Lniversitat
wien

DIPLOMARBEIT

Titel der Diplomarbeit

Empirical and Theoretical Perspectives

on Language Learning in CLIL:
Delineating Opportunities & Limitations

Verfasserin
Christina Gefall

angestrebter akademischer Grad

Magistra der Philosophie (Mag. phil.)

Wien, Juni 2009

Studienkennzahl: A 190 344 313

Studienrichtung: Lehramtsstudium Unterrichtsfaciglisch,
Unterrichtsfach Gestite, Sozialkunde und Politische Bildung

Betreuerin: Ao. Univ.-Prof. Dr. ChristmiDalton-Puffer






Content

ACKNOWIEAGMENTS ...t e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeaeeeeneeeeenenne Vil
g1 goTo [¥Tox 1 o] o AR URPRPPPPPPPPPPPRTRPR 1
PART | - CHARACTERISING CLIL ..cotiiiiiiiiiiii e 7..
1. CLIL: a new method of language teaching .......ccccoeeeeviiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeee, 7..
1.1, DefiNING CLIL ..ciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie ettt e e e e b s 7

1.2. The development of CLIL in different educationahtexts: an overview .. 10

PART Il = LEARNING THEORIES AND CLIL ..ccooviiiiciiiiieeeeeee e 14

2. The MONItOr MOAE! ......ovviiiiiiiiiii it 14
2.1.Teaching practices and language learning tbgattie origins of Krashen’s
(gaTe] o o] gy g o e [=] LSRR 14
2.2. The five hypotheses of the monitor model..............ooovviiiiiininl 6.1
2.3. Criticism of Krashen’s hypotheSEes ... eeeeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee e 19
2.4. The monitor model and CLIL .............veeeeeeriiiarne e eeeeeeeeeieeveee 21

3. The interaction and the output NYPOLNESIS ceevvvvveiiiiiiiieiieee, 24
3.1. The interaction hYPOthesIis ... 24
3.2. The output NYPOTNESIS ........uiiii e 26
3.3. Language learning in CLIL: limitations and EOeS ..........ccccccceeeviiinniinnnnn. 30

4. SOCIOCUIUNAl TNEOTY ...t et et ee e e eeeeaeees 33
4.1. Tenets of sociocultural theory........cceeeeeeiiiiiiiii e 33
A AV 1V 1 =0 Y 36
4.3. Sociocultural theory, SLA theory and teaching...........cccccooooeiiiiiiiiiiiinnnnns 37
4.4. CLIL classes as a language learning enviromntgking a sociocultural
LTS 01T o1 NV 39

T 0] ] (B (o 1)V 1 o I 43
5.1. Tenets of epistemic CONSIIUCHIVISM ... ceevvvviiiiiiiceie e eeeeaaaeen s 43
5.2. The influence of social interaction and ofgaage on learning .................... 45
5.3. Constructivist Views 0N teaching .......ccccceoioiiiiiiiiieiieeeeei 46
5.4. Constructivism and CLIL..............uuimmmmmiiiiiee e a7

6. Cummins’ hypotheses on bilingualiSm ..... oo, 50
6.1. Bilingualism and COgNItION ..........uuuireeiiiiie e 50
6.2. Cummins’ hypotheses and CLIL ...........oummmeeereieeeeeeeeeeeeieeeeiiiiinnnens 55.

7. On the relation between CLIL and regular fordgmuage teaching.................. 57



PART Ill = STUDYING CLIL EMPIRICALLY ....cooiiiiiiiiiiiieiiii e 65

8. An evaluation of the Dual Language Programme.............cccevvvverevernnrnnnnnnnnnn 65
8.1. The Dual Language Programme ..........ccooooeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinnne e 65.
8.2. Research questions and methods of the study..............cccoceveiiiiiinieennn. 66
8.3. The SAMPIE ...t e e e e e e e e s 69

8.3.1. The two DLP schools investigated.......ccccuuuuiviiiiiiiinieeeeeeeeieeeeceeiiiiiees 69
8.3.2. The STUABNTS ...ttt e e e e e e 70
8.3.3. TNE PAIENTS ....utiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie et et e e e e e e s 71

9. Organisation of the Dual Language Programme................coovvvvvivivnnnnninnnnennn 72
9.1. Selecting & recruiting DLP teachers....cccceccccceiieeiiiiieeeeeeeeeees 12
9.2. Pre-DLP teacher training...........ooieeeeeeuiiiiieieee e 73
9.3. StUdeNt regiStration .........ccoooo oo 74
9.4. Current organisation of the DLP .......cccoeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeee s 76
9.5. Organisational problems concerning the napeaker..............ccceevvevevvinnnns 77

10. Teaching iNthe DLP .......uuiiiiiiie e e e e e e e e e eenneaneneees 79
10.1. Teaching ODJECHIVES .........uuuuue s e e e e et 79
10.2. Preparing for [essons in the DLP ... 79
10.3. TEACNING @IUS....cuuurruiiiiiie e ettt e e e e e e e e e e e eeeaaeeeees 80
10.4. Teaching methods & PrinCIPIES........uummmeeeeeeieeeeeeeirieeeieeiiir e 81
10.5. Teachers’ pleasures, problems & proposalS..........cccoovvviieiiiiiiiiiiiiinnnnn. 82

11. TeAM LEACKHING ..eeviiiiii ittt e e e e e e e e s e eeaeereeee e 85
11.1. Team teaching: a challenge for teaCherS v ceevveeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiis 85.
11.2. Integrating the foreign language & the naigeaker ..............ccccevvvvvvnnnnnns 87
11.3. Role allocation in the team teaching situatio...............cccoeevvvviiiiiiiieeeee. 88
11.4. The advantages of team teaChing .....cceeeeeeeeeeeeeeirriiiiiiiiiiiiieeeee 90

12. StudentsS iNthe DLP ... 91
12.1. How teachers evaluate the students’ leanmiagress.............ccccevvvvevvevnnnnns 91
12.2. Students’ attitude towards the English laggua................ccoeeiiiiiiiiinininns 93
12.3. Students’ satisfaction With the DLP ....cccceooeiviiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeiiie 97
12.4. Students’ problems in the DLP ..o 100

13. The Parents’ PersSPeCHiVE .......uu i e e 101
13.1. Motives for registration & advantages Oof IHEP ............cccceeeiiiiiiiiiiinnnnn. 101
13.2. The parents’ attitude towards the Englislglaage................ooevvvvvvvvnnnnnnn. 103
13.3. The parents’ satisfaction with the DLP ccceeeeoooo oo, 04
13.4. The parents’ view on the child’'s languageefigyment ............................ 106

v



14. The DLP: Core findings and recommendationsnipmrovement..................... 108

14.1. Core findings oOf the StUAY .........ceveeiieeiiiiiii s 108
14.2. Recommendations & suggestions for improvement.............cccccceennnn. 110
15, CONCIUSIONS ...ttt e e e e e e e e e e seanneenees 112
15.1. Learning in the Dual Language Programme...........ccccooeeeeeeeeeiiieeennnnnnns 112
15.2. Reviewing CLIL from the perspective of theory.........cccceeveeeeiiiiiiinnnnee. 115
15.3. Exploiting the potential of CLIL for languabgarning...........cccceeeveeeeeeennn. 119
LISt OF fIQUIES ... e e e e et e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeees 123
RETEIENCES ... ettt ettt et e e e e e eeeeet bbb bbb e e e e e eees 124
Y 0] 01 T[RRI 130
Summary in ENgliSh ... e 144
Zusammenfassung auf DeUtSCh ... 146
CURRICULUM VITAE ..ottt 149






Acknowledgments

Firstly, | would like to thank Professor ChristiaDalton- Puffer who has introduced
me to the issue of CLIL. | greatly appreciate thald she has opened up to me by
giving me the opportunity to conduct an evaluastudy on the Dual Language
Programme and to present its results at the CLbpgsium held at the University
of Vienna in 2007. | felt greatly honoured by thegitation to the symposium as well
as by the student award which I have received fnem Furthermore, | would like to
express my appreciatidar the personal encouragement she has given mersoe

my own ideas when writing papers or now this thesis

Since | could not have done the evaluation studtherDual Language Programme
on my own, | would like to thank the teachers aadcdteachers of the two schools
which participated for their co-operation and iesdr Thanks are also due to Barbara
Unterberger, who was my colleague in the study. arking sessions were always
productive and pleasurable. Being in a team withwees an enjoyable experience
which | would repeat without any hesitation.

In addition | would like to express my appreciatfonthe intellectually stimulating
conversations | have had and the experiences |$teared with colleagues from

university and above all my close friends.

Last but not least, | would like to thank my pasefur their support and

encouragement.

vii






Introduction

Language competencies are part of the core okdgkidlt every citizen needs

for training, employment, cultural exchange andspeal fulfilment.

(European Commission 2003: 7)
As the citation above shows, language knowledgaa®ubtedly important in our
globalised world. Increased mobility, internatiasation and information society
make it necessary that people can also communitédaguages other than their
mother tongue (Dalton-Puffer & Smit 2007: 7). Oticge, understanding this brings
with it the question of how languages can bestbght and learned. Several
methods have been proposed throughout history.n@tieod which is on the rise is
content and language integrated learning, i.e. CIdICLIL classes, subject content
such as biology, history or geography is taughiduggh the medium of a second or
foreign language. The aim is to improve both congenl target language skills
(Maljers, Marsh & Wolff 2007: 7).

In Europe this setting of language teaching hasagpsince the 1990s, being
promoted by the European Commission in the expeant#tat it can create
multilingualism at a high level (Eurydice 2006: 8y Dalton-Puffer has pointed out
“in the discourse of policy makers and educatia@talihe benefits of CLIL
are most frequently conceptualized in terms of gadhyeenhanced learning
outcomes, in other words as “more of everythingal{on-Puffer 2007a:
275)
Because of this very positive reception of CLIL detause of my general interest in
language teaching methodology as | plan to be gukage teacher, | decided to
investigate CLIL more closely. My analysis of CLilas been guided by the
conviction that no teacher should implement a nebtinod expect “more of
everything”. Rather, the principles underlying adieing method as well as the
learning opportunities these engender should beegin detaif: Only an analysis
of this nature can make teachers aware of a methpadticular strengths and enable
them to exploit these to the fullest in class. Mwex, only this kind of analysis

allows teachers to remedy possible weaknessedral/e realistic expectations of

! As Widdowson (2003: 2f) points out only a teacé is reflective and knows about the theories
underlying his or her teaching practice can reachianging conditions for teaching adequately and
can claim professional authority.
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the learning which is possible. Considering theagseiccess in language
development observed in CLIL programmes, such alepth investigation of CLIL

seems especially worthwhile.

My thesis on language learning in CLIL is dividedoi three parts. The first part is
concerned with presenting key concepts of CLILadidlition, it traces the
development of this teaching method and its plaadéfferent educational systems.
Thus, chapter 1 of my thesis “Characterising CLpdvides the foundational

knowledge necessary to follow the discussions @#tisuing chapters.

The second part of the paper explores CLIL frompéespectives of different
learning theories. Knowledge of theories is impatr&nce it is on the level of theory
that research outcomes can be comprehended anciigeat (Cummins & Swain
1996: 34). Thus, theories allow a deeper undersigraf the language learning
possible in CLIL to be gained. They have been drawito answer the following

questions in particular:

- What language learning can be expected to happ€ilic?

- What explanations do different learning theoriesvfate with respect to those
benefits and challenges for learning identifie€inL?

- Based on these theories, which modifications ofLlQdriactice could be

recommended to improve language learning?

Each chapter in the second part presents the eratst of a theory and then goes on
to discuss the implications for CLIL. All the théss which are discussed have
already featured in rationales for CLIL and soméheim have even evolved out of
research on language learning in CLIL settings.yThee/e been taken from the field
of second language acquisition (SLA) researcharefocused on the learning of
languages in particular, as well as from develogaig@sychology. The latter are
concerned with learning at a more general levehsittering the integrated nature of
language and subject learning aimed for in CLIIseéms reasonable to look at
theories which go beyond language acquisition ds(idalton- Puffer 2007a: 263f).
Each of the theories presentgavides new insights and elucidates a differepeets

of learning in CLIL.

