 59.51 0.39 0.5316
Low Control 44.37 6.60 3125 5749

Finally, the intragroup comparisons of CLIL high and low achievers and control
high and low achievers are displayed in Table 6.123. As seen from the table, the four

groups improve significantly from TO to T3. In addition, significant improvement was
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also found for CLIL low achievers from T2 to T3 and control high achievers from TO to
T1 and from T2 to T3. As Figure 6.30 and Table 6.124 show, control high achievers is
the group who improves the most from TO to T3 whereas the other three groups develop
steadily from TO to T3. A statistically significant difference was found between control

high and low achievers in favour of high achievers at T3 (p=0.0040).

Table 6.123
Intragroup comparisons of speech rate in words in the narrative task. Interactions between instruction
type and proficiency level.

Time Time tValue p-value

CLIL -High TO T1 2.18 0.1329
T1 T2 1.77 0.2944

T2 T3 1.84 0.2585

TO T3 5.80 <.0001*

CLIL -Low TO T1 1.43 0.4804
T1 T2 0.75 0.8756

T2 T3 3.33  0.0060%*

TO T3 5.53 <.0001*

Control -High TO T1 3.53  0.0031%*
T1 T2 1.55 0.4101

T2 T3 2.84  0.0267*

TO T3 823 <.0001*

Control -Low TO Tl 1.20 0.6268
T1 T2 1.83 0.2631

T2 T3 0.69 0.9002

TO T3 3.74  0.0015%

Table 6.124
Percentages of improvement in speech rate in words according to proficiency and group in the narrative
task.

Proficiency Group 10 1 I1 2 12 3 10 3
Low CLIL 29.7% 12%  47.6% 114.7%
Control 32.7% 37.6% 10.2% 101.4%
High CLIL 48.9%  26.6%  21.6% 129.9%

Control 71.6% 18.6% 27.9% 160.5%
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Figure 6.30
Mean scores of speech rate in words in the narrative task. Interactions between instruction type and
proficiency level.
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6.1.5.2 Breakdown (dys)fluency: percentage of L1 word ratio
6.1.5.2.1 Interview task

Table 6.125 shows the results of the intergroup comparisons between CLIL and
control learners in the percentage of L1 words produced during the interview task. As
seen from the table, no differences were found between the groups in this measure as
both groups produced a similar number of L1 words throughout the study. In addition,
Table 6.126 and Figure 6.31 show that both groups decrease noticeably in this measure
from TO to T3. According to the results shown in Table 6.127, both groups decrease
significantly the number of L1 words produced in the interview task from TOto T3

(p<.0001). In addition, the CLIL group also decreases significantly from TOto T1 (t=
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-3.39, p=0.0049), from Tl to T2 (t=-2.81,p=0.0291)and fromT2to T 3 (t=-2.81,
p=0.0286). Likewise, the control group shows a significant decrease in the % LIWR

from TO to T1 (t=-2.94, p=0.0198) and from T1 to T2 (t=-3.62, p=0.0023).

Table 6.125
Intergroup comparisons of the percentages of L1words in the interview task.

Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F value p-value

TO CLIL 22.0% 4.5% 145% 33.2% 1.02 03174
Control 16.1% 3.9%  9.9% 26.1%

T1 CLIL 143% 3.0% 93% 21.9% 1.39 0.2423
Control  99% 24%  6.0% 16.1%

T2 CLIL 88% 2.1% 5.6% 14.0% 3.94 0.0503
Control  4.5% 13% 2.6%  7.9%

T3 CLIL 47% 12% 28% 7.8% 0.02 0.8772
Control  4.4% 13% 25% 7.8%

Table 6.126
Percentages of improvement (decrease) in the percentage of L1 words in the interview task.

10 1 112 23 10 3
CLIL  -35.1% -38.1% -47.3%  -78.8%
Control  -38.5%  -54.5%  -2.1%  -72.6%
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Figure 6.31

Mean percentages of L1 words in the interview task.
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Table 6.127

Intragroup comparisons of the percentages of L1words in the interview task.

Time Time tValue p-value

CLIL TO Tl -3.39  0.0049*
Tl T2 -2.81  0.0291%*

T2 T3 -2.81  0.0286*

TO T3 -7.84  <.0001*

Control TO Tl -2.94  0.0198*
Tl T2 -3.62  0.0023*

T2 T3 -0.08 0.9998

TO T3 -5.67  <.0001*

The r esults of the i ntergroup comparisons be tween C LIL hi gh a chievers a nd
control hi gh achievers are displayed in T able 6.12 8. A s seen from table, C LIL hi gh
achievers pr oduce hi gher L1 wordr atios t han t he ¢ ontrol groupatT 0 ( F=4.38,
p=0.0402), T1 (F=4.07, p=0.0473) and at T2 (F=5.63, p=0.0195). At T3, no differences

were found b etween t he t wo g roups of hi gh a chievers in t his m easure. A s for l ow
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achievers, the results in Table 6.129 show no differences between CLIL and control low

achievers at any of the four times of data collection.

Table 6.128
Intergroup comparisons of the percentages of L1 words in the interview task. Interactions between high
achievers and type of instruction.

Proficiency  Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F Value p-value

TO High CLIL 243% 6.4% 143% 41.2% 4.38 0.0402*
High Control 94% 33% 47% 18.7%

T1 High CLIL 14.9% 4.1%  8.6% 25.8% 4.07 0.0473*
High Control 58% 2.1%  29% 11.8%

T2 High CLIL 87% 2.6%  4.8% 15.7% 5.63 0.0195*
High Control 2.6% 1.0% 1.1% 5.8%

T3 High CLIL 42% 1.4% 22%  82% 0.77  0.3829
High Control 2.6% 1.1% 1.1% 6.0%

Table 6.129

Intergroup comparisons of the percentages of Liwords in the interview task. Interactions between low
achievers and type of instruction.

Proficiency = Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F Value p-value

TO Low CLIL 19.9% 55% 11.4% 34.8% 0.65 0.4299
Low Control 27.4%  95% 13.7% 54.8%

T1 Low CLIL 13.6% 3.8% 7.8% 24.0% 0.26 0.6103
Low Control  16.7% 58%  83% 33.4%

T2 Low CLIL 89% 2.7%  49% 16.3% 0.09  0.7597
Low Control 79% 3.0% 3.7% 16.7%

T3 Low CLIL 51% 1.7%  27%  9.8% 0.75 0.3887
Low Control 7.5% 29%  34% 16.4%

Concerning t he i ntragroup c omparisons o f C LIL high a chievers, ¢ ontrol hi gh
achievers, CLIL low achievers and control low achievers, the results in Table 6.130 and
Figure 6.32 indicate that the four groups decrease significantly in the production of L1
words during the interview task from TO to T3. However, as Table 6.131 displays, CLIL

high achievers is the group who decrease the most.
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Table 6.130
Intragroup comparisons of the percentages of L1 words in the interview task. Interactions between
instruction type and proficiency level.

Time Time tValue p-value

CLIL -High TO T1 -2.90  0.0221*
T1 T2 -2.43 0.0769
T2 T3 -2.48 0.0680
TO T3 -6.75  <.0001*
CLIL -Low TO T1 -2.31 0.1018
T1 T2 -2.13 0.1502
T2 T3 -2.10 0.1577
TO T3 -5.73  <.0001*
Control -High TO Tl -1.86 0.2490
T1 T2 -2.46 0.0714
T2 T3 0.01 1.0000
TO T3 -3.67  0.0020*
Control -Low TO Tl -2.55 0.0569
T1 T2 -3.02  0.0156*
T2 T3 -0.15 0.9988
TO T3 478 <.0001*

Table 6.131
Percentages of improvement (decrease) in the percentage of L1 words according to proficiency and
group in the interview task.

Proficiency Group 10 1 I1 2 12 3 10 3
Low CLIL -31.6%  -34.5% -42.6% -743%
Control -39% -52.6% 5%  -72.6%
High CLIL -38.6% -41.6% -51.7% -82.7%

Control -382%  -55.1% 0% -72.3%
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Figure 6.32

Mean percentages of L1 words in the interview task. Interactions between instruction type and

proficiency level.
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6.1.5.2.2 Narrative task

As for the percentages of L1 words produced in the narrative task by the CLIL

and control groups, Table 6.132 shows no significant differences between the groups at

any of the four data collection times. As can be seen from Table 6.133, Figure 6.33 and

Table 6.134, both groups decrease significantly (p<.0001) in the production of L1 words

in this task over the two years of the study (from TO to T3). In addition, the CLIL group

also shows a significant decrease from T2 to T3 (p=0.0073).
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Table 6.132
Intergroup comparisons of the percentages of L1words in the narrative task.

Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F value p-value

TO CLIL 13.5% 3.1% 85% 21.4% 0.19 0.6671
Control 11.6% 3.1%  6.9% 19.7%

T1 CLIL 109% 25% 6.8% 17.3% 1.35 0.2485
Control  72% 2.0% 4.1% 12.5%

T2 CLIL 7.7% 18% 48% 12.4% 3.10 0.0819
Control  4.0% 12% 22%  7.3%

T3 CLIL 34% 1.0% 19% 6.1% 0.09 0.7700
Control 3.0% 1.0% 1.6% 5.9%

Table 6.133
Percentages of improvement (decrease) in the percentage of L1 words in the narrative task.

101 12 23 10 3
CLIL  -19.4%  -28.8%  -55.8%  -74.6%
Control  -38.3%  -43.9%  -24.6%  -73.9%

Figure 6.33
Mean percentages of L1 words in the narrative task.
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Table 6.134
Intragroup comparisons of the percentages of L1words in the narrative task.

Time Time tValue p-value

CLIL TO T1 -1.28 0.5795
T1 T2 -1.91 0.2282

T2 T3 -3.28  0.0073*

TO T3 -5.68  <.0001*

Control TO T1 -2.20 0.1299
T1 T2 -2.17 0.1362

T2 T3 -0.87 0.8178

TO T3 -4.68  <.0001*

In regard t ot he i nteractions be tween pr oficiency 1 evel a nd i nstruction t ype,
Tables 6.135 and 6.136 show no significant differences between CLIL and control high

achievers or CLIL and control low achievers at any of the four data collection times.

Table 6.135
Intergroup comparisons of the percentages of L1 words in the narrative task. Interactions between high
achievers and type of instruction.

Proficiency  Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F Value p-value

TO High CLIL 14.1% 4.1%  7.8% 253% 1.66 0.2012
High Control 73%  2.83% 34% 15.8%

T1 High CLIL 102% 3.1%  5.6% 18.7% 2.75 0.1007
High Control 42% 1.8% 1.8%  9.6%

T2 High CLIL 84% 2.5%  4.6% 153% 3.05 0.0837
High Control 32% 1.4% 1.4%  7.6%

T3 High CLIL 32%  1.2% 1.5%  6.5% 0.57 0.4517
High Control 20% 1.0% 0.7%  53%
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Table 6.136
Intergroup comparisons of the percentages of L1lwords in the narrative task. Interactions between low
achievers and type of instruction.

Proficiency = Group Mean  StdErr Lower Upper F Value p-value

TO Low CLIL 129% 39% 7.0% 23.8% 0.70  0.4081
Low Control 185%  6.8%  88% 38.9%

T1 Low CLIL 11.6% 3.6%  63% 21.4% 0.02 0.8929
Low Control  123% 4.7%  5.7% 26.5%

T2 Low CLIL 72% 22%  3.8% 13.4% 0.56 0.4571
Low Control 50% 2.1% 22% 11.6%

T3 Low CLIL 3.7% 13%  1.8%  7.4% 0.26 0.6094
Low Control 47% 2.0% 2.0% 11.1%

Finally, as Table 6.137 shows, the four groups (CLIL hi gh a chievers, c ontrol
high achievers, CLIL low achievers and control low achievers) decrease significantly in
their production of L1 words from TO to T3, among other periods (see Table 6.138 for
the percentages of decrease). Control high achievers, however, is the group that shows
the smallest decrease due to their already low percentage of L1 words at TO (see Figure

6.34).

Table 6.137
Intragroup comparisons of the percentages of L1 words in the narrative task. Interactions between
instruction type and proficiency level.

Time Time tValue p-value

CLIL -High TO T1 -1.38 0.5114
T1 T2 -0.81 0.8478
T2 T3 -3.07  0.0136*
TO T3 -4.84  <.0001*
CLIL -Low TO T1 -0.55 0.9456
Tl T2 -2.27 0.1108
T2 T3 -2.42 0.0780
TO T3 -4.82  <.0001*
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Time Time tValue p-value

Control -High TO T1 -1.53 0.4241
T1 T2 -0.63 0.9231

T2 T3 -1.00 0.7521

TO T3 -2.85  0.0255%*

Control -Low TO Tl -1.59 0.3894
T1 T2 -2.74  0.0345%*

T2 T3 -0.17 0.9982

TO T3 -4.17 0.0003

Table 6.138

Percentages of improvement (decrease) in the percentage of L1 words according to proficiency and

group in the narrative task.

Proficiency Group 10 1 I1 2 12 3 10 3
Low CLIL -10% -37.9% -48.6% -71.3%
Control -33.5% -59.3% 6%  -74.5%
High CLIL -27.6% -17.6% -61.9% -77.3%
Control -42.4%  -23.8% -37.5% -72.6%

Figure 6.34

Mean percentages of L1 words in the narrative task. Interactions between instruction type and

proficiency level.
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6.1.6 Summary fluency results

This section will provide a summary of the main findings related to fluency in
the interview and narrative. A's in previous summaries, the results obtained from the
intergroup ¢ omparisons between C LIL and c ontrol learners w ill b e p resented first,
followed b y t he i ntragroup ¢ omparisons of C LIL and control learners. F inally, t his
section will offer a summary of the most relevant results obtained from the interactions
between type of instruction and proficiency level.

Table 6.139 shows t he s ignificant va lues obt ained f rom t he t wo f luency
measures in the interview and narrative tasks. As shown in the table, the only significant
differences were found in SPRW in favour of the control group in the interview task at
TO (p=0.0341), T 1 (p=0.0311)and T 2 ( p=0.0009) and i nt he na rrative task at T 2

(p=0.0300). Interestingly, all the differences disappear at T3.

Table 6.139
Fluency. Summary of the significance values obtained in the intergroup comparisons of CLIL and control
groups in the interview and narrative task.

INTERVIEW NARRATIVE
TO T1 T2 T3 TO T1 T2 T3
SPRW p=0.0341* | p=0.0311* | p=0.0009* p=0.0300*
Control Control Control Control
% LIWR

As for t he i ntragroup comparisons, T able 6.14 0 shows t hat bot h C LIL and
control groups developed significantly from TO to T3 in the two fluency measures and
in the two tasks. In the case of % L1WR, significant development refers to decreases in

the number of L1words produced by the learners from TO to T3.
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Table 6.140
Fluency. Summary of the significance values obtained in the intragroup comparisons (from TO to T3) of
CLIL and control groups in the interview and narrative task.

INTERVIEW NARRATIVE
CLIL CONTROL CLIL CONTROL
SPRW p<.0001* p<.0001* p<.0001* p<.0001*
o p<.0001* p<.0001* p<.0001* p<.0001*
Y0 LIWR (decrease) (decrease) (decrease) (decrease)

The intergroup comparisons of C LIL and control hi gh a chievers di splayed in
Table 6.14 1 indicate th at th e c ontrol g roup is s ignificantly b etterin SPRWatTO0
(p=0.0278), T1 (p=0.0081) and T 2 (p=0.0002) in the interview task. In addition, the
results in t he t able a Iso s how t hat t he C LIL group pr oduces a s ignificantly higher
number of LI words at T 0 ( p=0.0402), T 1 (p=0.0473)and T2 (p=0.0195)inthe
interview task. At T3, however, no differences were found between the groups in either
measure 1n the i nterview task. In the narrative task, the onl y s ignificant di fferences
found are in SPRW in favour of control high achievers at T1 (p=0.0377), T2 (p=0.0278)
and T3 (p=0.0021). Concerning C LIL and control 1ow achievers, no di fferences were

found between the groups in any of the two tasks and measures.

Table 6.141
Fluency. Summary of the significance values in the intergroup comparisons of CLIL and control high
achievers in the interview and narrative task.

INTERVIEW NARRATIVE
TO T1 T2 T3 | T T1 T2 T3
0
p=0.0278* | p=0.0081* | p=0.0002* p=0.0377* p=0.0278* | p=0.0021*
SPRW Control- Control- Control- Control- Control- Control-
high high high high high high

% p=0.0402* | p=0.0473* | p=0.0195%*

LIWR | CLIL-high | CLIL-high | CLIL-high
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Finally, t he i ntragroup ¢ omparisons of C LIL a nd ¢ ontrol hi gh a chievers
displayed in T able 6.14 2 indicate t hat bot h g roups de velop s ignificantly in t he t wo
measures a nd t asks from T Oto T 3. S imilarly, as the r esults in Table 6.143 show,
significant de velopment w as f ound for C LIL and c ontrol | ow a chievers int he t wo
fluency measures and tasks from TO to T3. In the case of the % L1 words, as indicated
previously, t he results show a s ignificant de crease i nt he amount of L 1 I anguage

produced by the learners.

Table 6.142
Fluency. Summary of the significance values of the intragroup comparisons (from TO to T3) of CLIL and
control high achievers in the interview and narrative task.

INTERVIEW NARRATIVE
CLIL-high CONTROL- CLIL-high CONTROL-
high high
SPRW
p<.0001* p<.0001* p<.0001* p<.0001*
% LIWR p<.0001* p=0.0020* p<.0001* p=0.0255%*
(decrease) (decrease) (decrease) (decrease)
Table 6.143

Fluency. Summary of the significance values of the intragroup comparisons (from TO to T3) of CLIL and
control low achievers in the interview and narrative task.

INTERVIEW NARRATIVE
CLIL-low CONTROL- CLIL-low CONTROL-low
low
SPRW
p<.0001* p=0.0030* p<.0001* p=0.0015%*
% LIWR p<.0001* p<.0001* p<.0001* p=0.0003*
(decrease) (decrease) (decrease) (decrease)
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6.1.7 Correlation results

In order to explore the relationship between the three elements that make up the
CAF co nstruct, S pearman’s r ho co rrelation t ests w ere conducted b etween ac curacy-
syntactic complexity, syntactic complexity-fluency and accuracy-fluency. The measures
used to run the correlation tests were % CU for complexity, % EFU for accuracy and
SPRW for fluency. The correlation tests were carried out with the results obtained from
the interview task only, as the results from the narrative task were too low to examine
the relationships between the measures.

The s trength o ft he co rrelations w as de termined us ing C ohen’s ( 1988)
guidelines, which suggest that r values between .10 and .29 are considered to indicate a
small or weak correlation between two variables. R values between .30 and .49 mark a
medium or moderate correlation while r values between .50 and 1.0 reflectal arge or

strong correlation between variables.

6.1.7.1 Accuracy (% EFU) and complexity (% CU)

This s ection will provide the graphs and results obtained from the c orrelation
tests between accuracy and complexity using the scores learners achieved in % EFU and
% CUatTO0, T1, T2 and T3. The results will be presented for both CLIL and control
groups.

Figure 6.35 shows the relationship between accuracy and complexity at the four
times o f d ata c ollection in C LIL + E FL settings (CLIL group) and in EFL s ettings
(control group). As seen from the graphs, the results obtained by the control group in %
EFU and % CU reflect a clearer negative relationship between the v ariables than the
results from the C LIL group. T he s cores obt ained by t he control group inthetwo

measures reveal that learners who produce the highest percentages of coordination also
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produce the lowest percentages of error-free units at the four times of data collection.
The results obtained by the CLIL group, on the other hand, show that at TO learners do
not produce any coordinate units at all, whereas their scores in accuracy vary from 0%
EFU to 100% EFU. At T1, T2 and T3, the situation changes, as the results from the
CLIL group start to resemble those obtained by the control group. Thatis to say, the
results indicate that, in general terms, CLIL learners whose percentages in coordination
are h igh al so s how 1 ow p ercentages i n accu racy. A s for t he s tatistical an alysis, t he
results from the correlation test show a negative correlation between the two measures
for both groups. However, in the case of the CLIL group the strength of the correlation
is w eak (1(30)=-0.29, p=0.0121) w hereas t he r esults from t he c ontrol group s how a

strong negative correlation (r(18)=-0.56, p=0.0002) between accuracy and complexity.

Figure 6.35
Correlations between accuracy and complexity in the interview task.
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6.1.7.2 Complexity (% CU) and fluency (SPRW)

The results of the correlation test between complexity and fluency are presented
in Figure 6.36 . T he r elationship be tween t he t wo m easures i s pos itive for t he t wo
groups. At TO, however, results show that the participants from both the CLIL and the
control groups hardly produce any coordinate units and their fluency scores are pretty
low. T he situation changes at T1, when the results s tart to suggest t hat fluency and
coordination s cores i ncrease s imultaneously. F inally, t her esults from T 2and T 3
corroborate the tendency found at T1 as learners who show the highest scores in fluency
also obtain hi gh percentages in ¢ oordination in general. A s for th e s tatistical r esults
obtained, the tests conducted indicate that there is a strong positive correlation between
complexity and fluency f ort he C LIL (r(30)=0.67, p< .0001) a nd c ontrol gr oups

(x(18)=0.71, p<.0001).

Figure 6.36
Correlations between complexity and fluency in the interview task.
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6.1.7.3 Accuracy (% EFU) and fluency (SPRW)

The results obtained from the correlation tests between accuracy and fluency in
the i nterview t ask a re p resented in F igure 6.37 . A s inthe previous c orrelation t est
between a ccuracy an d complexity, an egative co rrelation i s al so o bserved b etween
accuracy and fluency. In this c orrelation, both groups display a negative relationship
between the variables at TO since the learners whose fluency scores are high have the
lowest scores in accuracy generally. This tendency is still visible at T1 and T2 for both
groups. At T3, however, the trend changes slightly as learners from the control group
start to obtain relatively high scores in fluency and accuracy simultaneously. The results
from the CLIL group, on the other hand, continue to reflect a clear negative correlation
between t he t wo m easures. R egarding t he s trength of t he correlations, t he r esults
indicate that a medium negative correlation was found between accuracy and fluency in

the CLIL (r(30)=-0.37, p=0.0015) and control groups (r(18)=-0.41, p=0.0097).

Figure 6.37
Correlations between accuracy and fluency in the interview task.
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To sum up, t he S pearman’s r ho c orrelation tests reveal that there is a strong
positive ¢ orrelation be tween ¢ omplexity a nd fluency ( p<.0001) r egardless of t he
instructional context (CLIL+EFL versus EFL). The correlation b etween accuracy and
complexity, on the other hand, does seem to vary according to instruction type. In the
case of the control group a strong negative correlation between the measures was found
(p=0.0002), while in the CLIL group the results indicate that the strength of the negative
correlation is rather w eak (p=0.0121). A s for the relationship be tween a ccuracy and
fluency a medium ne gative c orrelation w as found for both the CLIL (p=0.0015) and

control (p=0.0097) groups.

6.2 Qualitative analysis

In t his s ection, a d escription of t he learners’ output a nd e volution w ill be
provided from a m ore qua litative pe rspective at an i ndividual level w ith t he a im of
highlighting relevant a spects of 1 anguage de velopment w hich ha ve be en i nevitably
overlooked in the previous quantitative statistical analyses. As Larsen-Freeman (2006:
612) s tates, “ micro-level de scription of t he i ndividual’s de velopment i s not a lways
addressed”. According to her, individual descriptions are also needed to understand the
mechanisms be hind | anguage a cquisition. T hus, i n an a ttempt t o pr ovide de tailed
descriptions of language development, the following subsections will focus on the oral
output of six learners with different fluency levels in the interview and narrative task at

the four times of data collection (three CLIL learners and three control learners).

6.2.1 CAF evolution: group and individual trends
The qualitative analyses presented in the following subsections will provide a

description of t he e volution of t he m ost r epresentative C AF m easures us ed i n t his

251



dissertation in the CLIL and control groups in the interview and narrative tasks. The
measures s elected to carry out this de scription are percentage of c oordinate units (%
CU) to analyse complexity, percentage of error-free units (% EFU) to examine accuracy
and speech rate in words (SPRW) to analyse fluency. The mean scores obtained by the
CLIL and control groups in these measures in the interview and narrative tasks will be
plotted in graphs for the four data collection times in an attempt to o ffer a complete
picture of the evolution and relationship of CAF in the two instructional settings.

The criteria used for the selection of these measures were related to the type of
data that young learners produced and the evolution of the measures throughout the two
years of the study. In the case of complexity, for instance, coordination was thought to
be more representative of the learners’ syntactic complexity than subordination due to
the fact t hat t he 1 nstances of s ubordination f ound i n t he s amples w ere t oo | imited.
Coordinate units, on the other hand, were much more common at the four times of data
collection. As for accuracy, the reason why error-free units was chosen over percentage
of correct verb forms was related to the regularity this measure showed over the two
years o f the s tudy. Finally, the fluency m easure s elected, s peech r ate in w ords, w as
considered to be more complete than the percentage of L1 words (% L1) due to the fact
that it takes into account both the total number of words in English (TNWE) and total
task time (TTT).

In addition t o t he de scription of t he e volution of C AF m easures inthe t wo
settings, this section will also present the individual evolution of CAF of a highly fluent
CLIL learner, a hi ghly fluent c ontrol 1 earner, a fluent CLIL learner, a fluent c ontrol
learner, a dysfluent CLIL learner and a dysfluent control learner in the two tasks. In the
case of the interview task, a selection of questions and their corresponding answers has

been made. The criterion used to classify the learners according to their fluency level
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was their s cores in s peech rate in words at T 0 in the narrative task. T he CLIL and
control learners who obtained the highest scores in speech rate in words are labelled as
‘highly fluent’. T hose | earners w hose s cores w ere t he 1 owest will b e r eferred t o as
‘dysfluent learners’. Finally, those learners whose scores in speech rate in words were
the closest to the average group score are named ‘fluent learners’. The analysis of the
individual e volutions w ill s tart w ith a d escription of t he de velopment of t he C AF
measures s elected a nd w ill be ¢ omplemented w ith a t horough a ccount of t he
development of the other CAF measures used in the quantitative data analysis (% VR,
% ADIJR, % SU and % L1WR) and relevant language features produced by the learners
(i.e. us e and e volution of formulaic | anguage, attempts t o pr oduce s ubordination or
question formation among others). Besides these descriptions, the oral output produced
by th e le arners in th e narrative ta sk will also be e xamined u sing A Ivarez’s (2 006)

description of narrative stages.

6.2.1.1 Interview task

The e volution of C AF of C LIL and c ontrol | earners i n t he i nterview task is
shown in Figures 6.38 and 6.39. As seen from the two graphs, the evolution of CAF is
very s imilar b etween t he t wo g roups. C omplexity a nd f luency s eem t o pr ogress
simultaneously while a ccuracy d ecreases from TO to T 3. T he onl y m inor di fference
between the two groups is that while complexity and fluency increase steadily from TO
to T3 in the CLIL group, in the control group complexity and fluency have a tendency
to increase gradually from TO to T2. From T2 to T3, on the other hand, complexity and

fluency show a slight decrease.
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Figure 6.38 Figure 6.39
Evolution of CAF in the CLIL group. Interview Evolution of CAF in the control group. Interview

task. task.
CAF evolution-CLIL group CAF evolution-Control group
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s Fluency (SPRW) e Fluency (SPRW)

6.2.1.1.1 Highly fluent learners from the CLIL and control groups

The evolution of CAF of the two highly fluent learners selected (student A and
B) is displayed in Figures 6.40 and 6.41 below. A dditionally, Tables 6.144 and 6.145
display the answers provided by these learners to five questions from the interview task
at the four times of data collection (see Appendix C for the complete transcipts). The

coding symbols used in the tables and transcripts are explained in Appendix D.

254



Figure 6.40

Evolution of CAF in the interview task. Highly

fluent CLIL learner (student A).

Figure 6.41

Evolution of CAF in the interview task. Highly

fluent control learner (student B).

Hyghly fluent CLIL learner Highly fluent control learner
Student A Student B
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Table 6.144
Highly fluent CLIL learner. Student A’s answers in the interview task.
Questions  from TO T1 T2 T3
the interview
Tha vet welve
. I’'mel even years | yearso ldan dI
LHow old are Ten years old. Eleven. y y

you?

old.

have t he b irthday

2.Tell me about
your family?

Any brothers or
sisters?

One sister and one
fatheran do ne
mother.

One sister and one
fatheran do ne
mother.

sistera ndo ne
brother, one father
one mothera nd

name of tiet@s:c.

3.What are your
parents’ jobs?

[2" attempt]

My f atheri sa
teacher. My father
no@s:cs é@s:c
com@s:ces @s:c
diu@s:c.

Teacher.

My f atheri sa
boss of
empresa@s:c a nd
my motheri sa
teacher of maths.

last month.
Tha ve two
brothers [ /1
bueno@s:co ne

I have m y f ather
works in a factory
and he had I think

Six more | so he had fifty [//]
parents@s:cbutl | forty-niney ears
don’tk nowt he | old.

And my mother
works in a s chool
isa mathsi sa
prof@s:c [//] sorry
teacher of maths.
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4.What do you
usually do at the
weekends

In Saturday I go to
play footballa t
eleven o’clock and
the other time no I
+....

Idon’tknow.It’s
different. E  very
day isd ifferent.
Sometimes I go to
the mountaint o
run bicycle.

Ip lay football
with my team or [
do my homework.
Nothing more.

5.Now it’s your
turn ask me a
few questions.

How old are you?
And your family?
Who is the job of
your fathers?

How old are you?
What is your job?
And your family?
Sisters brothers?
How yearsh ave
he?

What a bout your
parents?

And your job?
What’s t he j ob of
your parents?

Whichi s your
work?

Anda bouty our
family, do you

have some o ther
teachersi n your
family?

Isitb ecause you
like teachers work
or because your
fathers tell you do
teachers work?

Table 6.145

Highly fluent control learner. Student B’s answers in the interview task.

Questions  from
the interview

T0

T1

T2

T3

1.How old are
you?

I ten years old.

I am ten years old.

I’'m el even years
old.

Iamtwelve years
old.

2.Tell me about
your family?

Any brothers or
sisters?

My mum his name
is... a nd my
father ...

Yes, ito nesi ster
and his name is ...

My fatheri s...
and he have forty
five years old and

Iha ve my
grandfathers and
grandmothers,

aunts and uncles.

Yes,I h avea
sister. His name is
...andhe [//]she
have s eveny ears
andmy mo ther
is... and she have
forty years old.

3.What are your
parents’ jobs?

No an swer from
the participant.

My mother’s work
ina d entista nd
my father’si sa
doctor.

My father are ...
and he works in a
hospital a nd my
mother is a dentist
and his name is ...

AndI ha veo ne
sistert hat  his
name is [ //] she’s
nameis ...

My father is a [//]
he worksi nt he
hospital a nd his
nameis...,... in
English.

And my mother is
ad octor. A1l my
family doctors and
his name is ....

And I have a small
sister y ounger
than me. His name
is ... and he do
third course.

4.What do you
usually do at the
weekends

I do[//]1ridethe
horsea nddot o
the horse and
nothing.

I go to ride a horse
and we went to ...
witha ¢ ousins.
We stay in his
house.

[2™ attempt]

Normally we went
to the house of ...
Thisis a  farm
there ar eh orses
and we +...

In Saturday I go to
ride my horse and
Sunday I do what
I want.
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5.Now it’s your
turn ask me a
few questions.

Whati s  your
name?

Whati s  your
favourite subject?
Whati s  your

mother name’s?
How old are she?
Whati s your
favourite sport?

How are you?
How old are you?
Whati s  your
favourite sport?
When you born?
Todayy ougo to
more schools or
+...?

Whati s  your
favourite animal?

How old are you?

Whati s  your
favourite colour?
Whati s  your

favourite sport?

How old are you?
Whati s  your
favourite sport?
Interesting, yo u
relax?

You got o
different s chools
to do this?

Where you live?

According to the graphs, the most remarkable difference in terms o f s yntactic
complexity be tween t he t wo pa rticipants i s t hat s tudent A , t he hi ghly f luent C LIL
learner, doe s not produce coordination until T2 while his peer in the c ontrol group,
student B, alreadydoessoatT 0. AsseenfromT able 6.14 4, how ever, s tudent A
produced a t o-infinitive s ubordinate c lause a lready at T 1 ‘In S aturday I go to play
football a t e leven o ’clock’. A dditionally, th e le arner a ttempts to ¢ omplement th at
sentence by adding ‘ and the other time no I +...”. E ven though the | earner fails to
produce a coordinate unit here, an attempt is made to produce coordination. At T2, the
instance of coordination found is in the answer given to question 2 ‘I have two brothers
[//] bueno a sister and a brother, one father, one mother and six more parents but I don’t
know the name of tiet’. The coordinate unit produced here (‘but I don’t know the name
of tiet”) lets the researcher know that the learner would like to name more relatives but
he does not know what tiet, the Catalan word for uncle, is in English. Besides, student A
also uses coordination to talk about his parents’ jobs: ‘My father is a boss of empresa
and my mother is a teacher of maths’. In addition to coordination, student A’s output
also be comes m ore ¢ omplex t hrough t he us e of a dverbial s ubordinationa tT 2
‘Sometimes I go to the mountain to run bicycle’. E ven though the utterance c ontains
lexical and grammatical errors, the learner succeeds in producing a subordinate clause
to indicate purpose. At T3, as displayed in Figure 6.40 and T able 6.144, student A’s

speech becomes even more complex due to the increase in the number of coordinate and
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subordinate units. The answer student A gives to question 2, for instance, exemplifies
that increase in syntactic complexity: ‘I have my father works in a factory and he had I
think so he had fifty [//] forty-nine years old’. As seen from this utterance, student A
provides t he interlocutor with a greater amount of i nformation than in p revious data
collection times which in turn leads to the production of more elaborate output. Firstly,
the | earner i s c learly u sing ¢ oordination. In a ddition, itseemsasif thelearneris
attempting to produce a relative clause (‘I have a father [who] works...”) to join clauses.
Finally, the learner also produces s ubordination w ithin the second c oordinate unit by
using ‘I think so’. Despite the fact that the learner uses ‘I think so” as an unanalysed
chunk w hen he intendstouse | think,t hel earner attemptst o pr oduce a nom inal
subordinate that-clause. Besides the use o f co ordination and s ubordination in s tudent
A’s answer to question 2 at T3, other instances of coordinate and subordinate units are
found in the ot her s tudent’s answers. S tudent A’s answers to question 1 a nd 3, f or
example, also consist of two coordinate units ‘I have twelve years old and [ have the
birthday last month’ and ‘I play football with my team or I do my homework’. Finally,
another example of the degree of syntactic complexity produced by student A at T3 is
seen in one of the questions the |l earner a sks t he r esearcher “ Is it b ecause you like
teachers work or because your fathers tell you do teachers work?’. In this utterance, the
learner ha s pr oduced t wo ¢ oordinate uni ts and t hree s ubordinate uni ts (two w ith the
subordinating ¢ onjunction because and an attempt to produce a nom inal t o-infinitive
clause). Allinall, t he s peech s amples di splayed i n T able 6.14 4 corroborate a nd
complement the increase in complexity shown in Figure 6.40 from T2 to T3.