Chapter 2 on “The monitor model” by Stephen D. Keas presents one of the first
theories which has been used in rationales of CLHis model which has also
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influenced the field of SLA considerably emphasigesrole of input in a natural
learning situation for language development. Chr&®td he interaction and the
output hypothesis” presents theories which havi boiand complemented
Krashen. These discuss the role of interactioncangut in language learning. Thus,
these two chapters look at the CLIL classroom fthenperspective of SLA theory,
investigating the opportunities for language adtjois CLIL classes afford.

Chapter 4, “Sociocultural theory”, then turns todsa theory of developmental
psychology, which has recently gained influencthanfield of second language
acquisition research. As its name already suggimsstheory thinks of learning as a
sociocultural act of participation. Therefore, Hueial and institutional dimensions
of the CLIL classroom are focused on in this chapihis not only allows a different
aspect of learning to be explored than in the aragiefore. It also reveals how the
CLIL classroom creates the learning opportunities lamitations identified by input,
interaction and output oriented theories. Chapt&dnstructivism” presents another
psychological theory. Constructivism considersrésgg to be a construction of
knowledge. This notion of learning and the implicas for teaching which have
been based on it have shaped ideas of what cdastifoest practice” in education.
This best practice is also often promoted in han&bmn CLIL. Consequently, this
chapter investigates the CLIL classroom with respeconstructivist ideas of
beneficial education. The last chapter in this partcerned with learning theories is
devoted to “Cummin’s hypotheses on bilingualismfie$e hypotheses explore the
relation between bilingualism and cognition as vaslbetween the different
languages in the bilingual’s brain. Thus, chaptearfong other things, makes aware

of the effects CLIL can have on the developmerdagfition.

Finally, based on this information, the last chaptehis part of the thesis, “On the
relation between CLIL and regular foreign langutegehing”, explores the possible
functions of CLIL and of regular foreign languagaching in language education.

Ideally, theories guide practice. To know what attfuhappens in practice, such as
in a CLIL classroom, theories have to rely on einplrstudies (Dalton- Puffer
2007a: 257). The third part of the thesis is thessotled to presenting an evaluation
study which has been conducted on a new CLIL progra in Vienna called The
Dual Language Programme (DLP). The study was chaig collaboratively by my

colleague Barbara Unterberger and me in the ye@6/20 when the programme
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officially started. It was commissioned by the \liarBoard of Education and
conducted at two schools of the lower secondamgl levVienna. The aim of this
formative evaluation was to capture the programmngarasation as well as the
attitudes, impressions and experiences of therdiitestakeholders involved in the
programme. Therefore, factors which seem to inftedearning and teaching

positively or negatively should be identified.
The following questions guided this study in pariae:

- How is this CLIL programme organised?

- Which advantages and problems can be identifiesimection with this
organisational structure?

- How is the native speaker teacher integrated?

- What expectations and aims are connected to CLithéylifferent
stakeholders?

- What are the experiences with respect to teacmddearning in the DLP so

far?

The results of the study were then presented t¥idgmena Board of Education as
well as to the schools involved in the study togethith concrete recommendations

as to how the programme could be improved.

The report on the DLP study which constitutes obigpB.3 to 14 (pages 69 to 111)
of this thesis was written together with my collead@arbara Unterberger.
Therefore, it can also be found in her thesis “Cptbgrammes in theory & practice:
benefits, objectives and challenges of CLIL & aalaation of ‘The Dual Language
Programme’™ (2008: 41 - 92).

In chapter 8 “Introducing the evaluation study” fremework of this study is
discussed in more detail. Chapter 9 “Organisatiaihe® Dual Language Programme”
provides insights into CLIL teacher training, therent organisation of the DLP and
organisational problems encountered. Chapter 1acfiieag in the DLP” is devoted
to the teacher’s perspective. Lesson objectiveggration and organisation as well
as pleasures and challenges experienced whileitggichthe DLP are expounded.
Chapter 11“Team teaching” is focused on explorisygeats of this method such as
the role allocation between the teachers. Cha@&tuidents in the DLP” presents
the teachers’ and students’ views on languageilegain the DLP. In addition the

students’ satisfaction with the DLP and probleneytexperience are discussed.
4



Chapter 13 “The parents’ perspective” investig#hesparents’ motives for
registering their child in a CLIL programme. Funtm@re it shows the parents’ view
on their children’s learning progress and theiisattion with the programme.
Chapter 14 finally presents the study’s core figdiand suggestions for

improvement which were made.

In conclusion, the paper approaches the questiteaafing in CLIL from two
perspectives. Part two of this thesis investigkgaming in CLIL at the level of
theory. Part three provides data from CLIL practibegether these parts hopefully
provide a comprehensive picture of CLIL, delinegtine conditions which
predominate in CLIL as well as the opportunitied ahallenges for language

learning these engender.






PART | - CHARACTERISING CLIL

1. CLIL: a new method of language teaching

This chapter is concerned with defining content anduage integrated learning, i.e.
CLIL. In the first part, the main characteristidsGL IL are explained. In the second,
the place of CLIL in the development of languageckéng and in different
educational contexts is sketched out. Thus, thagtdr aims at clarifying those
features of CLIL which are particularly relevant the understanding of the
following chapters.

1.1. Defining CLIL

Dissatisfied with the outcomes of grammar-focusedjlage teaching and inspired
by theories about natural language learning, amredtive method for language
teaching was created in the 1960s (Brinton, Snowésche [2008]: 7f). This new
method of language teaching has tried to furtheguage development by
“eliminating the artificial separation between laage instruction and subject matter
classes” (ibid.: 2). In other words,
a dual-focused educational approach in which attiaddl language is used
for the learning and teaching of both content amgjlage (Mehisto, Marsh &
Frigols 2008: 9)
was developed. To refer to this kind of teachirgahbronymCLIL (content and
language integrated learning) has been coinedutoge this acronym functions as
an umbrella term for the numerous expressions uséidferent countries and
educational settings (Dalton-Puffer & Smit 200727

The great number of terms reflects the wide rarfigeldl. programmes which exist
(ibid.). While all these programmes share the fieatiiat subject content is taught in
a second or foreign language, CLIL can differ dyeiat several aspects. Firstly, the
target language can be used for instruction froverse minutes a day in short

‘language-showers’ to 100% of the time as is tteeéa the Canadian Early French

Z Language and content integrated learning is, ample, referred to by the labels: CBI (Content
Based Instruction), Immersion Education, Bilingiahching, English (French etc.) as a Medium of
Instruction and others. The webpage www.englishnoegtions over 50 terms in use in different
educational settings (Dalton-Puffer & Smit 2007: 7)
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Immersion programmes (Mehisto, Marsh & Frigols 20082 Secondly, the
programmes can be language or content-driven.ntect-driven programmes the
subject matter is in the foreground with languagguésition being allowed to
happen incidentally as content is learned. In tipgegrammes the content
curriculum is not changed to support any languagening goals. Language-driven
programmes, on the other hand, emphasise the lgagspect (Dalton-Puffer &
Smit 2007: 12). Regular foreign language classashwihcorporate content from
other subject areas but focus on conveying celdaiguage structures could be
called language-driven. Thirdly, the intentions ertging the implementation of
CLIL can vary considerably. For instance, CLIL ntidpe introduced in order to
maintain one or several minority languages. In \Wdier example, CLIL is used to
teach Welsh, while the U.S. provides Spanish immergrogrammes for children
with an immigrant background as well as for Enghsitive speakers. Apart from
these maintenance and heritage programmes, CLIbeamplemented in order to
further the development of mainstream bilingualiSimis is called enrichment and
means that children who speak a majority languagemcouraged to learn another
majority language (Baker [2006]: 213 - 215). Fouthie methodology used in CLIL
programmes can vary considerably. For instanceuirstudy on the Dual Language
Programme, Barbara Unterberger and | found that @achers use very different
methods. Some apparently prefer traditional teariinile others like to experiment
and to mix methods which usually predominate eithe@ontent subject or in
language classédn books introducing CLIL to teachers such as Mg&hiMarsh,
Frigols’ Uncovering CLIL(2008: 27) the use of “best practice in education”
combined with personal favourite teaching strategesncouraged. Principles taken
from communicative, constructivist or sociocultuaplproaches towards teaching
seem to underlie the methods recommended for Claléses (ibid.: 29f}.Finally, it
should be mentioned that CLIL is used in a rangaiféérent subjects with learners

3Language showers are aimed at children betweeagh®f 4 and 10. They expose children to the
target language for 30 to 60 minutes a day andidiecmany playful activities such as games or songs
(Mehisto, Marsh & Frigols 2008: 13). For a moreaded explanation of immersion education cf.
chapter 1.2..

4 Cf. chapter 10.4. on “Teaching methods & princplie the DLP.

® For example, Mehisto, Marsh and Frigols (2008:)Higgest that pupils should be encouraged to
work co-operatively in groups, to use the languagasks aimed at solving problems as well as to
self- evaluate their learning. Please, cf. chapteard 5 to find out more about constructivist and
sociocultural approaches towards teaching.
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from kindergarten to higher education (Dalton- Buf#007a: 2). Thus, CLIL is very
flexible and can be integrated in many differenieadional settings.

Despite these differences the rationales underl@hly. are always very similar.
These relate to empirical studies which show venyelficial outcomes for learning
in CLIL as well as to theories on learning takea,dxample, from the field of
second language acquisition theory and developrhesyahology (Grabe & Stoller
1998: 5) A very common notion found in CLIL rationales, fostance, is that
language learning best happens naturally. Whileieg in regular language classes
is referred to as both painful and ineffective, design of CLIL classes is associated
with effortless, natural and incidental languageguasition. The integration of
language and content learning, the focus on meaathgr than language form and
the avoidance of grammar related error correctiom the characteristics of CLIL
considered most beneficial for natural languagestbgpment. They are thought to
allow for authentic and genuine communication, ébgrincreasing motivation and
the success in language learning. Rationales ngteomphasise the benefits of CLIL
for language learning, but they also point to agpraticadvantage of CLIL. By
integrating language and subject teaching, “comeuriearning in two curricular
areas” is possible (Dalton-Puffer & Smit 2007: Sferefore, CLIL allows for the
development of very high levels of language commpegtevithout “claiming an
excessive share of the school timetable” (Maljgtarsh & Wolff 2007: 9).

As has been mentioned CLIL rationales also refenany empirical studies which
suggest that CLIL is successful in promoting congard language learning in
parallel. Receptive target language skills seebettome native-like and the
communicative proficiency is high. Content knowledipes not fall by the wayside
but reaches high levels too. The cognitive develapnof CLIL pupils in some areas

even seems to surpass that of regular studentsrthgi998: 1- 3.

It is therefore no surprise that the expectatiensLIL are high and a considerable
number of aims have been specified. The CLIL cordpan, for instance, identifies
goals for five different dimensions. These rangefimprovements in the pupils’
language competence, content knowledge, learniatggies and development of
intercultural understanding to enhanced opportesith an international Europe
(CLIL Compendium).

® For a more detailed discussion on the advantaig@sla cf. the chapters 2, 5 and 6.
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With this range of expectations and goals comeraéeballenges. One of the issues
prominent in discussions on CLIL, for example his tifficulty to find the right
balance between content and language. Espediallguestion of how much
attention should be given to language and howftiuss on language should be
realised has been debated (Davison & Williams 2681 55)’ Moreover, Dalton-
Puffer (2007a: 295) points out that concrete lagguaims still need to be specified
and discussed in the debate on CLIL. On the org#oiwl level difficulties can be
identified as well. For instance, the number of Chtogrammes is still small
because qualified staff is rare and CLIL programisesbe money-intensive
(Eurydice 2006: 11).

Despite these challenges, the success of thisitgpetethod has led to a growing
number of CLIL programmes (Maljers, Marsh & Wolf§@7: 7). The academic
debate on CLIL as well has expanded and influemesearch in the field of
(language) teaching and second language acquisiti@refore knowledge about
CLIL, its characteristics, opportunities and chadjes, will probably become

increasingly important in both language teachireptly and practice.

1.2. The development of CLIL in different educatiormitexts: an

overview

Teaching content through a foreign language isldrcancept. In the Middle Ages,
for instancelatin was the language of education (Dalton- Putgd7a: 2).
Furthermore, it has been customary throughout fyishat upper class families send
their children abroad to study. However, it wal/om the 1960s that based on

theories about natural language learning conteshi@rmyuage were integrat®dhe

" Lyster (2007: 27), for example, points out thanm&LIL teachers, following Krashen’s theory of
language acquisition, do not focus on grammar eiiyliassuming that language should be learned
incidentally and communicatively. Other learninglaeaching approaches argue that form-focus is
important for language development. Among thosegtiestions which language areas should be
focused on and how explicit grammar teaching shbeldre still matters of debate (Lyster 2007: 43).
Cf. chapters 2 and 3 for a more detailed discussidhe role of grammar teaching in CLIL.

8 In the 60s and 70s several developments in thdidanguage learning and teaching seemed to
support the implementation of a new approach togsvaettond or foreign language teaching such as
CLIL. These were the movement towards more naamdlcommunicative language learning, as has
been mentioned, but also the development of LA@Q@uage Across the Curriculum) as well as of
LSP (Language for Specific Purposes).

LAC refers to the teaching of the mother tonguetlgh all subjects. LAC developed as educationists
became increasingly aware that the first languageled support too and that reading and writing
tasks in subjects other than the language artsldarther mother tongue development.
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assumption was that increased exposure to thet farggiage and meaningful use of
it at school would be conducive to language devealaqt and result in a higher
communicative competence (Brinton, Snow & Wescld®&: 4 - 8). Thus, CLIL

was adopted in order to overcome traditional lagguaaching which treated
language learning as a mental discipline and wasery successful (Dalton- Puffer
2007a: 2). The reason why some Canadian schobkh&tlsecond language teaching
needed to be improved was that the importanceeridfrin Canada was increasing.
The implementation of French as a language ofuosbon should therefore prevent
economic disadvantages for children from Englistagmg homes (Cummins &
Swain 1996: 57).

Several programmes were introduced. In these ‘imioemprogrammes’ the regular
curriculum is taught in the foreign language byiveaspeakers of that foreign
language (Cummins 1998: 2). The pupils who enteiptiogramme usually have the
same mother tongue as well as a similar levelnoitéid target language knowledge.
Students are allowed to use either language anteanderstood by the teachers
who are bilingual although they only speak in tgeét language (Cummins &
Swain 1996: 34). The target language is used asguage of instruction at least half
the time in the early stages of the prograniftremersion can start at the level of

kindergarten, at grade 4 or 5 or as late as grg@amhmins 1998: 1).

Because parents were initially concerned immersard hamper the development
of the mother tongue or content knowledge, extensixaluations were conducted.
These evaluations could alleviate the parentssfaad show the success of
immersion (Swain 1996: 102). Moreover, they havkiénced second language
acquisition research as well as theorising on Gidhsiderably as the following

chapters will show.

Inspired by the success of Canadian immersion gnddgearch on cross-curricular
language teaching, CLIL has also found its way theomainstream education of

many European countries. As Maljers, Marsh and Y20G07: 7) point out

LSP courses emerged at universities as well asdapational contexts and should help people to
develop language skills quickly in areas relevartheir immediate language needs. Courses which
specifically teach business English to managefsras, for example, would be termed LSP or more
specifically ESP (Brinton, Snow & Wesche [2008]:7-

° In Early French Immersion, French is used 100%heftime in kindergarten and grade 1. One period
of English language arts is introduced in grade @ 4. In grades 5 and 6 instructional time iScbd
equally, later French instruction is usually rediite 40% of the time (Cummins 1998: 1).
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the speed at which Content and Language Integtataching (CLIL) has

spread across Europe since 1994 has surprisedtevemost ardent of

advocates.
Indeed, the European Commission itself is one @fsthongest supporters of CLIL.
In the White Paper (Teaching and Learning — Tow#rdd earning Society)
published in 1995, for example, the Commission iekpyl recommends CLIL as a
method for creating multilingual citizens (Eurydi2@06: 8). Similar to Canada,
economic motives underlie the wish to promote fmdanguage knowledge. Thus,
CLIL should help to increase “European cohesion@nrdpetitiveness” in a world
which is characterised by a high mobility of infation, firms and people (Mehisto,
Marsh & Frigols 2008: 10).

At present most countries in the European Uniorehaplemented CLIL either for
enrichment or maintenance purposes (Eurydice 2D8)6:0ne of these countries is
Austria. Already in 1991 the Zentrum flr Schulerdkiiing Graz (now called
Austrian Centre for Language Competence) was falibgehe Ministry for
Education, Science and Culture. This project grshuguld develop concepts for
bilingual teaching in Austria and was created spanse to the bilingual
programmes which had already been developed atadesadools. Since then the
number of CLIL programmes in Austria has increasagtompassing many small
projects organised by enthusiastic teachers asasélllly bilingual schools such as
Vienna Bilingual Schooling (VBSS. A study carried out in 1997 has shown that
around 15% of all schools in Austria provide some ef CLIL with History,
Biology and Geography constituting the most pop@laiL subjects (Abuja 2007:
16 - 18).

Usually the language used in Austrian CLIL is EsigliConsequently, CLIL
teaching is often referred to by the acronyms EE@g(ish Across the Curriculum),
EMI (English as a Medium of Instruction) or the @an translation of EMI namely
EAA (Englisch Als Arbeitssprache) (Eurydice 2004/8% The predominance of

% Vienna Bilingual Schooling (VBS) has existed sin®92/93 and is probably the most famous
bilingual programme in Austria. VBS provides bilirgj kindergartens as well as primary and
secondary schools. In these state schools bothdbraytd German are used as languages of
instruction for an equal amount of time. Teachmgonducted in a team with a native speaker of
German and of English. Classes are mixed, i.e.nar&0% of the pupils are from an English speaking
background and the others from a German speakintyfal he curriculum corresponds to that of
regular state schools. Apart from Vienna, Graz (&IBraz International Bilingual School) and Linz
(LISA- Linz International School Auhof) have bilingl schooling programmes (Eurydice 2004/05: 6
- 10).
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English in Austrian CLIL is not surprising, consiotg that English is the most
important lingua franca in Europe. However, sontests also provide instruction
through minority languages such as Slovak, Czecimgdrian and Turkish. Indeed,
the legal framework for CLIL in Austria, paragrap®/3 of the
Schulunterrichtsgesetz (School Education Act), aragnally passed to support
pupils with a minority language background (Abu@®?2: 14 - 17).

CLIL in Austria can be implemented by all teachers;additional training is needed.
Depending on the school and the programme, CLIEhe@s may have qualifications
in both the language and the content subject, wothkndem with native speakers of
the target language or have work experience ifidteegn language. However, these
are no preconditions for teaching in a foreign leage (ibid.: 17 - 19).

As for the aims of CLIL, Gunter Abuja, one of theshimportant researchers in the

field of bilingual teaching in Austria, names tlodidwing:
Increasing linguistic ability (including in the gebt matter), increasing
reflection on the usefulness of the FL [Foreign duzage] through use in the
subject matter (increasing motivation), better prafion for the future, for
professional careers and for social changes, inipgdhe learners’
knowledge of and communicative competence in thealRd equipping the
learners with skills necessary to cope successiuitly a variety of
workplace-related settings in a FL. (Abuja 2007). 17

Considering these high expectations towards Clhé,development of CLIL in

Austria over the past years as well as the fa¢tdtiaools which implement CLIL

can increase their prestige, it is to be expedtatthis type of language teaching will

continue to spread in Austrian education.
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PART Il - LEARNING THEORIES AND CLIL

2. The monitor model

One of the most influential theories on second lagg acquisition, which has also
featured prominently in rationales for CLIL, is fiten D. Krashen’s monitor model
(Grabe & Stoller 1998: 6). Developed in the lats @6 the first “comprehensive
theory” of SLA, it has influenced teaching consatdy and promoted a natural
approach towards language learning (Mitchell & Myl®98: 39). Proposing that
language acquisition requires an extensive diebafprehensible input in a setting
which focuses on language meaning rather than fivenmonitor hypothesis seems
to have designated CLIL as the ideal method foguage learning. It is therefore
not surprising that Krashen'’s ideas have been @fjénsignificance as a conceptual
reference point for CLIL" (Dalton-Puffer & Smit 20010). Indeed, Krashen’s
model constituted the first theory on second lagguecquisition which has been
drawn on extensively in rationales for CLIL (Gra®&toller 1998: 6). Thus, this
chapter is devoted to a discussion of Krashen’sitmomodel and the implications it
has for CLIL.

2.1.Teaching practices and language learning thesarthe origins of

Krashen’s monitor model

In order to elucidate Krashen’s hypotheses it sagsaful to consider briefly the
theoretical concepts on language learning and tegethich have influenced
Krashen as well as more generally the early devednp of CLIL. Several important
changes both in language learning theory and jgeactn be observed for the period
leading up to the monitor model.

The first is the change away from purely grammasebaeaching. It was during and
after the Second World War when soldiers had tmlé&nguages quickly to be able
to communicate with both allies and enemies, thia¢came obvious that traditional
language teaching could not offer the language@eoicy needed. Language
teaching, which had been heavily grammar-basedyalidesult in communicative

competence in the target language. Consequenthyteaching practices developed.
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These abandoned the explicit teaching of gramnnactsires often in favour of
methods such as pattern-drills and practice of gemidialogues, which were

inspired by behaviourist views on learning (KrasBeherrell 1983: 9 - 14).

Not only teaching practices changed but so didriee@n language learning. In the
late 50s the school of behaviourism, which had @dguat all learning is the
formation of habits through imitation and reinfament, drew strong criticism. In
psychology the view that humans should rather lskergtood as information
processors who construct knowledge through cons@od subconscious learning
processes became prominent (Block 2003: 15-2Q@hdrield of linguistics it was
Noam Chomsky who was the strongest critic of behaism. He stated that it was
impossible that children learn their first languageproposed by behaviourism,
among several reasons because of the infinite nuailpossibilities how a language
could be structured (Mitchell & Myles 1998: 7f)sbead he conceived of humans as
being equipped with an innate language acquisdmrice, the LAD, today rather
referred to as the ‘Universal Grammar’ (UGhe UG defines basic structural
properties that languages may have but leaves agréain parameters which have to
be set by the language learner. This setting arpaters happens as language input
Is processed by the learner (ibid.: 43). Developaigratterns which were
discovered in the language of learners seemedeongihen the view that everyone
has an innate language faculty which is used abdhis for input processing and
language construction (ibid.: 61). Although not eleped to describe second
language acquisition, Chomsky’s ideas were soanaplied to the learning of
additional languages (Lightbown & Spada [2000]-38).

Finally, it should be pointed out that sociolingiisoncepts gained importance in
the 60s. These strengthened the doubts towardly/ mreanmar-based language
teaching by pointing out that communicative compeg¢einvolves more than
knowledge of grammar rules (Block 2003: 5). Ball Hymes (1972: 278)
emphasised “[t]here are rules of use without whiehrules of grammar would be

useless™?

1 Dell Hymes (1972: 277) points out that a person spoke perfectly grammatically correct at all
times would probably be sent to a mental institutipart from knowledge about appropriate
language use communicative competence involvekrtbeledge of what is grammatically correct, of
what is feasible and of what language is actuabduin a certain culture (Hymes 1972: 281). In the
field of SLA, Canale and Swain have built on Hymesfhcepts and have established that
sociolinguistic, discourse, grammatical and stiategmpetence constitute communicative
competence (Cummins & Swain 1996: 168f).
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The obvious failure of purely grammar-based languagtruction, the emphasis on
communicative competence and the concept of thguksge learner as using input to
construct language, are all aspects reflected aslien’s model on language learning
and in the method of CLIL.

2.2. The five hypotheses of the monitor model

The monitor model consists of five hypotheses. &hggpotheses not only present an
explanation of second language acquisition but edsstitute a call for language
teaching which follows a natural approach. Thedpsemise of Krashen is that
foreign and second languages can be learned kketther tongue and that teaching
should consequently mimic first language acquisit®efore the implications these
concepts hold for CLIL are considered, his five ttyyeses as well as the strong
criticism which has been levelled against themrane discussed in some detail.