In regard to student B (the highly fluent c ontrol learner), as mentioned earlier
and as shown in Figure 6.41, the learner already produces coordination at TO. From TO

to T1 there is an increase in coordination which is followed by a slight decrease from T1
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to T 3. T he i nstances of ¢ oordination pr oduced at T 0, which are displayed in T able
6.145, are ‘My mum his name is and my dad...” and ‘It one sister and his name is ...". In
spite of the formulaic use of ‘it’ at the beginning of the sentence instead of | have and
other grammatical errors, student B succeeds in joining units by means of coordination.
At T1, this same answer evolves into ‘I have a sister. His name is...and he [//] she have
seven years old’. The coordination pattern found in this utterance (name of the relative
and age) is repeated in two more answers at T1 ‘My father is ...and he have forty five
years old’ and ‘My mother is...and she have forty years old’. Additionally, student B at
T2 also produces coordination when talking about his parents’ jobs: ‘My mother’s work
in a dentist and my father’s is a doctor’ while at TO the learner was unable to answer the
question about his parents’ jobs. Moreover, the learner also produces coordination in his
answer to the question related to weekend activities by saying ‘I go to ride a horse and
we went to...”. As seen from this description the high number of coordinate units found
at T1 explains the sharp increase described in the graph from TO to T1. According to
Figure 6.41, the use of coordinate units decreases slightly from T1 onwards. However,
that does not negatively affect the learners’ syntactic complexity, since at T2 and T3,
instances of t he emergence of s ubordination are d etected i n T able 6.145 through
attempts to produce relative clauses, such as ‘And I have one sister that his name is [//]
she’snameis...”’and ‘ Thisisa farm there are horsesand we +...°, w hich i ncrease
undoubtedly t he de gree of s yntactic complexity unfolded by the l earner. In the first
example, student B is trying to produce a relative clause with that and in the second
example th e le arners fails to u se th e r elative p ronoun where to j oin t he t wo uni ts.
Sentence w ord o rder as w ell as the l ack o fp auses b etween t he t wo units seem to
indicate that the learner is trying to produce a relative clause. At T3, the percentage of

coordinate units continues decreasing slightly at the same time as attempts to produce
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subordinate units are maintained from T2. Another example of student B’s attempt to
produce a relative clause at T3 is: ‘And [ have a small sister younger than me’. In this
utterance, the learner failed to use a r elative pronoun (wWho), however, the structure of
the s entence s eems t o r eveal t he | earner’s at tempt t o p roduce ar elative cl ause. In
addition to the use of coordination and the attempts to produce relative clauses, itis
worth highlighting that student B also produces other types of complex sentences. At
T1, for example, the learner produces a to-infinitive embedded clause, as in ‘I go to ride
a horse’. A similar version of this utterance is also used at T3 in ‘In Saturday I go to ride
my horse’, which is followed by a coordinate unit w hich c ontains a nominal relative
subordinate clause ‘and Sunday I do what I want’.

As for lexical diversity, the subdimension of lexical complexity examined in this
study, T able 6.14 4 shows an increase i n t he n umber of ve rbs from T 2 onw ards i n
student A’s output. According to the language samples in the table, at TO the only verb
used by student A is the verb ‘be’ in sentences like ‘My father is a teacher’, ‘How old
are you?’ and ‘Who is the job of your fathers?’. At T1, the learner also uses the verb
‘go’, ‘play’ and ‘have’ in the following utterances: ‘In Saturday I go to play football’
and ‘How years have he?’. At T2, the verbs used are the same as the ones used at TO
and T1, however, the learner uses them in a wider variety of contexts. For example, at
T2 the learner uses the verb ‘be’ for the first time to talk about his age ‘I’'m twelve years
old’. In addition, it is also the first time that the learner uses ‘have’ to talk about his
family ‘I have two brothers [//] bueno one sister and one brother’. At T3, the learner
uses the following verbs: ‘have’, ‘work’, ‘play’, ‘do’, ‘like’ and “tell’. One of the most
relevant aspects to highlightis theuseof ‘tell’ and th e le arner’s a ttempt to u se it
appropriately in the coordinate unit ‘or because your fathers tell you do teachers work?’.

Concerning the use of adjectives, at TO the only adjective used in the samples provided
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in Table 5.144 is ‘old’ in the utterance ‘Ten years old’ and the formulaic question ‘How
old are you?’. The reason why this question is believed to be formulaic at TO is because
at T 1 the l earner us es both ‘ How old are you?’ and ‘ How years h ave he ?°, w hich
indicates that as the learners’ linguistic knowledge develops and increases, he starts to
combine a lready | earnt w ords or the structure of already I earnt ¢ hunks t o formulate
questions ( ‘How years ha ve he ?”) i n a ddition to t he us e of una nalysed ¢ hunks of
language (‘How old are you?’). At T2, the learner also uses the adjective ‘different’ in
the utterance ‘It’s different. Every day is different’. At T3, the two adjectives used by
the learner are ‘old’ and ‘last’ in the sentence ‘I have twelve years old and [ have the
birthday last month’.

Student B ’s le xical d iversity also in creases from T 2 onwards in terms o fthe
number of adjectives and verbs used. As seen from Table 6.145, at TO the only verbs
used are ‘be’ and ‘ride’. T he former is used in s entences t hat d escribe t he 1 earner’s
family, as in ‘My mum his name is ...” or ‘It one sister and his name is...” and in all the
questions asked to the researcher, as in ‘What is your name?’, ‘What is your favourite
subject?’, ‘What is your mother name’s?’ and ‘How old are she?’. The latter is used in
the sentence ‘I ride the horse’, which is produced at three data collection times. At T1,
the number of verbs used by the learner increases. The learner introduces the verb ‘be’
to talk about his age ‘I am ten years old’. Besides, the verb ‘have’ is used for the first
time in sentences like ‘ He have forty-five years old’ or ‘I have asister’. At TO, this
same learner failed to use the verb ‘have’ when talking about his family ‘It one sister’.
In addition to the verb ‘have’, student B alsousesthe verbs ‘ go’ and ‘stay’ at T 1.
Interestingly and as a further instance of increased lexical complexity, the learner uses
the past and present tense of ‘go’ in the following utterances: ‘I go to ride a horse and

b

wew entt o...” and * Today you got om ores chools?’. A dditionally, a s already
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mentioned, student B uses the verb ‘stay’ in ‘We stay in his house, which shows the
growth of the learner’s lexicon. At T2, in addition to ‘be’, ‘have’ and ‘go’, the learner
also produces the verb ‘work’ instead of ‘be’ to talk about his parents’ jobs ‘My fathers
are...and he works in a hospital’. F rom t his t ime onw ards, s tudent B uses the v erb
‘work’ to talk about his parents’ jobs. Finally, at T3 the learner adds the verbs ‘do’,
‘relax’ and ‘live’ to his verb repertoire. The verb ‘do’ is used in two utterances ‘He do
third course’ meaning that his sister is in year 3. The use of ‘do’ in this context is clearly
an instance of L1 transfer as this would be the verb used in Catalan. Despite this, the
learner manages to use the verb in the right context in ‘I do what I want’ and ‘You go to
different schools to do this?’. As for the verbs ‘go’ and ‘live’, they are used when the
learner asks the researcher s ome questions, asin ‘ You go to different schools to do
this?’ and ‘Where you live?’. In regard to the use of adjectives, Table 6.145 shows that
the only adjectives used by the learnerat TO, T1 and T2 are ‘old’ and ‘favourite’ in
formulaic ut terances l ike ‘ Iten years ol d’, ‘1 am e leven years ol d’, * Whatis your
favourite subject’, “What is your favourite sport?’ or ‘What is your favourite colour?’.
At T3, the learner also uses ‘small’, ‘younger’, ‘interesting’ and ‘different’ in addition
to “ old” a nd  favourite’. One o ft he m ost relevant a spects w orth commenting on
regarding the use of adjectives by student B is that the adjectives used from TO to T2
were included in formulaic language while at T3 the learner starts to use a wider variety
of a djectives in di fferent c ontexts indicating t hat t he us e of a djectives is nol onger
associated with formulaic language.

As for accuracy, Figures 6.40 and 6.41 also show the evolution of the percentage
of error-free units for the highly fluent CLIL learner, student A, and the highly fluent
control learner, student B, in the interview task. Student A’s evolution of error-free units

displayed in Figure 6.40 indicates a slight increase from TO to T1 followed by a modest
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decrease from T1 to T2 and a substantial decrease from T2 to T3. As for student B’s
evolution of the accuracy measure, Figure 6.41 displays a sharp increase from TO to T1
and a gradual decrease from T1 to T3 in the percentage of error-free units. At this point
of the qualitative analysis, it is worth pointing out that the percentage of error-free units
produced by student A decreases as the percentage of coordinate units increases up to
the point that at T3, student A displays the highest score in complexity and the lowest
score in accuracy. As for the relationship between the percentages of coordinate units
and error-free units obtained by student B, Figure 6.41 shows that a fter reaching the
highest p eaksi nt heset wom easuresat T 1,b othm easuress eemt od ecrease
simultaneously. The descriptions of the language produced provided below will attempt
to shed some light into the relationship between complexity and accuracy. Table 6.144,
for example, displays the answers provided by student A in the interview task. At TO the
learner produces five error-free units out of the six units shown in the table. The only
unit which contains errors is ‘Who is the job of your family?’, in which the learner fails
to us e th e r ight w h-question w ord. D espite t he hi gh pe rcentage o f e rror-free u nits
produced by student A at TO, the language employed by the learner is quite simple,
which may prevent the learner from making mistakes. In addition to the use of simple
language, the use o f formulaic 1anguage is also decisive in the production of correct
output. At T I, the tendency to produce simple l anguage is still visible, for e xample,
‘Eleven’ as the answer to question 1 or ‘One sister, one father and one mother’ as the
answer to question 2. D espite this, some traces of complex language use, which affect
accuracy, are found at T1. For instance, at this time, the learner constructs the following
question: ‘How years have he?’, in which, despite not using an auxiliary verb, he uses
the verb ‘have’ and subject-verb inversion, w hich has been proved to be di fficult to

master b y young | anguage | earners. A tT 2, t he f irst i nstance o f's elf-correction i s
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detected in the utterance ‘I have two brothers [//] bueno a brother and a sister’ when the
learner corrects his use of ‘brothers’. At T3, the highest number of errors is found along
with the most complex language structures. To start with, morphological errors related
to verb tenses suggest the evolution of the learner’s L2 morphological system. These are
found in the following utterances: ‘I have my birthday last month’, ‘He had I think so he
had fi fty [ /] fo rty-nine years ol d’. In ot her w ords, a s t he 1 anguage b ecomes m ore
complex, more errors are found. Besides morphological errors, student A also uses the
verb ‘have’ to indicate his age ‘I have twelve years’ at T3, when this same message was
‘I’'m eleven years old’ at T2. Again, this seems to be another example of the increase in
errors as the learner’s L2 system be comes more c omplex. At this point, it would be
relevant to comment on the lack of errors as well. For instance, student A succeeds in
marking the verb ‘work’ inflectionally for third person singular present tense subject
agreement on t wo oc casions, namely ‘ My father works in a factory’ and ‘My mother
works in a school’. Likewise, student A succeeds in forming que stions which require
subject-verb inversion in the following utterances ‘Is it because you like teachers work
or because...?’. As mentioned earlier, traces of subject-verb inversion in questions were
already detected at T1, which might also be an example of formulaic language use, as
learners memorise chunks like ‘Is it’ to start questions which use the verb ‘be’. Finally,
at T3 student A also uses the auxiliary verb ‘do’ in the production of questions for the
first time in ‘Do you have some other teachers in your family?’, which clearly shows
increased complexity and accuracy in the learner’s interlanguage system.

As shown in Table 6.145, which displays the language produced by student B in
the interview task, the errors found at TO are related to the lack of predicates as in the
utterances ‘I ten years old’, which from T1 onwards is produced correctly as ‘I am ten

years old’, or ‘It one sister’, which is also produced correctly from T 1 onwards as ‘1
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have o ne s ister’. T he ¢ orrection o fer rorsat T 1 m ay explaint he i ncreaseint he
percentage of error-free units found from TO to T 1 shown in Figure 6.41. Besides the
lack o fp redicates, er rors as sociated w ith t he use o ff ormulaic language ar e al so
common, e specially, in questions. At T 0, for example, student B asks the researcher
‘How old are she?’ to refer to the age of the researcher’s mother. The learner is forming
a que stion us ing t he un analysed ¢ hunk ‘how ol d are’ and a dding ‘she’ at the en d.
Similarly, the use of formulaic language is also found in questions such as ‘What is your
favourite sport/colour/subject?’, ‘How are you?’ or ‘How old are you?’, which are used
by th e le arner all th rough th e four times o f d ata c ollection. In this c ase, the us e of
formulaic language increases the percentage of error-free units at T1 and accounts for it.
In addition, wrong verb selection is also present at T1 when student B talks about his
parents’ and sister’s age using the verb ‘have’ in the utterances ‘He have forty five years
old’ or ‘He [//] she have seven years old’. However, despite the use of the wrong verb,
the learner corrects himself in the use of the subject pronoun in the second utterance. As
for the production of questions, new and more elaborate attempts to make questions are
found at T 1 when the 1 earner a sks * Today you go to other s chools?’. Even t hough
student B does not include the auxiliary verb do, he is trying to go beyond the formulaic
questions asked at TO and create his own. Despite his attempts, no instances of correct
yes-no questions are found at any of the times. As for wh-questions, the learner does
show m astery of w h-word que stions i n t erms of m eaning, e ven t hough m ost w h-
questions seem to contain unanalysed chunks of language. Another common error found
atall four times o f data collection is the use o fthe masculine p ossessive d eterminer
instead of its feminine counterpart, as in ‘I have a sister. His name is...’, ‘My mother is
adentist, hisnameis...”. At T2, however, the learner seems to be a ware that there

needs to be gender agreement when he (incorrectly) corrects himself ‘I have one sister
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thathisnameis[//]she’snameis...”. AtT2, errorsrelatedto verbtenseare also
present: ‘Normally we went to the house of ... . This error has already been detected at
T1 withthe same verb,asin ‘I gotoridea horseand we went to...’. Finally, the
absence of errors is also worth commenting on. For example, the learner marks the verb
work for third person singular subject verb agreement in the answer ‘He works in the
hospital’ at T3, which could be explained in terms of formulaic language as well, as the
learner might have learnt ‘He works” as a chunk of language. A dditionally, student B
also succeeds in using a comparative adjective correctly: ‘I have a small sister younger
than me’.

In regard to fluency, both learners improve from TO to T3. Student A shows
improvement t hroughout t he w hole s tudy. H owever, t he pe riod of t ime w hen he
improves the mostis from T1 to T3. Student B, on t he other hand, shows a gradual
increase from TOto T2 followed by a slight d ecrease from T2 to T 3. Interestingly,
Student A’s fluency and complexity scores display simultaneous improvement from T1
to T3, while student B’s fluency and complexity scores show a simultaneous and slight
decrease from T2 to T 3. Despite this, the language samples displayed in Table 6.144
and 6.145 clearly s how a n i ncrease i n t he a mount of 1 anguage pr oduced b y bot h
students throughout the four data collection times. Student A’s answers in Table 6.144
are quite simple and short at TO. The researcher has to ask one of the questions twice in
order for the learner to provide an answer, which means that the total task time of the
task increases w hile the language produced by the learner is kept the same, which in
turn results in lower scores in speech rates in words. At TO, one instance of L1 use can
also be seen: ‘no sé com es diu’ (I don’t know what this is called). The function of the
L1 in this case is to indicate that the learner does not know a word in English and hence

L1 use generates m etatalk. AtT 1, t he u tterances ar e 1 onger and m ore | anguage i s
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produced by the learner. As for L1 use, no instances of L1 words are found. At T2, the
length a nd num ber of uni ts ¢ ontinue i ncreasing s ubstantially. Interestingly, f our
instances of L1 use are found. The first one, ‘bueno’ (well), is placed right before a self-
correction and denotes a false start. The following two, namely ‘parents’ (relatives) and
‘tiet” (uncle) are used in the answer to the question related to the learner’s family. What
is relevant here is that the learner uses the expression ‘I don’t know the name of tiet’
(meaning I don’t know what tiet is called) instead of saying the whole utterance in the
L1, as he did at TO ‘no sé com es diu’ (I do not know what it is called). This time the
learner uses English to a greater extent and limits the use of the L1 to isolated words he
does not know in English, as in the last example of L1 use, ‘empresa’ (company) found
at T2. Again, in this case L1 use does not prevent the learner from continuing his speech
in English as the following utterance shows: ‘My father is a boss of a empresa and my
mother is a teacher of maths’. At T3, the only instance of L1 use is found right before a
self-correction as well: ‘My mother works in a school is a maths prof [//] sorry teacher
of maths’. In this example the learner is about to say the word professora (teacher),
however, h e c orrects hi mself and says it in English. A's for the amount of 1anguage
produced, T3 is the time when student A produces the highest amount of speech.

The language sample displayed in Table 6.145 also indicates that the amount of
language produced by student B increases over the four data collection times. At T0, the
answers a re s hort a nd s imple. F urthermore, t he I earner doe s not a nswer one of t he
questions. At T 1, the utterances are visibly longer. In addition, the learner answers all
the questions. At T2 and T3, the tendency to produce long utterances is maintained. At
T2, however, the researcher has to ask a question twice in order to get an answer from
the student. As for the use of the learner’s L1, no instances of L1 words are found in the

sample provided.
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To sum up, t he data displayed in Figures 6.40 and 6.41 and T ables 6.144 and
6.145 show an increase in complexity and fluency from TO to T3 for both the CLIL and
control learners. Additionally, the first attempts to produce subordination are observed
at T1. The highly fluent CLIL learner, however, shows increased complexity from T2 to
T3, which is observed in the use of syntactically complex structures in questions, while
the highly fluent control learner shows a decrease in the percentage of coordinate units
from T 1 onwards, probably due to the emergence of subordination. A ccording to the
samples, there seems to be a negative relationship between complexity and accuracy, as
accuracy levels decrease at the same time as complexity increases. In addition, the use
of formulaic language chunks at T1 and T2 also seems to affect the learners’ accuracy
levels. R egarding 1 exical di versity, both I earners s how an increase in t he num ber of
different verbs throughout the four data collection times, while the use of adjectives is
quite limited. As for fluency, both learners show improvement in terms of the number of

words used and decrease in L1 words.

6.2.1.1.2 Fluent learners from the CLIL and control groups

Figures 6.42 and 6.43 display the evolution of CAF of the two fluent l earners
selected. As seen from the graphs, fluency and complexity scores develop similarly for
the two learners. However, one of the differences in terms of complexity between the
CLIL and control fluent learners is that student C (fluent CLIL learner) did not produce
coordination unt il T 1, w hile s tudent D ( fluent ¢ ontrol 1 earner) a Iready pr oduced
coordination at T 0. D espite t his di fference, bot h s tudents a chieve s imilar s cores i n
complexity at T3. The development of accuracy differs between the two students. Both
learners d isplay s imilar scores in the p ercentage o f er ror-free units at T 0, how ever,

while student C improves slightly from TO to T 1, student D shows a sharp de crease.
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From T1 to T3, student C decreases considerably, w hereas student D o btains s imilar

scores in accuracy at T1, T2 and T3. Eventually, the two students have similar levels in

accuracya tT 3. Inr egardt ot he de velopment of f luency, bot h1 earners s how

improvement i n general t erms. At T 3, s tudent D ’s fluency scoreis s lightly above

student C ’s s core. Tables 6.146 a nd 6.147 di splay t he out put pr oduced b y t he t wo

stuents in the interview task.

Figure 6.42

Evolution of CAF in the interview task. Fluent

CLIL learner (student C).

Figure 6.43
Evolution of CAF in the interview task. Fluent

control learner (student D).
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Table 6.146
Fluent CLIL learner. Student C’s answers in the interview task.
Questions  from TO T1 T2 T3
the interview
LHow old are I ten years old. Eleven. I’'m eleven years. P'mt welvey ears
you? old.
Thenameo f my | Myf amilyis
nd .
2.Tell me about [2" attempt] [2" attempt] dad is th e | good.
your family? name of my mum
. Thenameo f my | is ...
Any brothers or i\}/lli};teenfate};errs 101 d | mumis ... and my Yes, o ne b rother.
sisters? y " | dad... My b rother is Hasg ot[ //]is
and my dog is ... fifteen years old.

269




3.What are your
parents’ jobs?

No an swer from
the participant.

Worki nt he
ferreteria@s:c

Has a
ferreteria@s:c and
my dad
també@s:c [//]he
is a ferreter@s:c.

My parents jobis
iron monger.

4.What do vyou
usually do at the
weekends

No an swer from
the participant.

[5™ attempt]

Imp layingt he
video consola@s:c
in my house.

I’'m play the +...

On S aturdays [ 'm
doing t he
homeworka nd
I'mp layingt he
playstation.

5.Now it’s your
turn ask me a
few questions.

How years old?
Wherear ey ou
live?

Where ar ey our
profession?

Where [//] What is
your name?
What’s ye ars yo u
have?

What’s t he name
of your mum?
And your dad?

Has got years?
What is the name
of your dad?

And your mum?
You hasgo ta
brother?

What’s your
name? ( Intended
form: his name)

Has got a dog?
Youp ractise
sport?

What doing in the
weekend?

Whatw orky our
mother a nd your
dad?

You have a sister?

Table 6.147
Fluent control learner. Student D’s answers in the interview task.
Questions  from TO T1 T2 T3
the interview
i;)':gw old are Ten years old. I am eleven years. | Eleven. Twelve years old.
2.Tell me about My mother he rs
your family? namei s... a nd
Three Yes, 1 t hree | Iha vet hree| worki nt he
Any brothers or ’ brothers. brothers. restaurant and my
sisters? father in  the
restaurant.
3.What are your | Secretary a nd My mother | My father co oker
- secretary and my | and my mo ther
parents’ jobs? cook. . Yes, t hree
father cooking. secretary.
brothers.
Saturday in
nd nd morningl goto
4.What do you [2™ attempt] On Saturday I am [2™ attempt] skating a nd

usually do at the

going o f's kating

afternoon goto a

weekends I go to skating. and house. Sun(.iay [ goin beach and water.
skating. .
Sunday family a
house.
How are you?
Whati s  your How old are you?
favourite colour? What old are you? | You  havea Your parents were
5.Now it’s your | Youl ha  ve | Whatis the job of | brothers? jobs?
turn ask me a | animals? you? Whati s  your | And any brothers?
few questions. Whati s your | Andt hej obof | parents’job? And sisters?
name? ( Intended | your parents? Wherei s your
form: your dog ’s job?

name)
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Table 6.14 6 displays the answers given by student C in the interview task. In
terms of c omplexity, no instances of c oordination are foundat TO whileatT 1 two
coordinate units are shown in the sentence ‘ The name of my mum is...and my dad...’.
Even though the second coordinate unit does not contain a verb (most probably due to
the use of ellipsis in oral interactions), student C does use the coordinating conjunction
‘and’. At T2, two more instances of coordination are used by the learner. The first one,
‘The name of my mum is ...and the name of my dad is...’, is a more elaborate version
of the coordinate units found at T 1, as the verb is present in both units. T he s econd
instance is ‘My brother is...and my dog is...’. At T3, the coordinate units produced by
the learner are of a different type. So far, coordination has been used to talk about his
family’s names. At T3, in contrast, coordination is used to describe the activities student
C does at the weekend: ‘On Saturdays I’m doing the homework and I’m playing the
playstation’. At T3 coordinate units no longer contain the verb be.

Student D, unlike student C, already uses coordination according to Figure 6.43.
at TO. Table 6.147, however, does not show the instances of coordination produced by
this learner at this time, as this qualitative analysis does not include all the questions
asked by the interviewer. Instead, it includes those questions which generally generate
more relevant language features. The first instance of coordination produced displayed
inthe tableis * My mo ther s ecretary and my father c ooking’ at T 1. In s pite of the
absence of pr edicates i nt hese coordinate uni ts, t he | earner s hows an i ncrease i n
complexity and an attempt to reproduce SVO order® when this utterance is compared to
the answer provided at TO: ‘secretary and cook’. At T1, the learner not only includes the
possessive determiner but also the coordinating conjunction in an attempt to produce a

complete sentence. Additionally, an attempt to produce a subordinate unit is also found

% The term SVO refers to the structure of a sentence (subject-verb-object) in this part of the study, not to
transitive verb types.

271



at T1: ‘On Saturday I am going of skating’. This utterance evolves into ‘I go in skating’
at T2 and ‘I go to skating” at T3. As seen from the utterances, the learner is trying to
produce s ubordination i n s pite of t he factt hathe iss trugglingw itht heuseo f
prepositions, the to-infinitive marker and non-finite verb forms. At T3, two instances of
coordination are found: ‘My mother hers name is ...and work in the restaurant and my
father in the restaurant’. This time, the first two coordinate units are complete in terms
of SVO structure. Additionally, student D also says ‘Saturday in morning I go to skating
and afternoon I go to a beach and water’. Even though the same verb is used in the two
coordinate uni ts, t he | earner di splays m ore s ophisticated L2 s yntactic know ledge
through the use of coordination.

In re gard to l exical diversity, T able 6.146 shows that the only verbs used by
student C at TO are ‘be’ and ‘live’ in utterances like ‘My father is thirteen years old’ and
‘Where are you live?’. At T 1, the learner also uses ‘ work’, ‘play’ and ‘have’ in the
following s entences: * Work in the ferreteria’ (ironmonger’s), ‘I’m playing the video
consola’ (console) and ‘What’s years you have?’. Interestingly, the learner uses the verb
‘have’ to ask about the researcher’s age, when at TO the same question was formulated
as ‘ How years ol d?” w ith ne ither ‘ be’ nor ‘ have’, w hich s uggests t hat t he que stion
‘What’s years have you?’ might no | onger be formulaic. At T2, the verb ‘practise’ in
“You pr actise s ports?’ is also us ed in addition to the ve rbs used at p revious t imes.
Furthermore, the 1 earner uses the verb “be’ for the first time to answer th e question
about his age. Likewise, at T3 the learner uses the verbs ‘be’, ‘play’, ‘do’, ‘work’ and
‘have (got)’. Clearly, there is an increase in the number of verbs throughout the four
times of data collection. As for the use of adjectives, ‘old’ is the most commonly used
adjective in utterances like ‘I’m ten years old’. At T3, the adjective ‘good’ is also used

to describe the learner’s family: ‘My family is good’.
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As for student D use of verbs according to Table 6.147, at TO the learner uses
the verb ‘be’ and ‘have’ in questions like ‘ How are you?’,  You I have animals?’ or
‘What is your name?’. At T1, the learner also uses ‘go’ and ‘skate’ in the utterance ‘On
Saturday I go to skating’. These verbs are also used at T2 and T3. Finally, at T3, student
D uses ‘work’ in the utterance ‘My mother hers name is ...and work in the restaurant’.
Concerning the use of adjectives, the only two adjectives used by the learner in the
language samples provided in T able 6.147 are ‘old’ at TOand T 3 in s entences | ike
‘Twelve years ol d’ a nd ‘ favourite’ at T 0 i nt he que stion * What i s your f avourite
colour?”’.

In terms of accuracy, as shown in Figures 6.42 and 6.43, both learners obtained
similar scores at TO. At T1, however, student C increases the number of error-free units
produced, w hile s tudent D displays a sharp d ecrease. The rise in accuracy shown in
Figure 6.42 might be ex plained by the fact that, as T able 6.146 indicates, s tudent C
produces a hi gher num ber of c orrect que stionsatT 1 thanatT 0. At TO, t he t hree
questions asked by the learner are incorrect: ‘How years old?’, ‘Where are you live?’ or
‘Where are your professions’. At T 1, ont he o ther hand, t he | earner pr oduces t hree
correct questions out of four ‘Where [//] what is your name?’, ‘What’s the name of your
mum?’, ‘And your dad?’. Interestingly, the learner corrects himself in the first question.
From T 1 onwards, student C starts to decrease the percentage o f error-free units. The
errors found at T2 arerelated to the l1ack o f vocabulary, as in the u tterance ‘ Has a
ferreteria’ or to the wrong use of verb tenses, as in the sentence ‘I’m playing the house’
to describe a typical weekend activity. Incorrect verb forms are also present at T3, when
the learner says ‘I’m doing the homework and I’m playing playstation’, instead of using
the present simple tense. Additionally, another reason that may account for the decrease

in accuracy at T2 is the increase in the number of questions the l1earner asks, most of
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which ¢ ontain e rrors. A s pr eviously s een, a n i ncrease i n t he a mount of 1 anguage
produced affects accuracy levels. Some of the questions student C asks at T2 are ‘Has
got years?’, “You has a brother?’, “You practise sports?’. The first question seems to be
an attempt to use subject-verb inversion with the verb “have got’, while in the second
and third questions the learner did not use the auxiliary verb do. Besides, the learner
uses the third person singular inflection in the verbs ‘have got” and ‘have’. At T3, other
examples in regard to the lack o f auxiliary verbs in questions can still be seen in the
following sentences: * What work your mother and your father?’ * You have a sister’?
and ‘What doing in the weekend?’. As for the lack of mistakes, it is worth noting that at
T2 and T3 the learner uses the verb be to talk about his age: ‘I’m eleven years old’ and
‘I’'m twelve years old’.

With regard to the accuracy levels displayed in Table 6.147 by student D, it is
worth ¢ ommenting t hat t he hi gh pe rcentage o f e rror-freeunitsat T 0 seems t o be
explained by the little amount of language produced by the learner. For instance, student
D answers question 2 ( Any brothers or sisters?) by saying ‘ Three’. E ven though the
answer may seem incomplete, it is grammatically correct. Likewise, the learner answers
the question about his parents’ jobs with the utterance ‘secretary and cook’, which is
also correct. Looking at the e volution of these two answers over the three remaining
data c ollection times, it b ecomes c lear th at d evelopment in volves errors. At T 1, the
learner answers the question about his family with the utterance ‘Yes, I three brothers’
while at T2, the learner adds the verb in ‘T have three brothers’. As for the question
related to his parents’ jobs, at T 1 the l earner answers * My m other s ecretary and my
father cooking’ and at T2 ‘My father cooker and my mother secretary’. These examples
show th at e ven th ough the u tterances are s till in correct th e | earner is attempting to

reproduce SVO order, while at TO the learner did not use the subjects explicitly. At T3,
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this utterance becomes even more elaborate when the learner uses the verb ‘work’: ‘My
mother hers nameis ... and work in the restaurant and my father in the r estaurant’.
Another utterance which exemplifies the relationship between complexity and accuracy
is ‘Tam going of skating’ at T1, ‘I go in skating’ at T2 and ‘I go to skating’ at T3. As
seen from this example, the learner’s attempt to produce a subordinate unit derives in
the occurrence of errors. Finally, the type of errors found in the questions asked by the
learner over the four data collection times are related to the use of formulaic language.
As seen from the language s ample p rovided, formulaic 1anguage might help 1 earners
obtain higher scores in accuracy. However, the use of unanalysed language chunks may
also result in an increase in errors as in ‘You I have animals?’, in which the learner uses
‘I have’ as formulaic language at TO. At T2, the learner’s use of the verb ‘have’ in the
question ‘You have brothers?’, suggesting that the learner no longer views ‘I have’ as a
chunk. A dditionally, e rrors r elated t o t he w rong us e of w h-question w ords are also
found from T1 onwards in questions like ‘What old are you?’ or ‘Where is your job?’.
At T O, most questions are formulaic, which might be why no errors of this sort are
found. Finally, at T2 and T 3 errors concerned with the lack of the auxiliary verb in
questions are also identified in the following examples: ‘You have a brothers?” or ‘And
any brothers?’.

As for fluency, both graphs show an increase in speech rate in words from TO to
T3. As Tables 6.146 and 6.147 display, an increase in the amount of language produced
is seen for both student C and D. In the case of student C, the increase is considerable in
terms of the number of questions asked over the four data collection times. Student D,
on the other hand, asks a similar number of questions from T0 to T3, however, he does
increase the number of words in the answers provided to the researcher. Additionally, it

is important to point out that student C is unable to provide an answer to questions 3 and
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4 at TO. No instances of unanswered questions are found for student D. Another aspect
which affects the learners’ fluency levels relates to the number of times the researcher
has to ask a question to obtain an answer from the learner. In the case of student C, the
researcher has to ask question number 2 t wice at TO and T1 to obtain an answer from
the | earner. M oreover, t he 1 earner provides an answer to question4 at T 1 a fter the
researcher has asked it five times. This is also found in Table 6.147. At TO, Student D
answers question 4 after the researcher has formulated it twice. Similarly, at T2, the
learner answers this same question in the second attempt. Finally, as for the use of the
L1, student C uses the L1 at T1 and T2 to refer to his parents’ jobs. At T3, the learner
overcomes that by providing the English translation. No instances of L1 use are found
in Table 6.147 for student D.