1) The acquisition — learning hypothesis:

According to Krashen, it is necessary to distiniguistween two types of language
learning which differ considerably in their natugeiality and function. These are

‘acquisition’ and ‘learning’.

Acquisition as defined by Krashen refers to thedental and subconscious “picking
up” of language knowledge in natural communicasiteations. Acquisition
happens if language knowledge is developed alththuglearner is focused on the
meaning conveyed, rather than the language foweti.ilBherefore children can be
said to acquire their first language (Krashen &r&k1983: 18f). The language
knowledge acquired constitutes the foundation afrooinicative competence. It is
acquisition which allows people to speak fluenthg o have a “feel” for the
language (ibid.: 26).

Learning on the other hand refers to the consgioosess of focussing on language
form and developing formal knowledge about thegulkthe target language. It
results in explicit knowledge. While knowledge aicgd is available for fluent
conversation, knowledge learned can solely be asexh editor. This grammatical
editor can only polish language output once theimed system has produced an
utterance (ibid.: 18). To prove this point Krasieminds of those people who can
speak fluently but do not know the rules on the loaed, and those who can explain
16



the rules but have a very low communicative compzten the other (Krashen
1982: 84 - 86).

Considering the high importance of acquisitiondexeloping language knowledge
and especially communicative competence as weleabmited usefulness of
learned knowledge, the implications for languagehéng are clear: language
teaching needs to support acquisition. Therefare&l grammar teaching must be
reduced. It hinders acquisition and only works viftbse who are good learners.
Communicative situations, on the other hand, nedrttemphasised in teaching
since only they allow for acquisition, acquisitibeing possible for everyone
(Krashen & Terrell 1983: 16 - 26).

2) The monitor hypothesis:

As has been mentioned, Krashen claims that conslgiearned knowledge can only
be used as an editor or a monitor. This monitoricgrove performance by
supplementing knowledge that has not yet been esdjprovided there is enough
time and the rules are known. Although the morgeor be very useful if formal
correctness is sought such as in grammar testsh&nas highly critical of this
language editor. He emphasises the limited funaifdhe monitor and argues that it
is never possible to know all the rules (ibid.:)304oreover, many people tend to
overuse the monitor at the expense of communicétieacy, while others underuse
it. Only some are optimal users. The critique eofifdocused instruction is evident.
Grammar-based instruction which only allows for deelopment of the monitor is
of limited usefulness. Krashen argues that it Enesounterproductive in that it often

leads to overuse of the monitor and thus inhitamunication (ibid.: 44f).
3) The natural order hypothesis:

In the early 70s several studies suggested tisatidinguage development proceeds
through predictable stages. A study by Dulay and Bul974 seemed to show that
in second language acquisition as well morphemzaequired in a specific
sequence (Mitchell & Myles 1998: 31 - 33). Basedloa and similar morpheme
studies, Krashen has argued that both childreradnlls acquire language in a
predictable and fixed order. According to Krash&®85: 13), this universal natural
order proves that language is acquired througmaaté language acquisition advice
and consequently that second language acquisitichiidren and adults follows the

same principles as first language acquisition.
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Moreover, Krashen contends that this order onlyccay monitor-free
communicative contexts. Since it is a natural orddoes not correspond to the
sequence in which rules are taught in languagesesuand does not follow the rules
of simplicity on which teaching is based (Krasheif&rell 1983: 28 -31).

4) The input hypothesis:

It has already been pointed out that Krashen d@jstghes between acquisition and
learning, acquisition allegedly being the supewasy of developing language
knowledge. For acquisition to happen extensive gehmgmsible input in the target
language slightly above the learner’s language etemge is needed. Krashen refers
to this as i+1, i symbolising the input, +1 to thet that the input should be
challenging. As children develop language knowleolgbeing exposed to
comprehensible input which they process automdfieald naturally with their
language acquisition device, so do adults. Consetyi¢he amount of exposure to
comprehensible target language input and the Mahguage proficiency are
positively correlated. From the great emphasishenmportance of input it follows
that the production of language is not neededaiogliage knowledge to develop.
Rather, speaking is the natural result of languangeviedge which has already been
acquired. To support this assumption, Krashensefer example, to immigrant
children who first seem to experience a prolongkehisperiod before they start
speaking (Krashen 1985: 2 - 14).

Based on this concept of acquisition, Krashen diia@<onclusion that language
teaching needs to provide extensive amounts of ceimepsible input, especially if
the target language is not spoken outside schawisi@ering that it is impossible to
provide input of the nature i+1 for every learnatividually, the input should only
be roughly tuned. This ensures that enough strestoirthe i+1 level occur in the
input and can thus be processed by the learnerguge acquisition device
(Krashen & Terrell 1983: 35). For input to becoocoenprehensible teachers should
use contextual clues such as visuals and talk abpigs which are both interesting
and familiar to the learners. Moreover, learnesusthnot be pressured into

language production.

In conclusion, if enough challenging but comprefitd@asnput is provided in

meaning-focused situations, native speaker praftgiecan be acquired in the target
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language by children as well as by adults. Howetere is one more condition
which needs to be met, a low affective filter (Kras 1985: 2 - 15).

5) The affective filter hypothesis:

We can summarize the five hypotheses with a siclgien: people acquire

second languages only if they obtain comprehensibplet and if their

affective filters are low enough to allow the infiat. (Krashen 1985: 4)
According to Krashen, affective variables can @ajecisive role in the process of
acquisition. If there is a lack of motivation oradnfidence and if negative emotional
states such as anxiety predominate, this causentahiarrier. This mental affective
filter can inhibit acquisition by preventing thairaprehensible input can be
processed by the language acquisition device (LAID)vever, only if input can
reach the LAD, language knowledge can develop. &ting to Krashen, this
explains why older learners often have problemacimeving native speaker levels
of proficiency in a second language. In older leasrthe affective filter is higher.

For instance, they are often more self-consciouagken 1985: 3 - 13).

Consequently, teaching not only has to providexaensive diet of comprehensible
input but it also has to ensure a positive learaitmgosphere which keeps the
affective barrier low. Hence, teaching which focigery much on grammar and
formal correctness or which forces pupils to speaty on, thereby causing anxiety
and inhibition, should be avoided (Krashen & Tdri€I83: 21- 27).

In conclusion, Krashen emphasises that second dayggacquisition, like the
acquisition of the mother tongue, relies on thalalsdity of challenging
comprehensible input which can be processed bletraer’'s LAD. Consequently,
language teaching should focus on providing inpubheaning-focused
communication while avoiding grammar-based languagiguction to ensure a low

affective filter.

2.3. Criticism of Krashen’s hypotheses

Despite the great importance that Krashen’s momnitodel has gained in second
language acquisition theory and also among teachdi@s been severely criticised.

The theory has been called unscientific on segmalnds. First, Krashen’s
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terminology lacks precision. For example, McLaugti987: 22) points out that
Krashen’s definitions do not allow a person to iffgrwhether an utterance was
produced on the basis of acquired knowledge omlif,learned knowledge also
came into play. He also criticises Krashen’s ndeffiace position according to
which learning cannot turn into acquisition, ieained rules cannot become
available for fluent speech production. Indeed aose the distinction between
acquisition and learning has attracted such stooitigism, it has been abandoned in
its strong form (Mitchell & Myles 1998: 2f The concept of comprehensible input
and i+1 has also been criticised as being too vagdeherefore impossible to test.
For instance, Krashen defines comprehensible iaplbieing input which is both
meaningful and understood by the learner. Thiseigrty a tautology (McLaughlin
1987: 39). McLaughlin makes clear that it is onliedo the vagueness of his
definitions that Krashen can draw on research tesoilsupport his theories while at
the same time disregarding research data that mightounter to his claims (ibid.:
40 - 48)*3

The concept of the affective filter has also bedtictsed. Although affective
variables clearly play a role in language acquisitKrashen’s concept of the
affective filter does not hold. For example, contrm Krashen’s predictions,
according to which adolescents should have a Higltave filter and thus have
problems with language acquisition, teenagers dedra the most efficient language
learners (ibid.: 29). Furthermore, it is not saidether a low affective filter leads to
success in language acquisition or whether ittteerasuccessful language acquisition
which leads to a low affective filter (Lightbown 8pada [2000]: 40). Thus, many

aspects are still unclear about the affectiverfilte

Krashen’s call for natural language teaching wimgics first language acquisition
has attracted critique as well. For example, itlheen argued that Krashen ignores
the social and cognitive differences between céildand adults who develop
language knowledge. These differences need toklee iato consideration when
evaluating the function formal language instructioay have for language

development among different learners. In additethat, the role of

12 Because of that Mitchell and Myles (1998: 2),daample, use the terms acquisition and learning
interchangeably.

3 For example, if language learning is successfigamning environments which do not follow his
principles, Krashen tends to argue that those enwmients also provide some sort of comprehensible
input, albeit indirectly (McLaughlin 1987: 48).
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incomprehensible input as well as of output musti@oneglected (McLaughlin
1987: 40 - 50*

In conclusion, Krashen’s concepts have been sgvaticked. For example, they
have been criticised as being imprecise and therdifoth of little explanatory power
as well as impossible to test. Teachers shouldribtifllow Krashen’s advice
uncritically (ibid.: 55 - 58). Nevertheless, the mtor hypothesis has its merits. For
instance, it has emphasised the importance of mgamicommunication and
warned of the limitations of grammar- based ingtancat a time in which the latter
was still very dominant (ibid.: 48). Moreover, asinspired research into input and
laid the foundation for further theories of sectaaguage acquisition (Block 2003:
94). Consequently, it is no surprise that Krashégjsotheses still feature
prominently in theories on language teaching as agein accounts on second

language learning/acquisition.

2.4. The monitor model and CLIL

As has already been mentioned, Krashen’s theorpéas drawn on heavily by
rationales for CLIL. This is not surprising congiag that Krashen’s ideas on good
language teaching correspond closely to the priesipf CLIL. For example,
according to Krashen, effective language teachagtb support the process of
acquisition. For acquisition to happen two condiiameed to be fulfilled. The first is
that extensive meaningful comprehensible inpuhefriature i +1 must be provided.
This happens naturally if the target language &lwes a medium of instruction not
only in language lessons but also in content stdjés Krashen points out
comprehensible subject- matter teachsignguage teaching — the subject-
matter classs a language class if it is made comprehensibléadt, the
subject-matter class may even be better than tiygiéage class for language
acquisition. In language classes operating accgrdirthe principle of
comprehensible input, teachers always face thelgmobf what to talk about.
In immersion, the topic is automatically provideitlis the subject matter.
(Krashen 1985: 16)
Moreover, since all pupils in a CLIL setting probabave a similar level of

proficiency in the target language and are not thixeéh native speakers, instruction

14 Cf. chapter 3 for a discussion of the functionpomtfulfils in second or foreign language
development.
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can be geared more easily to the language nedls plipils, i.e. to the pupils’ i+1
(ibid.). Thus, CLIL ensures not only a high amoahéxposure to the target
language but also that the input will be compretl®easConsequently, the first

condition for successful acquisition is met by CLIL

The second precondition for acquisition is a lovedctive filter. According to
Krashen, it is important to concentrate on meaaimgjto avoid overt correction of
language errors to reduce anxiety levels. Thisescase in CLIL classes. In CLIL
lessons “language is a means to an end” for thoesta (Mehisto, Marsh & Frigols
2008: 32). Often content is at the centre andanly content knowledge which is
assessed (Krashen 1985: 17). Consequently, uswattprrection of grammar errors
takes place in CLIL and pupils are allowed to stite their mother tongue
(Mehisto, Marsh & Frigols 2008: 105). Thus, theaet condition which allows for
successful acquisition seems to be satisfied by @klwell.

Therefore, when adopting Krashen’s theory on lagguscquisition good results for
foreign language development can be expected frbl. @hdeed studies on CLIL
pupils’ motivation, language anxiety and languag®ipiency, show impressive
data. For instance, as predicted by Krashen, Ctutents seem to be less inhibited
when it comes to using the foreign language. Fangxde, in her study on discourse
in Austrian CLIL classrooms Dalton-Puffer (2007812 could observe that pupils
do not seem embarrassed if they lack vocabularylatdge. Rather, they
acknowledge their lexical gaps and initiate repHnis is very different from
behaviour which can be observed in regular langlegpons. Furthermore, studies
on students in Canadian French immersion progransonggest that they are highly
motivated and also have a very positive attitudeatds French. Pupils who only
have regular instruction in French often compldiowt having too many French
lessons. Most of the immersion pupils, on the oliaed, say that they like being
taught through French and that they want to costhodearn French after school
(Cummins & Swain 1996: 53f.Thus,

!> However, not only the focus on meaning but othetdrs as well probably play a role in reducing
or increasing language anxiety. In the evaluattodysconducted on the Austrian DLP, my colleague
Barbara Unterberger and | found that pupils acyyaiéferred to speak in their regular foreign
language lessons. In this case, the pupils’ higbkitive attitude towards their popular English
teachers seemed to have played the decisive Tdles, the exclusion of focus on language form
might not be the most important factor in redudargguage anxiety. Cf. chapter 12.2. on the DLP
students’ attitude towards the English language.
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CLIL students often display greater fluency, quigrdind creativity and show
the kind of higher risk-taking inclination oftensagiated with good language
learners [...] This presumably stands in direcbeisgion with the frequently
observed positive affective effects of CLIL: afsecertain amount of time
spent in CLIL lessons the learners seem to logseititgbitions to use the
foreign language spontaneously for face-to-faceraution. (Dalton- Puffer
2007b: 143f)
Not only the pupils’ motivation and attitude towaddnguage learning is affected
positively by CLIL. The combination of extensiveatlenging comprehensible input
together with a focus on meaning also seems tavdtdo a development of language
proficiency unparalleled by that in regular langei@tasses. The first evaluation
studies on Canadian French immersion, for instesmean stopped comparing
immersion pupils to those in regular French classsse the former outstripped their
core FSL (French as a Second Language) peers eoaisig. Instead, immersion
pupils are now compared to native speakers ofatget language (Cummins &
Swain 1996: 58). Moreover, as Krashen’s theory wquédict, not only a small
number of pupils who are “good learners” (Krasheme&rell 1983: 39put the
student population as a whole seems to achievelévglts of communicative
competence in immersion programniBalton-Puffer 2007b: 142f)Cummins, for
example, points out that immersion seems to opetheipvorld of foreign language
learning to those with a below average IQ or leayrdisabilities who fare very badly

in regular language instruction (Cummins & Swai9@:951).

Although these outcomes are encouraging and sufigoinplementation of CLIL
as a method for language teaching, proficienchénforeign language does not
develop as fully as could be expected by Krashé@ery. While receptive skills of
pupils in extensive CLIL programmes match nativeaier levels, productive skills
do not (Mitchell & Myles 1998: 127). The meaningfsed natural “language bath”
in comprehensible input which CLIL provides thugdmot seem to provide ideal
conditions for language acquisitiéhThis discovery has led to further theorising in
the field of SLA as well as to modified recommenmalag for language teaching and
CLIL. Both these aspects are considered in theviotlg chapters of this thesis.

'8 As Dalton- Puffer and Smit (2007: 8) point outlCiis often described as a “language bath” (cf.
also the term ‘immersion’) in which naturalisticdathus painless learning of languages seems to be
possible.
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3. The interaction and the output hypothesis

After Krashen had proposed his monitor model aeditist evaluations of

immersion programmes had been conducted, it socemte clear that additional
theorising was needed to account for the developofeoreign/second language
knowledge. Two hypotheses developed which shoutgptement Krashen’s focus
on input and make new recommendations for langteayghing practice and thus
also for CLIL. These two hypotheses are now preskras are their explanations for
the limitations which could be observed in immengowogrammes. Finally, the last
subchapter of this section is concerned with thcksions for successful teaching

in CLIL which can be drawn from these hypotheses.

3.1. The interaction hypothesis

In Krashen’s model of SLA the availability of congpensible input is of prime
importance. Interaction is only valuable in thatah increase the amount of
comprehensible input available to the learner. Haren itself it has no
contribution to make for second language developrtehappen (Krashen & Terrell
1983: 43 -46).

In the early 80s several researchers in the fielflL#é\, among them Michael Long,
proposed that the role of interaction in secongl@age development should be
investigated more closely (Mitchell & Myles 199&2)). Since then an increasing
body of research has shed some light on the faibilg qualities that interaction
seems to have for second language acquisitiorst &nd foremost, interaction has
been given credit as changing input qualitativiigreby making it more
comprehensible and consequently more beneficidhfayuage development (Long
2003: 449). This assumption has been strengthenedtb of research results. For
example, studies in which pairs of native speaacsnon-native speakers have had
to complete certain tasks together show that tdgads who are allowed to interact
are more successful than those who have to stialkgieen simplified instructional
text. Moreover, learners allowed to interact seeracquire certain strategies, such as

descriptive devices, which they can employ in sgheat interactions; i.e. they are
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able to improve their communicative efficiency thgb interaction. While both
simplification of texts as well as interaction garprove comprehensibility of input,

the latter is thus more beneficial to the leari@aigs & Varonis 1994: 292 - 296).

The reason why input becomes more comprehensibledmers in interaction
seems to be the conversational adjustments thatade when people negotiate for
meaning. For instance, several moves which trynsuee mutual comprehensibility
such as comprehension checks, clarification requaesl confirmation checks can be
observed in interactioH. These moves lead to a high rate of redundancy in
conversations, while grammatical complexity is pfteaintained. Therefore,
conversational adjustments can fine-tune inpubéodlihguistic competence of the
learner without sacrificing linguistic complexitpé thus opportunities for
acquisition of linguistic structures. It should fi@nted out however, that these types
of adjustments do not occur in all conversatioreghBr they seem to be employed in
interactions which aim for negotiation of meaning, in interactions where the
interlocutors have a common goal which has to héeaed through communication
(Long 2003: 418- 423).

Thus, the early interaction hypothesis, which wdkheavily based on the input
hypothesis, argued that interaction is benefigradesit results in greater
comprehensibility of input. Influenced by new dex@hents in the field of SLA
theory the role of interaction for second languagguisition was once more
reconsidered (Mitchell & Myles 1998: 13Zhis time those functions which
interaction might have beyond making input more poghensible moved into the
centre of attention. The new interaction hypothdsieloped and proposed that
negotiation for meaningand especially negotiation work that triggers
interactionaladjustments by the NS [native speaker] or more &ben
interlocutor, facilitates acquisition because mgects input, internal learner
capacities, particularly selective attention, antpat in productive ways.
(Long 2003: 451f)
Thus, for acquisition to happen not only the avaliey of comprehensible input but

also a certain attention towards language form danbe considered necessary.

" Comprehension checks can be defined as moves iof &h interlocutor checks whether the other
one has understood. Confirmation checks are moyeghizh one conversational partner checks if
he/she himself has understood correctly. Clarificatequests are requests for clarification if the
message has not been understood (Gass 2005: 288xafnple for a comprehension check would be
“Do you understand?”. A confirmation check couldrbalised by the phrase “You mean that ...". The
question “What do you mean?” could function asaaifitation request.
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Interaction allows attention to be directed to @@raspects of language, through
conversational adjustments such as redundancyessgtibid.: 452). Furthermore,
communication breakdowns and feedback, for examplee form of recasts or
explicit error correction, can cause noticing, le&arners can recognise gaps in their

linguistic knowledge and can take in correct largguBorms (Long 2003: 429).

In conclusion, the interaction hypothesis suggéstsapart from input, interaction
has an important facilitative function for secoadduage acquisition. From this it
follows that language teaching should not only ptevnput but should also give

space for interaction and more specifically foretegion for meaning.

3.2. The output hypothesis

It has already been mentioned that the first ev@natudies on immersion pupils
showed that some areas of the students’ seconddgeglevelopment were
inhibited. In order to find out why this could be, $n depth studies were conducted
on both the pupils’ language competence as walhabe discourse in immersion
classrooms. Based on the research results of shedies the output hypothesis
developed. This hypothesis should complement Krasheput hypothesis and the
interaction hypothesis by suggesting that a thinthgonent- namely output- is
needed for second language development to progaedadly (Mitchell & Myles
1998: 127). Before the output hypothesis is disediss greater detail the
aforementioned research results which identify sy@oblems for language

learning in CLIL, more specifically in immersiormegpresented below.

Chapter 2 on Krashen’s monitor model has alreadiyt@d out that the first
evaluations on immersion programmes have provesnsite CLIL to be very
successful. Academic knowledge and the first laggudgevelop similarly well,
sometimes even slightly better in immersion progrees than in regular schooling.
At the same time second language development irension pupils surpasses that of
students in regular language classes by far. Conuative competence and
vocabulary knowledge are vastly improved. Recegkikts such as reading and

listening skills are native-like in immersion pug(Cummins 1998: 1- 3).

Nevertheless, second language development is eak ith a study which has
analysed the communicative competence of immersiqils by investigating their
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grammatical, discourse and sociolinguistic compet&nMerrill Swain (1985: 236)
could show that the productive skills of immersprpils are limited. In her study
she compared early French immersion pupils to eapeakers of French. The early
French immersion pupils had been taught througtbe@ium of French all of the
time in kindergarten and in first grade. i#{ 2hrough 4' grade 80% of teaching had
been in French, in"5grade 60% and in"6grade 50%. Thus, these children had been
exposed to input in French extensively. Moreovsith&air good results on subject
matter tests showed, the input had been comprdilensSiill, the immersion pupils’
competence in the grammar of the target languagecaasiderably below that of
their Francophone peers. Immersion pupils madefgigntly more morphosyntactic
errors than French native speakers. For instaheg,had difficulties in choosing the
right tense when retelling the plot of a movie theyl been shown. This caused
problems in establishing temporal relations betweerevents of the story. The
ability to produce coherent and cohesive text wicmhstitutes discourse competence
was hence affected negatively by these grammatrchllems. Sociolinguistic
competence as well suffered due to grammar ditiesil In the study pupils had to
request, make suggestions and complain in differemsters. Pictures functioned as
impulse and the pupils were made aware that theyldluse language appropriate to
the level of formality of the situation involvednAanalysis of their production
showed that the immersion students were able tdixeset phrases to indicate
formality but had problems to use grammatical maxké politeness. The

conditional or the pronoun “vous” for example wearelerused. Thus, although those
immersion pupils were fluent, could communicatel\aaldl had no problems to work
on academic content in the target language, tmammatical competence in French
had not developed to native speaker levels. Rateir,lack in grammatical
proficiency caused problems in discourse and sogoistic competence (ibid.: 236

- 246).

In order to find out why immersion pupils had peik in the area of grammatical
development, Swain analysed their learning envirem.e. their CLIL lessons.
Since immersion students are hardly exposed tachreatside school it was fairly
safe to assume that the conditions of learningeénctassroom were responsible for

'8 Grammatical competence refers to knowledge of voleay, morphological rules, rules of syntax
and spelling as well as of pronunciation. Socialistjc competence means knowing which language
is socially and stylistically appropriate in a @@ntcontext. Discourse competence refers to the
mastery of cohesion and coherence (Cummins & SH296: 168).
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the outcomes in their language development (Swa&b1235f). Swain identified
several reasons for the limited success of immensipils. Firstly, she found that
the input they received was restricted and theeedauisition opportunities were
limited. Grammatical features such as the condafigvere simply missing from
classroom talk. Past tenses as well hardly occuatredl in the CLIL lessons. Swain
observed that teachers used the present tensgerative structures for over three-
quarters of the verbs when talking to their pupilsus, classroom discourse lacked
certain grammatical structures. Furthermore, ihgraar instruction occurred in
immersion classrooms, it was usually detached fsahbject content and consisted
only of exercises devoid of any communicative cehite which language forms had
to be classified and manipulated. Therefore, aedgeammatical structures could not
be experienced in a communicative context by theension pupils (Swain 1996:
95f).

Another problem which could be identified by Swasrthat of limited output. Swain
found that immersion pupils produce little outdather study only 14% of all
utterances among French immersion students wendeglause length. Indeed,
hardly any interaction could be observed in thesriaom (ibid.: 97). This is
probably due to the fact that Canadian immersiaotters primarily see their role as
being those who impart knowledge (Swain 1985: 24iraddition to that, Swain
observed that only about 19% of the grammaticarsnvhich occurred in the
students’ output were corrected (Swain 1996: 9@usT pupils were not pushed to
more accurate language use, rather the teachersefdsolely on meanirig.