To sum up, the description of fluent CLIL and control learners’ oral output at the
four t imes of da ta c ollection s uggests t hat | anguage de velopment a t t his | evel of
language p roficiency s eems to take p lace at a slower rate w hen compared to hi ghly
fluent learners. Nevertheless, examples of the effects of syntactic complexity levels on
accuracy were also found for average achievers. As for lexical diversity, both learners
show an increase in the number of verbs, how ever, the fluent C LIL 1 earner seems to
produce a higher number of different verbs than the control fluent learner. In addition, it
was observed that one of the explanations for the high number of errors was the misuse
of f ormulaic | anguage. Inregard to fluency, t he de scription of t he | earners’ out put
showed improvement from TO to T3. However, it is worth noting that the CLIL learner

shows greater improvement in fluency at T2 and T3, while the control learner at T3.
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6.2.1.1.3 Dysfluent learners from the CLIL and control groups

With regard to dysfluent learners, Figures 6.44 and 6.45 show their development
in the CAF measures. As seen from Figure 6.44, student E (dysfluent CLIL learner) did
not produce coordination until T1. From T1 to T2 there is a decrease in the production
of coordinate units, while from T2 onwards the graph shows a sharp increase. As for
his accuracy scores, Figure 6.44 shows a slight decrease from TO to T1 followed by a
sharp i ncrease fromT 1toT 2. From T 2t o T3,1 nc ontrast, t he graphs hows a
considerable d ecrease i nt he accu racy m easure. Interestingly, s tudent’s co mplexity
scores are at the highest level when his accuracy levels are the lowest. As for fluency,
student E shows a slight increase from TO to T 3. The data displayed in Figure 6.4 5,
indicates that student F (dysfluent control learner) produced coordination at T1 as well.
From T1 to T2 there is a gradual decrease in the percentage of coordinate units, while
from T2 to T3 the percentage starts to increase slightly. In terms of accuracy, student
F’s percentage of error-free units is pretty high at TO. At T1, however, the percentage of
error-free units decreases significantly. As seen in Figure 6.44, Figure 6.45 also shows
that the lowest score in accuracy coincides in time with the highest score in complexity.
From T 1 onw ards, a ccuracy s hows a gradual but s light rise. F inally, fluency s cores
show a m odest i ncrease from T O to T 3. Tables 6.148 a nd 6.149 di splay t he out put

produced by the two lerarners.
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Figure 6.44

Evolution of CAF in the interview task. Dysfluent

CLIL learner (student E).

Figure 6.45
Evolution of CAF in the interview task. Dysfluent
control learner (student F).

Dysfluent CLIL learner Dysfluent control learner
Student E Student F
120 120
100 100
80 80
60 60
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e Complexity (% CU) e Complexity (% CU)
Accuracy (% EFU) Accuracy (% EFU)
e Fluency (SPRW) e Fluency (SPRW)
Table 6.148
Dysfluent CLIL learner. Student E’s answers in the interview task.
Questions  from TO T1 T2 T3
the interview
quants@s:c

nd
1.How old are [27 attempt]

anys@ tinc@s:c?

Eleven years old. | Eleven years old.

ou?
y Ten years old. Ten years old.
2.Tell me about | Noan swer from
your family? the participant, One b rothera nd | Two br others a nd | Two br others a nd
three sister. three sisters. three sisters.
Any brothers or
sisters? Five. ;
3.What are your No an swer from [27 attempt]
parents’ jobs? Play football. the participant . No.
' ) This football.
que@s:c
4.What do you faig@s:c? Sunday pl ay
usually do at the | Play football. Play football. football a nd v isit
weekends Sundayl pl ay my family.
football.
What’s your
name?
How are you?
The next Saturday
youp layt he
5.Now it’s your What your name? | Whati s your What’s your | sports?
turn ask me a name? You havea
. Is years old? name? .
few questions. boyfriend?

You like pizza?

Where [//] what is
your o ffice?
(Intended f orm:
what is your job?)

278




Table 6.149

Dysfluent control learner. Student F’s answers in the interview task.

Questions  from TO T1 T2 T3
the interview
1.How old are | OK. Ten years. Eleven years. Eleven.
you?
My familyismy | Myf amilyis I have a dog.
mum hisnameis | great. M ys ister | [ have a sister and
2.Tell me about ... and my dad his | have eighty years. | twop arents. M y
your family? A sister. namei s... And | Andthe nameo f | dog’s nameis ...
my sister his name | my mo ther | My p arents’
Any brothers or is... and mydog | is...and my dad | names ar e
sisters? is...AndI havea | ...and...my

dog. Mydog i s
old.

sister’s name is...

3.What are your

No an swer from

[3" attempt]

My mu ms tay in

This question

arents’ iobs? the participant. the o ffice and my | wasn’t asked by
P Jobs: Police. dad engineer. the researcher.
Igo t ot he| Usuallygo tothe | Wella tth e
4What do you . . camping a nd pl ay | camping and play. | weekends u sually
amping. of my friends. Igo t ot he
usually do at the . .
camping b utt his
weekends
weekend I goto
the party.
Whati s your | Howoldare you? | You like | You havea
name? Have a sister? macaroni? brother?
How old are you? | Yougo t ot he | Whenyo uw as | Whenyo uw as
X o o .
5.Now it’s your Iti st eachers ’ camping? young youl ove youngyo u 1 ike
(Intended f orm: school? going to school?
turn ask me a , .
few questions are you a What’s your | You like
' teacher?) favourite colour? chocolate?
You havea Whati s  your
brother? favourite animal?

How old are you?

As seen from Table 6.148, Student E’s evolution in terms of complexity starts to
take place at T1, with utterances like ‘One brother and three sisters’. At TO, the learner
only provides the total number of siblings ‘ Five’ without indicating w hether they are
brothers or sisters. At T2 and T 3, the u tterance b ecomes ev en m ore ac curate as the
learner s ays ¢ Two br others and t hree s isters’. Another r elevant ¢ hange inregard to
complexity is seen in the comparison of the answers given to question 4 at TO and T1.
At TO, the learner says ‘Play football’ while the same question at T1 is answered with

‘Sunday I play football’. The comparison of these two answers shows that the learner
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has improved in terms of the use of the SVO structure and the addition of the adjunct
‘Sunday’. This same utterance at T3 becomes a coordinate unit ‘ Sunday play football
and visit my family’, showing further syntactic development at the expense of accuracy.

Table 6.149 displays the language produced by student F in the interview task.
As with student E, the more visible changes in complexity start at T 1 with utterances
like ‘My family is my mum his name is...and my dad his name is...and my sister his
nameis...andmydog...’. At TO, the same question w as answered witha mere ‘A
sister’. Likewise, at T1 the learner produces the following coordinate units: ‘I go to the
camping and play of my friends’. At TO, this question was answered with a one-word
unit: ‘ camping’. At T2, s tudent F ’s e volution continues. T he a nswer related t o hi s
family is more e laborate in the sense that more ideas are transmitted: * My family is
great. My sister have eighty years. And the name of my mother is... and my dad is....
And I have a dog. My dog is old’. In addition to the amount of information conveyed in
this u tterance, it is worth highlighting that all t he s entences produced by the 1 earner
havea n S VO s tructure. T he e volution of t his ut terance a t T 3 unde rgoes f urther
transformations: ‘I have a dog. I have a sister and two parents. My dog’s name is... My
parents’ n ames ar e...and...and m y s ister’s n ame i s...." T his ut terance pr esents t he
pieces o f information more clearly than at previous times and shows a correct use of
coordination and the Saxon genitive. Additionally, two more instances of development
in s yntactic co mplexity displayed in T able 6.149 should be mentioned. T he first one
takes place at T2, when the learner uses a subordinate unit in one of the questions he
asks t he r esearcher ©* When youw as young youl ove s chool?’. Interestingly, t his
utterance is used at T2 when the percentages of coordination decrease. It appears that
low percentages in coordination at certain times of the study do not involve a decrease

in syntactic complexity. At T3, this question becomes even more complex: ‘When you
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was young youl ike goingt os chool?’. T hist ime, t he | earner ha s added a nother
subordinate unit ‘ going to school’ to the utterance in addition to the adverbial clause.
The second instance of syntactic evolution is seen at T3 in the following sentence: ‘Well
at t he w eekends us ually I gotothe camping b utthis weekend I goto theparty’.
Interestingly, the same idea at TO was transmitted with one word: ‘camping’. From TO
to T 3,t hel earner h as s ucceeded i n pr oducing S VO s tructures, addingt emporal
expressions and using coordination.

Concerning lexical diversity, the biggest growth in student E’s lexicon is seen at
T3. AtTO the only verbs the learner uses are ‘play’ and ‘be’ in the utterances ‘Play
football’ and ‘Is years old?’. At T1, the verbs used are the same, the only difference is
that this time the verb ‘be’ is used correctly in the formulaic que stion  What is your
name?’. Exactly the same occurs at T2. Finally, at T3 the learner uses a wider variety of
verbs in the following sentences: ‘Sunday I play football and visit my family’, ‘The next
Saturday you play sports?’, “You have a boyfriend?’ and ‘ You like pizza?’. As for the
use of adjectives, the only adjective used throughout the study is ‘old’ in the utterances
‘Ten years old’, ‘Eleven years old’ and ‘Is years old?’. As for student F, the strongest
growth in terms of the number of verbs and adjectives used takes place at T2 and T3. At
TO the only verb used is ‘be’ in the formulaic questions ‘What is your name?’ and ‘How
oldare you?’. AtT1, thelearner alsousesthe verbs ‘ go’, “play’ and ‘have’ inthe
utterances ‘I go to the camping and play of friends’ and ‘Have you a sister?’. Student F
uses ‘stay’, ‘love’ and ‘like’ in addition to the already mentioned verbs at T2 in ‘My
mum s tay i n t he of fice’, * When you w as young you 1 ove s chool?” and  You | ike
macaroni?’. It is worth noting that the learner uses the past tense of the verb be, which
indicates further development in his L2 grammar system. At T3, the learner uses the

verbs ‘be’, ‘have’, ‘go’ and ‘like’. No instances of new verbs are found at this time. In
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regard to the use of adjectives, at TO the only adjective used is ‘old’ in the question
‘How ol dare you?’. T his s ame que stionisrepeatedat T 1. At T 2, in c ontrast, t he
adjective ‘old’ isused ina di fferent c ontext, ‘My dogisold’, in additiontothe
formulaic question ‘How old are you?’. At T2, the learner also uses the adjective ‘great’
in t he ut terance ‘My familyis great’ and ‘ favourite’ i n t he que stion ‘What’s your
favourite ¢ olour?’. F inally,a t T 3 t he | earner uses ‘ young’ a nd ‘favourite’ inth e
questions ‘When you was young you like going to school?’ and ‘What is your favourite
animal?’.

Regarding accuracy, the language s amples displayed in Table 6. 148 show that
the a mount of 1anguage produced by student E at T 0 is quite |l imited, w hich might
explain the high scores in accuracy shown in Figure 6.44. In spite of this, errors are also
found at TO. Some of the mistakes displayed in Table 6.148 are related to the absence of
the verb be, as in the question ‘What your name?’, the lack of a wh-question word and
the wrong verb selection as in ‘Is years old?’. At T1, the verb be is inserted into the
question ‘What is your name?’, which is also used correctly at T2 and T3. At T2, no
instances of m istakes are found in the table, apart from t he non -context dependent
utterance produced to answer question 3. At T3, two main errors are identified. The first
one concerns the absence of the subject in the sentence ‘Sunday play football and visit
my family’ and t he s econd o ne r elates t o t he l ack o f't he au xiliary v erb do inthe
questions ‘ The next Sunday you play sports?’, ‘You have a boyfriend?’ and ‘ You like
pizza?’. In regard to self-corrections, student E corrects himself at T3 in the formulation
of the following question: ‘Where [//] what is your office?’. The intended question here
is What is your job?, however, the student seems to have anglicised the L1 word for job

(ofici) and uses ‘office’.
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As forstudent F’s accuracy d evelopment, one of t he m ost r elevant ¢ hanges
concerns t he genitive c ase. A s seen from T able 6.149 , at T 1, t he | earner i ndicates
possession using the possessive determiner ‘his’ in masculine and feminine contexts as
in“Mymumhisnameis...andmydadhisnameis...”. AtT2,the possessiveis
expressed by means o f the preposition of in the same answer * And the name of my
mother is...”. Interestingly, at T3, the learner uses the genitive ‘s in the answers ‘My
dog’s name is...My parents’ names are...and... and my sister’s name is...” In addition
to t he pr oduction of the ge nitive c ase, e rrors are also found ¢ oncerning t he 1 ack of
subjects. At T 1, for instance, the learner uses the subject in the sentence ‘1 go to the
camping’. However, at T 2, the l earner e xpresses the s ame w ithout using the s ubject:
‘Usually go to the camping’. Eventually, at T3 the learner uses the subject again ‘I go to
the camping’. As for question formation, the most common errors found at T1, T2 and
T3 are the absence of the auxiliary verb do in yes-no questions. For example, at T1 the
learner uses the following questions: ‘Have a sister?’, and ‘You go to the camping?’. At
T2, t hree 1 nstances of que stions | acking t he a uxiliary v erb a re f ound * You I ike
macaroni?’, “You have a brother?” and ‘When you was young you love school?’. At T3
this error still persists in utterances like ‘You like chocolate?’. Additionally, an instance
of theus e of is it atthe be ginning of t he qu estion a s f ormulaic | anguage i n t he
formulation of questions is also found at TO ‘Is it teachers?’. Another relevant error in
the formation of questions is the lack of subjects. At T1 student F produces the question
‘Have a sister?’. At T 3, how ever, the | earner d oes us e t he s ubject e xplicitly in t he
question ‘You have a brother?’, showing improvement. Finally, it is worth mentioning,
that even though the learner uses the past tense form of the verb be at T2 and T3, the
learner f ails t 0 a chieve s ubject-verb a greementi nt he que stion * When youw as

young...?’.
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Concerning f luency, s tudent E ’s i mprovement i s r ather m odest a ccording t o
Figure 6.4 4. Ins pite oft his,t wo f luency-related aspectsdos eemt ounde rgo
considerable improvement according to Table 6.148. To start with, the learner’s use of
the L1 decreases from TO to T3. As seen from the table, the only two instances of L1
use are found at T 1: “quants anys tinc?’ (How old am 1?) and ‘qué faig?’ (What do 1
do?). As seen from the translations provided, the function of the L1 in these two cases is
to ch eck comprehension by echoing the question asked by the researcher in C atalan.
The second aspect of fluency relates to the fact that amount of L2 language produced
undergoes a substantial increase from TO to T3, particularly when the learner is asked to
formulate questions. The learner asks two questions at TO, one question at T1 and T2
and five questions at T 3. In addition, another e xample of improvement in fluency is
shown by the gradual disappearance of problems to understand question 3 (What are
your parents’ job?). At TO, the answer provided by the learner ‘Play football’ indicates
that he does not understand the meaning of the question. In addition, the learner does
not answer the question at T1. At T2 the learner needs to listen to the question twice to
provide the answer ‘This football’, which does not fulfil the communicative purpose of
the question, either. Finally, at T3, the learner answers ‘No’, indicating that he still does
not understand the question. The fact that student E shows comprehension problems has
a direct impact on his fluency scores, as the total number of words in English decreases
as a result of not understanding what he is being asked. Besides, pause time increases,
as well.

As for student F, his fluency development is basically seen in the length of the
utterances he produces. As seen from Table 6.149 there is a big change from TO to T1 in
terms of amount of language used. At T0, most utterances are one-word units. At T1, on

the other hand, the sentences are much longer and more information is conveyed in the
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answers provided. This tendency continues through T2 and T3 when the learner starts
producing subordination. As for the use of L1 words, no instances of L.1 were found in
the samples provided in Table 6.149. In terms of comprehension, it is worth pointing
out that student F also shows problems in understanding question 3. At TO, the learner
does not answer the question. At T 1, the learner answers by saying ‘ Police’ after the
researcher h as as ked t he q uestion t hree times. Finally, at T 3, the l earner provides a
complete a nd c oherent answer, * My mum s tay in t he of fice and my dad e ngineer’,
which s eems t 0 s uggest t hat t he reason w hy t he | earner d oesnotanswer at TOor
answers ‘Police’ at T1 relates to the fact that he does not know the English translation
for the words he needs.

All in all, one of the most distinctive features of dysfluent learners’ development
is t hat m ost i nstances o f i mprovement in C AF areseenbetween T2and T3 inthe
production of coordination, use of SVO word order and vocabulary growth. The first
two data collection times, on t he other hand, show an overuse of one-word units and
comprehension problems. A dditionally, the description of the output indicates that the
dysfluent control learner seems to display greater development than the dysfluent CLIL
learner in terms of complexity and fluency mainly.

The most relevant aspects in regard to the differences in the output produced by
highly fluent, fluent and dysfluent CLIL and control learners will be addressed in the
discussion section. In the following section a description of the oral output produced by

these same learners in the narrative task will be provided.

6.2.1.2 Narrative task
CLIL and control groups’ evolution of C AF in the narrative task is shown in

Figures 6.46 and 6.4 7. A sdi splayedi nt he graphs, C LIL a nd ¢ ontrol | earners’
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development in C AF measures is quite similar throughout the two years of the study.
Syntactic c omplexity, m easured by the percentage of c oordinate units, s hows s imilar
tendencies in both groups. Very few instances of coordination are found at TO while the
amount of coordination produced in the two groups increases considerably at T1. From
T1 to T2 the graphs show a slight decrease. At T3, the percentage of coordinate units
increases again for the two groups. As for the percentage of error-free units, both graphs
display s imilar a chievement s cores a tt he f our d ata c ollection time s. F inally, th e

learners’ fluency scores show a gradual and constant increase from TO to T3 in the two

groups.
Figure 6.46 Figure 6.47
Evolution of CAF in the CLIL group. Narrative Evolution of CAF in the control group. Narrative
task. task.
CAF evolution-CLIL group CAF evolution-Control group
60 80
60
40 —
o — “
20 / -
7 I/
0 0
Time 0 Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 Time 0 Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
e Complexity (% CU) e Complexity (% CU)
Accuracy (% EFU) Accuracy (% EFU)
e Fluency (SPRW) e Fluency (SPRW)

6.2.1.2.1 Highly fluent learners from the CLIL and control groups
The evolution of CAF measures of the two highly fluent learners in the narrative
task is displayed in Figures 6.48 and 6.49. Additionally, Tables 6.150 and 5.151 show

their output during the task at the four times of data collection (see Appendix C for the
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complete transcipts). The coding symbols used in the tables are described in Appendix

D.
Figure 6.48 Figure 6.49
Evolution of CAF in the narrative task. Highly Evolution of CAF in the narrative task. Highly
fluent CLIL learner (student A). fluent control learner (student B).
Highly fluent CLIL learner Highly fluent control learner
Student A Student B
80 100

e ——
40 >

~N 40 —

20 20
0 0
Time 0 Time 1 Time 2 Time 3 Time 0 Time 1 Time 2 Time 3
e Complexity (% CU) e Complexity (% CU)
Accuracy (% EFU) Accuracy (% EFU)
e Fluency (SPRW) e Fluency (SPRW)

As seen from Figures 6.48 and 6.49, both student A (highly fluent CLIL learner)
and s tudent B (‘highly f luent c ontrol learner) s how a d ecrease inthe percentage o f
coordinate units produced from TO to T1. Student A’s decrease is gradual and constant
up to T2. From T2 to T3, student A displays a substantial increase in the percentage of
coordinate units. Student B, on t he other hand, shows a sharp increase from T1 to T2
and s light i mprovement from T2 to T 3. In regard to accuracy, both | earners di splay
quite irregular tendencies. Both students show an increase from TOto T1. From T1 to
T2, in contrast, the Figures show a decrease, which in the case of student B goes down
to zero. Eventually, from T2 to T3, the learners’ accuracy levels increase again. Finally,
the learners’ fluency levels improve from TO to T3 in general terms. Despite that, they
display different trends. Student A shows a decrease from TO to T1, which is followed
by a constant increase from T1 to T3, whereas student B shows constant improvement

from TO to T3.
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Table 6.150
Highly fluent CLIL learner. Student A’s output in the narrative task.

Time Learner’s output

This boys are cooking a cake.

In the picture two the dog is looking in the basket and the mum is [//] and the mum and the boys are looking one
map.

The picture three the boys go out the home and his mothers says bye.
Time 0 In the picture four the boys are in the mountains in the camp@s:c two cows and xxx.
And the boy and the girl open the basket and the dog is go out.

The girl are surprise.

The boys are looking in the basket and in the basket no have [/] no have the cake.

And the dog is go out.

The boy and the girl preparate a picnic and the dog go [//] goes in [//] goes on the +[“] basket.
Time 1 In picture three the boy is going camp@s:c and his mother says bye.

In the camp@s:c the boys open the basket and the dog goes out.

And the food que@s:c estava@s:c in the basket the dogs [/] the dog eats.

Picture number the boy has to prepare a picnic and the dog look the bueno@s:c the boys.

In picture number two when mum no [//] when the boys look into the map the dog goes into the [/] into the
cest@s:c.

The picture number three the boys go out of the home.
Time 2

In four he are in the picnic.

In five he open the bueno@s:c [//] in five the dogs go out of the picnic cest@s:c and in six no are [/] no are more
food in the cest@s:c.

The dog eat the food.

First picture the boys are preparing the breakfast and the dog looks about it.

And in picture number two mum tells him to go to the park to eat the breakfast and the dog is jumping in the
entering the cest@s:c.

Time 3 And in picture three the boys are saying bye to mum and they are going to the park.
In picture number four the boys are looking for [/] for seat.

In number five the boys are looking into [/] into the cest@s:c and the dog goes out.

And in number six in the cest@s:c aren't any [/] any food and the dog runs out.
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Table 6.151
Highly fluent control learner. Student B’s output in the narrative task.

Time Learner’s output

It is one boy and one girl and a dog.

His mum explain the route of this map and the dog is in the castel@s:c.
Time 0
The two boys go to the [/] to the forest.

And his dog eat the food and run in the forest.

In the picture number one the boy and the girl is doing the breakfast.

In picture number two his mum is [//] bueno@s:c he have a map and he point the [/] the bueno@s:c the mountain
the forest.

Time 1 In the number three the two boys are in the street and he says byebye for him mum.
In the number four they are arrive in the forest and this.

In number five they look that in [/] in her nest there are a dog and + ...

++ In the end in number six he see [/] they see that in the nest do not have the breakfast the dog eats.

In the firs pic [/] first pic [/] first picture there are a boy and a girl and his mum and they prepare sandwich for a
picnic.

In the second picture her [/] her [//] his mum [//] they [/] they [/] they give him a map but the dog he’s put in the
cist [/] cist [/] castle@s:c bueno@s:c cistell@s:c.

In the other picture the boy and the girl they go to the forest and in the forest they [/] they [/] they [/] they they app
[//] app [//] they appear [//] they look the dog but it [/] they are in the +...["] in the basket.

Time 2
The dog go to run.
The boys look in the cistell@s:c and they are [//] they aren't the sandwich.

The dog eat the sandwich.

In the picture number one we can look the boys preparing the breakfast and his dog looking.

In the number two his da [//] her mum are showing the map of [/] of the [/] of the [/] yes of the world and his dog
is looking to the [//] to the basket.

In the number three the boys walking in the street and say goodbye to his mum.
Time 3 In number four the boys are climbing a [//] one small cliff.
In number five they open the basket and they see her [//] his dog

In [/] in this [//] in number six they look another time the basket and they see that the breakfast isn't [/] isn't there.

The dog eat [/] the dog eat the breakfast.

As displayed in Table 6.150, at TO, student A produces eight coordinate units:
‘In the picture two the dog is looking in the basket and the mum is [//] and the mum and
the boys are 1ooking one map’, “ The picture three the boys go out the home and his

mothers says bye’, ‘And the boy and the girl open the basket and the dog is go out’ and
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‘The boys are looking in the basket and in the basket no have [/] no have the cake’. It is
important to note that all these coordinate units, as well as the other units produced by
the learner at this time, contain complete S VO structures, indicating the learner’s high
degree of s yntax de velopment a nd ¢ omplexity. A dditionally, t he | earner us es t he
prepositional phrase ‘ In the picture...’ or the noun phrase  Picture...” to organise his
narrative discourse. No instances of subordination are found at TO. At T 1, the learner
produces the following coordinate units: ‘The girl and the boy preparate a picnic and the
dog go [/] goes in [//] goes on the [“] basket’, ‘In picture three the boy is going camp
(countryside) and his mother says bye’ and ‘In the camp the boys open the basket and
the dog goes out’. As seen at T0, no instances of subordination are found at T1 either,
however, the 1 earner d oes at tempt, unsuccessfully, to produce a relative clause: ‘ The
food que estava (that was) in the basket the dogs [//] the dog eats’. In spite of the fact
that the learner is struggling with word order, the attempt to produce a relative clause
suggests th at th e le arner is tr yingto u se h is already learnt know ledge t o pr oduce
syntactically more complex language structures. In addition, the learner continues using
prepositional phr ases 1ike ‘ In pi cture t hree’ t o organise hi s na rrative d iscourse. T he
comparison of the output produced by student A at TO and T1 seems to indicate that the
learner ha s not improved in terms of s yntactic c omplexity, how ever, the a ttempts t o
produce subordination and the attempts to become more accurate in his productions (as
explained in the following paragraphs) might account for the de crease in c omplexity
measured by the p ercentage of coordinate units. At T2, the percentage of c oordinate
units still shows a decreasing tendency. This time the learner produces four coordinate
units: ‘Picture number the boy has to prepare a picnic and the dog look the bueno (well)
the boys’ and ‘In five he open the bueno [//] in five the dogs go out of the picnic cest

(basket) and in six no are [/] no are more food in the cest’. At this time, the learner
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seems t o d ecrease t he n umber of c oordinate uni ts i n favour of s ubordinationin the
following utterances: ‘when mum no [//] when the boys look into the map the dog goes
into the [/] into the cest’, which includes an adverbial clause. At T2, the learner’s output
shows an increase in the use o f discourse markers like: ‘ Picture number’, ¢ In picture
number two’ or ‘In five’. Finally, at T3 the learner seems to be using all his linguistic
resources t o p roduce syntactically complex | anguaget hrough ex tensiveu seo f
coordination (as at T 0) in a ddition t o subordination ( which e merged at T 1 w ith an
attempt to produce a relative clause). As a result, all the utterances he produces contain
either coordination, subordination or both. This increase in complexity is also illustrated
in the graph. The instances of coordination are: ‘First picture the boys are preparing the
breakfast and the dog looks about it’, And in picture number two mum tells him to go
to the park to eat the breakfast and the dog is jumping in the entering the cest’, ‘And in
picture three the b oys are saying b ye to mum and they are goingto the park’, ‘In
number five the boys are looking into [/] into the cest and the dog goes out’ and ‘And in
number six in the cest aren'tany[/] any food and the dog runsout’. Inregardto
subordination, student A produces a nominal to-infinitive clause and an adverbial clause
in the utterance ‘mum tells him to go to the park to eat the breakfast’ which at the same
time is a coordinate unit. In addition, there is an attempt to produce another adverbial
clause in: “and the dog is jumping in the entering the cest’ (meaningto get into the
basket). Besides, as at previous times, the learner uses discourse markers to organise the
narrative discourse. The only two differences in comparison to previous times is that at
T3 the learner uses the ordinal determiner “first’ and the phrase ‘ In picture number...’
instead of ‘ in four’ or “in the picture three’ to introduce his descriptions of narrative

events.
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In regard to student B, the highly fluent control learner, Figure 6.49 also shows a
decrease in the percentage of coordinate units produced from TO to T1. As seen from
Table 6.151, the proportion of coordinate units in relation to the total number of units is
higher at TO than at T1. At TO, the l earner produces three ut terances, t wo of which
contain ¢ oordination: ‘ His mum e xplain t he r oute of this map and the dogisinthe
castel’ (meaning basket) and ‘ His dog eat the food and run in the forest’. As for the
structure of the utterances produced at TO0, all of them contain SVO structures. In regard
to discourse narrative markers, no use of expressions to refer to the pictures in the story
is found at TO. At T1, despite the fact that the percentage of coordinate units in relation
to the total number of units decreases, the first subordinate unit is produced: ‘In number
five they look that in [/] in her nest there are a dog and + ...". Even though the utterance
contains | exical and m orphological errors, the | earner a ttempts to produce a nom inal
that-clause. Additionally, at the same time, the learner produces another nominal clause
very similar in structure and meaning to the one just presented in which some errors are
corrected: ‘In the end in number six he see [//] they see that in the nest do not have the
breakfast the dog eats’. As seen from the utterance, the nominal clause also includes an
attempt t o pr oduce a nother e mbedded clause ‘the do geats’, by either introducing a
relative pronoun ‘that the dog has eaten’ or the conjunction ‘because the dog has eaten
it’. In addition to the emergence of subordination, the learner also uses coordination at
T1 in the utterances: ‘In picture number two his mum is [//] bueno (well) he have a map
and he point the [/] the bueno the mountain the forest’ and ‘In the number three the two
boys are in the street and he says bye bye for him mum’. As seen from Figure 6.49 and
the sample provided in Table 6.151, at T1 the learner uses less coordination than at TO
in proportion to the total amount of language produced, how ever, subordinate clauses

start to e merge a s an in dicator o f's yntactic d evelopment. Besides, itis w orth
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highlighting that as seen at TO0, the learner succeeds in using SVO structures during the
task. At T1, the learner also uses discourse markers like ‘In the picture number one’ ‘in
the number three’ or ‘in the end’. At T2, the amount of coordination starts to increase
as seen in the utterances: ‘In the first pic [/] first pic [/] first picture there are a boy and a
girl and his mum and they prepare sandwich for a picnic’, ‘In the other picture the boy
and the girl they go to the forest and in the forest they [/] they [/] they [/] they [/] they
app [//] app [//] they appear [//] they look the dog’ and ‘ The boys look in the cistell
(basket) and they are [//] they aren't the s andwich’. T wo m ore attempts t o pr oduce
coordination are found using the conjunction but in the utterances: ‘but the dog he’s put
in the cist [/] cist [//] castle bueno cistell” and ‘but it [ /] they are in the +...["] in the
basket’. As far as subordination is concerned, an instance of subordinate unit is found in
the utterance ‘The dog go to run’, which includes a to-infinitive clause. As for discourse
markers, s tudent B us es t he or dinal de terminer f or the first time in th e f ollowing
phrases: ‘In the first picture’ or ‘In the second picture’. At T3, coordination is used in
almost all the utterances student B produces: ‘In the picture one we can look the boys
preparing the breakfast and his dog looking’, ‘In the number two his da [//] her mum are
showing the map of [/] of the [/] of the [/] yes of the world and his dog is looking to the
to the basket’, ‘In the number three the boys walking in the street and say goodbye to
his mum’, ‘In number five they open the basket and they see her [//] his dog’ and ‘In [/]
inthis [//] 1nnum ber s ix t hey | ook a nother t ime t he ba sket a nd t hey s ee t hat t he
breakfast isn't [/] isn't there’. Besides the use of coordination, the learner also uses two
subordinate nominal c lauses w hich are included in c oordinate c lauses: ‘ In the picture
one we can look the boys preparing the breakfast’ and ‘and they see that the breakfast
isn't [/] isn't there’. As seen from these examples, the learners’ linguistic system already

counts on s ubordination and c oordination to e xpress s yntactically complex m essages.
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Finally, the learner also uses discourse markers to refer to the events in the picture: ‘In
the picture number one’, ‘In number four’, or ‘In number five’.

As forlexical diversity, as seen from t he s amples pr ovided in T able 6.150,
Student A increases the number of verbs and verb types he produces during the task
throughout t he four d ata c ollection times. At TO, the verbs used by the | earner are
‘cook’, ‘look’, ‘go out’, ‘say’, ‘be’, ‘open’ and ‘have’. At T1, the learner changes ‘cook’
for ‘preparate’ (prepare) and uses the verb ‘go’ with the prepositions ‘in’, ‘on’ and ‘out’
in the following utterances: ‘The dog goes in [//] goes on the [““] basket’ and ‘the dog
goes out ’. E ven t hough t he learner d oes not succeed inthe completion of the first
utterance and struggles with the use of prepositions, the fact that the learner is aware of
the m eaning o f't he pr epositions i n hi s di scourse r eveals t he | earner’s g rowth i n
vocabulary at T 1. T he use of pr epositions t o m odify verbs will also be seen atthe
following times. At T2, the learner uses ‘prepare’, ‘look’, ‘look into’, ‘go into’, ‘go out’,
‘open’ and ‘eat’. This time, the learner uses ‘go into’ in the utterance he was struggling
with at the previous data collection time: ‘The dog goes into the cest’. Additionally, he
also uses a similar structure in ‘The dog go out of the picnic cest’, indicating that he is
starting to handle the use of prepositions to complement the meaning of the verb ‘go’.
At T3, the learner uses the phrasal verb ‘look for’ in the utterance ‘the boys are looking
for seat’ and uses the preposition ‘out’ and ‘into’ to complement verbs other than go in
the utterances ‘the dog runs out’ and ‘the boys are looking into the cest’. In addition, it
is worth highlighting the use of the verb ‘tell’ at T3 in the sentence ‘Mum tells him to
go to the park to eat breakfast’. R egarding the use of adjectives, the only attempt to
produce an adjective is found at TO to describe one of the characters’ feelings: ‘The girl
are surprise’. As displayed in T able 6.151, student B uses similar verbs. At TO0, the

learner uses ‘explain’, ‘be’, ‘go’, ‘eat’ and ‘run’. At T1, the verbs produced are ‘do’,
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‘be’, ‘have’, ‘point’, ‘say’, ‘arrive’, ‘look’, ‘see’ and ‘eat’. At T2, the number of verbs
continues increasing. This time the learner also uses the verbs ‘give’ and ‘appear’. The
verb ‘give’ is used in the utterance ‘They give him a map’. As for the verb ‘appear’, the
learner attempts to say that the dog appears, however, he fails to do so and changes the
utterance to ‘ They ook the dog’ (meaning they see the dog). Finally at T3, the new
verbs used by the learner are ‘walk’, ‘show’ and ‘climb’. No instances of phrasal verbs
or prepositions to complement the meaning of verbs are found in student B’s output. In
regard to adjectives, student B does not use any adjective either.

Regarding the percentage of error-free units, as seen from Table 6.150, student
A produced one error-free unit at TO: ‘And the girl and the boy open the basket’. As for
the types of mistakes, Table 6.150 shows that at TO errors are lexical, as in ‘cooking a
cake’ or ‘the boys’ to refer to children, morphological as in the utterance ‘the girl are
surprise’ and s yntactic as inthe us e of n egation  In t he ba sket no ha ve t he c ake’.
Despite these mistakes, the learner also unfolds correct use of the inflectional system of
the verb be in: ‘The boys are in the mountains’ and ‘The dog is looking in the basket’.
Additionally, student A also succeeds in marking the verb ‘say’ for third person singular
subject verb agreement in the sentence: ‘His mothers says bye’. At TO, mistakes are also
found in relation to the insertion of the verb be before main verbs. As exemplified in the
utterance ‘The dog is go out’, student A uses the verb ‘be’ as an auxiliary verb using the
present simple tense. This error is no 1onger found at T1, when the learner succeeds in
using t he correct verb form of ‘ go’ without the verb “ be’: * The do g goes out’. A's
regards third person verb forms, it is worth noting that the learner corrects himself in:
‘Thedog go[//] goesin’, suggesting d evelopment in his m orphological s ystem. N o
instances of incorrect verb forms are found at T1, which might explain the increase in

the percentage of error-free units produced at T1: ‘the dog eats’ and ‘the dog goes out’.
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Additionally, th e s amples from th e table s eem t o s uggest th at th e le arner is making
attempts to become lexically more accurate in his productions. An example would be
the use of ‘the boy and the girl’ instead of ‘the boys’, as he did at TO. At T2, the learner
makes mistakes related to verb forms again. In particular, the learner does not inflect
verbs for third person singular as the following utterances exemplify: ‘The dog look the
boys’or ‘ Thedo g eatt he food’. As pr eviously de scribed, t he I earner’s s yntactic
complexity seems to increase through the use of subordination, which might explain the
decrease in accuracy. Finally, another of the mistakes found at T2 worth commenting on
is found in the utterance ‘ In six no a re more food’, which derives to ‘ In number six
aren’t any food’ at T 3. E ven th ough th e le arner is s till ma king mis takes, tr aces o f
evolution towards an accurate use of the sentence there isn’t any food can be observed
through the use of ne gation in the verb. At T3, the learner uses most verbs c orrectly
again: ‘The dog runs out’, ‘The dog goes out’, ‘They are going to the park’, ‘The dog is
jumping’, at the same time as he produces accurate subordinate clauses, such as ‘Mum
tells him to go to the park to eat breakfast’. As a result, both accuracy and complexity
levels i ncrease. Nevertheless, t he child ha s not s ucceeded i n ov ercoming p revious
mistakes such as using ‘the boys’ to refer to children (as he did at T1) or the use of
prepositions as in ‘The dog looks about it’, yet. Regarding student B’s accuracy levels,
no instances of error-free units are found at TO. The most relevant mistakes are related
to the use of formulaic language at TO in the utterance ‘It is one boy and one girl and
one dog ’. A s e xplained pr eviously, t he c hunk “itis’isusuallyl earntandusedas
formulaic 1 anguage among YLLs. Additionally, the 1 earner only uses bare infinitive
forms: ‘His mum explain the route’, ‘The two boys go to the forest” and ‘And his dog
eat’. At T 1, two error-free units are found: ‘ They arrive in the forest’ and ‘ They see

that...”. At this time, student B uses the third person singular form of the verb correctly
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once for the first time: ‘He says bye bye for him mum’. At T1, the learner also makes
mistakes when using the verb ‘look’ instead of ‘see’ in the utterance: ‘They look that in
the nest...”. Additionally, other lexical errors like the use of ‘net’ instead of basket or
the us e of ‘ boys’ i nstead of children are o bserved. The former I exical er roris n ot
corrected until T3, when the learner uses ‘basket’. The latter is corrected at T2, when
the learner uses ‘the boy and the girl’. At T2, however, no instances of error-free units
are found, probably due to the increase in syntactic complexity. At this time, the most
common mistakes are related to the use of possessive adjectives as in: ‘His mum and
they’, meaning their mum, or the use of subject and object pronouns: ‘They give him a
map’ instead of She gives them a map. Another mistake found at T2 refers to the use of
‘They are’ instead of There is as exemplified in ‘They aren’t the sandwich’. Finally, the
learner fails to use the simple past tense or present perfect tense to express a past event:
‘The dog eat the sandwich’. At T3, the misuse of possessive adjectives seems to become
generalised: ‘Her mum are showing...’or ‘His dog looking’. A piece of evidence that
accounts f or t he pr oblems s tudent B ha s w ith t he us e of pos sessive a djectivesi s
exemplified b y t he p resence o f's elf-corrections an d r etractions i n u tterances w here
possessive adjectives are used: ‘ And they see her [//] his dog’ or ‘ In number two his
da+...[//]her mum. At T3, the learner uses the phrase ‘the boys’ to refer to children
again. Likewise, as seen at T2, the learner fails to use the past tense of the verb in the
utterance ‘ The do g eat the breakfast’. Despite the num ber of errors found at T 3, the
learner succeeds in producing some error-free units: ‘They open the basket” and ‘ They
see that the breakfast isn’t there’.

In regard to fluency, student A shows a decrease in the amount of | anguage
produced from TO to T1, along with an increase in the number of L1 words used. At T2,

in contrast, the learner produces longer utterances. Some L1 use is still present at T2 to
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refer to the word basket or to indicate a false start: ‘In five he open the bueno (well) [//]
in five the dogs go out...’. At T3 the number of words in English continues increasing
at the same time as false starts and L1 words decrease. This time the only L1 word used
is ‘ cest’ to refer t o basket. Student B ’s fluency development s hows a m ore r egular
tendency inasmuch as the learner increases the amount of language produced from one
data collection time to the other. The biggest growth in fluency is seen from TO to T1,
when the learner increases the number of words produced. As for the use of L1 words,
the only instances of L1 use found is the word ‘castel’ or ‘cistella’ (basket) at TO and
T2 and the word ‘bueno’ (well) at T2 and T3 to indicate false starts or problems with L2
vocabulary knowledge.

To sum up, t he data displayed in Figures 6.48 and 6.49 and T able 6.1 50 and
6.151 show an increase in complexity and fluency for both student A and B. In addition,
instances of t he r elationship be tween ¢ oordination a nd s ubordinationa s w ell a s
syntactic complexity and accuracy have been described. As shown in the descriptions,
both highly fluent learners improve significantly in complexity at T3 through extensive
use of coordination and subordination. However, the highly fluent CLIL learner seems
to develop further in lexical complexity thereby the use of prepositions to complement

the meaning of verbs. In regard to accuracy, both students display irregular tendencies.

6.2.1.2.2 Fluent learners from the CLIL and control groups

As seen in Figures 6.50 and 6.51, Student C, the fluent CLIL learner, does not
produce any coordinate units at TO. At T1, the percentage of coordinate units produced
increases considerably. At T2, on the other hand, the graph shows another decrease in
coordination, w hich is followed by an increase at T 3. Student D, the fluent c ontrol

learner, 1 n ¢ ontrast, di splays a m ore r egular trend. At T 1, t he 1 earner pr oduces t he
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highest percentage of coordinate units while at T2 the percentage decreases slightly and

remains constant until T3. As for accuracy, student C’s tendency is quite irregular. At

TOandT 2,noi nstances of error-free uni tsa re found, w hileatT 1and T 3t he

percentages increase. In regard to student D, no error-free units are found at any of the

four data collection times. Concerning fluency, both learners show an increase in speech

rate in words from TO to T3. In the case of student C, the sharpest increase is from T2 to

T3. As for Student D, a slight decreasing tendency is observed from TO to T2, while

fromT2to T3 thelearner s hows a co nsiderable i ncrease. Tables 6.15 2 and 6.153

display the output produced by the two learners in the narrative task.

Figure 6.50

Evolution of CAF in the narrative task. Fluent CLIL

learner (student C).

Figure 6.51

Evolution of CAF in the narrative task. Fluent

control learner (student D).
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Table 6.152
Fluent CLIL learner. Student C’s output in the narrative task.

Time Learner’s output

A girl [/] a girl and a boy a picnic [//] doing a picnic.
The dog putting a picnic.

The mother.

Bye bye.

In the mountain.

In the picnic have got a dog and a xxx

Time 0

The boy and the girl prepare a picnic and the dog eat the picnic.
The boy and the girl

Time 1 ++ they say the man.

And this they go [/] they go the xxx boy

The dog eat the food.

The boy and girl preparing the picnic.

Time 2 And your mum [/] mum [/] mum has a [/] a map and the dog has a picnic.

The [/] the dog is food the picnic.

The boy and girl prepare the picnic.

His mum he's got the map but the dog he's eat [/] eat [//] ate the picnic.
The boy and the girl going to the mountain.

In the mountain he's with the dog and the dog eat [//] is ate the picnic.

Time 3

Table 6.153
Fluent control learner. Student D’s output in the narrative task.

Time Learner’s output

The mum and the boys.
I go to.
The mum of the boys looking the map and the dog looking the food.

Time 0 The boys [/] the boys we say bye bye at the mum and I go to the.

In here the dog eating of the food of the boys.

The boys it is sad and the basket no [/] no of food.

The boy and girl I going to [//] I cooking and [/] and the mother a map.
Time 1 A dog look inside the basket and yours mother say bye bye.

A boy and girl going a mountain and look at the dog in the [/] in the food.
The dog is [//] the dog eat the [/] the food and the cheese.

Two boys preparing a [/] a food and her [/] her mum take a map

A dog he's put in the basket.

Time 2 Boys xxx forest.

And hers dog eating a food of the boys and boys [//] they look at the basket.
They find the dog then eating dog.

A boy and girl go to the excursion and prepare the breakfast

Hers mother give a map.

A boys [//] boy and gitl go to the mountain and # find a dog in a basket.
A breakfast the dog eating [//] the dog eating the breakfast.

Time 3
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The boy and the girl going the [/] the picnic and the picnic the is very happy for the dog has eat the picnic.




As shown in Table 6.152, no instances of coordination are found in the fluent
CLIL learner’s output at TO due to the fact that the utterances produced are very simple.
The utterances consist of simple noun phrases as in ‘A girl and a boy’, ‘ The mother’,
‘The dog’ or prepositional phrases like ‘ In the mountain’ or ‘In the picnic’. The only
unit observed is: ‘A girl [/] a girl and a boy a picnic [//] doing a picnic’. This utterance is
the only one that is meaningful in the context of the task and which contains the SVO
structure. At T1, student C produces two coordinate units: ‘The boy and the girl prepare
the picnic and the dog eat the picnic’. In addition to these coordinate units, the learner
also produces the following unit: ‘The dog eat the food’. The rest of the utterances are
incomplete units containing noun phr ases like ‘The boy and the girl’ or a combination
of'a subject pronoun and verb: * They go’. At T2, student C’s s yntactic ¢ omplexity
increases s ubstantially. First of all, the l earner produces t wo ¢ oordinate uni ts: © your
mum hasa mapandthe dog hasa picnic’. In addition, t he 1 earner uns uccessfully
attempts to produce two more coordinate units: ‘The boy and the girl going a picnic and
the picnic the is very happy’. D espite the failure to produce a meaningful c oordinate
unit, the learner attempts to produce subordination for the first time: ‘for the dog has eat
the picnic’. E ven though this unit c ontains mistakes, the 1earner succeeds, in general
terms, in producing an adverbial clause. A gain, the emergence of subordination seems
to lead to a decrease in the percentage of coordinate units produced by the learner as
Figure 6.50 shows. At T3, the learner produces six units, four of which are coordinated:
‘His mum he's got the map but the dog he's eat [/] eat [//] ate the picnic’ and ‘In the
mountain he's with the dogandthe dog eat[//]isatethe picnic’. N o instances of
subordination are found at this time. At T3, all the utterances in the learners’ output are
meaningful and contain SVO structures. As for the use of discourse markers, the only

instance found was the use of ‘this’ to refer to one of the pictures at T1. Inregard to
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student D ’s s yntactic ¢ omplexity, a s s een f rom T able 6.153 , t he | earner al ready
produces four coordinate units at TO: ‘ The mum of the boys looking the map and the
dog looking the food’ and ‘The boys it is sad and the basket no [/] no food’. In addition
to that, the learner also produces two complete units containing SVO order: ‘The dog
eating of the food of the boys’ and ‘The boys we say bye bye at the mum’. The learner
makes an attempt to produce another coordinate unit ‘and I go to the’, but he fails to
complete it. At T1, student D uses coordination in three utterances: ‘The boy and girl I
going to [//] I cooking and [/] and the mother a map’, ‘A boy and girl going a mountain
and look at the dog in the [/] in the food’ and ‘A dog look inside the basket and yours
mother s ay b ye b ye’. In a ddition t o t hese s ix uni ts, t he | earner a Iso pr oduces t he
following unit containing SVO structure: ‘The dog is [//] the dog eat the [/] the food and
the cheese’. At T2, the instances of coordination found are: ‘Two boys preparing a [/] a
food and her [/] her mum take a map’ and ‘And hers dog eating a food of the boys and
boys [//] they look at the basket’. Additionally, the first attempt to produce a subordinate
nominal clause is found at this time: ‘They find the dog then eating dog’ (meaning they
find the dog eating). Finally, at T3, student D produces the following coordinate units:
‘A boy and girl go to the excursion and prepare the breakfast’ and ‘A boys [//] boy and
girl go to the mountain and find a dog in a basket’. As seen from the table, no attempts
to produce subordination are found at T3. Finally, the only use of discourse markers is
observed at TO with the phrase ‘In here’.

As for lexical diversity, student C seldom uses verbs at TO. The only verbs he
uses are: “do’, ‘put’ and ‘have got’. As for nouns, the learner mentions almost all the
important features in the story already at TO: ‘girl’, ‘boy’, ‘mother’, ‘dog’, ‘picnic’ and
‘mountain’. At T1, the learner also produces the verbs ‘prepare’, ‘say’, ‘eat’ and ‘go’.

Regarding nouns, he uses the word ‘food’ this time as well. At T2, the learner uses the
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verb ‘be’ for the first time in the utterance ‘The picnic is very happy’, in which he also
uses the only adjective found throughout the four data collection times. At this time the
word ‘map’ is also introduced. At T3, no new verbs are found. As for student D, he uses
the verbs ‘look’, ‘say’, ‘go’, ‘eat’ and ‘be’ already at TO. At this time the only adjective
found is also produced ‘ The boys it is sad’. Regarding nouns, Table 6.153 shows that
the le arner a Iready me ntions th e k ey e lements from the story at T 0: * mum’, ‘ boys’,
‘map’, ‘ dog’, ‘ food’ and  basket’. AtT 1, t he ] earner a dds t he f ollowing ve rbs a nd
nouns: ‘cook’, ‘eat’, ‘girl’, ‘mountain’ and ‘cheese’. At T2, the learner also e mploys
more s ophisticated ve rbs: ‘ prepare’, ‘ take’, ‘ put’ and ‘ find’. Finally,atT 3, the new
words used by the learner are ‘excursion’, ‘breakfast’ and ‘give’.

Regarding accuracy, student C does not produce any error-free units at TO. At
this t ime, t he out put pr oduced b y t he 1 earner i s f ragmented a nd t he ut terances a re
characterised b y ¢ onsisting of i solated ¢ ontent words. T he m ost c ommon mis takes
found at this time relate to the lack of either the auxiliary verb or the main inflected
verb: ‘A girl and a boy doing a picnic’. Interestingly, the learner corrects himself at this
time when realizing that he has not used a verb: A girl and a boy a picnic [//] doing a
picnic’. At T1, one error-free unit is found: ‘The boy and the girl prepare a picnic’. At
this time, the learner uses more verbs, however, he fails to complete the utterances by
providing (correct) verb complements: ‘ And this they go [/] they go the xxx boy’ and
‘They say the man’. In addition, the learner does not succeed in marking the verb for
subject verb agreement: ‘The dog eat the food’. At T2, no error-free units are found
either. At this time, even though the learner marks the verb for subject verb agreement,
he m akes 1 exical errors by s electing w rong v erbs: * The dogis food the picnic’ and
“Your mum has a map and the dog has a picnic’. Errors related to verb forms are more

complex at this time, as the learner is attempting to use more sophisticated verb tenses:
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‘for the dog has eat the picnic’. At T3, the learner produces one error-free unit, which
was the same as at T1: The boy and girl prepare a picnic’. A gain, at this time the
learner m akes m istakes related t o the 1 ack of auxiliary verbs: * The girl and the boy
going to the mountain’. Additionally, instances of self-corrections are found in relation
to the use of verbs: ‘but the dog he’s eat [/] eat [//] ate the picnic’ or ‘and the dog eat [//]
is ate the picnic’. As for student D, no error-free units are found throughout the four
data collection times. At TO, errors due to the use of formulaic language are found: ‘The
boys we say bye bye’, ‘and I go tothe’ and ‘The boysitissad’. As seen from these
examples, the learner uses a subject pronoun before the verbs. In the first example, it is
likely that the learner learnt the expression ‘we say bye bye’ within the context of the
classroom as a chunk. Likewise, the second example contains the subject pronoun ‘I’
before ‘ go’ which suggeststheuseof ‘I goto’as formulaic 1 anguage. F inally, t he
structure “itis’ found inthelastexampleisalsousedasan unanalysed c hunk of
language, as seen in previous descriptions. In addition to the use of formulaic language,
errors re garding the lack of auxiliary verbs are also common: ‘ The mum of the boys
looking the map and the dog looking the food’, ‘A boy and a girl going a mountain’ and
‘In here the dog eating of the food of the boys. At T1, the use of formulaic language is
still present: ‘The boy and the girl I going to I cooking’. In these utterances, the learner
uses t he s ubject pr onoun * I’ before t he ve rbs. M istakes w hen us ing t he p resent
progressive or marking the verb for subject verb agreement are also common: ‘A boy
and a girl going a mountain, ‘A dog look inside’  Yours mother say bye’. At T2, the
same errors are still found: * Two boys preparing a food’ and ‘ And hers dog eating a
food’. This time, however, the verb ‘look’ is used correctly for the first time: ‘They look
at the basket’. Finally at T 3, no us e of formulaic 1 anguage is found. B esides, e rrors

related to verb forms are not so common, although some are still present: ‘Hers mother
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givea map’ or ‘ The d og eatingt he br eakfast’. A dditionally, a n i nstance of s elf-
correction is found related to the production of SVO structures, which indicates that the
learner has interiorised English word order, as most of the utterances at this time show:
‘And a breakfast a dog eating [//] the dog eating a breakfast’.

Finally, in regard to the learners’ fluency levels, student C’s evolution displayed
in Figures 6.50 shows that speech rate in words remains constant from TO to T2, while
it increases from T2 to T3. Asseenin Table 6.152, T3 is the time when the learner
expresses h is i deas more ¢ learly and w ithout he sitation, w hich m ight r esultin a
reduction of total task time (TTT) needed by the learner. Thus, even though the learner
uses t he s ame amount of languageatT 2 and T3, the |l earner’s out put s eems t o be
organised with fewer repetitions, which might have a positive effect on speech rate in
words. The same tendency is found for student D. From TO to T2, his fluency scores do
not show much variability, whereas from T2 to T3 the learner improves considerably.
As seen in student C’s output, student D also seems to produce a more coherent and
organised de scription of the e vents, w hich in ¢ ombination w ith the de crease of TTT
may account for the increase in speech rate in words. As for L1 use, no instances of L1
words are found in either of the samples.

In brief, the two fluent learners’ evolution of CAF is similar to that found in the
output produced by the two highly fluent learners, inasmuch as improvement is seen in
regard t ot he us e of ¢ oordination a nd s ubordination. D espite t his, the two f luent
learners’ i mprovement t akes p lace at as lowerr ate. A s f or accu racy, i tis w orth
highlighting that no instances o f mistakes related to the use of formulaic language are
found in the fluent CLIL learner’s output, while part of the mistakes produced by the
control learner at TO and T1 are associated to the use of unanalysed chunks of language.

As for fluency, both learners show a considerable increase from T2 to T3.
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6.2.1.2.3 Dysfluent learners from the CLIL and control groups

Figures 6.52 and 6.53 display the evolution of CAf of the two dysfluent learners.
As seen from Figure 6.52, student E, the dysfluent CLIL learner, does not produce any
coordinate units until T3. As for accuracy, no error-free units are found at any of'the
four data collection times. His fluency levels, on the other hand, do show improvement
from TO to T 3. R egarding s tudent F , t he d ysfluent c ontrol | earner, no i nstances of
coordinate or e rror-free units are found at TO. From T O to T 3, how ever, t hese t wo
measures improve. The percentage of coordinate units improves considerably from TO
to T 1 and continues increasing gradually until T 3. T he percentage of error-free units
also undergoes a slight but constant increase up to T3. In regard to his fluency levels,
student F improves gradually from TO to T3. Tables 6.154 and 6.155 show the output

produced by the two learners in the narrative task.

Figure 6.52
Evolution of CAF in the narrative task. Dysfluent
CLIL learner (student E).

Figure 6.53
Evolution of CAF in the narrative task. Dysfluent
control learner (student F).
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Table 6.154

Dysfluent CLIL learner. Student E’s output in the narrative task.

Time

Learner’s output

Time 0

Mum and brother [/] mum a brother a picture xxx brother.
La@s:c cinc@s:c?

Brother is [/] is +... brother and dog [/] and dog.

brother dog i@s:c +...

Time 1

One at xxx and aliments@s:c in cest@s:c.
Mother xxx.

Map.

Dog.

Dog is the xxx.

girl and boy goodbye a [/] a mother and +...
++ and [/] and farmer.

Five dogis +...

Dog is amb@s:c +...

Cake.

En@s:c el@s:c gos@s:c.

Time 2

Sister and brother.

In cake of the sister no xxx.

And two bueno@s:c [/] two mum look at the map and dog is +...

Mum no [//] sister and brother.

This camp@s:c and mum goodbye.

Sister and brother is in the camp@s:c.

Five dog this running in the camp@s:c and sister and brother in surprended@s:c.
Six dog is xxx to the [/] to the picnic.

Time 3

One picture cut the [//] sister and brother sister cut the cake and brother pos@s:c the cake in the cistell@s:c .
A two picture [/] two picture dog into the [/] the cistell@s:c ai@s:c

Munm sister and brother look the map.

Picture three mum[/] mum goodbye the sister and brother and [/] and y@s:c esta@s:c.

Picture cuatro@s:c [/] four sister and brother com@s:c era@s:c ?

Picture five ?

Dog [/] dog escape the cistell@s:c and [/] and sister and brother xxx .

Picture six sister and brother look a no cake and dog is running for the camp@s:c.

Table 6.155

Dysfluent control learner. Student F’s output in the narrative task.

Time

Learner’s output

Time 0

The boy and sister van@s:c de@s:c picnic mon [/] mon [//] mountain.
And the dog s'ho@s:c menja@s:c.
It tristos@s:c.

Time 1

The boy and the girl go to the picnic and the two the dog eat the [/] the bread when his mum look the map and his
boy and girl.

Boy and girl walk in the forest and go to the mountain and his dog stay in the [//] in the packet.

And boy and girl look to the it is no [//] boy and girl look so the dog eat the bread.

Time 2

there is a [/] a boy and girl and he his mum and his dog.

His dog put in the cistell@s:c and go to the [/] the [/] the park.

The boy and the girl stay in the [/] in the park and [/]and the dog eat the sandwich .
His dog is happy but the girl and the boy is unhappy.

Time 3

The boy and the girl go to the picnic and the dog eat the [/] eat the [/] eat the sandwich when the mum els@s:c
explica@s:c el@s:c map.

And then the girl and the boy go at the mountain and the girl and the boy look at the dog is in the [/] is in the [/]
the cesta@s:c and look that the dog ate the sandwich.
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Table 6.154 shows that student E, the dysfluent CLIL learner, does not produce
any coordinate units at TO due to the fact that his speech is fragmented and made up of
content w ords m ainly, a s s een i n t he f ollowing ut terances: * Mum a nd br other’ a nd
‘Brother and dog’. Additionally, he does not produce verbs within complete sentences.
There is only one utterance in which the learner attempts to produce the SVO structure:
‘Brother is +... . However, as seen from the sample, he fails to complete the sentence.
At T1, the learner’s output does not seem to progress in regard to syntactic complexity,
as the type o f out put produced r esembles the o ne produced at T 0: * Mother’,  Map’,
‘Dog is the xxx’, ‘Girl and boy goodbye’. The most significant changes in student E’s
output are visible at T2 with the use of verbs, the emergence of S VO structures and
attempts to produce coordination. The following utterances exemplify the use of verbs:
‘Two mum look at the map’, ‘Sister and brother is in the camp (countryside)’ and ‘The
dog this running’. A dditionally, the learner attempts to coordinate units, however, his
limited vocabulary prevents him from completing the utterance: ‘And two [/] two mum
look at the map and the dogis +...” and ‘Five dog this running in the camp and sister
and br other i n surprended’ (surprised). A t T 3, t he | earner s hows f urther s yntactic
development i n t he ¢ onsolidation of S VO w ord or der a nd t he a ttempts t o pr oduce
coordination and subordination. Examples of utterances containing SVO structures are:
‘Sister and brother cut the cake’ and ‘ mum, sister and brother 1ook the map’. As for
coordination, he uses coordination in ‘Picture six sister and brother look a no cake and
dog is running for the camp’. Interestingly, attempts are also found to use subordination
in the utterance ‘Sister and brother look a no cake’. In this utterance the learner seems to
be a ttempting t o pr oduce a nom inal c lause ( sister and br other s ee there is no c ake).
However, his linguistic resources are still too limited. Concerning the use of discourse

markers, t he 1 earner us es w ords l ike ‘ one” and ‘five’ t o refer t o t he nu mber of the
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pictures at T1 and T2, while at T3 the learner uses phrases like ‘one picture’, ‘picture
three’ o r ‘p icture s ix’. Student F ’s (d ysfluent control I earner) s yntactic co mplexity
undergoes s urprising i mprovement from TOto T 1. At T 0, hi s ut terances ¢ onsist of
content w ords a ccompanied b y d efinite a rticles m ainly: * The bo y and s ister pi cnic
mountain’ and  And t he dog”. At T 1, 1in c ontrast, t he learner m anages t o pr oduce
coordinate units containing SVO structures: ‘The boy and the girl go to the picnic and
the two the dog eat the [/] the bread [/] the bread’ and ‘Boy and girl walk in the forest
and go to the mountain and his dog stay in the [//] in the packet’. In this last utterance
the 1earner succeeds in coordinating two verb p hrases and two clauses. Additionally,
student F attempts to produce a nominal subordinate clause: ‘boy and girl look so the
dog eat the bread’ meaning that the boy and the girl find out that the dog has eaten the
bread. AtT 2, greater syntactic de velopmenti s obs erved t hrough t he us e of t he
coordinating conjunction but in addition to and: ‘His dog is happy but the girl and the
boy is unhappy’ and ‘The boy and the girl stay in the [/] in the park and [/] the dog eat
the sandwich’. Finally, extensive use of coordination is observed along with attempts to
produce subordination at T3: ‘The boy and the girl go to the picnic and the dog eat the
[/] eat the [/] eat the sandwich’ and ‘And then the girl and the boy go at the mountain
and the girl and the boy look at the dog is in the [/] is in the cesta and look that the dog
ate the sandwich’. This last utterance contains another attempt to produce a nom inal
clause: ‘The girl and the boy look at the dog in the [/] is in the cesta and look that the
dog ate the sandwich’ (meaning the girl and the boy see the dog in the basket and see
that t he dog a te t he s andwich). Likewise, t he learner a Iso a ttempts t o pr oduce an
adverbial clause in ‘when the mum explica el map’ (meaning when the mum ‘explains’
the map). In regard to his use of discourse markers,  And then’ is the only instance

found at T3 indicating considerable discourse development.
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As for | exical di versity, s tudent E p roduces ¢ ontent w ords t o referto ke y
elements in the story in addition to the verb be at TO: ‘mum’, ‘brother’, ‘picture’, ‘dog’.
At T1, the tendency is similar. However the learner produces new words like ‘goodbye’
and ¢ farmer’. A tT 2, the f irst ve rbs ot hert han © be’ a ppear:  look’ a nd © run’.
Additionally, at this time the learner attempts to produce the adjective ‘ surprised’ by
saying: ‘and sister and brother in surprended’. At T3, new verbs are introduced: ‘cut’
and ‘ escape’. Student F produces the same type of words at TO as student E: “boy’,
‘sister’, © picnic’, ‘mountain’ and ‘ dog’. AtT 1, how ever, t he | earners’ voc abulary
undergoes considerable growth, as seen from the number and types of verbs he uses for
the first time: ‘go’, ‘eat’, ‘look’, ‘walk’ and ‘stay’. At T2, the learner uses the same
verbs in addition to the verb ‘be’ and ‘put’. Finally, no ne w verbs are found at T3. In
regard to the use of adjectives, the learner uses two adjectives at T2 in the utterance ‘His
dog is happy but the girl and the boy is unhappy’.

Concerning s tudent E ’s a ccuracy l evels,at TOand T 1t he | earner do es not
produce any units, as his speech is fragmented and made up of content words mainly. At
T2, the first units appear. However, these contain errors related to the lack of subject
verb agreement as in ‘Mum look at the map’ and ‘Sister and brother is in the camp’. In
addition, an error related to the lack of the verb be in progressive forms is also seen:
‘Dog this running’. At T3, the errors are of the same sort as at T2: ‘Dog [/] dog escape’.
Additionally, as seen in the samples provided up t o now, the l1earner shows problems
with the use of articles. As for the use of the verb ‘be’ with progressive verbs forms, the
learner succeeds in using it in the following unit: ‘Dog is running’. Student F does not
produce any units at T O either. At T 1, the number of units increases and so does the
number of error-free units. The learner produces one error-free unit at T1: ‘The boy and

the girl go to the picnic’. The most common mistakes found at this time are associated
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with the lack of subject verb agreement as in ‘The dog eat the bread’, ‘when his mum
look the map’, ‘his dog stay in the packet’ and ‘dog eat the bread’. In addition, lexical
errors are also found when the learner uses the word ‘packet’ to refer to basket. Finally,
another common mistake is the absence of the definite article in utterances like ‘ Boy
and girl w alk in th e forest’. A tthis time, th e le arner a Iso ma kes e rrors r elated to

possessive adjectives, as he uses “his” when their should be used. This mistake is still
present at T2: ‘His dog is happy’ or ‘There is a boy and girl and he his mum and his
dog’. Another common mistake at T2 is, as seen at previous times, the lack of subject
verb agreement: ‘ The dog eat the sandwich’ or ‘The girl and the boy is unhappy’. At
this time, one error-free unit is produced: ‘The girl and the boy stay in the park’. At T3,
mistakes related to the lack of subject verb agreement are still found. A lexical error is
also detected when the learner uses the verb ‘look’ instead of see in the utterance: ‘and
look that the dog ate the sandwich’. The learner also makes mistakes with the choice of
preposition: ‘The girl and the boy go at the mountain’. Besides, an attempt is made to
use the right form of the verb eat in: ‘and look that the dog ate the sandwich’, in which
the present perfect was the target verb form. Finally, it is worth noting that the learner
produced one-error free unit at this time: ‘The boy and the girl go to the picnic’, which
was also produced at T1.

Regarding f luency, t he s ample pr ovided i n T able 6.15 4 shows a c onstant
increase in the number of words in English used by student E from TO to T3. At TO the
learner produces isolated words. At T1, the learner continues producing isolated words,
but this time the amount of language produced is greater. At T2, the first units are seen,
although the learner’s speech is still quite fragmented. Finally, at T3 the units become
longer, which has an impact on the total number of English words produced. As for L1

use, it is important to highlight that the number of L1 words the learner produces from
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TO to T3 increases. At TO, three L1 words are found: ‘La cinc? (number five?) and ‘i’
(and). At T1, the L1 words found relate to words or sentences needed to tell the story:
‘cest’ ( basket) and ‘ en el gos’ (inthedo g). At T 2,t hree i nstances of't he w ord
countryside are found in the L1 (‘camp’) in addition to ‘bueno’ (well), which is used
after a false start. Finally, at T3, the learner uses the L1 to refer to words he does not
know in English. However, that does not prevent him from continuing the sentence in
the L2,a ss eeni nt hise xample: © Brother posa (puts)t hec akei nt he castel’.
Additionally, he alsousesthe L1to generate metatalk: ‘ com era?’ (w hat was it? ).
Finally, the L1 is also used as a discourse marker ‘y ésta’ (and this). Regarding student
F’s fluency levels, the learner shows a constant increase in the number of English words
from TO to T2 while from T2 to T3 the amount of language is very similar. At TO, the
learner’s speech contains isolated words while at T1, in contrast, the learner produces
units, which indicates that the amount of language is greater. Likewise, the number of
English words continues increasing at T2 and T3. Concerning L1 use at T0, the learner
uses the words ‘van de’ (go for) and ‘s’ho menja’ (it eats it) within an utterance in
English: ‘The boy and the sister van de picnic’ or ‘And the dog s’ho menja’. The same
is found at T 3: ‘when the mum els explica el (explains the) map’. Finally, the words
cistell (basket in Catalan) and cesta (basket in Spanish) are used at T2 and T3.