Based on these studies on learning conditionseardihg outcomes in immersion
classrooms Swain drew the conclusion that
comprehensible input will contribute differentiatly second language
acquisition depending on the nature of that inpuwt the aspects of second
language acquisition one is concerned with. (SWaBb6: 247)
In other words, the nature of the input influenlsesning opportunities. Language
structures which do not occur in the input canafrse not be acquired. Moreover,
the availability of extensive input seems to ensheedevelopment of high receptive

skills but not of native-like productive grammailsk From the latter Swain

' The 1987 handbook for teachers in immersion progras recommended that teachers only model
the correct response but do not correct errorda@tpl(Lyster 2007: 92). Cf. also chapter 2 for an
explanation of the doubts concerning grammar icson.
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concluded that it might be necessary to encouregmérs to produce output to push
the development of target language grammar tofalbigel. Corresponding to
Krashen’s principle that input should be comprefl@#adut go a bit beyond the
current competence level of the learner, Swain gseg that learners should be
required to produce ‘comprehensible output’, ilgpat which is slightly beyond
their competence. According to Swain, this producof

[o]utput may stimulate learners to move from thegetic, open-ended, non-

deterministic, strategic processing prevalent impeehension to the

complete grammatical processing needed for accpratkiction. (Swain
1996: 99)

Thus, if pupils struggle to form utterances whicé aot only comprehensible but
also accurate, they will start to process langusagéactically, become aware of their
gaps in grammatical knowledge and consequentlyyparg attention to grammar
structures (Swain 1985: 248f).

Research seems to prove that some strategies winjtth be beneficial to language
acquisition are mainly used when comprehensiblpuiuteeds to be produced. For
instance, in a study Swain and Lapkin (1995: 3382) encouraged immersion
pupils who were working in pairs to verbalise thbimughts while completing a
writing and editing task. An analysis of the pupitédk showed that they were
engaged in several reasoning processes such asgutg grammaticality of their

production, trying to apply rules, searching fdeatatives and assessing these.

Based on this and similar studies Swain conclubdatidomprehensible output has
three important cognitive functions to fulfil, whi@pparently could not be realised

in the input- focused immersion classrooms. Thasetfons are

- noticing
- hypothesis testing
- and conscious reflection on language structure {S®205: 129 - 132).

In conclusion, comprehension-based immersion @asss do not pose ideal
environments for language learning, despite proganuch comprehensible input
and conditions which allow for a low affective &it The reasons for this are that
both input and output opportunities are restricigwke to these restrictions certain
cognitive processes are not possible which sedma ttecessary in order to develop

native-like grammar levels in the target langudde production of comprehensible
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output, for instance, seems to further grammar kedge by encouraging noticing,
hypothesis testing and reflection on language Tise.implications for language
teaching in CLIL classrooms which follow from thes®clusions are dealt with in

more detail in the following subchapter.

3.3. Language learning in CLIL: limitations and redies

As has been mentioned, the development of gramamapetence in the target
language is incomplete in immersion pupils. Thidus to the fact that input and
especially output, two essential ingredients fée@fve language development, are
restricted in immersion classrooms. Studies on Girtthgrammes other than
immersion have shown similar restrictions, whicggests that this is a challenge
which many CLIL programmes have to f&@&everal suggestions have been made
which should help to compensate for the aforemaetidimitations.

Firstly, since content teaching through a seconfdm@ign language does not provide
all the grammar structures which might be importarknow for the learner, it seems
vital that language goals are specified for CLIuses (Dalton- Puffer 2007a: 295).
If these goals have been specified, tasks can sigra which provide enough
focused input (Swain 1996: 97). These tasks shoutdentrate on form-meaning
mappings which make clear how certain grammar &iras could be used to talk
about subject content or other topics of conceemexore efficiently and precisely
(Lyster 2007: 63). Thus, language and content maadly be integrated. Moreover,
phases with enriched input must occur repeatedinsuire the acquisition of
structures which are otherwise underused in classitalk (Lightbown & Spada
[2000]: 149).

Secondly, opportunities for interaction and outpegd to be provided to support

those beneficial cognitive processes in the leaniach are associated with

% Dalton-Puffer (2007a: 54) who has studied Aust@arL classrooms could, for example, show that
the IRF(initiation- response- feedback) patterdig€ourse which has been identified as typical for
classroom talk in regular content and foreign lagulessons also predominates in CLIL classes. IRF
means that the teacher usually asks questionsearotitent (initiation), which are answered by the
pupils (response), with the answers being evaluayetie teacher (feedback) (Sinclair &
Coulthard 1975: 45- 48). This discourse patternmset® limit both input and output opportunities
(Dalton- Puffer 2007a: 36). Input does not providiech syntactic variation, consisting mainly of
guestions or directives (ibid.: 282f). Studentsigp for producing output is limited to the R slbttee
IRF pattern and usually restricted to addressingepts which are elaborated by the teacher (ibid.:
261). Thus, students’ only rarely produce more thaoun phrase let alone longer stretches of speech
(ibid.: 112).
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language production. This means that tasks shaulthplemented which involve
the negotiation for meaning, such as informatiom getivities, or which encourage
metalinguistic reflectiod* According to Swain, those communicative activities
which require students to negotiate language fartalworatively whilst trying to
express a certain meaning are probably especiatigucive to the learning of target
language grammar (Swain 1995: 141).

Another element which needs to be considered iardadpush pupils to produce not
just output but ‘comprehensible output’ and consedly to further their grammar
competence is feedback (Swain 1996: 100). Theaypeedback used should be
well-chosen. The correction must not be too ob¥eisd ensure a focus on meaning
and thus a low affective filter. On the other hathe, feedback has to be explicit
enough to be noticed by the learner. Hence Lysterécommended using prompts
for CLIL lessons. Prompts seem to initiate selfreotion, while at the same time
maintaining the communicative flow (Lyster 20071%1115). However, the
question of which type of feedback is beneficiallBmguage learning will probably

still cause some debate.

Finally, it should be mentioned that treating laage not only as a medium of
instruction but also as an object worthy of clasealysis indeed leads to better
development in the area of grammar. As BaetensdBaare points out, pupils in
European schools attain a high level of accuradieir target languages. In these
schools, language is used as a medium of instrubtib is also taught as a subject
before and alongside CLIL instruction (Baetens Bsarore 1993: 149). The first
comparative studies between regular immersion p@pit those who also receive
form-focused instruction are promising as félConsequently, communicative
classrooms which focus on meaning as well as omgiar within meaningful
contexts lead to the best results in language @ehient (Lightbown & Spada
[2000]: 134).

L In information gap activities several people hdifierent information, which they have to exchange
in order to be able to achieve a certain goal (Mitc& Myles 1998: 129).

2 The value of form-focused language teaching calgd be shown by comparative studies which
have revealed that foreign language teaching atadaan lead to higher levels of language
proficiency than extended exposure to this languagenaturalistic setting, e.g. when working aloroa
(Long 2003: 424).
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In conclusion,

there is considerable consensus among researetmeit&f with immersion
and content-based classrooms that a more systeamatiess incidental
approach to language pedagogy needs to be intdgratethe curriculum.
(Lyster 2007: 99)
Thus, language form should not be ignored in CLUL ¢hould receive some explicit
attention. This does not mean that grammar-focaséadities devoid of any
meaningful communicative context should be reintcetl. Rather, it means
providing enriched input, numerous occasions foglege production and reflection
on form in communicative activities as well as feack on language use.
If the language goals of CLIL are clear, and th@erhentioned recommendations
are implemented, higher productive skills in thg¢d language can be expected
from CLIL.

32



4. Sociocultural theory

Since the 1970s and 80s the input-interaction-dutpdel has predominated the
field of second language acquisition research. Hewenew and more general
theories on learning have entered the domain. ®@tteese is sociocultural theory
based on the works of Russian developmental psygtsblLev Vygotsky. (Block
2003: 3 -5) As a theory which investigates how rakptocesses and hence learning
relate to the sociocultural environment, socioaalttheory has thrown a new light
on second language acquisition. It has also offeoadle valuable insights which help
to understand the limitations for language learnm@LIL classrooms which were
detailed in the last chapter. Consequently, tresy and its conclusions for learning
in CLIL are now considered in greater detail.

4.1. Tenets of sociocultural theory

Sociocultural theory (SCT), which goes back toitleas of Russian psychologist
Lev Vygotsky (1896 - 1934), is one of several psjobical theories concerned with
mental development. Like other schools which belmngonstructivism,
sociocultural theory holds that mental developniappens as a person interacts
with the environment and actively engages in preee®f reality construction
(Wadsworth [1996]: 2- 43> As its name already suggests sociocultural thisory
especially interested in

[creating] an account of human mental processdsebagnizes the essential
relationship between these processes and theurallhistorical, and
institutional settings. (Wertsch 1991: 6)

According to sociocultural theory, human consci@ssns constructed in social

interaction which is shaped by the cultural con{&antolf & Thorne 2006:

23 Constructivism is a meta-theory relevant to sevieetils such as sociology, history, philosophy,
linguistics and psychology (Dalton- Puffer 2007a: According to constructivist thought, reality
cannot be perceived objectively, rather concepteality are constructed by people and always
subjective. In psychology it can be distinguishetifeen several schools of constructivism. One of
these is social constructivism, which is descrilmeithis chapter. Another school, epistemic
constructivism, which is founded on the ideas @ihJRiaget, is considered in chapter 5 (Wolff 2007:
9f). Cf. chapter 5 on constructivism.
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211)**That human cognition is influenced by the sociamaltenvironment becomes
clear when comparing the thought processes of itails who have been schooled
to those who have not. While those who have nadived school education rely on
non-linguistic practical experience in their reasgnpeople who have been
schooled are better at dealing with linguistic abdtract realities (Lantolf & Thorne
2006: 35 - 40). This goes to show that the enviremnaefines how people think and
that “mental functioning is suited to the primagtieities constructed and promoted

by a community” (ibid.: 40).

However, according to Vygotsky not all mental fuacing relies on the
sociocultural environment. Rather he distinguidhetsveen lower and higher mental
processes. Lower mental processes are biologidatlrmined such as involuntary
attention, natural memory, reflexes and percepiitiose are the processes humans
share with animals. Rooted in these are higher ahpnbcesses such as voluntary
attention, logical memory and conceptual thoughictviare culturally constructed
(Lantolf & Appel 1994: 5). These higher mental sses rely on cultural tools for
mediation and can be regulated consciously byrntievidual. For instance, if
somebody throws something at us, our attentioauglest and we react instinctively.
It is the biological mental processes which arpoesible for this reaction (Lantolf
& Thorne 2006: 27f). If however, we repeat a wareur head in order to
concentrate and remember (De Guerrero 1994: 90)ise& cultural mediatory tool,

namely language, to regulate our attention and mggcansciously.

Thus, in the course of phylogenesis humans havelalged the unique ability to use
symbolic psychological tools in order to organizeit biological mental processes
(Block 2003: 100). It should be mentioned that afram psychological tools there
are also physical tools. While psychological taalsh as language help to mediate
mental processes, physical tools like a screwdiedp to mediate in the world of
objects (Lantolf & Appel 1994: &Y.

Learning, i.e. the development of higher mentatpsses therefore involves

acquiring knowledge about tools of mediation. Thies¢s depend on the

24 It should be mentioned that this process is nosittered uni-directional. As the individual engages
actively in this construction it changes the sogltral environment, which shapes its consciousness
(Lantolf & Thorne 2006: 158).

%% Physical tools thus have the function to manigylabntrol and change objects, while psychological
tools such as language or mnemonic techniquesiiaxed at regulating mental and physical
behaviour. Psychological tools can be directed bothe self, when thinking, as well as at other,
when communicating (Lantolf & Appel 1994: 8).
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sociocultural environment. For example, while Ewaps usually use the physical
tools of knife and fork to ‘mediate’ the eating pess, Asian people would probably
rather use chopsticks. When humans learn, thegnalise the use of these cultural
mediatory tools through participating in sociakirstiction. As children become more
proficient in employing mediatory tools they becomereasingly self-regulated. For
instance, a baby has to rely on its caretakeradare it is dressed and warm, hence
it is other-regulated and cannot yet do much. A&shiiby becomes older caretaker
and child will probably dress the child togetherinollaborative effort. While
participating in this action the child will learméturn from a novice into an expert.
Once the child can finally dress itself, it is sedfulated (Lantolf & Appel 1994: 7 -
12).