To summarise, the two dysfluent learners display improvement in the three CAF
measures s elected w hen u ndertaking a q ualitative an alysis o ft he o utput pr oduced.
Despite t his, s tudent F ’s ( dysfluent ¢ ontrol | earner) de velopment i s m ore vi sible
throughout the two years of the study, especially in s yntactic c omplexity. R egarding
accuracy, improvement is also observed in some areas for both students. In terms of
fluency, bot h I earners s how pr ogress, a Ithough s tudent F s eems t o di splay greater

improvement. Int he ne xt s ection, the out put pr oduced a t the f our t imes of da ta
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collection in the narrativetask by the six learners selected will be categorised in a series
of stages of oral narrative discourse (Alvarez, 2006) in an attempt to further e xamine

their development.

6.2.2 Stages of oral narrative discourse

This section aims at analysing the progress displayed by young learners in the
development of or al narrative p erformance u sing t he s tages o fn arrative d iscourse
identified by Alvarez (2006) for the narrative task used in this piece of research. In her
study, the author analysed the morphological, s yntactic and discourse development in
the narrative p erformance of school-learners w ho started 1 earning E nglish at different
ages and t wo groups o fa dults who ha dr eceived t wo a nd t hree years of E nglish
instruction with the aim of identifying a set of stages learners progress through. In this
dissertation, the output produced by the six learners selected will be classified according

to the stages proposed by Avarez (2006) shown in Table 6.156.

Table 6.156 )
Summary of Alvarez’s (2006) stages of oral narrative discourse.

Stage Linguistic and discourse features Language samples from Alvarez
(2006)
Stage 1 | The narrative is completed in the L1.
Stage 2 Emergence of bare nominal content words. Child, bO){, d_Og
Use of an L1 determiner. El [the] picnic, un [a] dog
Use of the L2 definite article or an ordinal number. | The child, the boy, the mother
Stage 3 Emergence of plural —s. The boys, two boys, two brothers
Emergence o ft he first prepositions,u sually | In the cesta (basket)
accompanied by an L1 word. Emergence o f first | At basket
prepositional phrases.
In the room
Further development of prepositional phrases. In the mountain
Use of one or several verbs. Is a mountain
Emergence of SVO and SVA structures. The dog look
Stage 4 | Emergence of —ing forms. Prepare sandwich
Emergence of the coordinating conjunction and. The brother and sister no breakfast
Use of possessive adjectives. The cows eating
Look a basket and play.
Your mother
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SV A structures appear in their complete form.
Emergence of the present progressive.
Bare lexical verbs lacking inflectional markers.

The children is at the mountain
In the basket is a dog
The family is preparing the sandwich

Stage 5 Use of a broader variety o f prepositions: into, on, | In the second (picture)
under or for.
Incipient discourse organisation.
Emergenceo fS V,S VC,S VOOa ndS VOA | The mum helps the children
structures. The mum read the map
Stage 6 The conjunction but may occur. _ They will going to the mountain
The third person present singular —s and future will | She look a dog but don’t have a any
may occur. dinner
Use of L2 indefinite article.
Use of pos t-nominal modification in the formo f | A place for a picnic
prepositional phrases. When the children open the basket,
Stage 7 | Use of temporal discourse markers such as then or | they see that the dog eat the food.
after.
Emergence of adverbial and nominal clauses.
Use of modals and infinitive constructions. The children must go
Emergence of have as a perfect auxiliary occurs. They want to go to breakfast.
Use of the conjunction while. The dog has eat the sandwiches
Subordination becomes more complex. While the children are watching the
Stage 8 plan, the little dog is watching
something.
After, her mother teaches him where
is the road that he have to take you
go to the mountain.
Complex embedding, which may include the use of There is the dog who is searching for
Stage 9 | relative clauses. some sandwiches.

Grammatical aspect alternations.

The get out of the house and they
began to walk.

Ass eenf romt het able, A lvarez’s ( 2006) s tages of na rrative di scourse

development trace the progress 1earners und ergo in terms of m orphosyntactic aspects

mainly. The stages the author proposes move from the use of the L1 to the use of L2

complex e mbedding s tructures I ike r elativisation, m oving t hrough s tages i n w hich

different verb type structures and coordination emerge and consolidate.
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In the next tables, the output of the learners selected for the qualitative analysis
will be ¢ lassified us ing t he | inguistic s tructures a nd f eatures pr oposed b y A lvarez
(2006). Tables 6.157 and 6.158 present th e m ain s tages id entified in th e la nguage
produced by hi ghly fluent CLIL and control 1earners in the narrative task at the four

data collection times.

Table 6.157
Oral narrative stages in the highly fluent CLIL learner’s output.

Stage Language features Language samples
Complete SVA structures The boys are in the mountains
Time 0 5 Present progressive The dog is looking in the basket
Prepositions This boys are cooking
Incipient discourse organisation | The dog is go out
In the picture four
5 Present progressive The boy is going camp@s:c
Incipient discourse organisation | In picture three
Time 1
6 Third person singular -s The dog go [//] goes in [//] goes on +...
The dog goes out
Time 2 6 Third person singular -s The boy has to prepare a picnic
When the boys look into the map, the
7 Emergence of adverbial clauses | dog goes into the cest@s:c
Time 3 8 Infinitive constructions Mum tells him to go to the park to eat
breakfast
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Table 6.158

Oral narrative stages in the highly fluent control learner’s output.

Stage Language features Language samples
SVO and SVA structures His mum explain the route
Conjunction and The two boys go to the forest and his
Time 0 4 Use of possessive adjectives dog eat the food
His dog eat the food and run in the
forest
5 Present progressive The girl and the boy is doing the
Incipient discourse organisation | breakfast
Barel exical verbs lacking | In the picture number one
inflectional markers He have a map
Complete SVA structures They arrive in the forest.
Emergence of SVOO structures | He says bye bye for him mum
6 Third person singular —s He have a map
Time 1 Use of L2 indefinite article
7 Emergence of nominal clauses They see that in the nest do not have the
breakfast.
6 Emergence of SVOO structures | They give him a map
Time 2
Use of pos t-nominal
modificationi nt he form of | They prepare sandwich for a picnic.
7 prepositional phrases The dog go to run.
Emergence of nominal clauses
Use of pos t-nominal
Time 3 7 modificationi nt he form of | A map of the world

prepositional phrases
Emergence of nominal clauses

They see that the breakfast isn’t there

Asseen from T ables 6.157 and 6.15 8, bot h 1 earners pr ogress t hrough t hree

stages in the course o ftwo acad emic years (from TO to T 3). However, the 1 earners’

initial stage differs, as the highly fluent CLIL learner starts from a higher stage than the

highly fluent control 1 earner. At T 0, the out put produced by the hi ghly fluent C LIL

learner contains mo st of'th e lin guistics f eatures w ithin s tage 5 : ¢ omplete S VA
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structures, the emergence of the present progressive, use of prepositions other than in
and traces of incipient discourse organisation. At T1, the amount of output produced by
this | earner d ecreases when co mparedto T 0 ( see T able 6 .150), how ever, | anguage
features from stages 5 and 6 are found. The use of discourse markers and the present
progressive belong to stage 5, while the third person present singular —s is used for the
first time: ‘The dog goes out’. This is the only feature from stage 6 found in the output
at T1. The use of the third person present singular -s is also used at T2 along with the
emergence o f adverbial clauses, one of the language features from stage 7. Finally, at
T3, the learner uses infinitive constructions, linguistic structure which belongs to stage
8, along with features that belong to previous stages (present progressive, third person
present s ingular —s and adverbial c lauses among ot hers). N o ot her 1inguistic features
from stage 8 are found in the learner’s output at T3.

The oral output produced by the highly fluent control learner over the four times
provides a higher number of features used to characterise the stages. At TO, for instance,
the learner’s output contains features from stage 4 such as the emergence of SVO and
SVA structures, the use of and and the use of possessive adjectives. At T1, the learner’s
output contains linguistic features from stages 5, 6 and 7. At this time, the learner seems
to have achieved stage 5 as most language features that belong to this stage are present
in the learner’s output: the use of present progressive forms, discourse markers, SVA
structures and bare lexical verb lacking inflectional markers. Despite this, features from
stage 6 such as the emergence of SVOO structures, the use of the third person present
singular -s and the L2 indefinite article are also found: ‘He says bye bye for him mum’
and ‘He have a map’. Additionally, the learner also produces his first nominal clause,
indicating that the learner is starting to produce features from stage 7. At T2, the learner

uses SVOO structures, which are typical from stage 6, as in ‘They give him a map’ as
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well as f eatures f rom s tage 7 1iket he u se o fp ost-nominal m odification a nd t he
emergence of nominal clauses. At T3, the learner produces the same linguistic structures
from stage 7 as at T2: the use of post-nominal modification (‘A map of the world’) and
the use of nominal clauses (‘They see that the breakfast isn’t there’).

To sumup, it is important to note that both I earners attain stage 7, w hichis
characterised by the emergence of nominal and adverbial clauses. As for the comparison
of't he de velopment di splayed b y t he C LIL a nd ¢ ontrol 1 earners, one of t he m ain
differences is that the c ontrol 1earner s eems de velop faster through stages from TO to
T1, producing features from stages 5, 6 and 7, whereas the CLIL learner’s development
takes place at a faster rate from T2 to T3, time period in which features from stages 6, 7
and 8 are found. In tables 6.159 and 6.160, the stages identified in the output of the two

fluent learners are displayed.

Table 6.159
Oral narrative stages in the fluent CLIL learner’s output.

Stage Language features Language samples
3 L2 definite article The dog
First prepositions and prepositional| In the mountain
phrases
Time 0 4 Emergence of -ing forms The dog putting a picnic
6 Indefinite L2 article A picnic

The boy and the girl prepare a picnic

Time 1 4 Emergence SVO structures The dog eat the food
4 -ing forms The boy and the girl preparing the
Conjunction and picnic
And your mum has a map and the dog
has a picnic
Time 2
6 Third person present singular —s And your mum has a map
8 Emergence of have as a p erfect | The dog has eat the picnic.

auxiliary occurs.
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-ing forms
Conjunction and

Time 3 The boy and the girl going to the
mountain and in the mountain he’s with
Complete SVA structures the dog.
5
Table 6.160

Oral narrative stages in the fluent control learner’s output.

Stage Language features Language samples
Emergence of -ing forms The mum of the boys looking the map
4 Emergence S VOs  tructures| and the dog looking the food.
Conjunction and
Time 0
6 Emergence of SVOO structures We say bye bye at the mum.
4 -ing forms A boy and a girl going a mountain.
SVO structures The dog eat the food and cheese.
Time 1 5 Barel exicalv erbsl acking
inflectional markers
Complete SVA structures A dog look inside the basket
A boy and girl going a mountain
6 Use of L2 indefinite article
-ing forms Two boys preparing a food
4 SVO structures Hers dog eating a food.
Use possessive adjectives
Time 2
5 Complete SVA structures A dog he’s put in the basket.
(Intended f orm: T he d og g etsint he
basket)
6 Use of L2 indefinite article And her mum take a map.
4 Conjunction and A boy and girl go to a excursion and
SVO and SVA structures prepare the breakfast.
Time 3
6 Use of L2 indefinite article Hers mother give a map.
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As seen from Table 6.1 59, t he fluent C LIL | earner p roduces f eatures which
belong to stages 3,4 and 6 at TO. The features from stage 3 are the use of the definite
article and the emergence of prepositional phrases. In addition, the learner also uses the
—ing form the verb ‘put’, which is a typical feature from stage 4. Finally, the l earner
uses the indefinite article to mark first mention of inanimate nouns (‘a picnic’), which
according t o A Ivarez ( 2006) ¢ haracterises s tage 6. At T 1, t he e mergence of S VO
structures are found, which is a typical feature from stage 4. A t T2, the 1earner uses
linguistic features from stage 4 (-ing forms and the c onjunction and), stage 6 ( third
person present singular —s) and, surprisingly, from stage 8 ( the emergence of have as
perfect auxiliary in ‘The dog has eat the picnic). Eventually, at T3, the output produced
by the learner contains features from stage 4 and 5.

In regard to the fluent control learner (see Table 6.160), the output produced at
TO contains features from stage 4 and 6. The linguistic features from stage 4 are the
emergence of S VO s tructures, t he pr oduction of -ing f orms a ndt he us e of t he
conjunction and. Additionally, the emergence of SVOO verb structures, typical of stage
6,1s also found in the utterance * We say bye byeatthe mum’. At T 1, the | earner
produces | inguistic features from stages 4 ( as at T 0), from s tage 5 ( the use of bare
lexical verbs lacking inflectional markers and complete SVA structures) and from stage
6 (the use of the indefinite article for first mention of inanimate nouns: ‘a mountain’).
AtT2,a new feature from s tage 4 1 s introduced: t he us e o f pos sessive a djectives.
Besides, -ing forms, (typical from stage 4) and complete SVA structures (typical from
stage 5) are also found. Finally, the learner continues using the indefinite article, feature
which belongs to stage 6. At T3, features belonging to stages 4 and 6 are found again.
No new linguistic features or structures are found at this time in comparison to previous

times.
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Altogether, as seen from Table 6.159, the fluent CLIL learner does not seem to
develop through stages in an orderly way, as he produces language features which are
one or t wo s tages a bove hi s ¢ urrent | evel. F urthermore, ¢ onsidering t he | anguage
features produced at T3, it looks as if the learner displays backward development when
compared t o t he | anguage pr oduceda t T 2. A s f ort he f luent ¢ ontrol | earner, no
development s eems t o be found from T 0t o T3, a ccording t o A lvarez’s s tages of
narrative development, as his output contains features from the same stages (4 and 6) at
the four data c ollection times. A s for t he de velopment of d ysfluent 1 earners, T ables

6.161 and 6.162 present their progress through the stages from TO to T3.

Table 6.161
Oral narrative stages in the dysfluent CLIL learner’s output.

Stage Language features Language samples

Emergenceo fb are nominal | Mum and brother

Time 0 2 content words Brother and dog
2 Bare nominal content words Mother
Map
Dog
Time 1
3 Emergenceo ft he first | In cesta
prepositions, us ually

accompanied by an L1 word

4 Emergence of SVA structures Mum look at the map and dog is in
Time 2 Coordinating conjunctions and the+...

Barel exicalv erbs without | Dog escape

inflectional markers Dog into the cistell.
Time 3 5 Broader variety of prepositions Dog is running

Emergenceo f thep resent

progressive
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Table 6.162

Oral narrative stages in the dysfluent control learner’s output.

Stage Language features Language samples
Time 0 Use of the L2 definite article The boy and sister
3
And the dog
4 Emergence SVO structures The dog eat the bread
Use possessive adjectives His dog
Conjunction and The boy and the girl go to the picnic
and the two the dog eat the bread.
5 Barel exical wverbs lacking | His dog stay in the packet
inflectional markers The dog eat the bread
Time 1
6 Emergence of SV structures Boy and girl walk in the forest
7 Emergence of adverbial clauses The dog eat the bread when his mum
look the map
SVO structures The dog eat the sandwich
4 Use possessive adjectives His dog is happy
Time 2
5 Complete SVA structures The boy and the girl stay in the park
4 Conjunction and
The boy and the girl go to the picnic
and the dog eat the bread
Time 3
5 Complete SVA structures
Adverbial clauses The girl and the boy look that the dog
7 Useof t emporaldi scourse | ate the sandwich
markers And then the girl and the boy go to at

the mountain

As Table 6.161 displays, the output produced by the dysfluent CLIL learner at

TO contains the main linguistic feature from stage 2, which is the emergence of bare

nominal content words. At T 1, the learner still produces this feature, but this time he

produces the first prepositions as well, which characterises stage 3. At T2, the first SVA

structures and the coordinating conjunction and are used for the first time, which are
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typical from s tage 4. F inally at T 3, features from stage 5s uch as the use of verbs
without in flectional m arkers, t he us e of a wider va riety o f pr epositions a nd t he
emergence of the present progressive are found in the output produced by the learner.

Regarding t he d ysfluent c ontrol | earner, t he 1 earner’s out put is c ategorised at
stage 3 at TO, as the learner uses the L2 definite article. At T1, the learner produces
features from stage 4 (the emergence of SVO structures, the use of possessive adjectives
and the use of the conjunction and), from stage 5 (the use of verbs lacking inflectional
markers), from stage 6 (the e mergence of SV s tructures: ‘ Boy and girl walk in the
forest’) and from stage 7 (the emergence of adverbial clauses: ‘ The dog eat the bread
when hi sm um look t hem ap’). AtT 2,t he output c ontains S VO structures a nd
possessive adjectives, which characterise stage 4, and complete SVA structures, typical
from stage 5. Finally, at T3, features from stage 4 and 5 which the learner has already
produced at previous times are also found. Besides, the learner produces features from
stage 7: the use of adverbial clauses along with the use of temporal discourse markers in
the utterance ‘And then the girl and the boy go at the mountain’.

In the case of'the two dsyfluent learners selected, the CLIL learner progresses
through 3 stages from TO to T 3 w hile t he c ontrol 1 earner m oves t hrough 4 s tages.
Additionally, their initial stage differs, as the CLIL learner starts from stage 2 whereas
the control I earner’s ou tput ha s features from stage 3 a t T 0. A's fort heir pr ogress
through stages, the CLIL learner’s output seems to develop in a more organised manner
by producing features from stage 2, 3, 4 and 5 in the course of the two academic years.
The control learner, in contrast, seems to skip stages by producing features from stage 7
without having attained most of the features from stage 6.

In general te rms, th e le arners s elected f or th is q ualitative a nalysis d evelop

through Alvarez’s stages of narrative development. However, as seen in the description
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provided here, learners might progress through one stage without having fully achieved
the features from the previous stage. Furthermore, learners may produce features from
different stages for the first time at the same data collection, indicating that the move
from one stage to the other does not always take place in a linear way.

Altogether, the qualitative analyses presented in this chapter have attempted to
provide a more detailed picture of the characteristics and development of YLLs’ output
in CLIL+EFL and EFL instructional settings over a period of two academic years. The
most relevant findings derived from these descriptions will be further developed in the
next chapter in an attempt to complement and interpret the results obtained from the

quantitative analyses.
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CHAPTER 7 Discussion

The data analyses conducted in this study aimed at exploring the effects of CLIL
on young learners’ oral production skills in terms of complexity, accuracy and fluency
over a period of two academic years. Thus, in the light of the results obtained from both
quantitative and qualitative data analyses, a discussion of the hypotheses proposed in
the Introduction will be presented.

This chapter consists of four main sections. Section 7.1 presents a summary and
discussion of the achievement and development results obtained from the interview and
narrative tasks in relation to Hypotheses 1 and 2. In section 7.2, the results of the inter
and i ntragroup comparisons in t he t wo t asks will be s ummarised and d ealt within
relation to the effects of proficiency level to explore Hypotheses 3 and 4. In section 7.3,
the r esults obt ained f rom t he c orrelation t ests w ill a Iso be ¢ onsidered inr egard t o
Hypothesis 5. Finally, a di scussion of t he d escription of t he out put analysed inthe

qualitative part of this study will be presented in section 7.4 to investigate Hypothesis 6.

7.1 Achievement and development results

The m ost s triking f inding i n t his s tudy, w hen ¢ ompared t o pr evious C LIL
research, is the lack of significant differences in fluency in favour of CLIL learners after
two years of C LIL instruction. T he onl y significant di fferences i n f avour of C LIL
learners were in the percentage of nouns produced at TO, T1, T2 and T3 in the interview
task and at TO and T1 in the narrative task. However, the fact that CLIL learners already
obtained significant differences at TO suggests that CLIL instruction had little impact on
the differences found at T3 in this measure.

One of the reasons that could account for the lack of significant results in favour

of CLIL learners relates to the type of CLIL programme implemented in the schools
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selected. As described in the Method chapter, CLIL learners were exposed to 1 hour of
CLIL a week, which makes a total of 54 hour s of CLIL instruction from TOto T3 in
addition to 191 hours of EFL instruction. This type of CLIL exposure is widely spread
in C atalan s chools w hich a ttempt to introduce C LIL into th eir a cademic c urriculum.
Some of the reasons w hy s chools c hoose m inimal C LIL exposure p rogrammes ove r
more in tense C LIL instruction r elate to th e 1 ack o f q valified t eachers, t he  ack o f
institutional support or parent’ concerns. As a consequence, the amount of CLIL input
received and accumulated by CLIL learners in these programmes in such a s hort term
(two years) might not have been enough to make a difference between CLIL and non-
CLIL groupsinterms of or al pr oduction s kills. T hus, t aking t hese findings i nto
consideration, educational institutions should foster the implementation of more intense
CLIL programmes in which learners are exposed to CLIL instruction at least two hours
a week in an attempt to further develop their language skills, particularly their speaking
skills. As Edelenbos and Kubanek state (2009) factors like ‘time’ and ‘intensity’ affect
language gains among young learners exposed to bilingual education.

The non-CLIL group, on the other hand, obtained statistically significant results
in propositional and syntactic complexity, accuracy and fluency at least once over the
four da ta c ollection t imes, de spite h aving r eceived t he s ame amount o f E nglish
instruction as the CLIL group. Nevertheless, the majority of these differences gradually
disappeared at T 3 owing to the de velopment C LIL | earners unde rwent. F or instance,
CLIL 1 earners s howed s ignificant d evelopment f rom T Ot o T 31 n pr opositional
complexity, s yntactic complexity and fluency in either the interview or narrative tasks
or both. Additionally, CLIL learners also obtained significant improvement in fluency
from T2 to T3 in both the narrative and interview tasks. Consequently, CLIL learner’s

development in these areas led to the disappearance of significant differences in favour
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of non-CLIL learners. These results suggest that CLIL does enhance language learning,
however, its effects are not to be expected in the short term, as Pladevall-Ballester (in
press) and Vallbona (2014) have already pointed out. Furthermore, the high degrees of
development found within the CLIL group also reveal that one of the areas which seems
to benefit the most from CLIL instruction is fluency, as Dalton-Puffer (2011) and Ruiz
de Zarobe ( 2011) 1 ndicate. T hese r esults a re i n 1 ine w ith pr evious C LIL studies
reporting positive effects of CLIL on oral fluency (Jarvinen, 2005; Mewald, 2007; Juan-
Garau, 2010; Bret, 2011). Interestingly, the fluency measures are the only ones which
show s ignificant de velopment dur ing t he s econd year of the s tudy ( T2-T3) as well,
which provides further evidence to support some of the claims in this study.

The first claim in this study is that language-related outcomes in CLIL are not
immediate. A ss howni nt hiss tudy, C LIL1 earnersr arely out performedt heir
counterparts in the non -CLIL group s ignificantly. H owever, a fter 54 h ours of C LIL
instruction (T3), CLIL learners attained similar levels in CAF to those obtained by non-
CLIL learners, which suggests that C LIL learners may, in the long run, surpass their
peers in the non-CLIL groups. This prediction leads to the second claim, which defends
the i dea t hat 1 anguage-related gains in minimal C LIL exposure w ill take p lace a fter
learners have accumulated a reasonable amount of C LIL instruction. As seen in this
study, 54 hour s o f CLIL instruction did not generate significant results for the CLIL
group. Thus, greater amounts of CLIL input need to be provided for CLIL to have a
significant impact, especially on oral production skills among young language learners.
Thirdly, this study also provides evidence to claim that the strongest effects of CLIL are
on fluency, since this is the area where learners exposed to CLIL showed the greatest

improvement when compared to the non-CLIL group.
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Positive effects of CLIL were also observed in syntactic complexity, measured
as t he p ercentage o f co ordinate u nits, as C LIL I earners’ d evelopment helped t hem
overcome significant differences with the control group. Other pieces of research have
also r eported a pos itive i mpact of C LIL on s yntactic c omplexity ( Jarvinen, 2005;
Mewald, 2007; B ret 2011; Lazaro and G arcia-Mayo, 2012) . T he f act t hat C LIL
exposure is likely to provide learners with a wider variety of syntactic structures than
EFL instruction du e t o the na ture of content m atter ( science) m ay account fort he
development of s yntactic c omplexity in C LIL settings. In this s tudy, C LIL learners
showed the hi ghest p ercentages of improvement in this m easure, which c ould derive
fromt he t ype of i1 nputr eceived, ¢ haracterised b y ¢ ontaining ¢ omplex I anguage
structures to express high-order thinking processes and abstract knowledge (i.e. CALP).

As for ]l exical c omplexity, i nconclusive r esults were obt ained. A s pr eviously
presented, t he C LIL group pr oduced a hi gher num ber of nouns att he f ourd ata
collectiont imesi nt hei nterviewt ask andatT Oand T 11int hen arrative t ask.
Additionally, the CLIL group displayed a significant decrease in the use of nouns from
TO to T1 and from TO to T3. The fact that CLIL learners produced a significantly higher
number of nouns does not seem to be a positive result, as according to Broeder, Extra
and Van Hout (1993) and Mufioz (2006), a high number of nouns in the learners’ speech
is an indicator of 1ow v ocabulary levels. As for the use of verbs and adjectives, no
significant differences were found, which is in line with Jiménez, Ruiz de Zarobe and
Cenoz’s (2006) findings w hich reveal t hat e ven t hough C LIL 1 earners unfold m ore
lexical richness a nd s ophistication, C LIL doe s not s eem to have a s trong e ffect on
vocabulary production, at least in the production of types and tokens. Altogether, it is
also important to note that, as Vermeer (2001) points out, high levels of content-specific

vocabulary do not necessarily relate to high levels of lexical complexity.
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Additionally, a nd contraryt o w hat w ould b e e xpected i n m eaning-based
instruction, CLIL instruction also seems to improve learners’ accuracy levels. In this
study, CLIL learners usually presented the highest percentages of improvement in the
production of error-free units and correct verb forms (in spite of not showing significant
development periods in these m easures). S imilarly, J rvinen ( 2005), M ewald (2007)
Hiittener and Rieder-Biinemann (2007, 2010) and Bret (2011) also reported beneficial
effects of CLIL on a ccuracy. A possible explanation for the improvement of accuracy
could relate to the type of input CLIL learners receive. In CLIL lessons, learners have to
deal with cognitively demanding knowledge and language in the L2, which may result
in higher degrees of attention to language on the part of the learners in order to be able
to understand and follow the explanations. As a consequence of the degree of attention
given to the input, learners’ linguistic awareness might be enhanced, which may affect
the | earners’ accu racy l evels in turn. B esides, t he fact t hat C LIL 1 earners w ere al so
exposed to EFL instruction, where accuracy is a key element, may also account for their
improvement ina ccuracy. Ina ddition, a nother pos sibler eason behindt heir
improvement in accuracy might stem from the emphasis given to accuracy (at least in
the context of this research project), which seems to prevent young language 1earners
from adopting risk-taking attitudes when producing language in order to avoid errors.

Another relevant factor which could explain the lack of statistically significant
results in favour of C LIL I earners is the 1imited a mount of or al pr actice of fered t o
learners in C LIL settings. A ccording t o p revious C LIL r esearch ( Stotz and M euter,
2003; Mewald, 2007; W annagat, 2007; Lim Falk, 2008), CLIL lessons rarely focus on
the development of oral production skills. The only instances of L2 output on the part of

thel earnersi nt heses tudiesa re f ound w hena nsweringt eachers’ que stions.
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Furthermore, the answers provided by the learners in these studies were usually made
up of short utterances containing only a few words in the L2.

According to the classroom observation sessions conducted for this study, little
use of the L2 was observed on the part of the learners, even though CLIL teachers used
English during the whole lesson. Despite that, it is true that CLIL teachers promoted the
use of the L2 in oral interactions through questions to assure comprehension. However,
the linguistic support provided to the learners to help them develop their oral production
skills was quite limited or inexistent. Consequently, learners rarely use the L2 to answer
the teachers’ questions or to interact with their peers, as was also corroborated in the
students’ i nterviews a nd que stionnaires a nalysed i n P ladevall-Ballester ( 2014). M ost
activities and tasks in these CLIL lessons consisted in lecturing about a topic, asking
some questions to the students, doing tasks or activities to practice vocabulary, writing
or reading skills and experimenting. No explicit use of oral tasks to practice content and
language (i.e. information gap activity, questionnaires, role-plays) was found in any of
the I essons obs erved, w hich m ay explain w hy C LIL 1 earners di d n ot s ignificantly
outperform t heir non -CLIL counterparts in terms of s peaking s kills. A dditionally, i f
CLIL learners’ oral production skills are to develop, CLIL teachers need to encourage
the use o f formulaic language, w hich w as not the case in the l essons observed. As
previously stated in the section on Y LLs’ language, young learners need to count on
formulaic s tructures t o de velop t heir or al s kills and t heir L2 | anguage s ystem. T he
inclusion of focus on form tasks in CLIL settings may help CLIL teachers adopt a more
integrative approach which actually develops both language and content objectives to
the s ame d egree. A s d escribed i n p revious ch apters, m any r esearchers ( Long an d
Robinson, 1998; Swain, 1998, Lightbown and Spada, 2000; Ellis, 2005; de Graaff et al.,

2007; Lyster, 2007, G arcia-Mayo, 2012; B asterreachea eta 1., 2014) s uggestt he
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integration of focus on form into meaning-based instruction in order to promote a better
and deeper leaning of the target language. In the context of this research, the adoption of
a focus on f orm approach might have helped teachers e nhance the de velopment and
teaching of formulaic language and speaking skills.

According t o the classroom obs ervation s essions ¢ onducted, t he 1 ack of or al
practice s eems t o be one of the m ain flaws of C LIL a nd ot her f orms of bi lingual
education. Authors like Swain (1985, 1993) and Genesee (1994) already highlighted the
need t o focus on pr oductive s kills t o de velop t he | earners’ i nterlanguage s ystem.
Furthermore, as de Graaff et al. (2007) pointed out, one of the indicators of successful
CLIL programmesr elatest ot he creation of out put oppor tunities forl earners.
Additionally, according to Ellis (2005), successful instructed language learning requires
opportunities for output and interaction through the use of tasks in which learners have
to fulfil a communicative objective. The use of this type of tasks is more common in
regular EFL instruction than in CLIL settings. CLIL learners in this study have also
received E FL exposure ( 75% of t he i nstruction ¢ ame from E FL 1 essons, w hile t he
remaining 2 5% d erived from C LIL I essons) w hich imp lies th at C LIL le arners a Iso
developed their speaking skills through tasks in their EFL lessons. However, the non-
CLIL group, who was exclusively exposed to EFL instruction, received a higher number
of opportunities to develop their oral skills by means of interactive tasks and that might
be w hy t he non -CLIL g roup a chieved s tatistically hi gher r esults i n s ome of t he
measures at certain times. The CLIL group, on the other hand, did not attain significant
results.

According to the results in this s tudy, C LIL p rogrammes s eem to e mphasise
comprehension over production. A s described in Chapter 3, t his was precisely one of

the shortcomings of content-based approaches (Genesee, 1994; Lyster, 2007). Thus, one
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of the reasons behind the lack of significant differences in favour of CLIL learners as
far ast heir o ral p roduction s Kkills ar e co ncerned co uld b e r elated t o t he f act t hat
productive s kills are ge nerally overlooked in C LIL s ettings. T his ¢ laim s eems to be
supported by Vallbona’s findings (2014). In her study, no s ignificant differences were
found between CLIL science learners and control learners in any of the CAF measures
used to analyse the learners’ writings skills at T3. However, the CLIL science group did
obtain significantly higher scores in listening, in comparison to control learners, at T3,
which backs up the idea that, as observed in immersion and content-based instruction,
productive s kills i n pr ogrammes w hichus et he L2t ot each content m atter a re
underdeveloped, when compared to the development of receptive skills. In brief, these
findings support Dalton-Puffer’s (2007: 11) claim that “CLIL students are listeners most
of the time”.

In additiont ot he t ype of C LIL pr ogramme i mplemented a nd t he 1 ack of
opportunities for oral output, the type of learner analysed in this study is another of the
factors that could account for the lack of significant results in favour of CLIL learners.
As Housen and Pierrard (2005) and the de Graaff and Housen (2009) indicate, one of
the factors that mediates the effects of instruction is the type of learner. As previously
presented (Chapter 2), young learners are characterised by being in constant cognitive
development a nd b y p resenting di fficulties w hen de aling w ith ¢ omplex a bstract
concepts. C LIL learners in this study have been exposed to C LIL s cience 1essons in
which abstract concepts and ideas have been dealt with. The fact that these lessons are
in a foreign language increases the degree of difficulty, which may explain the modest
language gains, interms of oral skills,inthe CLIL group. M oreover, a ccording t o
Bruton ( 2011), ¢ ognitively de manding ¢ ontent m ay di scourage or al i nteractions,

especially i f the content is new. Several studies on the effects o f CLIL in s econdary
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school (Mewald, 2007; Wannagat, 2007) hi ghlight t he 1 imited a mount of L2 out put
produced by teenagers, L 2 foreign 1 anguage 1 earners w ith g reater c ognitive m aturity
than young language learners. Taking this into account, it is not surprising to find out
that C LIL doe s not enhance, atleastin a significant way and in the s hort term, the
development of the learners’ oral production skills. Additionally, it is also important to
highlight that their L2 knowledge is much more limited than that of teenagers. Because
of this, young language learners rely on their e xemplar-based s ystem (Skehan, 1998 ;
Lyster and S ato, 2013) t o c ommunicatei nt he L2. T herefore,i ti s c rucial t hat
instructional settings provide learners with plenty of lin guistic support in the form of
language chunks or f ormulaicl anguaget o d evelop t heir or al pr oduction s Kkills,
especially in C LIL s ettings, in w hich the focus on | anguage obj ectives s eems t o be
generally overlooked.