Ideally children are supported in their learningdxyperts, for instance, the parents or
teachers, who provide scaffolding. Experts whofstéfusually use language to
support learners in achieving their goals. Theyilg for example, by drawing the
learners’ attention to certain features of the @b controlling frustration,
simplifying tasks as necessary, showing how a praldould be solved and creating
interest in the task. All this helps the learnecaaconstructing knowledge i.e. in
internalising the tools of mediation. It shouldgmented out however, that
development is only possible within the zone ofxoral development often referred
to as the ZPD (Mitchell & Myles 1998: 145 -147).eTBPD can be defined as
the distance between the actual developmental ésvdetermined by
independent problem solving and the level of paaédevelopment as
determined through problem solving under adult goad or in collaboration
with more capable peers. (Vygotsky 1978: 86)
Thus, only if a certain developmental level hasadly been achieved and assistance
by an expert is available other specific developiagrrocesses are within the
child’s reach. The concepts of internalisation ahdcaffolding within the ZPD
described above should make clear that mental dewveint as conceived by
sociocultural theory is a process which is firserpsychological and only later
intra-psychological. Hence the sociocultural enwim@nt and interaction are vital for
the transformation of biological mental processes higher cognition (Mitchell &
Myles 1998: 146f).

As for language, considering that language is atdor participating in a
community, its importance for learning can harddydverestimated. Firstly,
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language due to its interpersonal function helpsiers to internalise sociocultural
tools in interaction (ibid.: 148). Secondly, langaas in itself a powerful
psychological mediatory tool which helps people,ewample, to direct their
attention. Consequently, it is not surprising thedple when thinking do this in
words, i.e. they use inner speech to regulate themtal processes (Mitchell &
Myles 1998: 148¥°

In conclusion, “SCT is a theory of mediated medtalelopment” (Lantolf & Thorne
2006: 4), which suggests that mediatory tools mtermalised through social
interaction and that language is one of the mostgpiul sociocultural tools of

mediation available to humans.

4.2. Activity theory

One branch of sociocultural theory is activity theavhich was introduced into the
West in the 1970s under A. N. Leont’ev. As hasnb@entioned, the sociocultural
environment is considered crucial for mental depeient. Activity theory is
especially interested in this environment and wam&how how the internal (mental
plane) and the external (sociocultural plane) ctwmgether. It investigates among
other things how the roles, rules and power ratatio activity systems shape and
are shaped by human action (Lantolf & Thorne 2@14: -214).

According to activity theory, it makes sense toastigate different levels of an
activity in order to understand it. First, theretie level of activit{’, i.e. a
biologically or socially created desire, which eaips why something is done.
Second, there is the level of action, which referehat is done once the desire has
been directed towards a particular object. Thindre is the level of operations,
which defines how something is done based on teeifspconditions of the setting

%6 According to sociocultural theory all speech isiabat first. When children are still very small,
parents regulate their lives and use speech whitggdhis. As children grow older they interactwit
their parents in these processes of regulation tvégtparents using language to scaffold their
children’s efforts of self-regulation. In a nex¢gtchildren use private speech, i.e. speech whiabti
directed at others. By using this private speeely thediate their attention, i.e. they start regudat
themselves using language. This private speechmosiery much of the speech used by parents to
scaffold their children. This and the fact thatpte speech is usually only produced when other
people are present, bespeaks the social originatp speech. In a next step this private speech i
fully internalised, i.e. it becomes inner speedhisTinner speech is a tool of mediation at the
psychological plane. If people have to solve cagely challenging tasks it can happen that thigimn
speech is externalised again, i.e. people speattlsilto themselves or mutter phrases to achieve
better self-regulation (Lantolf & Thorne 2006: 772).

2" Unfortunately, the term activity is used both éfer to the activity as a whole, as well as to ohe
the levels of an activity, namely the motive (Ldh&Thorne 2006: 216).
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in which the action is carried out (ibid.: 216).rfastance, if a pupil studies
vocabulary, he or she has an underlying motive sisdio pass an exam or to
integrate into the community of the target languddws is the activity. The action is
to study vocabulary and the operation is how dtdee, for instance, by writing index
cards or memorising a list of translations. Eacthete levels is influenced by the
sociocultural context and each has to be considaredder to understand an
activity. For example, the learning outcomes ofdf@ementioned activity may
differ considerably depending on the underlying irreotin other words, the pupil
who studies words to pass an exam may choose @meer different words than
the student who studies in order to integrate tiéotarget community (Lantolf &
Thorne 2006: 218). Thus, activity theory underlittest the different levels of an
activity as well as at the sociocultural settingahéo be considered in order to

understand human actions and mental development.

4.3. Sociocultural theory, SLA theory and teaching

Since sociocultural theory considers learning tessentially social, it is no surprise
that it has criticised the predominant input-inti@a-output model (11O model) of
language acquisition as being reduced and too mestlta In the [IO model,
language development is described as the acquigifia stable linguistic system
which is mainly used to transmit information. Comsently, SLA can be described
by using categories such as input, output andaotem without considering the
manifold functions which might underlie languag@w¢ver, sociocultural theory
points out that language has to be understoodsasial means of mediation used,
for instance, to negotiate identity, social relai@nd distributions of power in a
specific activity system (Block 2003: 61 - 64). Téfere, the transmission model of
language and the acquisition metaphor relateddannot explain language
development adequately. Rather, the concept ofisitign has to be complemented
by the concept of participation in a certain comityto understand what happens
when language is learned (ibid.: 104).

Based on the above tenet that (language) learr@pgdns as people participate in a
specific community, SCT emphasises the importafcgaup work for language
teaching. Firstly, in groups pupils can try outiwas roles (Mitchell & Myles 1998:

154). Consequently, group work can be one waylowahg students to explore
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different language functions. Secondly, in groupkyaupils can scaffold each other
while co-constructing knowledge together. Thusytten use language as a
collaborative cognitive tool in order to achievangng goals, for example, language
learning goals, which they would not have been @bleach on their own (Donato
1994: 52). However, it should be mentioned thatugrawork even if carefully
planned cannot be expected to lead to similar iegroutcomes in all pupils.
Learners are active and have their own agenda wizgemes to internalising; they
cannot be controlled (Lantolf & Thorne 2006: 197) .

Group work, as has been suggested, is a placeighwdnguage can be used as a
cognitive tool. According to sociocultural theotlgis function of language generally
needs to receive more attention in teaching. Adtieistudies have shown, for
example, that learners who use the foreign languatieir inner speech or in their
private speech, e.g. when repeating words quiettgemselves, are more successful
(ibid.: 182).

Therefore, pupils should be encouraged to use Egeytor mental regulation and
consequently internalisation. For instance, thayatbe asked to verbalise their
thoughts when solving problems, such as when apgplginguage rules (ibid.: 312).
Moreover, the use of the mother tongue should adidnned from the foreign
language classroom since the foreign language oéenot fulfil advanced

regulatory functions yet (ibid.: 295j.

Finally, it should be mentioned that sociocultuhaory supports the teaching of
grammar. Vygotsky believed that grammar teachitayel learners to gain more
conscious control over language, i.e. that it oalp kearners to improve the handling
of this symbolic tool (ibid.: 293).

In conclusion, language fulfils a number of soaiatl mental functions. Therefore,
SLA theory and teaching need to consider thesedardo be able to understand and
further language development.

8 Cummins (1998: 5) suggests that pupils do notusestheir mother tongue if they are required to
present learning outcomes in the foreign language.
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4.4. CLIL classes as a language learning envirortniteking a

sociocultural perspective

In order to elucidate the sociocultural perspectimeCLIL, it is necessary to recount
and elaborate some of the expectations and challecmnnected to CLIL in the
acquisition model of language development. As tle®ipus chapters have shown,
CLIL was thought to be perfect for language acdquisibecause it allowed for
extensive natural and authentic comprehensiblet ifipalton-Puffer & Smit 2007:

8). However, studies have revealed that opporturfitielanguage acquisition are
limited because of reduced input and output. Fumésearch has related these
problems to the discourse structures predominatierCLIL classrooms which
resemble very much those in traditional foreigrglaage and content subject classes.
For instance, Canadian French immersion teachedsttelecture a lot (Swain 1985:
247), while Austrian teachers of CLIL classes mmythe IRF structure of discourse
(Dalton- Puffer 2007a: 54). Both in Canada as wasglin Austria, CLIL programmes
thus reflect the discourse patterns and role igtions of the local educational
culture. Furthermore, in both cases adhering tegteaditional structures has lead to

limitations in input and output.

It should be pointed out that not only the patteyhdiscourse but the functions of
discourse as well are more traditional in CLIL skesthan could be expected at first.
Of course, CLIL allows pupils to experience thegeranguage as a medium to
convey content information more so than the traddl foreign language classroom.
However, like regular subject lessons, CLIL cladsaslly ever provide

opportunities to realise the varied social fundiarhich language use fulfi{gid.:
286). Pupils do not learn how the target languaggdcbe used among peers in order
to criticise, to joke, to tease and to argue. Téi&ynot given the chance to use the
target language to negotiate their social positiaime classroom or their own
identity. It is therefore no surprise that Tarond &wain (1995: 166 - 172) could
observe a situation of diglossia even in immersiassrooms. That is, pupils use the
target language to talk about academic issuesasitie content subject, but switch
to their first language to talk about private matend to negotiate social relations in

class.

From a sociocultural viewpoint the phenomena dbsdriabove are not surprising.
To learn at school means to learn within a paricattivity system, the structure of
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which opens up and constrains learning opportumn(ialton- Puffer 2007a: 293).
Since CLIL classes also take place in the instituichool, the conditions in CLIL
classrooms can be expected to be similar to thosadlitional classrooms. Changing
the language of education does not fundamentdly tde educational context. After
all, the rooms, teachers, students, and structidrelsssroom discourse remain
largely the same (ibid.: 279). Consequently, agtitwhich can be levelled at
discourse patterns and role distributions founfibimign language and subject

lessons is also often true for CLIL.

The point of criticism which sociocultural theoryuld probably lay most emphasis
on is that CLIL classes focus too much on the leaas an intellectual being rather
than as a full person (ibid.: 274). That is, inlChs much as in traditional teaching
the social dimension is neglected and the leampui into a well-circumscribed and
rather passive position. Taking a socioculturalwithese aspects must necessarily
limit language learning which is first and foremastocial activity. Consequently,

it makes sense to examine whether teaching arragmgerm CLIL lessons

could perhaps be designed in such a way that treyde for a wider array
of (assumed or played) roles. (Dalton- Puffer 20@8%)

Only if this happens the varied social functionsamiguage can be realised and

therefore acquired.

Moreover, considering the conditions for learniegcdibed above, the notion that
CLIL in contrast to traditional language teachimgydes authentic, natural and
meaningful communicative situations needs to bdifipeh(ibid.: 278)?° While

CLIL classes do provide authentic and natural compation, this communication is
only natural and authentic in the situated evenhefclassroom. This is evidenced
best by the lack of social language functions sealiin lessons.

Thus, from a sociocultural perspective CLIL as veallitraditional foreign language
classes share several characteristics which mark #s classrooms and distinguish
them from other communicative events (ibid.: 279)ese characteristics need to be
considered in order to be able to assess the tegpopportunities they afford and to
alter teaching practices accordingly.