The rigorous design of the study may also explain the lack of significant results
obtained from the intergroup c omparisons in favour of CLIL learners. A s thoroughly
presented in Chapter 3, relevant instances of CLIL research conducted up to the present
day in the European context (Jarvinen, 2005; Admiraal et al., 2006; Lasagabaster, 2008;
Lorenzo, 2010; Navés and Victori, 2010; Vallbona, 2009 and 2011; Juan-Garau, 2010;
Varkuti, 2010; Bret, 201 1; Lazaro and Garcia-Mayo, 2012) reveal that CLIL learners
significantly out perform non-CLIL learners in many language-related areas. However,
CLIL groups in these studies w ere e xposed to a hi gher num ber of hours of E nglish
instruction than non -CLIL groups, w hich might ha ve a ffected t he r esults obtained in
favour of CLIL learners. In this study, both groups have been exposed to exactly the
same hours of English instruction, which may explain why CLIL does not seem to have
a significant impact on young learners’ oral production skills, at least when CLIL and

non-CLIL | earners’ s coresi nt he C AF m easures ar e co mpared at d ifferent d ata
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collection times. N evertheless, t he fact t hat s ignificant di fferences in favour of non -
CLIL groups disappear at T3 suggests that CLIL instruction does have the potential to
enhance young learners’ speaking skills to a greater extent than EFL instruction, at least
under the right conditions (i.e. intense CLIL instruction, the use of focus on form tasks
and the practice of oral skills).

Altogether, the results c onducted in this study p artially c onfirm H ypothesis 1,
which p redicted th at s tatistically s ignificant d ifferences in favour o f CLIL le arners
would be found in fluency mainly, while no di fferences would be detected in the other
areas of analysis. The results obtained from the analyses show no significant differences
in favour o f C LIL 1 earners i n pr opositional a nd s yntactic c omplexity, a ccuracy o r
fluency. T he onl y s ignificant di fferences i n f avour of C LIL learners w ereint he
percentage of nouns produced at TO, T1, T2 and T3 in the interview task and at TO and
T1 in the narrative task. A s for H ypothesis 2, i t predicted that C LIL 1earners w ould
display significant development in all the areas analysed in the two tasks. According to
the results, significant development was found in propositional and syntactic complexity
and fluency in the interview task and in propositional c omplexity, the percentage of
nouns pr oduced a nd f luency i n t he na rrative t ask. O n t he ba sis of t hese f indings,

Hypothesis 2 is only partly confirmed.

7.2 Achievement and development results according to proficiency level

As oppos ed t o r esearch ¢ onducted on t he e ffects of CLIL on1 ow pr oficient
learners’ receptive skills ( Pladevall-Ballester, in press; A guilar and M ufioz, 2014 a nd
Vallbona 2014) and according to the results from this s tudy, s tatistically significant
differences between CLIL and non-CLIL low achievers are marginal in regard to their

achievement scores in the C AF measures employed to investigate the development o f
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their or al pr oduction skills. T he onl y s ignificant di fferences in favour of C LIL | ow
achievers are in the percentage of nouns in the interview task and in the percentage of
error-free units in the narrative task at T3. As for control low achievers, the analyses
yield significant differences in the percentage of coordinate units at T2 in the interview
task only. Likewise, C LIL high achievers s ignificantly out performed t heir non -CLIL
counterparts in t he pe rcentage o f nouns producedatTO0,T1, T2 and T3 andinthe
percentage of L1 words at TO, T1 and T2 in the interview task only.

As seen from these results, the tendency in this study is not to find significant
differences be tween C LIL 1 ow a nd control I ow a chievers i nt erms of t heir or al
production s kills, w hich ¢ ontradicts t he i dea t hat C LIL 1 ow ach ievers mightbein
disadvantage, w hen ¢ ompared t o t heir ¢ ounterparts i nt he E FL. group, due tot he
cognitively challenging nature of the input received in CLIL contexts (Halbach, 2009).
On the contrary, one of the findings of this study is that CLIL does not have a negative
impact on 1 ow pr oficient | earners, a s no s ignificant di fferences w ere f ound be tween
CLIL and control low achievers in the total number of units, percentage of coordinate
units, correct verb forms and speech rate in words at T1, T2 or T3. Likewise, Vallbona’s
(2014) s tudy ont he e ffects of C LIL onr eceptive a nd w riting s kills r eported no
significant differences between low achievers in the CLIL science and control groups in
any o fthe C AF m easures used t o ex plore t he | earners’ w riting s kills. T he lis tening
results, on the contrary, do show significant differences in favour of CLIL low achievers
after two years of CLIL instruction.

The achievement results obtained by high achievers do not indicate that CLIL
benefits high proficient learners’ oral skills, either, since no differences were detected in
favour of CLIL high achievers (except for the percentage of nouns produced and LI

use), which is in line with Vallbona’s (2014) research study as well. Despite the lack of
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significant differences in favour CLIL learners according to their proficiency level, it is
important to highlight the fact that no significant differences were found between CLIL
low and high achievers at any of the four data collections, while significant differences
were obs erved in favour of control hi gh achievers, w hen ¢ ompared t o ¢ ontrol | ow
achievers, i n pr opositional ¢ omplexity and f luency. T heser esults suggestt hat
differences in the learners’ oral skills are much more noticeable in non-CLIL settings
thani n C LIL s ettings. N on-CLIL hi gh a chievers, f ori nstance, s howed greater
improvement than non-CLIL low achievers in fluency, despite the fact of having started
with similar fluency levels at T 0. Differences b etween low and high achievers in the
CLIL group, in contrast, are not visible at any of the four data collection times. This
finding suggests that the de velopment of oral skills is better fostered in EFL settings,
thus, the idea that oral skills need to be further supported in CLIL settings by means of
teaching practices that enhance the development of the learners’ speaking skills seems
to be backed up by the results obtained in this study again.

With regard to the intragroup analyses of the data obtained in the interview task,
all four groups (CLIL high achievers, CLIL low achievers, control high achievers and
control low achievers) tended to obtain significant improvement in the same measures
and time periods. The only difference worth pointing out was found in speech rate in
words, w here C LIL | earners, bot h hi gh and 1 ow, di splayed s ignificant de velopment
during the last time period (T2-T3) and from TO to T3, while control learners showed
significant improvement during the first year (T0-T1) and from TO to T3. The fact that
CLIL learners showed greater improvement in fluency during the second year of CLIL
instruction (T2-T3) backs up the claim that the effects o f C LIL will take p lace once

learners ha ve a ccumulated e nough C LIL i nput. A dditionally, C LIL hi gh achievers
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displayed higher percentages of improvement than CLIL low achievers in propositional
complexity, the percentage of adjectives and speech rate in words.

The results obtained from the narrative task, on the contrary, do seem to show an
advantage of CLIL learners over control learners. First of all, there is a higher number
of instances of significant development in favour of CLIL learners, both high and low
achievers. S econdly, a ccording t o t he r esults o btained, C LIL 1 ow a chievers di splay
greater i mprovementt han C LIL hi gh achieversi npr opositional and s yntactic
complexity and fluency fromTOto T3 or fromT2toT 3. As forthee ffects of
proficiency on the degree of development in the control group, the analyses conducted
report that c ontrol hi gh achievers di splayed hi gher pe rcentages of i mprovement t han
control low achievers in propositional and lexical complexity, accuracy and fluency.

These r esults s eem t o pr ovide s ome e vidence to s upport t he ¢ laim t hat 1 ow
achievers benefit more from CLIL instruction than high achievers. N evertheless, it is
important to note that the positive e ffects of CLIL on low achievers are seenin the
output produced in the narrative task, mainly. The data obtained from the interview task,
ont he ot her ha nd, i ndicate t hat C LIL hi gh a chievers be nefit m ore f rom C LIL
instruction. All in all, the results obtained in this study seem to point to the direction
that C LIL instruction is not de trimental to I ow a chievers’ 1 anguage de velopment. In
addition, data has also been provided to show that both CLIL high and low achievers
undergo de velopment. However, they do s o in di fferent c ommunicative t asks. C LIL
high achievers perform better than CLIL low achievers in the interview task. Interactive
tasks might create more difficulties to low achievers, as comprehension problems may
arise as a result of their low proficiency level. Consequently, if 1ow achievers display
more difficulties in understanding the questions in an interview task, it is likely that

their oral production skills, measured as CAF measures, will also be affected, especially
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fluency, since the learners will present more difficulties in producing output when they
do not unde rstand w hat t hey a re b eing a sked. Low a chievers, ont he ot her h and,
performed better in the narrative task, where they did not depend on external linguistic
input. The reason why CLIL low achievers generally outperformed CLIL high achievers
in the narrative task while the situation in the control group is exactly the opposite (i.e.
high achievers obtained higher percentages of improvement than low achievers), might
be accounted in terms of the input CLIL learners receive. As Pladevall-Ballester (2014)
suggests, low achievers might be pushed to make greater efforts in CLIL settings and
that explains why their improvement becomes more noticeable.

To conclude, Hypothesis 3, which stated that more significant differences would
be found in favour of CLIL low achievers than CLIL high achievers when compared to
their respective counterparts in the non-CLIL group, cannot be confirmed in relation to
speaking skills and according to the results obtained. Nevertheless, evidence has been
provided to partially c onfirm H ypothesis 4, w hich predicted that C LIL 1ow achievers

would display greater development than CLIL high achievers.

7.3 Relationship of CAF elements

This study also attempted to e xplore the e volution of C AF in CLIL+EFL and
EFL settings in the interview and narrative tasks with the aim of gaining insight into the
development of young 1 earners’ o ral pr oduction s kills i n t wo di fferent instructional
settings and in two tasks. A ccording to the mean s cores obtained by CLIL and non-
CLIL 1 earners i n't he i nterview t ask, bot h groups di splayed ¢ onstant a nd a Imost
simultaneous i mprovement of s yntactic complexity, m easured by the percentage o f
coordinate units, and fluency, measured as speech rate in words, from TO to T3. This

tendency w as c onfirmed by the c orrelation t ests ¢ onducted, which r eported a s trong
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positive correlation between s yntactic complexity and fluency from TO to T3 for both
CLIL and non-CLIL groups. T he s imultaneous increase of s yntactic c omplexity a nd
fluency was also observed in the qualitative individual analyses of the learners’ output,
which i ndicated t hat t he n umber o f E nglish w ords i ncreased at t he s ame t ime as
syntactically complex structures started to be used. The accuracy measure employed to
study the development of CAF, percentage of error-free units, on the contrary, displayed
a gradual de crease t hroughout t he f our da ta c ollection t imes f or t he t wo groups.
However, despite the decreasing tendency found in CLIL and non-CLIL learners’ mean
scores i n accu racy, a s trong n egative co rrelation b etween s yntactic co mplexity an d
accuracy was only found for the non-CLIL group.

These findings c onfirm Skehan and F oster’s ( Extended) T rade-off H ypothesis
(2012) which claims that greater fluency will be accompanied by greater accuracy or
complexity (but not both) due to the fact that our attentional resources are limited and,
thus, hi gh I evels of ¢ omplexity, a ccuracy a nd f luency a re unl ikely t o t ake p lace
simultaneously. E ven in the case of the C LIL group, where the c orrelation be tween
complexity an d a ccuracy is w eak, t he m ean s cores s till s howed t he ex istence o f
tradeoffs be tween a ccuracy and c omplexity. A ccording t o t he T rade-off H ypothesis,
learners c an rarely focus on bot h c omplexity and a ccuracy at the s ame time, w hich
explains why an increase in the use o f coordinate or subordinate units may lead to a
decrease in accuracy. This has also been illustrated in the qualitative analyses carried
out att hei ndividual I evel w hich s howed t hatt he | earners’ a ttempts t o pr oduce
syntactically complex s tructures (i.e. ¢ oordination or s ubordination) t riggered an
increase in the num ber of e rrors. C oncerning t he r elationship be tween accuracy and
fluency, the correlation tests reported a medium negative correlation for both CLIL and

non-CLIL groups. The correlation tests showed that learners with high accuracy levels
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tendedt o obt ainl ows coresi nf luency. A gain,t hei deat hat C AF de velops
simultaneously is unsupported by the results from the correlation tests.

The m ean s cores obt ained b y C LIL a nd non -CLIL | earnersin C AF int he
narrative task showed more irregular tendencies. T o start with, the 1earners’ scores in
this task could not be submitted to correlational analyses due to the low scores in error-
free units and coordinate units throughout the four data collection times in both groups.
Additionally, e ven t hough ¢ omplexity a nd f luency i mproved from T 0t o T 3, t heir
development w as not as s imultaneous a s obs erved i nt he i nterview t ask. A s f or
accuracy, the me an s cores underwent little variation from time to time. Altogether, it
can be concluded that complexity and fluency showed the greatest improvement in this
task, while accuracy seemed to remain unaffected by time and instruction.

The differences found in CAF scores between the interview and narrative tasks
can be explained in terms ofthe effects of task type on L2 performance. A s regards
complexity, the mean scores obtained in the narrative task were generally much higher
than those obtained in the interview task. According to Skehan (1998) tasks requiring
interpretations often lead to the use of more complex language. In the narrative task,
young learners had to interpret the images of the narrative to produce a coherent story.
Additionally, they were expected to verbalise complex meaning relationships such as
cause-effect or t emporal r elationships be tween di fferent e ventsi nt he s tory. T his
prediction is also found in Robinson (2001) for monologic complex tasks and in Ferrari
(2012) for non-interactive tasks. As for accuracy, CLIL and non-CLIL learners’ mean
scores were quite high in the interview, as according to Skehan (1998), structured tasks
dealing with familiar information, such as the interview in this study, lead to high scores
in accuracy. According to Robinson (2001), on the contrary, simple interactive tasks are

likely to trigger 1 ow accuracy levels. In this study, the interview is c onsidered to be
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relatively easier than the narrative task, as most of the questions asked are extensively
dealt with in regular EFL lessons. Finally, Skehan (2003) predicts that monologic tasks
will produce greater fluency than interactive tasks, which seems to be supported by the
data in this study as fluency scores were much higher in the narrative task than in the
interview task. Robinson (2001), on the other hand, defends the idea that complex tasks
(the narrative task is seen as a complex task in this study) produce less fluency, which
cannot be confirmed by the data obtained from the narrative task.

Int helighto ft hese findings, e nough d ata h as be en p rovided t o ¢ onfirm
Hypothesis 5, which claimed that complexity, accuracy and fluency would not develop
simultaneously in the interview and narrative tasks from TO to T3. Inthe case of the
interview, t he results are r obust e nough to c laim t hat tradeoff e ffects were obs erved
between complexity and accuracy, particularly in the non-CLIL group. In regard to the
narrative task, the quantitative analyses show that fluency and complexity improve from
TO to T 3, while accuracy remains unaffected in both C LIL+EFL and E FL contexts,
which seems to yield further e vidence to suggest that C AF measures do not improve

simultaneously.

7.4 YLLs’ oral output at the end of primary school

This section of the chapter aims at characterising the oral output produced by the
young | anguage | earners s elected f or t he q ualitative an alyses i nt he i nterview an d
narrative tasks in their last two years of primary school (from 9/10 years old to 11/12
years ol d) to e xplore H ypothesis 6. In addition, this section will also discuss young
learners’ or al d evelopment i n relation t o L2 s yntactic de velopmental s tages and L2
processes s uch as s implification a nd r estructuring. Firstly, a n i nterpretation of t he

language f eatures p roduced i nt he i nterview and n arrative t asks as sociated w ith
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syntactic and lexical complexity, accuracy and fluency will be provided for the first and
second year of this investigation (TO-T1 and T 2-T3, r espectively), in an a ttempt to
present r ealistic goals for the assessment of young language 1 earners’ oral out put in
instructed S LA in t heir final s tages of pr imary s chool. A dditionally, a c omparison
between CLIL and non-CLIL learners will be presented using CAF measures. Next, the
learners’ or al out put pr oduced dur ing t he na rrative t ask w ill be ¢ onsidered us ing
Alvarez’s (2006) s tages of narrative di scourse. It should b e a cknowledged t hat e ven
though the c haracterisation of young language 1 earners’ or al out put presented in this
section will be based on the description of 6 1 earners only, several generalisations will
be made in regard to the type of oral output that can be expected from young language
learners with different fluency levels. To do so, the results obtained from the statistical
analyses will also be employed.

To begin with, syntactic complexity is one of the dimensions which undergoes
the g reatest ch angesinthel astt wo years o fp rimary education accordingt ot he
qualitative analyses conducted in this study. Dysfluent learners’ oral output at TO and
T1, for instance, was featured by the production of content words with little syntax or
morphology. This lack of complexity (of any kind), also known as simplification, is an
L2 process which entails the transmission of a message with little language. According
to O rtega ( 2009), ma ssive s implification ta kes p lace a t e arly s tages of la nguage
development as a result of scarce L2 knowledge. In the case of young language learners,
though, th e use o f's implification s trategies is also likely to stem from their limite d
cognitive and processing capacity, which prevents them from carrying out cognitively
demanding pr ocesses t o pr oduce | anguage a t p hrasal or c lausal I evels. T he us e of
simplification strategies was also acknowledged in Pienemann’s Processability Theory

(1998) a pplied t o E nglish ( Ellis: 2008 : 98) , which pr oposed t hat e arly s tages of
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language d evelopment are featured by the use ofinvariant forms composed of single
constituents or formulaic language. At T2 and T3, the output produced by d ysfluent
learners a chieved a s tage in w hich canonical E nglish or der w as s tabilised w ith t he
production of S VO s tructures first and t he emergence of c oordination | ater. Fluent
learners’ output was also characterised by the use of simplification strategies at T0. At
T1, how ever, i nstances of c anonical S VO or der w ere found. C onsequently, T 1 also
provided instances of coordinate units. As stated above, the mastery of SVO word order
and the emergence of coordination seem to be closely related. At T2 and T3, the use of
coordination increased. As for s ubordination, s ome a ttempts t o pr oduce s ubordinate
clauses w ere s poradically found. H ighly fluent learners, ont he ot her h and, a Iready
produced coordination, or at least attempted to do so, in the first year of the study (TO-
T1). Additionally, some attempts to produce subordination occurred. In the second year
of the study (T2-T3), successful attempts to produce subordination emerged at the same
time a s ¢ oordination w as us ed extensively. T he t ypes of s ubordination f ound w ere
adverbial and nominal clauses (mainly to-infinitive clauses of purpose and that-clauses).
The development found in the learners’ syntactic system seems to confirm Pienemann’s
acquisition hi erarchy (1998). Accordingt o the author ( ibid), t he us e o f e mbedding
characterises stage 6 of morphosyntactic development, which means that learners might
have previously learnt and produced noun phrase agreement, inversion and subject-verb
agreement. A ccording to the samples described in the previous c hapter, highly fluent
learners generally produced these features prior to the production of subordination.
Regarding subordination, it was also observed that, in some cases, unsuccessful
attempts t o pr oduce s ubordinate c lauses triggered a de crease in coordination. T hese
tradeoff e ffects between subordination and coordination might explain the decrease in

the percentage of coordinate units shown in the quantitative analysis for CLIL and non-
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CLIL low achievers in the narrative task from T1 to T2. A possible explanation for the
decrease in ¢ oordination may relate to the le arners’ willingness to convey m essages
which ¢ ontain higher degrees of pr ecision a nd ¢ omplexity t hrought heus eo f
subordination, w hich i n t urn m ight ha ve ¢ aused a de crease i n ¢ oordination. T hese
tradeoff effects, however, seem to be temporary, as learners increased the number o f
coordinate units again from T2 to T3. In addition, according to the quantitative analyses,
the non-CLIL group displayed a slight decrease in coordination from T2 to T3, while
the CLIL group continued increasing. This slight decrease in coordination in the non-
CLIL group might be related to the use of subordination as well.

The development of questions and negation are also worth discussing in terms of
developmental s tages. A ccording t o P ienemann, J ohnstone a nd B rindley (1988), t he
first stage of question formation consists of isolated w ords with rising intonation. No
instances of qu estions a t t his s tage w ere found i n t he s amples a nalysed. H owever,
examples of utterances containing canonical English word order with rising information
(stage 2) were seen in the output produced by dysfluent and fluent 1 earners, m ainly.
Instances of questions at stage 2 were also found in the output of the non-CLIL highly
fluent 1 earner. T hese ki nds of que stions w ere m ainly p roduced by d ysfluent 1 earners
along with accurate wh-questions formed by formulaic language during the second year
of the study (T2 and T3). Fluent learners, on the other hand, produced questions which
contained a question element in the first position (stage 3) at T2 and T 3. Finally, the
highly fluent CLIL learner seemed to produce more complex questions than the highly
fluent ¢ ontrol | earner. At T 3,t he C LIL 1 earner pr oduced que stions f rom s tage 4,
featured by the us e of inversion in w h-questions and in yes/no que stions, w hile t he

highly fluent c ontrol 1earner p roduced que stions from stage 3 (fronting of a question
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element). A ltogether, the de velopment found in the output analysed in the qualitative
analyse seems to confirm Pienemann et al.’s (1988) question developmental stages.

Regarding t he de velopment of ne gation, t he onl yt wo 1 earners w ho u sed
negation and showed development through the stages in the sequence of acquisition in
L2 English summarised in Ellis (2008) were the two highly fluent learners. A ccording
to the sequence of ne gation acquisition, learners start using external ne gation (i.e. N0
have the cake). Instances of external negation were found at TO and T2 in the output of
the hi ghly fluent C LIL I earner. T he non -CLIL 1 earner, o n t he o ther hand, al ready
produced internal ne gation (i.e. in the nest do not have the breakfast) at T 1. D espite
these differences, both learners attached negation to the verb be at T3 which indicates
that the CLIL learner underwent greater progress than the non-CLIL learner during the
second half of the study. According to Ellis, negative attachment to modal verbs is the
stage t hat follows internal ne gation. N o instances of m odal verbs were found in the
output of young | anguage | earners. H owever, 1 earners di d s ucceed i n a ttaching t he
negative particle to the verb be.

Even though CLIL and non-CLIL learners shared some similarities in terms of
syntactic c omplexity, s everal di fferences w ere o bserved. T he hi ghly fluent non -CLIL
learner, for example, displayed a more ad vanced degree o f s yntactic complexity from
TO to T 1, while t he hi ghly fluent C LIL 1 earner s howed gr eater i mprovement in the
second year o f'the study, which is line with th e results o btained from the s tatistical
analyses indicating that CLIL learners displayed greater development during the second
year of the study. In contrast, fluent learners displayed more differences. For example,
the fluent C LIL 1earner produced coordination at T 1, while the fluent c ontrol 1 earner
already did so at T 0. Despite this di fference, bo th 1 earners produced s ubordination at

some point during the second year in one of the two tasks. Regarding dysfluent learners,
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the non-CLIL learner already produced coordination at T'1, while the CLIL learner did
not attempt to do s o until T3. This is also supported by the quantitative results, since
significant differences in favour of non-CLIL low achievers were found at T2. At T3,
the di fferences di sappeared. Y et, non-CLIL low achievers still outstripped CLIL low
achievers.

In the light of these findings, several generalisations can be drawn concerning
the oral output that can be produced by young language learners at the end of primary
school w ho ha ve received s imilar a mounts a nd t ypes o f E nglish i nstruction a s t he
participants in this study. Firstly, young language learners with low fluency levels can
be expected to attain canonical English order through the production of complete SVO
utterances b y t he end of pr imary s chool. A dditionally, and a s ¢ onsequence of t he
stabilisation of this syntactic structure, some attempts to use coordination are likely to
take place. Fluent learners can make extensive use of coordination as well as attempts to
produce s ubordination. F inally, hi ghly fluent 1 earners ¢ anbe e xpectedt ous e a
considerably high number of coordinate and subordinate units. In regard to the use of
questions, it is worth noting that only those l earners with hi gh fluency levels canbe
expected to produce inversion. Learners with lower fluency levels may only be able to
use formulaic questions and questions containing a question element (i.e. wh-word or
do) in the first position. According to the samples in this study, the correct formulation
of que stions might only take place at hi gher levels of cognitive de velopment due to
young learners’ limited processing capacity. Likewise, the formation of negation may
also pr esent s ome di fficulties a mong young | anguage | earners. A s pr eviously s een,
learners at the end of primary school do not show absolute command of this language
feature. T hus, 1 earners entering t he s econdary school s ystem can not b e ex pected t o

produce accurate use of negation structures in all contexts, although some instances of
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negative p articles attachedt ot he v erb be might oc cur. N o i nstances of ne gative
attachment to the auxiliary verb were found. D espite that, they might be produced in
certain contexts by learners with high fluency levels.

With regard to lexical complexity, the descriptions provided in Chapter 6 along
with the quantitative analyses obtained in the interview task mainly, provide evidence to
support Broeder et al. (1993) and Mufioz’s (2006) claim that the use of verbs increases
as the learners’ interlanguage develops. Highly fluent learners displayed a considerable
increase in the number of verbs from T1 onwards. The same situation was observed in
the f luent I earners’ or al out put. D ysfluent | earners, o n t he ot her ha nd, s howed a n
increase in the number of verbs some time later (T2 or T3). A tTO, their speechis
characterised by the us e of isolated nouns and, on s ome oc casions, the verb be. As
previously e xplained, m assive s implification i s quite c ommon at incipient le vels o f
language development. As for the use of adjectives, the most common adjectives found
in the learners’ speech were old and favourite. The use of adjectives was scarce among
the young learners selected. According to the quantitative analyses, CLIL and non-CLIL
learners’ percentages of adjectives in the interview task ranged from 3% to 5% over the
two years of the study. Additionally, the number of adjectives produced in the narrative
task was not high enough to conduct the statistical analyses. The use of adjectives was
generally found in formulaic language at TO and T1, while at T2 and T3 instances of
adjectives in a wider v ariety of c ontexts w ere obs erved. T his finding m ay pr ovide
partial evidence to support Myles’ (2012) view that formulaic language triggers creative
language us e. T he t eaching of f ormulaic | anguage ha s be en w idely acknowledged
among r esearchers ( Skehan, 1998; Wood, 2002; McKay, 2006; Munozetal., 2010;
Myles, 2012) on the basis of their role to help beginner language learners communicate

effectively an d d evelop t heir i nterlanguage. T he f unctions an d ef fects o f f ormulaic
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sequences on language development will be further dealt with in more depth later on in
the section on accuracy.

Concerning t he d ifferences b etween C LIL and non -CLIL I earners’ | exical
complexity, 1 ti s worth poi nting out t hatt he hi ghly fluent C LIL | earner us ed
prepositions to c omplement the meaning of some verbs along with phrasal verbs. No
instances of prepositional verbs were found in the speech of the highly fluent c ontrol
learner. The reason behind this difference could be related to the type of input received.
In C LIL 1 essons, t he t ype of input r eceived i s m ore varied i n terms of 1exical a nd
syntactic complexity (Mufioz, 2007). A's previously pointed out, C LIL | earners w ere
exposed to mini-lectures in their CLIL lessons. A ccording to Dalton-Puffer (2007) the
use of lectures in CLIL settings provides learners with great amounts of input in which
facts, concepts as w ell as s emantic r elations b etweent hem are es tablished an d
integrated i nto ¢ oherent di scourse s tructures ¢ ontaining c ertain de grees of s yntactic,
lexical and textual complexity. The fact that CLIL learners were exposed to this type of
input may account for the lexical differences encountered between CLIL and non-CLIL
highly fluent learners in the qualitative analyses.

In the light of these results, young learners’ oral output at the end o f primary
education can be expected to contain a wide use of verbs such as play, live, work, go,
be, have, like, walk, look, eat and say, among other ve rbs r elated t o t heir e veryday
actions. In regard to adjectives, their use is expected to be restricted to very concrete
contexts. Spontaneous use adjectives in a wide variety of contexts is not likely to take
place due to the fact that learners tend to learn the majority of adjectives in chunks of
language that are used in specific contexts.

As for accuracy, it is important to note that the young learners selected for the

qualitative analyses all showed hi gh levels of accuracy at the be ginning of this study
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(TO) in the interview task mainly, independently of their fluency levels. The quantitative
analysis also showed high levels of accuracy at T0, especially in error-free units. Two
reasons m ay a ccount for the low num ber of errors found at T 0. First ofall, young
learners tended to answer the questions with very short utterances containing just a few
words (i.e. m assive s implification s trategy), which diminished t he r isk of m aking
mistakes. In addition to that, another factor that influenced the low number of mistakes
at T O w as t he us e of formulaic | anguage. T he m ajority of t he que stions | earners
formulated, for instance, were unanalysed chunks of language, which allowed them to
produce a high number of error-free units. As Palloti (2009) and Myles (2012) point out,
high levels of complexity, accuracy and fluency in early language cannot be interpreted
as indicators of language development. On the contrary, as Ellis (2008) claims “errors
are viewed as indicators of learners’ interlanguage development and also of the mental
processes involved” (p. 548). Thus, as pointed out by previous researchers, errors are
closely related t o de velopment, w hich e xplains w hy t he num ber of e rror-free uni ts
decreased co nsiderably from T 1 onw ards. A s seen f rom t he q ualitative an alyses,
learners started to restructure and analyse already learnt chunks of formulaic language
to create new utterances at T 1. W hen this r estructuring p rocess t ook p lace, 1 earners’
accuracy levels started to decrease while their amount of language and their ability to
produce c reative u tterances increased. T he quantitative an alyses o f the percentage o f
error-free units and the total number of units also confirm that. These results provide
further ev idence t o b ack up M yles’ (2012) ¢ laim t hat “ formulaic s equences pl ay a
crucial r ole i n f eeding i ncreasingly ¢ omplex s tructures i ntot he construction of

productive grammar” (p. 91). In addition, instances of how learners restructure already
learnt chunks of language to be able to communicate in certain situations emphasises, as

previously stated, the need to foster the teaching of formulaic language in both CLIL
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and E FL s ettings. In s o d oing, le arners will b e p rovided w ith s ufficient lin guistic
resources to co mmunicate e ffectively atl ows tages o fl anguage d evelopment.
Furthermore, t he s torage of formulaic s equences w ill e nable t hem t o develop t heir
linguistic system as well as to produce their own utterances.

According to the qualitative analyses, the development of syntactic complexity
also af fected t he 1 earners’ accu racy l evels. T hatisto s ay, as | earners at tempted t o
produce longer utterances containing syntactically complex structures like coordination
and s ubordination (or e ven S VO s tructures), t he l earners’ a ccuracy 1 evels d ecreased,
which provides further evidence to support Skehan’s Trade-off Hypothesis (1998). This
negative r elationship be tween s yntactic ¢ omplexity a nd a ccuracy ba cks up Long’s
(2009) view that the occurrence of errors may precede, or even trigger, the acquisition
of a ne w1 inguistic f eature, i n t his ¢ ase s yntactic s tructures. T he e rrors f ound i n
questions a nd ut terances ¢ ontaining n egation are a c lear e xample of the relationship
between the emergence of errors and syntactic development.

In regard to the typology of errors found, research has provided a great number
of classifications. The classification used here will be the one proposed by Pica (1983),
summarised in Long (2009). This choice was made on the basis of the participants used
in Pica (1983), who were native speakers of Spanish learning E nglish in na turalistic,
instructed and mixed contexts. According to Pica’s findings, all learners made the same
type of errors: overgenerlisation errors, overuse errors, omission errors and substitution
errors. In this study, the most common errors were those which involved overuse of L2
linguistic f eatures in n on-obligatory contexts ( i.e.t he us e of t he —ing morpheme),
omission errors (i.e. lack of auxiliary verbs in questions, lack of verb inflections or lack
of verbs) and substitution errors (i.e. using the past tense when the present tense should

be us ed). Highly fluent learners, for instance, pr oduced instances of om ission e rrors
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throughout the four data collection times in the two tasks (i.e. lack of auxiliary verbs in
questions a nd t he | ack of ve rb i nflections). S ubstitution e rrors w ere a Iso found i n
instances in w hich l earners us ed inappropriate v erb tenses. T he same kinds of errors
were found in the speech produced by the two fluent learners and dysfluent learners. In
addition, instances of predicate omissions and overuse of —ing forms were also observed
at some point during the first year of the study in the output produced by fluent and
dysfluent learners.

As for the comparison of CLIL and non-CLIL learners, the samples presented in
the q ualitative a nalyses d isplay a Imost n o d ifferences in th e number of mis takes
produced by l earners w ith s imilar fluency l evels a ccording to the t ype o f i nstruction
received. N o differences in error-free units were found between C LIL and non-CLIL
learners in t he qu antitative a nalyses either, which suggests t hat t he d evelopment of
accuracy and the typology of errors might remain unaffected by instruction type, as Pica
(1983) and Long (2009) de fend. Despite th at, it is worth n oting th at C LIL learners
generally presented the highest percentages of improvement in accuracy, according to
the quantitative analysis.

Taking all this in to c onsideration, it is e xpected t hat t he out put produced by
young learners at the end of primary will contain mistakes concerning the restructuring
of f ormulaic s equences a long w ith errors r elated t ot he ove ruse, o mission a nd
substitution of certain linguistic items. The most common mistakes may relate to use of
certain linguistic items in non-obligatory contexts, the lack of verb inflections, the lack
of auxiliary verbs in questions, the choice of verb tense and the choice of words (i.e.
lexical er rors). E rrors r elated t o t he 1ack of predicates may also be observedinthe

output produced by those learners at lower stages of language development.
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Finally, fluency is, a long w ith s yntactic ¢ omplexity, o ne o fth e areas which
undergoes t he gr eatest i mprovement a nd r eveals t he highest number of differences
among learners according to their fluency level. According to the statistical analyses in
this study, both CLIL and non-CLIL learners showed significant development from TO
to T3 in speech rate in words. A dditionally, di fferences be tween hi gh and 1 ow non -
CLIL achievers were also seen while differences according to proficiency level were not
so noticeable among CLIL learners.

According to the qualitative analyses, highly fluent learners are the learners who
displayed the greatest development in fluency from TO to T3. The highly fluent CLIL
learner improved the most during the second year of the study, producing the longest
sentences. T he hi ghly fluent c ontrol 1 earner, on t he ot her h and, s howed t he bi ggest
change in fluency from TO to T1. Development in the fluent CLIL learner’s speech also
took place during the second year of the study, since the highest amount of language
produced was observed at the end of the study (T3). A similar situation was observed
among dysfluent learners. The CLIL learner seemed to maintain the amount of language
produced constant at TO and T 1, while the amount of language increased considerably
during the second year of the study. The control learner, in contrast, shows the greatest
improvement at T 1. As previously seen in the quantitative an alyses, co ntrol | earners
tend to show the greatest improvement during the first year of the study, whereas CLIL
learners need time to adapt to the new methodology. Once they are adapted and have
accumulated enough CLIL input, the benefits of CLIL instruction become visible.

In a ddition t o t he a mount of 1 anguage, ot her f luency-related aspects w ere
observed among young learners. Firstly, in the interview task, the majority of students
showed, at some point in the study, problems in understanding some of the questions,

which pr evented t hem from pr oviding an i mmediate a nswer. A dditionally, all t he
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learners, except the fluent control learner, produced L1 words in one of the two tasks.
L1 use may be related to the degree of precision learners want to show when performing
a task. T hus, when learners did not know the English word for w hat they wanted to
express, they used Catalan. Besides, L1 utterances were also used to generate metatalk
or t o ¢ heck c omprehension. T he us e of the L1 w as qui te s carce, a ccording t o t he
descriptive analyses, which seems to be in line with Lazaro and Garcia-Mayo’s (2012)
study of L1 use in CLIL classrooms in secondary school and Serra’s (2007) results on
L1 use in CLIL settings in primary education. In addition, L 1 use showed a decrease
fromT Ot oT 3, w hichi s c orroborated b yt he s tatistical a nalyses ¢ onducted a nd
confirmed by Lazaro and Garcia-Mayo’s (2012) findings as well.

As previously stated, the main difference between CLIL and non-CLIL learners
in terms of fluency is the time when the greatest development took place. In the case of
CLIL learners the most important changes were observed during the second half of the
study (T2-T3) while control learners developed to a greater extent at the end of the first
year of the study (T1). This provides evidence to support the claim that the effects of
CLIL are not immediate, particularly in minimal CLIL exposure programmes. The fact
that C LIL learners were exposed to one hour of CLIL instruction a week only might
account for the low degree of improvement displayed in the first year of the study, since
accordingt ot her esults, 1 earnersn eed t o a ccumulate g reater am ounts o f C LIL
instruction in order to start benefiting from it as well as time to adapt to methodological
changes.

Ont he ba sis of t hese i nterpretations, young | anguage | earners’ ou tputi s
expected to be fluent at the end of primary education, meaning that learners will be able
to produce complete sentences rather than with simple and short incomplete utterances.

In addition, L1 use and s ome c omprehension p roblems may also take place (despite
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their d ecreasing tendency), r egardless o f the 1earners’ familiarity with the v ocabulary
being dealt with.

As for narrative discourse (Alvarez, 2006), several aspects regarding n arrative
and language development will be discussed in the following paragraphs. First of all, a
word needs to be added in regard to the narrative discourse displayed by the learners
selected for t he q ualitative an alyses. A s A lvarez ( 2006: 151) found out, t he out put
produced by the learners in her study “cannot be said to constitute true narratives until
stage 7 with t he i ncipient e mergence of di scourse f eatures” (i.e. s ubordination).
Similarly, th e le arners s elected f or th e q ualitative analyses di d not unf old na rrative
discourse features until stage 7. Instead, they described the different pictures in the story
without e stablishing ¢ lear 1 inks be tween t hem. A ccordingt ot he a uthor a nd t he
qualitative descriptions in this study, the use of subordination at stage 7 was only used
to mark the most important event in the story (i.e. when the children realise that their
dog ha s e aten t he f ood), w hich i s w hy t he a uthor s uggests t hat t he pr oduction of
subordination is solely linked to a specific discourse function. As seen in the qualitative
analyses, three out of the six learners produced subordination (the two highly fluent
learners and the d ysfluent c ontrol learner) to mark the climax of the story during the
second year of the study mainly (T2 and T3).

Due t o | ack of na rrative di scourse f eatures i n t he | earners’ pr oductions, t he
author s uggests that narrative tasks might not b e adequate e licitation instruments for
incipient stages of L2 language development and proposes the use of other elicitation
instruments w hich | essen t he ¢ ognitive a nd 1 inguistic de mands ont he pa rt of t he
learners, pa rticularly f or youngl anguagel earners. D espitet hat,i tm ustbe

acknowledged that the use of this narrative task did fulfil the purpose of examining the
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emergence of subordination among incipient levels of language learning, which was one
of the aims of this study.

Regarding the results obtained by Alvarez (2006), it is relevant to note that the
only group of school learners which obtained stage 7 was the group of late starters after
416 hours English instruction at the second data collection time at the age of 14. The
group of early starters (aged 12 years old), on t he other hand, did not achieve stage 7
after the same amount of English instruction. These findings contrast the ones obtained
in this research study, since instances of young learners producing features from stage 7
were found around T2 and T3 (after 164.5 and 244 hours of English instruction since
the ons et of the investigation). T wo r easons might account for the di fference in the
findings. F irstly, t he a mount of pr evious E nglish e xposure s tudents in t his s tudy
received prior to the start of this investigation (around 420 hour s) could explain w hy
learners in this study produced features from stage 7. In addition, the procedure used to
assign s tages may aIso explain t he di fferences in t he r esults obt ained. In Alvarez’s
study, learners were assigned to stages using a stage average, which was validated using
the analyses of the output produced by the learners in an interview task and a cloze test.
In this study, stages were assigned on the basis of the features produced while telling the
narrative. No other task was used to carry out the classification of the learners output
into stages. Taking this into account, the data treatment employed in A lvarez’s study
would explain why young language learners were not assigned to stage 7.

Regarding the development of linguistic features, the results obtained from this
study back up the developmental patterns proposed by Alvarez. The author claims that
the de velopmental patterns found in her study coincide with the route of development
summarised in E llis ( 1994): s ilent pe riod, s yntactic de velopment a nd m orphological

development. A ccording to Alvarez, learners start developing their syntactic system at
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the phrasal level with the production of nominal and prepositional phrases. Once these
features stabilise, syntactic development at the clausal level is further developed through
the use of complete SVO and SV A structures. At this point, the learners’ morphological
system starts developing through incipient verb morphology (i.e. present participle and
third person singular —s). The results obtained in this study confirm such development,
as t he cl assification o f't he learners’ out putint he qua litative a nalyses s hows t hat
syntactic d evelopment att he p hrasal an d clausal | evel t akes p lace ear lier t han
morphological development. To be more precise, syntactic development is usually seen
at TO and T 1 while morphological development has been observed to take place at Tl
for highly fluent learners and at T2 for fluent learners. As for dysfluent learners, little
morphological d evelopment w as f ound, a Ithough t he non -CLIL 1 earner pr oduced
linguistic features from stage 7 (i.e. subordination) at T 3. These findings back up t he
view that morphological development takes place later than syntactic development.

As for the progress learners unfolded from TO to T3, highly fluent learners, for
instance, progressed through three stages and both of them attained stage 7, which is
characterised by the use of subordination to mark the highest point in the story. The
highly fluent C LIL 1 earner pr oduced | inguistic f eatures from s tage 8 as well ( i.e.
infinitive c onstructions), w hile the c ontrol | earner progressed from stage 4t o 7. The
differences between CLIL and non-CLIL highly fluent learners may relate to the fact
that the CLIL learner started from a higher stage than the non-CLIL learner at TO. No
instances of subordinate units were found in the out put produced by fluent | earners.
However, the C LIL 1 earner d eveloped t hrough five s tages, w hile t he c ontrol | earner
produced features from stages 4 and 6 at TO and T3. In this case, the fluent CLIL learner
displayed faster development than the control learner, suggesting that CLIL instruction

may b enefit the rate of development of 1earners with average fluency levels. Finally,
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dysfluent | earners s howed qui te di fferent de grees o f de velopment. T he C LIL 1 earner
progressed through three stages while the control 1earner moved through four stages,
attaining stage 7 at T3 through the production of an adverbial clause to express the most
important e vent i n t he story. The r easons be hind the d ifferences b etween d ysfluent
learners m ight b e explained i nt erms of i ndividual di fferences, a s t he qua ntitative
analyses do not generally show such big differences among low achievers according to
the type of instruction received.

According t o t he d escription of t he o ral out put pr oduced b y | earners w ith
different fluency le vels in the interview and n arrative ta sk, H ypothesis 6 is p artially
confirmed. T his h ypothesis c laimed th at all the learners w ould imp rove in s yntactic
complexity, especially CLIL learners, and that the amount of formulaic language would
vary according to the learners’ fluency levels. T o start with, all the 1 earners s howed
substantial i mprovement i n ¢ omplexity t hrough the ¢ onsolidation of ¢ anonical w ord
order a nd coordination m ainly, be ing thet wo hi ghly fluent 1 earners ( who m ade
extensive us e of subordination at T 3) the group of learners w ho de veloped the m ost.
However, little evidence w as gathered to claim that C LIL 1 earners displayed greater
syntactic development than non-CLIL learners. As for the use of formulaic language, all
the | earners s howed i nstances of formulaic s equences t hroughout t he f our d ata
collection times. The difference found among learners with different fluency levels was
that those learners with the lowest degrees of fluency tended to analyse and restructure
formulaic sequences later in time than fluent and highly fluent learners. With regard to
accuracy, the use of formulaic language as well as simplified language was generalised,
which is why l earners o btained high I evels in accuracy at T 0. As learners s tarted to
analyse and r estructure f ormulaic s equences, their ac curacyl evels d ecreased. In

addition, accuracy was also affected by syntactic development. Thus, learners’ attempts
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to pr oduce s yntactically c omplex structures such as s ubordinate c lauses or que stions
triggered an 1increase inthe number o ferrors. AtT 3, [ earners’ accuracy |l evels h ad
decreased considerably when compared to TO. Finally, great improvement was observed
in fluency as well. At T3, learners produced longer utterances and greater amounts of
language. Highly fluent learners showed considerable i mprovement, while fluent and
dysfluent learners’ improvement was more modest. The main difference between CLIL
and non -CLIL learners w as that CLIL learners’ tended to show greater i mprovement
from T2 to T3.

Hypothesis 6.1 predicted that highly fluent and fluent learners would attain stage
7, featured by the us e of subordination and the emergence of narrative discourse. In
addition, it was also expected that CLIL learners would develop faster through stages
than non -CLIL l earners. T he d ata co llected p rovides p artial ev idence t o co nfirm this
hypothesis, s ince t he on ly 1 earners w ho a ttained s tage 7 w ere the t wo highly fluent
learners an d t he d ysfluent co ntrol I earner. The d ysfluent ¢ ontrol I earner pr oduced
subordination already at T1. The fact that this learner showed greater progress than his
counterpart in the CLIL group might be accounted for in terms of individual differences.
As for rate of development, only the fluent CLIL learner s howed faster development
than their counterpart in the non-CLIL group. Additionally, the oral data analysed in the
qualitative a nalyses s hows t hat 1 earners do pr ogress t hrough t he s tages proposed by
Alvarez ( 2006). T he f irst development ta kes p lace a t th e s yntactic le vel w ith th e
production of noun and prepositional phrases. Next, greater syntactic development takes
place at the cl ausal  evel w ith t he em ergence of S VO and S VA s tructures. F inally,
young learners in this study started to develop their morphological verb system by using

the present participle and the third person singular —s.
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To c onclude, t his ¢ hapter ha s pr ovided a di scussion of t he r esults a nd t he
hypotheses posed in this study. The next chapter will present the answers to the research
questions a long with as ummary oft hem ostr elevant concluding r emarks a nd
pedagogical implications de rived from the findings in t his di ssertation. Additionally,
some of the limitations found in this study as well as future research directions will be

provided.
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CHAPTER 8 Conclusion

This chapter presents the main conclusions derived from the results obtained in
the data analyses and acknowledges the I imitations of the study. In addition, s everal
implications related to the teaching and development of oral production skills in CLIL
settings, as well as the effects of minimal CLIL exposure will also be highlighted.

This tw o-year longitudinal s tudy a ttempted to e xamine th e e ffects o f minimal
CLIL exposure on the learning of young learners’ oral production skills in an interview
and narrative task by means of CAF measures at three data collection times. In so doing,
the development of CAF in CLIL and non-CLIL learners’ oral output was traced and
analysed with the objective o fidentifying the areas that are mostly affected by CLIL
instruction a nd ¢ omparing C LIL a nd non -CLIL | earners’ 1 anguage-related g ains.
Additionally, this study also explored the effects of the learners’ initial proficiency level
(high versus low achievers) on the oral development in CLIL+EFL and EFL settings
with th e a im o f d etermining to w hat e xtent the ef fects o f C LIL v ary acco rding t o
proficiency 1l evel. E ven though m any s tudies ha ve a nalysed t he e ffects of CLIL on
learners’ oral skills, this piece of research is one of the first attempts in which exposure
to English was kept constant between CLIL and non-CLIL groups. Besides, quantitative
along w ith qua litative da ta a nalyses ha ve be en ¢ onducted i n or der t o t horoughly
investigate the effects of CLIL.

Hence, in order to explore the linguistic gains in young learners’ oral production

skills in CLIL+EFL and EFL settings, the following research questions were posited:

RQ 1 Are there statistically significant differences in propositional, syntactic and lexical

complexity, accuracy and fluency achievement s cores b etween young |l earners in the
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CLIL and non -CLIL groups ke eping amount of E nglish i nput ( hours o f'i nstruction)

constant between the two groups at T1, T2 and T3 in the interview and narrative tasks?

According to the results, several significant differences in favour o f non-CLIL
learners were obtained in propositional complexity at T1 in the interview and narrative
tasks and in the percentage of coordinate units at T1 and T2 in the interview task. No
differences in propositional or syntactic complexity were observed at T3 between CLIL
and non -CLIL groups,t hough. Inr egardt ol exical c omplexity, C LIL 1 earners
significantly out performed non-CLIL learners in the percentage of nouns produced at
T1,T2and T3 intheinterview task andatT 1 in the narrative t ask. The a ccuracy
analyses yielded s ignificant di fferences i n f avour of t he non -CLIL groupint he
percentage of correct verb forms at T2 and T3 in the narrative task. Finally, the non-
CLIL group significantly outperformed the CLIL group in speech rate in words at T 1
and T2 in the interview task and at T2 in the narrative task. No differences between the
groups were detected at T3. In brief, practically no significant differences in favour of
CLIL learners were found throughout the study. In addition, most of the differences in

favour of non-CLIL learners disappeared by the time the study finished (T3).

RQ 2 Do CLIL and non-CLIL young |l earners’ ach ievement s cores i n co mplexity,
accuracy and fluency develop significantly from TO to T1, from T1 to T2, from T2 to
T3 and from TO to T3 keeping amount of English input (hours of instruction) constant

between the two groups in the interview and narrative tasks?

In the interview task, both CLIL and non-CLIL learners developed significantly

in propositional complexity from TO to T1 and from TO to T3 and from TO to T3 in the
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narrative task. Y oung learners in CLIL and non-CLIL settings also showed significant
development in the percentage of coordinate units from TO to T3 in the interview and
narrative t asks. In a ddition, the C LIL group di splayed a s ignificant de crease in t he
percentage of nouns produced from TO to T1 and from TO to T3 in the narrative task.
Thisisthe only significant de velopment f ound i n | exical ¢ omplexity. In regardto
accuracy no periods of significant development were observed. Finally, the CLIL group
displayed significant development from TO to T1, from T2 to T3 and from TO to T3 in
speech r ate i n w ords i n t he 1 nterview t ask. T he non -CLIL group a Iso de veloped
significantly from TO to T1, from T1 to T2 and from TO to T3 in the interview task. In
the na rrative t ask, bot h g roups s howed s ignificant i mprovement f romT Ot o T 3,
however, the CLIL group also did so from T2 to T3 while the non-CLIL group from TO
to T1. In regard to the percentage of L1 words, the CLIL group displayed a significant
decrease for all the time periods in the interview task, whereas the non-CLIL g roup
decreased significantly in all the time periods except from T2 to T3. In the narrative
task, both groups displayed significant decreases from TO to T3. Additionally, the CLIL
group also decreased significantly from T2 to T3. To sum up br iefly, the two groups
displayed significant im provement in practically the same measures and time periods.
However, differences were observed in the development of fluency, mainly. From T2 to
T3, the CLIL group always showed significant improvement from T2 to T3 in the two

fluency measures in the two tasks, whereas the non-CLIL group did not.

RQ 3 Are there statistically significant differences in complexity, accuracy and fluency

achievement s cores b etween youngl earnersi nt he C LIL and n on-CLIL gr oups

according t o t he | earners’ i nitial pr oficiency 1 evel ke eping a mount of E nglish i nput
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(hours of instruction) constant between the two groups at T1, T2 and T3 in the interview

and narrative tasks?

RQ 3.1 Are there statistically significant differences in propositional, s yntactic
and lexical complexity, accuracy and fluency achievement scores between high
achievers in the CLIL and non-CLIL groups at T1, T2 and T3 in the interview

and narrative tasks?

This study reports statistically significant differences in favour of non-CLIL high
achievers in propositional complexity at T1 and T2 in the interview task and at T1 in the
narrative t ask. A dditionally, non -CLIL high a chievers a Iso p erformed s ignificantly
better i n t he pe rcentage of c oordinate units atT 3 in the narrative t ask. C LIL hi gh
achievers, on the other hand, produced a significantly higher number of nouns at T1, T2
and T 3 in the interview task. In terms of accuracy, t he analyses s howed s ignificant
differences in favour of non-CLIL high achievers in the percentage of correct error-free
units at T3 and in the percentage of correct verb forms at T2 and T3 in the narrative
task. Finally, non-CLIL high achievers o btained s ignificantly higher s cores in s peech
rate in words at T1 and T2 in the interview task and at T1, T2 and T3 in the narrative
task. R egardingt he p ercentageo f L1 w ords, C LIL higha chievers pr oduced
significantly hi gher p ercentages o f L1 words at T 1 and T 2int he i nterview t ask.
Altogether, the comparisons be tween hi gh a chievers in C LIL and non -CLIL gr oups
showed that non -CLIL hi gh achievers obt ained a hi gher num ber o f's ignificant

differences in CAF.
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RQ 3.2 Are there statistically significant differences in propositional, s yntactic
and lexical complexity, accuracy and fluency achievement scores between low
achievers in the CLIL and non-CLIL groups at T1, T2 and T3 in the interview

and narrative tasks?

According t o t he r esults, non -CLIL 1 ow a chievers pr oduced a s ignificantly
higher percentage of coordinate units than CLIL low achievers at T2 in the interview
task, while CLIL low achievers produced significantly higher p ercentages of nouns at
T3 in the interview task. As for the results in accuracy, significant di fferences were
found in the percentage of error-free units in favour of CLIL low achievers at T3 in the
narrative task. Finally, no di fferences w ere found be tween C LIL and n on-CLIL | ow
achievers in fluency. Overall, the intergroup comparisons between CLIL and non-CLIL
low a chievers s howed t hat non-CLIL lo w a chievers o btained s tatistically s ignificant
differences in coordination, whereas CLIL low achievers did so in the total number of

nouns and in the percentage of error-free units.

RQ 3.3 Do CLIL low achievers obtain more statistically significant differences
in pr opositional, s yntactica nd 1 exical c omplexity, accuracy a nd f luency
achievement scores than CLIL high achievers when compared to their respective
peers in the non-CLIL group atT1, T2 and T3 in the interview and narrative

tasks?

As s een f rom t he a nswers t o que stions 3.1 and 3.2, ve ry few s ignificant
differences were found in favour of CLIL learners according to their proficiency level

when ¢ ompared t o t heir non -CLIL c ounterparts. O n t he one ha nd, n on-CLIL h igh
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achievers at tained m ore s ignificant di fferences t han non -CLIL 1ow a chievers. As for
CLIL learners, no significant differences were found in favour of CLIL high achievers
(except in the percentage of nouns and L1 words produced), while CLIL low achievers
performed b etter t han non-CLIL 1 ow ach ievers in accuracy and the t otal n umber o f
nouns at T3. According to these results, little evidence was gathered to claim that low

achievers benefit more from CLIL instruction than high achievers.

RQ 4 Do C LIL and n on-CLIL young | earners’ achievement s cores i n co mplexity,
accuracy and fluency develop significantly from TO to T1, from T1 to T2, from T2 to
T3 and from TO to T3 according to the learners’ initial proficiency level keeping amount
of English input (hours of instruction) constant between the two groups in the interview

and narrative tasks?

RQ 4.1 Do C LIL and non -CLIL hi gh a chievers’ s cores i n pr opositional,
syntactic an d | exical co mplexity, ac curacy an d f luency d evelop s ignificantly
from TO to T1, from T1 to T2, from T2 to T3 and from TO to T3 in the interview

and narrative tasks?

Accordingt ot her esults, C LIL a nd non -CLIL hi gh a chievers d eveloped
significantly in propositional complexity from TO to T3 in the interview and narrative
tasks. In addition, CLIL high achievers showed significant development from TO to T1
in the interview task. Concerning syntactic complexity, CLIL high achievers developed
significantly from TOto T 3. Inregardt ol exical c omplexity, C LIL h igh a chievers
significantly decreased the number of nouns produced from TO to T3 in the interview

and narrative tasks. In terms of accuracy, C LIL hi gh a chievers di splayed s ignificant
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decrease in t he p ercentage o f error-free units from TOto T 3 in t he i nterview t ask.
Finally, the fluency analyses report that CLIL high achievers improved significantly in
speech rate in words in the interview task from T2 to T3 and from TO to T3, while non-
CLIL high achievers showed significant development from TO to T1, from T1 to T2 and
fromT Ot o T 3. Int he na rrative t ask, C LIL high achievers d isplayed s ignificant
development from TO to T3, whereas non-CLIL high achievers developed significantly
from TO to T1, from T2 to T3 and from TO to T3. As for the percentages of L1 words,
both CLIL and non-CLIL high achievers decreased significantly from TO to T3 in the
interview task and narrative tasks. A dditionally, C LIL hi gh achievers also de creased
significantly from T2 to T3 in the narrative task. To summarise, CLIL high achievers
displayed m ore periods of s ignificant de velopment t han non -CLIL h igh ach ievers in

complexity and accuracy mainly.

RQ 4.2 Do CLIL and non-CLIL low achievers’ scores in propositional, syntactic
and lexical complexity, accuracy and fluency de velop significantly from TO to
Tl,fromT1toT2,fromT2toT3andfrom TO to T 3 in theinterview and

narrative tasks?

The intragroup analyses show that CLIL and non-CLIL low achievers developed
significantly from T 0t o T 3 i n pr opositional complexity i nt he i nterview t ask. In
addition, non-CLIL low achievers also showed significant improvement from TO to T1.
In the narrative task, only CLIL low achievers improved significantly from TO to T3 in
propositional c omplexity. In terms o f's yntactic c omplexity, C LIL low achievers also
displayed s ignificant de velopment from TOto T3 inthe interview t ask. C oncerning

lexical complexity, CLIL low achievers showed a significant decrease of nouns from TO
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to T3 in the narrative task. In regard to accuracy, no significant development was found
for either CLIL or non-CLIL low achievers. Finally, CLIL and non-CLIL low achievers
developed significantly in speech rate in words from TO to T3 in the interview task and
narrative tasks. In addition, CLIL low achievers also showed significant improvement
from T2 to T3 in the two tasks. Finally, CLIL and non-CLIL low achievers displayed
significant decrease in the percentage of L1 words from TO to T3 in the two tasks. To
sum up, C LIL 1ow achievers obt ained m ore p eriods of significant de velopment t han

non-CLIL low achievers in complexity and fluency.

RQ 4.3 Do CLIL low achievers’ scores in propositional, s yntactic and lexical
complexity, accuracy and fluency show greater development from TO to T3 than

those obtained by CLIL high achievers in the interview and narrative tasks?

According to the results, C LIL | ow a chievers d isplayed greater imp rovement
than C LIL hi gh a chievers i n ¢ oordination, t he pe rcentage o fa djectives a nd t he
percentage of correct verb forms in the interview task. In addition, CLIL low achievers
also showed the lowest percentages of decrease in error-free units. In the narrative task,
CLIL 1 ow a chievers a ttained hi gher pe rcentages of i mprovement i n propositional
complexity, coordination, the percentage of verbs, error-free units and the percentage of
correct verb forms. Additionally, CLIL low achievers displayed a higher percentage of
decrease in the number of nouns than CLIL high achievers. As for fluency, CLIL low
achievers displayed the highest percentage of improvement from T2 to T3 only. In brief,
CLIL low achievers seem to show greater improvement than CLIL high achievers in

syntactic complexity, lexical complexity and accuracy.
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RQ 5 What isthe r elationship be tween s yntactic c omplexity, a ccuracy a nd f luency
achievement scores obtained by young learners in the CLIL and non-CLIL groups from
TO to T3 keeping amount of English input (hours of instruction) constant between the

two groups in the interview and narrative tasks?

RQ 5.1 Ist hereaco rrelation b etween s yntactic co mplexity an d a ccuracy
achievement s cores in CLIL+EFL and E FL s ettings fromTOtoT3inthe

interview and narrative tasks?

According t o t he ¢ orrelation t ests, a s trong ne gative correlation w as f ound
between the percentages of coordinate units and the percentages of error-free units in
EFL settings from TO to T3 in the interview task. In C LIL+EFL s ettings, the results
reported a weak ne gative correlation. The correlation tests could not be conducted for

the narrative task due to the low scores in accuracy.

RQ 5.2 Ist herea correlationb etween s yntactic complexity a nd f luency
achievement s cores in CLIL+EFL and E FL s ettings fromTOtoT3inthe

interview and narrative tasks?

The an alyses report as trong p ositive co rrelation b etween t he p ercentage o f
coordinate units and speech rate in words in both CLIL+EFL settings and EFL settings
in the interview task. The correlation tests could not be conducted for the narrative task

due to the low scores in complexity
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RQ 5.3 Is there a correlation between accuracy and fluency achievement scores
in CLIL+EFL and EFL settings from TO to T 3 in the interview and narrative

tasks?

The results indicate a m edium n egative correlation b etween the p ercentage o f
error-free uni ts and s peechrateinwords from TOto T 3intheinterview taskin
CLIL+EFL and E FL s ettings. The co rrelation t ests ¢ ould not be c onducted for t he

narrative task due to the low scores in accuracy.

RQ 6 What are the characteristics, in terms of complexity, accuracy, fluency and oral
narrative competence, of the out put produced by a s election of young learners w ith
different fluency levels at TO and T3 in CLIL+EFL and EFL settings in the interview

and narrative tasks?

RQ 6.1 Whatar et hech aracteristics,i nt erms o fs yntactican d 1 exical
complexity, accuracy and fluency, ofa highly fluent, a fluent and a dysfluent
young learner’s oral output at TO and T3 in CLIL+EFL and EFL settings in the

interview and narrative tasks?

According to the individual descriptions, some use of coordination was observed
in t he or al out put of hi ghly fluent 1 earners at TO. At T 3, in c ontrast, highly fluent
learners e xtensively use c oordination and s ubordination (i.e. t o-infinitive c lauses and
that-clauses). Fluent 1 earners,ont he ot her hand, a chieved good command of
coordination from TO to T3. However, instances of subordination were scarce at T3. As

for dysfluent learners, the greatest change observed relates to the use of SVO structures.
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At TO, dysfluent learners’ output did not contain predicates on m any occasions due to
simplification strategies, while at T3 learners showed mastery of SVO structures as well
as a ttempts t o pr oduce coordination. In a ddition, none of t he I earners s howed f ull
development in the production of questions or negation. The main difference between
CLIL and non-CLIL 1 earners is that C LIL l earners s tarted t o de velop their s yntactic
system la ter th an n on-CLIL 1 earners, a s a r esult, non -CLIL I earners s howed hi gher
degrees of syntactic complexity in some cases.

With r egard to le xical complexity, one o fthe characteristics o f th e le arners’
output at TO was the limited use of verbs. Highly fluent and fluent learners increased the
number of verbs from T 1 onwards, while dysfluent learners did so from T2 to T3. As
for the us e of adjectives, the three groups of 1earners only used adjectives that w ere
inserted in formulaic sequences. The most relevant difference observed between CLIL
and non-CLIL learners was found in the group of highly fluent learners, in which the
CLIL learner used prepositional verbs.

Concerning accuracy, the main finding relates to the use of formulaic language
and its effects. At TO, learners (regardless of their fluency level) made extensive use of
formulaic language, which accounted for the high scores in accuracy learners obtained,
especially i nt he i nterview t ask. A t T 3, h owever, | earners started t o an alyse an d
restructure formulaic sequences in order to achieve a specific communicative purpose.
Ins od oing, accuracyl evels d ecreased. T his w as o bserved f or al 1t he ] earners,
independently of the t ype of instruction r eceived. A dditionally, e rrors related to the
development of syntactic structures were also observed. The most common errors found
at T 3 werer elated t o the om ission, ove ruse a nd s ubstitution of c¢ ertain | inguistic

features.
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Finally, the most noticeable changes in fluency are associated with the amount
of language produced. At TO, learners produced fragmented language (mainly dysfluent
learners) and very short utterances. At T 3, all the learners considerably increased the
amount of 1 anguage p roduced, t hus t he s entences be came 1 onger. Despite th at,
comprehension problems as well as L1 use was still present at T2 and T3. As previously
mentioned, the main difference b etween C LIL and non-CLIL learners was that CLIL
learners s howed t he gr eatest i mprovement from T2 to T 3, w hile non -CLIL | earners

already displayed important improvement at T1.

RQ 6.2 What s tages of or al na rrative de velopment a re i dentified i n t he or al
output of a highly fluent, a fluent and a dysfluent young learner at TO and T3 in

CLIL+EFL and EFL settings in the narrative task?

Both highly fluent CLIL and non-CLIL learners attained stage 7 at T3, featured
by the emergence of subordination and narrative discourse features. The CLIL learner
moved from stage 5, c haracterised by the use of complete SVA structures, the present
progressive and incipient di scourse or ganisation, to stage 8 w ith the use of infinitive
constructions. T he hi ghly fluent c ontrol 1 earner, on t he ot her ha nd, pr ogressed from
stage 4, f eatured by the use of SVO and S VA structures and the conjunction and, to
stage 7.

The fluent CLIL learner started at stage 2 at T 1 with the first prepositions and
prepositional phrases and attained stage 5 at T3 with complete SVA structures. At T2,
however, the fluent CLIL learner produced an attempt to use the present perfect, which

is one of the characteristics of stage 8. Despite this, no us e of subordination (stage 7)
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was observed. The fluent non-CLIL learner progressed from stage 4 to stage 6, which is
characterised by the use of the indefinite article.

Finally, the C LIL dysfluent | earner de veloped from stage 2 w ith the use of
nominal ¢ ontent w ords to stage 5, w hile t he n on-CLIL dysfluent | earner p rogressed
from stage 3, featured by the use of the L2 definite article, to stage 7.

Altogether, the results indicate that 1earners follow the d evelopmental p atterns
presented i n A lvarez ( 2006): s yntactic de velopment a t t he phr asal I evel, f urther
syntactic development at the clausal level and morphological development. In addition,
the d ata an alysed i n t he qua litative an alysis indicates that, in general t erms, t hose
learners with high fluency levels are able to produce subordination at the end of primary
school to express complex syntactic relationships between the elements in a story. As
for t he comparison o f the learners acco rdingt o thet ype o f instruction r eceived,
inconclusive r esults w ere gathered s 0 as to claim that C LIL+EFL co ntexts ar e m ore

beneficial for the learners’ narrative development than EFL contexts.

Several conclusions can be drawn from the results obtained in this study. First of
all, evidence has been provided to claim that language-related gains in young learners’
oral production skills in minimal CLIL exposure programmes are not immediate. This
claim is based on the fact that the amount of CLIL instruction during the first year of the
study was not enough to enhance young learners’ oral production skills when compared
to their non-CLIL counterparts. In the second year, in contrast, the results reveal that the
amount of CLIL instruction accumulated by the learners started to have a positive effect
on CLIL learners’ oral output, particularly on fluency, up t o the point that significant
differences i n f avour o f't he non -CLIL group disappeared atT 3. T aking t his i nto

consideration, i ti ss uggested th atth e imp lementation o fmo rei ntense C LIL
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programmes, which provide learners with greater amounts of more regular CLIL input,
need to be encouraged in order for CLIL to have a significant impact on young learners’
oral production skills. Up to the present, CLIL research has highlighted the superiority
of CLIL programmes over more traditional forms of foreign language instruction on the
basis of research findings obt ained i n s tudies which di d not control f or a mount of
English i nstruction be tween C LIL and non -CLIL or t he ¢ omparability o ft he t wo
groups. T his s tudy has acknowledged t he pot ential a nd be nefits of C LIL on s everal
occasions. However, it has also illustrated that when amount of English instruction is
kept c onstant b etween t he t wo groups, t he benefits o f min imal C LIL exposure
programmes do not reach significance.

As pr eviously m entioned, m inimal C LIL exposure pr ogrammes a re widely
implemented in Catalonia. The reasons behind the implementation of this type of CLIL
programme relate to the lack of appropriate CLIL training and the lack of institutional
support. Even though the Catalan educational authorities encourage the implementation
of CLIL, little is being done to provide schools and teachers with the necessary material
(i.e. t eaching m aterials) a nd non -material r esources ( time f or m aterial design or
meetings be tween c ontent a nd foreign | anguage t eachers) to i mplement g ood qua lity
CLIL programmes. That is why most Catalan schools decide to implement this type of
CLIL programmes before launching stronger forms of CLIL.

Secondly, t his s tudy h as r evealed t hat i n or der f or C LIL t o be e ffective, a
systematic development of learners’ oral productive skills needs to be guaranteed. As in
other forms of content-based instruction (i.e. immersion programmes and content-based
instruction), there seems to be a stronger emphasis on r eceptive skills over productive
skills. A's a result, t eaching practices for t he |l earning and de velopment of or al (and

written) production skills tend to be overlooked. The use of focus on form tasks within
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CLIL i nstruction s eems t o be a f easible s olution f or t he i ntegration of 1 anguage
objectives and t he d evelopment of 1 anguage s kills. In s o doing, the expectations of
CLIL in regard to language outcomes would be fulfilled.

Another conclusion reached from the findings is that CLIL instruction does not
necessarily have a negative impact on weak foreign language learners. According to the
results obtained, no differences were observed in favour of non-CLIL low achievers at
T3 in any of the measures used, which suggests that CLIL and non-CLIL low achievers
perform s imilarly in C AF me asures. T his is quite a r elevant f inding w ithin C LIL
research and practice, as concerns and reluctant attitudes towards the implementation of
CLIL are usually associated with the extra difficulties or problems weak learners will
have to cope with in CLIL settings.

In addition, it can also be concluded that CAF measures in CLIL+EFL and EFL
settings do not d evelop s imultaneously. A s a Iready pr esented, t radeoff ef fects w ere
observed in both groups be tween s yntactic c omplexity and accuracy from TOto T3,
which implies that learners’ accuracy levels will decrease as their syntactic complexity
increases. S yntactic c omplexity a nd fluency, i n c ontrast, do de velop s imultaneously.
The imp ortance o f th ese findings w ithin in structed S LA lie s in the attitude to wards
errors in primary school. As pointed out by many researchers, errors are necessary for
the development of the learners’ interlanguage. Furthermore, the emergence of errors is
very likely to indicate progress among young language learners. Thus, on t he basis of
these findings it is advisable to encourage risk-taking attitudes to produce syntactically
complex structures rather than prime high levels of accuracy.

The ne xt ¢ onclusion r elates t o t he i mportance of f ostering t he t eaching of
formulaic la nguage in primary s chool. According to th e q ualitative descriptions,

formulaic s equences p laya crucialr olei nt hed evelopmento ft hel earners’
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interlanguage, p articularly among young l anguage | earners. T aking this into a ccount,
the teaching of formulaic language needs to be provided, especially in CLIL settings in
which formulaic sequences may help learners verbalise content and language objectives.
As seen from the interpretations o f the qualitative an alyses, young language | earners
start t o m odify andr estructure a Iready | earnt ¢ hunks of 1| anguaget o f itt heir
communicative purposes during their last year in primary school mainly. In so doing,
they succeed in en gaging not only in e ffective communication but also in i mportant
acquisition processes such as restructuring of L2 knowledge.

Finally, s everal g eneralisations r egarding th e lin guistic features thatare tobe
expected in the L2 English oral output of learners at the end of primary school can also
be highlighted. T o start with, young learners are predicted to produce complete SVO
structures a nd c oordination. In a ddition, s ubordination c an a Iso b e e xpected among
those learners with high fluency levels. Syntactically complex structures like negation
and questions are not predicted to be fully developed at the end of primary school. In
regard to accuracy, overuse, substitution and omission errors as well as errors related to
the r estructuring of formulaic 1 anguage ar e alsol ikelyt o o ccur. A s f or1 exical
complexity, th e mo st r elevant ¢ hange d uring th e la st year o fp rimary education is
associated with the increase inthe use o fverbs. E ventually, fluencyis ex pected to

improve greatly, although some L1 use and comprehension problems may still persist.

8.1 Limitations of the study and further research

In this final part of the dissertation some of the limitations in the present study
will be acknowledged. They are mainly related to the generalisation of the findings and
the t reatment o ft he o ral data in the analyses. Additionally, s uggestions f or further

research will also be provided.
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To begin with, the mo st relevant limitation concerns the generalisation ofthe
findings. E ven t hough t he findings o ft his s tudy are based ont he a nalysis of 416
transcripts (two tasks and four data collection times), the total number of participants in
this study was 52. Likewise, the qualitative descriptions analysed the oral output of 6
learners onl y. T hus, t he e laboration of 1 arger research p rojects ( with s imilar
methodological designs) is strongly encouraged in order to corroborate the findings in
this study.

In addition to that, several limitations were observed in the treatment of the oral
output. Firstly, the use of a completely new unit for the analysis of the oral data implied
the 1 mpossibility t o c ompare findings a cross r esearch. S econdly, the s tudy of young
learners’ lexical complexity by looking into lexical diversity seemed to be insufficient.
This is why the examination of other dimensions w ithin lexical c omplexity mi ght be
more ad equate. For instance, the study o fthe e mergence o f functional categories by
means of a nalysing young |l earners’ | exical de nsity m ight pr ovide more r elevant
findings in this area. In addition, it is imp ortant to note that data c ollection s essions
were carried b ya group o fr esearchers an d that each o ft hem ad opted d ifferent
approaches and attitudes during the data collection sessions. That might account for the
differences in to tal ta sk time s f ound a cross pa rticipants, g roups a nd da ta ¢ ollection
times. Finally, another i mportant limitation detected refers to the division of low and
high ach ievers. A s d escribed i nt he M ethod ch apter, t he cl assification o 1 earners
according to their proficiency level was based on a written test which assessed receptive
skills and grammar knowledge. The use of fluency measures like speech rate in words
would have been more reliable indicators of oral proficiency level.

Limitations a side, th iss tudy hass ucceededin overcomingi mportant

methodological s hortcomings found in p revious C LIL research. In addition, r elevant

377



findings r egarding t he e ffectiveness o fC LIL i nstruction andi ts effectsont he
development of young learners’ oral production skills have been discussed. In the first
place, this study has provided enough evidence to claim that minimal CLIL exposure
does not render the expected outcomes in regard to speaking skills. Secondly, a number
of pedagogical implications on the imp ortance o f imp lementing te aching practices for
the de velopment of 1 earners’ o ral p roduction s kills a nd e stablishing c lear 1 anguage
objectivesi n C LIL s ettings ha ve a Iso be en out lined. F inally, da tat racingt he
development of L2 English young learners’ oral output has been provided in an attempt
to characterise English L2 speech among young language learners and inform foreign
language pedagogy.

Altogether, t his di ssertation ha s ¢ ontributed w ith ne w a nd va luable d atat o
further explore to what extent minimal CLIL educational practices in addition to EFL
instruction are more beneficial than regular EFL instruction on its own. CLIL has the
potential t o of fer t he opt imal ¢ onditions f or | anguage | earningt ot ake pl acei n
instructional contexts. However, clear language objectives as well as greater amounts of
CLIL i nput are n eeded in or dert o f oster t he de velopment of a 111 anguage s kills,
especially speaking skills. In addition, the results obtained in this study indicate that the
integration of a more systematic use of focus on form tasks into CLIL teaching practices

may also be necessary in order to achieve the presumed benefits of CLIL.
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APPENDICES

Appendix A: Interview task

1. Hi. How are you?
2. My name’s... What’s your name and surname?
3. How old are you?
4. Tell me about your family...
4.1 Have you got any brothers or sisters?
4.2 What is your sister’s /brother’s name?
4.3 How old is your brother / sister?
4.2 W hat is your parents’ job? For example, [ am a teacher, w hat’s your
mother’s/ father’s job?
5. What do you usually do at the weekends (on Saturday and Sunday)?
5.1 Do you visit your grandparents at the weekends?
5.2 Do you practise any sports? What sport do you play?
5.3 Do you go out with your parents? What do you do ?
6. What did you do last weekend?
7. And what are you going to do next Sunday?
7.1 What are your plans for next weekend?

8. Now your turn: Ask me a few questions.
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Appendix B: Picture-elicited narrative task

This is a story of a boy, a girl, a mother and their dog. Have a look at the pictures and
tell me the story.
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Appendix C: Complete transcripts (highly fluent CLIL and control learners)

Highly fluent CLIL learner: TO

Interview

1 @Begin
2 (wLanguages: en,ca

3 @ Participants: SUB_Subject: H ighly f luent C LIL le arner Subject, INV
_Investigator

4  @Coder: ............

6 *INV: ok hi how are you ?
7 *SUB: Iam good.

8 *INV: myname is .....and what is your name and surname ?
9 *SUB: .

10 *INV: ok how old are you ?

11 *SUB: ten years old .

12 *INV: tell me about your family .

13 *INV: for example have you got any brothers or sisters ?

14 *SUB: one sister and one father and one mother .

15 *INV: whatis your sister's name ?

16 *SUB: ..............

17 *INV: how old is she ?

18 *SUB: eight years .

19 *INV: what are your parents' job ?

20 *SUB: 0 [= says nothing]

21 *INV: [Iam for example I am a teacher I teach English .

22 *INV: what is your mother's job ?
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23 *SUB: my fatherisat eacherm y f ather n o@s:c s é@s:c co m@s:c es @s:c
diu@s:c.

24 *INV: now what do you do at the weekends ?

25 *INV: on Sturday and sunday what do you do ?

26 *SUB: no.

27 *INV: you do nothing .

28 *INV: you stay at home ?

29 *SUB: yes.

30 *INV: do you practise any sports ?

31 *SUB: yes.

32 *INV: whatdo youdo ?

33 *SUB: taewkondo football and tennis .

34 *INV: do you go out with your parents ?

35 *SUB: yes go to bicycle .

36 *INV: ok last weekend what did you do ?

37 *INV: las saturday and sunday what do you do ?

38 *SUB: in home.

39 *INV: ok and what are you going to do next next weekend ?
40 *INV: what are your plans for next weekend nest saturday and sunday ?
41 *INV: what are your plans ?

42 *INV: have you got a lot of plans ?

43 *SUB: no.

44 *INV: no.

45 *INV: ok now it is your turn ask me questions now .

46 *SUB: in the weeks of the ara@s:c no@s:c em@s:c surt@s:c .
47 *SUB: how old are you ?

48 *INV: Iam thirty years old .

49 *SUB: and your family ?

50 *INV: Ihave got two brothers and my parents are retired .

51 *SUB: who is the job of your fathers ?
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52
53
54

*INV:
*INV:
@End

my father used to be a mechanic and my mother used to be a cheff .

ok .

Narrative TO

1 (@Begin

2 (@Languages: en,ca

3 @ Participants: SUB_Subject: H ighly f luent C LIL le arner Subject, INV

_Investigator

4  (@Coder: ............

5 *INV: now this is the story of a boy a girl a mother and their dog

6 *INV: have alook at the story and tell me the story .

7 *SUB: this boys are cooking hmm@p a cake .

8 *SUB: in the picture two the dog is looking in the basket and the mum is [//] and
the mum and the boys are looking one map .

9 *SUB: the picture three the boys go out the home and his mothers hmm@p says
bye .

10 *SUB: in the picture four the boys are in the mountains in the camp@s:c two
cows and XXX .

11 *SUB: and the boy and the girl open the basket and the dog is go out .

12 *SUB: the girl are surprise .

13 *SUB: the boys are looking in the basket and in the basket no have [/] no have
the cake .

14 *SUB: and the dogis go out .

@End
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Highly fluent CLIL learner: T1

Interview

1 @Begin
2 (@Languages: en,ca

3 @ Participants: SUB_Subject: H ighly f luent C LIL le arner Subject, INV
_Investigator

4 @Coder: .................

5 *INV: ok hi how are you ?

6 *SUB: good.
7 *INV: okmynameis.......... what's your name ?
g8 *SUB: ......

9 *INV: and your surname ?

10 *SUB: ........

11 *INV: ho [//] how old are you ?

12 *SUB: eleven.

13 *INV: good now Arnau tell me about your family
14 *SUB: oof

15 *INV: have you got any brothers or sisters ?

16 *SUB: one sister and one father and one mother .
17 *INV: ok and what's your sister's name ?

18 *SUB: .............

19 *INV: and how old is she ?

20 *SUB: eight years .

21 *INV: eight#she's eight ok # and what about your mother ? what about your
mother's job ?

22 *SUB: teacher.
23 *INV: she's a teacher # an English teacher ?
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24
25
26
27
28

29
30

31

32
33
34
35
36

37
38
39
40
41
42

43
44
45
46

47
48
49

*SUB:
*INV:
*SUB:
*INV:
*SUB:

*INV:
*INV:

*SUB:

*INV:
*SUB:
*INV:
*SUB:
*INV:

*SUB:
*INV:
*SUB:
*INV:
*SUB:
*INV:

*SUB:
*INV:
*SUB:
*INV:

*SUB:
*INV:
*SUB:

no .
for primary or secondary school ?
hmm@p primary .

and your father ? what's your father's job ?

itisacap @s:c d e@s:c em pressa@s:c n o@s:c s e@s:c co m@s:c
es@s:c diu@s:c .

ok he's a manager .

ok Arnau what do you usually do atthe weekends ? on Saturdays and
Sunday what do you usually do ?

in saturday I go # to play foot+ball at eleven o'clock and the other time
nol—+..

you play playstation ?

no .

no ? you don't like it ? ok
0 [= says nothing]

ok a nd hm m@p w hat did y ou do I ast w eekend ? 1ast S aturday a nd
Sunday what did you do ?

I go in [/] # in Barcelona and in [/] Lloret de Mar # in the beach .
and what about next weekend ? next next ?

I don't know .

you don't yet ? don't you have plans ?

no .

ok and hmm@p do you visit your grandparents ? are you going to visit
your grandparents ?

no # I have one .
you've got one grandfather or grandmother?
grandmother .

ok A rnau#a skm e qu estions # now youare the one who willask
questions

hmm@p how old are you ?
I'm twenty+eight .

what is your job ?
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50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59

*INV: I'm aschool teacher I'm an English teacher .

*SUB: and your family ?

*INV:  my family ? what do you want to know about my family ?
*SUB: sisters ? brothers ?

*INV: yes I have one brother # his name is ..........

*SUB: es@s:c el@s:c que@s:c va@s:c a@s:c venir@s:c ?

*INV: no hahahaha he's not my brother .

*SUB: how years # have # he ?

*INV:  my brother my brother is twenty+five ok Arnau that was good

@End

Narrative T1

10

11

400

@Begin
@Languages:  en,ca

@ Participants: SUB_Subject: H ighly f luent C LIL le arner Subject, IN V

_Investigator

*INV:  now this is the story of a boy a girl a mother and their dog # have a look

at the pictures and tell me the story
*SUB: the boy and the girl preparate a picnic
*INV:  uhhuh@i
*SUB:  and the dog go [//] goes in [//] goes on the +...
*INV:  [“] basket
*SUB:  ++ [“] basket

*SUB:  In picture three the boy is going camp@s:c and his mother says bye



11 *INV:  uhhuh@i

12 *SUB: in the camp the boys open the basket and the dog goes out

13 *INV:  uhhuh@i

14 *SUB: and the # food # que@s:c estava@s:c in the basket the dogs the dog eats
15 *INV: ok welldone......... very good

@End

Highly fluent CLIL learner: T2

Interview
1 @Begin
2 @Languages: en, ca

3 @Participants: SUB_Subject: H ighly f luent CLIL1 earner S ubject, INV

_Investigator
4 @Coder: .............
5 *INV: how are you ?

6 *SUB: I'm good .

7 *INV: my name is ............... what is your name and surname ?
8 *SUB: ...
9 *INV: how old are you ............. ?

10 *SUB: I'm eleven years old .

11 *INV: tell me about your family .
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12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33
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*SUB:

I have two brothers [//] bueno@s:c one sister and one brother one father

one mother and six more parents@s:c but I don't know the name of tiet@s:c .

*INV:

*SUB:

*INV:

*SUB

*INV:

*SUB:

*INV:

*SUB:

*INV:

*SUB

*INV:

*SUB:

*INV:

*SUB:

*INV:

*SUB:

*INV:

*SUB:

*INV:

*SUB:

*INV:

ok and what's your sister [/] sister's name ?

and how old is she ?

: I think so its eight .

and your brother ? what's his name ?
fort .

sorry .

........ he has forty days .

forty days ?

s yes.

and

my father is a boss of empresa@s:c and my mother is a teacher of maths .
what do you usually do at the weekends ?

I don't know .

what do you do generally .

it's different every day is different .

yes for example ?

sometimes I go to the mountain to run bicycle .

ok and what did you do last weekend ?

I go to the mountain .

and what are you going to do next weekend ?



34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

*SUB: [ don't know .

*INV: ok now it's your turn you ask me questions .

*SUB: what about your parents ?

*INV: I have parents my father's called ........ and my mother is called ......
*SUB: and your job ?

*¥INV: I'm [//] I work at a university I teach the history and sociology of sport

and english .

*SUB: I don't have more .

*INV: just one .

*SUB: what's the job of your parents ?

*INV: my father was a teacher he taught english and my mother was a nurse .

*SUB: 0.

Narrative T2

@Begin
@Languages: en, ca

@Participants: S UB_Subject: H ighly f luent CLIL1 earner S ubject, INV
_Investigator

@Coder: .............

*INV: ok very good .......... now this is the story of a boy a girl a mother and

their dog have a look at the pictures and tell me the story ok .

*SUB: picture number the boy has to prepare a picnic .

*INV: uhhuh@i .
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8 *SUB: and the dog look the bueno@s:c the boys .

9 *INV: uhhuh@i .

10 *SUB: in pi cture num ber two when mum no [//] when the boys look into the

map the dog goes into the # [/] into the cest@s:c .

11 *INV: ok .

12 *SUB: the picture number three the boys go out of the home .

13 *INV: uhhuh@i .

14 *SUB: in four he are in the picnic

15 *SUB: in five he open the # bueno@s:c [//] in five the dogs go out of the picniC

cest@s:c and in six no are +...

16 *INV: ok

17 *SUB: ++ no are more food in the cest@s:c .

18 *INV: why is the basket empty ?

19 *SUB: ah ["] basket # can you repeat ?

20 *INV: why is the basket empty ?

21 *SUB: the dog eat the food .

22 *INV: ok well done .

@End
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Highly fluent CLIL learner: T3

Interview

1 @Begin

2 @Languages: en, ca

3 @Participants: S UB_Subject: H ighly f luent CLIL1 earner S ubject, INV
_Investigator

4 @Coder: .............

5

6 *INV: hi how are you ?

7 *SUB: good I think so I'm good .

8 *INV: uhhuh@i my name is ..... what's your name ?

9 *SUB: Arnau .

10 *INV: and your surname ?

11 *SUB: Montero .

12 *INV: uhhuh@i how old are you ?

13 *SUB: I have twelve years old and I have the birthday last # month .

14 *INV: oh really happy birthday then .

15 *SUB: thanks .

16 *INV: tell me about your family....

17 *SUB: I have my father works in a factory and he had I think so he had fifty
forty+nine years .

18 *INV: and your mother ?
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20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38
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*SUB: and m y m other works ina schoolisa mathsisa prof@s:c|[//]sorry

teacher of maths .

*INV: uhhuh@i .

*INV: do you have any brothers or sisters ?

*SUB: the sister had nine years old and she [/] she works too in [/] in this school.
*INV: ok hmm@p .......... what do you usually do at the weekends ?

*SUB: I play foot+ball with my team or I do homework # nothing more .

*INV: ok what did you do last weekend ?

*SUB: I also do homework and go to the swimming pool with my family .

*INV: uhhuh@i good and what about next weekend ? what are your plans for

next weekend ?

*SUB: [ don't know .

*INV: are you going to play foot+ball ?

*SUB: no .

*INV: ok ........ now it's your turn you ask me questions .
*SUB: which is your work ?

*INV: I am a teacher I teach English .

*SUB: in +... ?

*INV: In....... in a school called .....

*SUB: and about your family do you have some other teachers in your family ?
*INV: No I'm the only teacher in my family .

*SUB: Is it because you like teachers work or because your fathers tell you do

teachers work ?



39

40

41

42

*INV: No because I like teachers [//] teaching I like teaching my parents work

in a hospital and they wanted me to become a doctor and I said I no no no

I don't want to work in a hospital I don't want to be a doctor I want to teach and I

want to teach English .

*SUB: I have very many medics@s:c in my family five or six because I had a lot

of parents .

*INV: really ? ok very good ...... very good.

Narrative T3

10

@Begin
@Languages: en, ca

@Participants: S UB_Subject: H ighly f luent CLIL1 earner S ubject, INV

_Investigator
@Coder: .............

*INV: this is the story of a boy a girl a mother and their dog have a look at the

pictures and tell me the story ok .

*SUB: first picture the boys are preparing the breakfast and the dog looks about
it.

*SUB: and in picture number two mum tells him to goto the park to eatthe

breakfast and the dog is jumping in the entering the cest@s:c

*SUB: and in picture three the boys are saying bye to mum and they are going to

the park.
*SUB: in picture number four the boys are looking for [/] for seat.

*SUB: in number five the boys are looking into [/] into the cest@s:c and the

dog goes out
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11 *SUB: and in number six in the cest@s:c aren't any [/] any food and the dog runs

out.
12 *INV: excellent .

@End

Highly fluent control learner: TO

Interview

1 @Begin
2 (@Languages: en,ca

3  (@Participants: S UB_ Subject: H ighly f luent ¢ ontrol learner S ubject, INV

_Investigator
4 (@Coder: ............
5
6 *INV: howareyou........... [/] how are you ?

7 *SUB: hmm@p I am fine .

8 *INV: okmynameis.......... what is your name and surname ?

9 *SUB: yeslam...................

10 *INV: ok and how old are you.......... ?

11 *SUB: [Iten years old.

12 *INV: ok tell me about your family .

13 *SUB: hmm@p my mum his name is ........... and my father .........

14 *INV: any brothers or sisters ?
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15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

*SUB:

*INV:

*SUB:

*INV:

*SUB:

*INV:

*SUB:

*INV:

*SUB:

*INV:

*SUB:

*INV:

*SUB:

*INV:

*SUB:

*INV:

*SUB:

*INV:

*SUB:

*INV:

*SUB:

*INV:

*SUB:

hmm@p yes it one sister and his name is ..... .

ok good and what are your parents' jobs ?

hmm@p .

ok now what do you usually do at the weekends ["] ?
weekend ["] .

weekend Saturday Sunday what do you usually do ?
I do [//] I ride the horse and do to the horse and ## nothing .
ok what did you do last weekend ?

hmm@p similar of all .

and what are you going to do next weekend ?
similar .

now your turn you ask me questions .

hmm@p how old are you ?

I am forty+five .

hmm@p xxx@s:c what is your name ?

my name is...........

hmm@p ## what is your favourite subject ?

my favourite subject is English .

what is your mother name's ?

my mother's name is ...........

and how old are she ?

she is seventy .

hmm@p what is your favourite sport ?

409



38 *INV:
39 *INV:

40 @End

my favoutite sport is basketball .

ok that is fine .

Narrative TO

1 (@Begin

N

3 @ Participants: SUB_Subject: H

(@Languages:  en, ca

_Investigator
4  (@Coder: ............
5 *INV: ok now this is the story.........
6 *INV: this is the story and it is the story of a boy a girl a mother and a dog ok .
7 *INV:  can you tell me the story a little bit ? .
8 *SUB: hmm@p itis one boy and one girl and a dog .

9 *SUB: his mum hmm@p ## hmm(@p explain the route of this map and hmm@p

the dog is in the castel .

10 *INV:

11 *SUB:

12 *INV:

13 *SUB:

@End

410

uhhuh@i .
the two boys go to the [/] to the forest
uhhuh@i

and his dog eat the food and run in the forest .

ighly f luent ¢ ontrol learner S ubject, INV



Highly fluent control learner: T1

Interview

1 @Begin

2 (@Languages: en,ca

3 @  Participants: SUB_Subject: H ighly f luent ¢ ontrol learner S ubject, INV

_Investigator

4 (@Coder: ............

5 *INV:  hihow are you ?

6 *SUB: Iam fine thank you .

7 *INV: my name is ......... and what is your name ?

8§ *SUB: Tam.........

9 *INV: and your surname ?

10 *INV: ... .

11 *INV:  how old are you Arnau@s:c?

12 *SUB: Iam hmm@p ten years old .

13 *INV: ok now tell me about your family .

14 *SUB: my family Isay +...

15 *INV: have you got any brothers or sisters ?

16 *SUB: yes Ihave asiter hisnameis ....... and he [//] she have hmm@p seven
years and my mother is ......... and she have hmm@)p forty years old .

17 *SUB: my fatheris........ and he have hmm@)p forty+five years old and I have
my grandfathers and grandmothers aunts and uncles .

18 *INV: ok and what are your parents' jobs ?
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19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

28

412

*SUB:

*INV:

*INV:

*SUB:

*INV:

*INV:

*SUB:

*INV:

*INV:

*SUB:

*INV:

*INV:

*SUB:

*SUB:

*INV:

*SUB:

*INV:

*SUB:

*INV:

*SUB:

hmm@p m y m other's workina [/][ina dentistand my father'sisa

doctor.
now ........ what do you usually do at the weekends ?
on Saturdays and Sundays what do you usually do ?

hmm@p I go to ride a horse and we went to [/] to .......... with [/] with a

cousins we [/] we stay in his house .
ok and what did you do last weekend ?
last saturday and sunday what did you do ?

hmm@p I ride a horse all saturdays I go to this and I do not remember

but ## I think it is I go to no@s:c I do not remember .

you do not remember what you did yesterday .

what did you do yesterday ?

this ?

yesterday .

today is monday yesterday was sunday what did you do yesterday ?
but I explain later .

in this sunday I go to............

ok and next weekend what are you going to do next weekend?

next weekend ride a horse of course and in Sunday I think that we go to

ok ........... it is your turn ask me questions .
hmm@p how are you ?
I am fine thank you .

you are welcome .



39 *SUB: how old are you ?

40 *INV: Iam twenty+seven .

41 *SUB: and what is your favourite sport ?

42 *INV: my favourite sport is yoga .

43 *SUB: when you born ?

44 *INV: Iwasbornon 17 March in 1984 .

45 *SUB: and hmm@p I do not know .

46 *SUB: hmm@p today you go to more schools or ?
47 *INV: No when I finish here I will go back to.............
48 *INV: one more question .

49 *SUB: hmm@p what is your favourite animal ?
50 *INV: my favourite animal is the dog .

51 *INV:  thank you very good ...........

@End

Narrative T1

1 @Begin
2 (@Languages: en,ca

3 (@  Participants: SUB_Subject: Highly f luent ¢ ontrol learner S ubject, INV

_Investigator
4  (@Coder: ............

5 *INV: this is the story of a boy a girl a mother and their dog .
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6 *INV: there are six pictures in this story have a look at them and tell me what

the story is about .

7 *SUB: hmm@p in the picture num ber one the boyand the girlis doingthe
breakfast I think .

8 *SUB: and in picture number two his mum is [//] bueno@s:c he have a map and

he point hmm@p the [/] the bueno@s:c the mountain the forest .

9 *SUB: inthe number three hmm@p the two boys are in the street and he says

bye+bye for him mum .
10 *SUB: in the number four they are arrive in the forest and this .

11 *SUB: innumber five hmm@p they look that in [/] in her nest there are a dog

and +...
12 *INV: and?

13 *SUB: ++ inthe end in number six he see [//] they see that in the nest do not

have the breakast the dog eats .
14 *INV: ok very good .

@End

Highly fluent control learner: T2

Interview

1 @Begin
2 (@Languages: en,ca

3 @  Participants: SUB Subject: H ighly f luent ¢ ontrol learner S ubject, INV

_Investigator

4 (@Coder: ............
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11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

*INV:

*SUB:

*INV:

*SUB:

*INV:

*SUB:

*INV:

*SUB:

*INV:

*SUB:

*INV:

*SUB:

*INV:

*SUB:

*INV:

*SUB:

*INV:

*SUB:

*INV:

*SUB:

hi how are you ?

hello I'm fine .

my name is .... what is your name and surname ?

my name is ........... and my surname are [/] are ....... and ... .
how old are you ?

I'm eleven years old

ok can you tell me about your family ?

my father are .... and he works in a [/] in a [/] in a hospital .
uhuhh@i

and my mother is a dentist and his name is .........

uhhuh@i

and I have one sister that his name is [//] she's name is .....
uhhuh@i how old is she ?

he ai [//] she is eight years old .

ok can you tell me what do you usually do at the weekends ?
in this weekend we [/] we went to [/] to ........

uhhuh@i

we have a house in # well +...

++ in the city of <Girona> ?

<in the city yes>and we stay there and bueno@s:c we stay there and

no@s:c mas@s:c

*INV:

*SUB:

this is last weekend yes ? normally normally usually what do you do ?

normally we went to the house of [/] of [/] of ........ this is a farm there

are horses and we +...
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28
29

30

31
32

33

34
35
36
37
38
39
40

41

42

@End

416

*INV:

*SUB:

*INV:

*SUB:

ok and do you visit your grandparents ?
what ?
do you visit your grandparents normally ?

yes well always bueno@s:c # yes alwaysthe [//]they[/]theyhavea

house hmm@p in [/] in front of my house .

*INV:

*SUB:

*INV:

do you practise any sports ?
yes I ride a horse and I do karate .

ok can youtell meif you have any plans for the last [//] for the next

weekend ?

*SUB:

*INV:

*SUB

*INV:

*SUB:

*INV:

*SUB:

*INV:

no?

*SUB:

no hmm@p I don't have any plans .

ok now its your turn you can ask me a few questions three questions .

: good # how old are you ?

I'm thirty years old .

what is your favourite colour ?
my favourite colour is black .

and what is your favourite sport ?

my favourite sport I think is foot+ball and this weekend was i mportant

uhhuh@j



Narrative T2
1 @Begin
2 (@Languages: en,ca

3 @ Participants: SUB_Subject: H ighly f luent control learner S ubject, INV

_Investigator
4 (@Coder: ............
5 *INV: now we're going to move onto the second part I'm gonna show you some

pictures and then I'm gonna give you a minute it's a story about a boy a girl their

mum and their dog so have a look at it tell me when you're ready ok ?

6 *SUB: hmm@)p in the firs pic [/] first pic [/] first picture there are a boy and a

girl and his mum and they prepare sandwich for a picnic

7 *SUB: inthesecond picture hmm@pher[/]her[//]his mum they[/] they
hmm@p they give him a map but the dog he puts in the cist [/] cist [/] castle
bueno@s:c cistell@s:c.

8 *SUB: in the other picture hmm@p the boy and the girl they go to the forest and
in the forest they [/] they [/] they [/] they they app [//] app [//] they appear the
look the dog but it [//] they are in the +...

9 *INV: ++ in the basket .
10 *SUB: ["] in the basket
11 *SUB: the dog go to run

12 *SUB: the boys hmm@p look in the cistell@s:c and they are [//] they aren't the

sandwich.
13 *SUB: the dog eat the sandwich .
14 *INV: ok thank you ......

@End
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Highly fluent control learner: T3

Interview
1 @Begin
2  (@Languages: en, ca

3 @ Participants: SUB_Subject: H ighly f luent ¢ ontrol learner S ubject, INV

_Investigator

N

@Coder: ............

5 *INV: hi how are you ?

6 *SUB: I'm fine thank you and you ?

7 *INV: I'm fine thanks my name is .... what is your name ?
8 *SUB: I'm ...

9 *INV: and your surname ?

10 *SUB: ........

11 *INV: how old are you ....... ?

12 *SUB: I am twelve years old .

13 *INV: tell me about your family ......

14 *SUB: my fatheris a [//] he works in the hospital and his name is ..., .... in
English .

15 *INV: yes ....... 1S cveeinnnnn.

16 *SUB: and my mother is a doctor all my family doctors and his name is .....

17 *INV: ok right .....
18 *SUB: and I have a small sister younger than me .
19 *INV: <yes>
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21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

*SUB:

*INV:

<and> his name iS ............ and he do third course .

ok very good and ........ what do you usually do at the weekends ? on

saturdays and sundays what do you do ?

*SUB:

*INV:

*SUB

*INV:

*SUB:

*INV:

*SUB:

*INV:

*SUB:

*INV:

*SUB:

*INV:

*SUB:

*INV:

*SUB:

*INV:

*SUB

*INV:

*SUB:

*INV:

in saturday I go to ride a horse and sundays I do what [ want .

and what did you do last weekend ? last saturday and sunday ?

: nothing ride a horse and the normal .

and what are your plans ? what are you going to do for next weekend ?
hmm@p we goto......

oh ?

yes the the the horse running a the competition .

ok well done now ... can you ask me a few questions it's your turn now .
ok hmm@p how old are you ?

I'm twenty+eight .

what is your favourite sport ?

my favourite sport well I like yoga very much .
yoga ? uhhuh@i interesting you relax ?

yes I relax and I do exercise as well .

and you [/] you go to different schools to do this ?

yes I I'm working here and in ............

: uhhuh@i

there's a schoolin ........... aswell
where you live ?

I'm from ......... livein.......... .
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42 *SUB: xxx

@End

Narrative T3

—_—

@Begin

N

(@Languages: en,ca

3 @ Participants: SUB_Subject: H ighly f luent ¢ ontrol learner S ubject, INV

_Investigator

4  (@Coder: ............

5 *INV: this is the story of a boy a girl a mother and their dog have a look at the
pictures and tell me the story .

6 *SUB: ok i n't he pi cture num ber one w e ¢ an 1 ook t he bo ys pr eparing t he
breakfast and his dog looking.

7 *SUB: in the number two his da [//] her mum hmm@p are showing the map of

[/] of the [/] of the [/] yes of the world and his dog is looking to the to the basket.

8 *INV: uhhuh@i

9 *SUB: in the number three the boys walking in the street and say good+bye to
his mum .
10 *SUB: in number four the boys are climbing a [//] one small cliff .

11 *INV: uhhuh@i
12 *SUB: in number five they open the basket and they see her [//] his dog .

13 *SUB: in [/] in this and in number six they look another time the basket and they
see that the breakfast isn't [/] isn't there .

14 *INV: yeah so ?

15 *SUB: the dog eat [/] the dog eat the breakfast .
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16 *INV: ok well done .

@End
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Appendix D: Coding symbols

PAUSES

# 0.5 seconds
## greater tan 0.5 seconds
O[=says nothing] participant not answering a question

REPETITIONS

[/] Repetition of words
[//] Retracing with correction

EXPLANATIONS AND ALTERNATIVES

[“] quotation mark

UTTERANCE TERMINATORS

+... uncompleted utterance

++ continuation after interruption / self-completion
+/? Interruption of a question

<....>overlap

UNINTELLIGIBLE MATERIAL

EXCLAMATION AND INTERACTIONAL MARKERS

hmm@p Thinking, waiting
uhhuh@i Yes
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