29 Cf. chapter 1 on rationales of CLIL and chaptenXrashen’s theory applied to CLIL.
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Although CLIL and traditional foreign language desoms show similar conditions
for language learning, this does of course not ntleainnothing changes if the
foreign language is used in content subjéttadeed, a recent study by Tarja Nikula
has revealed that CLIL, although not doing awaylie IRF pattern, does seem to
change it positively’ Nikula contends that more conversational symmiettiie IRF
cycles can be observed in CLIL classes than intioaél language classrooms. In
the EFL (English as a Foreign Language) classestshed, students provided only
short answers even if the topic of conversation ey@n and the lesson was not
focused on form. A possible explanation could [z #tudents saw these
conversations mainly as language practice rattaar #s situations in which
meanings could be created and exchanged. In thie €a$srooms, on the other
hand, students were more ready to explain theierstanding of certain issues
considered. Furthermore, Nikula observed that texacim CLIL classes provided
more elaborate feedback moves, instead of justmgown to the next initiation.
These elaborations were used by the pupils to geoadditional subject-related
comments. Therefore, despite reflecting traditiatalcational discourse patterns,
CLIL classes seem to afford more opportunitiesoiaiput and interaction than
foreign language classes (Dalton- Puffer 2007bf)146

CLIL programmes also create a new learning envirminif they involve native
speaker teachers or the method of team teachingp(@#®uffer 2007a: 288). In
Barbara Unterberger’'s and my evaluation study ef@hP, we found, for example,
that the roles attributed to teachers and pupitsct@nge considerably. One biology
teacher we interviewed pointed out that everyorsedsaumed the role of a learner.
The pupils as well as the subject teacher areéesuof English (although at a
different level), while the native speaker teadkearns content alongside teaching.
Thus, the teachers are no longer in the sole rfatmerts, rather everyone in class is
“in the same boat”. According to the biology teatlieis has caused the atmosphere

%0 As the previous chapters have already shown experig the target language as a means to
transmit knowledge does allow language developmitth is not possible in traditional language
classrooms. Cf. chapter 2.4. and also chapted%dar a discussion of the positive effects CLAsh
on learning.

%! |t should be reminded that IRF stands for initintresponse-feedback and refers to a particular
pattern of discourse which is very common in clagsrs. It means that a question by a teacher
(initiation) is usually followed by a student ansvieesponse) which is evaluated by the teacher
(feedback) (Sinclair & Coulthard 1975: 45- 48).

41



in class to be “considerate” and “friend3# How such a change in roles can affect
the learning in class would be an interesting igsuavestigate.

In conclusion, to understand learning in the CLssroom it is necessary to

abandon the position

widespread in CLIL-related discourses, namely ityaiit per se functions as

a trigger for acquisition processes which unfoldependently of context.

(Dalton-Puffer 2007b: 145)
Rather a sociocultural view needs to be adoptediwdimalyses the characteristics of
the CLIL classroom and the learning opportunitfesse engender with reference to
the activity system ‘school’ of which CLIL is a pdbDalton- Puffer 2007a: 11%0
far studies with a sociocultural perspective hawans that the CLIL classroom as
much as the traditional classroom shows limitati@mndearning characteristic of
school (ibid.: 293). From a sociocultural perspexthe sole focus on language as a
medium for transmitting content knowledge as welttee lack of opportunities for
collaborative construction of knowledge are proldém Nevertheless, CLIL
classrooms are also places for educational innmvathich influence learning
positively. Using the foreign language to discusgact matter can weaken
traditional patterns of discourse (Dalton- Puffé02b: 146). Integration of native
speakers of the target language can lead to n@naholcations. Finally, it should be
mentioned that the implementation of CLIL and tleéate about this new method
has already drawn attention to the limitationsaiartraditional teaching practices
entail>® In conclusion, this new method of CLIL, althougbt a panacea for
language learning, might continue to improve caadg at school- not only for

language but also for subject matter learning.

%2 |n the DLP lessons are taught by a native speafdenglish and a subject teacher who speaks
German, i.e. lessons are bilingual. Cf. chapter3.1dn the role allocation in the team teaching
situation.

%3 Cf. the studies on CLIL which show limitationstedditional discourse patterns mentioned in the
chapters 3 and 4. Cf. also handbooks on CLIL sussciehisto, Marsh and Frigolshcovering CLIL
(2008: 107) and their promotion of “best practige&ducation, i.e. of methods which remind of
sociocultural and constructivist views on teachi@fy.also chapter 10.4. on the teachers accounts o
teaching in the DLP. The teachers emphasise tegtahcourage student activity, task-based learning,
project work and the increased use of visuals.
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5. Constructivism

As has been mentioned before, the input-interaaiittput model of language
acquisition, although still predominant, has beemglemented by new learning
theories. Those concerned with the theoretical yodeings of CLIL especially
have turned towards more general learning the@iakon- Puffer 2007a: 263f).
Among these new theories which feature promineantf@LIL rationales are
constructivist theories from the field of psychotd®alton-Puffer & Smit 2007: 10).
The view of social constructivism on the CLIL cles®n has been presented in the
last chapter. This chapter discusses the schoahafimost readily associated with
the term ‘constructivism’, namely epistemic constivism as based on Jean Piaget.
Like Lev Vygotsky, Jean Piaget (1896 - 1980) waeweelopmental psychologist
interested in the cognitive development of childf@rolff 2007: 9). The basic tenets
of Piaget’s theory, the role he attributed to laaggiand social interaction for
learning, the implications for teaching which fellédrom his theory and finally the
constructivist view on CLIL are detailed in thel@Ving.

5.1. Tenets of epistemic constructivism

Piaget thought of learning as “primarily a procetadaptation to the environment
and an extension of biological development” (Wadswfi1l996]: 5). Like other
constructivists Piaget believed knowledge is ngu&ed but constructed. That is, as
a child receives stimuli and interacts with theissvment, it constructs a model of
reality. This model, although subjective, is ndiiary in that it is checked against
the environment to assess its adaptive quality W&896: 16). When children
become older the model which is rather crude st igrdifferentiated and elaborated
until it resembles adult constructions of realithe processes of modifying and
expanding the personal construct of reality comitihwroughout a person’s life
(Wadsworth [1996]: 14).

As people construct knowledge, they do not stasekihowledge randomly but
rather create mental structures, i.e. schematael$ehemata are concepts (ibid.). A
schema of a tree, for instance, would probablyuidelinformation about how a tree

looks, smells, feels and which uses it has. THi®isa would be based on and
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connected to personal experiences with trees. A$dan mentioned constructions
of reality and thus schemata are not stable byt¢hange. Two processes which are
involved in the construction and reconstructiosciemata have been identified by
Piaget, one of which is assimilation. Assimilatrmeans “placing (classifying) new
stimulus events into existing schemata” (Wadswfx@96]: 17). In assimilation a
new detail is added to a schema without changihghdamentally. If, however, a
stimulus does not fit into an existing schema eitheew schema has to be
established or an existing schema has to be alteresiderably. This process is
called accommodation. Thus, schemata are internafigtructed, based on
experience and restructured over time (ibid.: 17f).

For restructuring, i.e. learning to happen, ititalMhat a child acts on the
environment (ibid.: 29). Only if it can be physigabr mentally active new stimuli
will come in which can cause disequilibrium. Tharelisequilibrium refers to a
state of cognitive conflict resulting when expeictas or predictions are not
confirmed by experience. (Wadsworth [1996]: 19)
This means that a cognitive imbalance is causeevif stimuli do not fit into a
person’s construct of reality. This disequilibriwvill motivate the person to
restructure his or her mental reality, i.e. tohe@bid.). After all, since people
construct knowledge about the world in order t@blke to adapt and to survive in
their environment, they are highly motivated tokéweir model of reality up-to-

date.

Whether a stimulus causes disequilibrium dependi®person’s previous
experiences and hence on his or her specific agrisif the world, i.e. what may be
puzzling for one person need not be puzzling fatlaer (ibid.: 29). Moreover,
affective aspects play a role. They influence,jifigtance, which aspects of reality
are attended to and consequently if a stimulus lhwvimight cause disequilibrium is
noticed at all (ibid.: 150). Opportunities for digglibrium also depend on biological
developmental aspects. These set broad limitsabab intellectual development is
possible for a child at a certain age. For instanb#dren become able to use
language, i.e. symbols, only around the age oftBerstage of preoperational
thought (ibid.: 26 - 28§*

% Four broad stages of cognitive development caiddmtified. The sensorimotor stage (0-2y) in
which behaviour is primarily sensory and motor.l@t&n have to act on physical objects to be able to
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To sum up, learning involves the construction dfesnata and is caused if
disequilibrium occurs. Disequilibrium depends goeason’s individual construction
of reality, his or her emotional state and stagenafuration as well as on the
opportunities for active experience that the pesenvironment affords. From this
follows that learning is an active process of cargdton which can be aided but
certainly not controlled from outside the learm@vérmann 2002: 39).

5.2. The influence of social interaction and ofgaage on learning

As the above account has shown learning is condaf/as an individual and
autonomous process of construction. Because Rtageentrated very much on
these individual internal processes, he has betciszd as neglecting the social
dimension of learning. However, Piaget does comglterole of social interaction.
Firstly, humans are social beings. Hence, theyratvated to construct social
knowledge to improve the adaptive quality of thewdel for reality. For the
construction it is necessary to interact sociai8econdly, when humans interact
socially they receive stimuli which can potentiadguse disequilibrium and thus
construction, not only of social but also of othgyes of knowledge (Wadsworth
[1996]: 9 - 24).

As for language, Piaget believed that languageither sufficient nor necessary for
learning. Language for Piaget was just “one matatesm of the symbolic function
(ability to use symbols to represent)” which is eleyped in the preoperational stage
(ibid.: 11). Consequently, language only refleateliectual development and
internal thought but does not shape it (ibid.: &8)wever, language can be
facilitative of learning. The construction of sdatancepts especially is furthered
through the use of language (ibid.: 139).

develop a schema. The stage of preoperational th(#+g/y) in which children develop an
understanding of symbols and first reasoning admlitHowever, they are still very much influenced
by perception and thus semilogical. The stage n€ie operations (7-11y) in which children can
apply logical thought to solve problems but usuatiif need concrete material aids to do so. Hnall
the stage of formal operations which develops fem®a 11 onwards and in which the solving of more
complex abstract problems becomes possible (Wads\{@#96]: 26).

% According to Piaget, different types of knowledga be distinguished. Physical knowledge, i.e. the
knowledge about physical objects, can only be apeal if a learner can interact with objects, e.g.
touch them. Logical-mathematical knowledge is depetl when people think about their experiences
with objects and discover relations between thenis Knowledge can be abstracted from concrete
objects. Finally, there is also social knowledghiclt encompasses knowledge about social
conventions, laws, morals and language (Wadswa8Bg]: 23f).
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5.3. Constructivist views on teaching

According to constructivism, learning means corgtng and not acquiring
knowledge. This process of construction is govelmethe structures of the learner’s
mental model of reality and is both autonomous el & active. Consequently,
teaching should not be understood as instructienkhowledge transmission. Rather
it should be reconceptualised as a process whitcleicaourage the learner’'s
activities of reality construction (Wadsworth [199847 - 151).

Since the learner knows best which reconstruct@masiecessary and possible in his
or her personal model of reality, teaching sholilmhalearners to follow their own
path of disequilibrium (ibid.: 141). After all, Khowledge is imposed from outside, it
is very likely that the learner will only learn thidormation by heart but will neither
be motivated nor able to integrate it into his er imdividual construct of reality. If
however, learners have the opportunity to conskootvledge autonomously on the
basis of their individual schemata, this knowledge be retained and used. Thus,
teaching which embraces constructivist thoughtglearners the freedom to be

active and autonomous in their learning (OvermadpR243).

Allowing students to manage their own learning doasonly make learning more
effective but it has an additional advantage —Isuparn how to learn (Wadsworth
[1996]: 154). As Rischoff (1999: 80 - 84) pointg,dxecoming a competent learner
I.e. becoming able to use and structure informaa®mwell as to organise and to self-
evaluate ones learning progress is a vital skiluninformation society. As the
amount of information available rises, it is ing®Ealy important for the individual

to be able to manage this information and turnti knowledge. Only the learner
who has been supported in constructing knowledgenamously rather than just
memorising it can develop these skills and appdpttsuccessfully once he or she

has left school.

Although constructivism emphasises the importanagivte learners freedom in their
learning, this does not mean that constructivestiéng contends they should be left
to their own devices. Rather teachers by, for exapgsking guiding questions
should support learners in their exploration angseadisequilibrium if they come to
wrong conclusions. Teachers should also find oauatheir pupils’ interests and by
drawing on their curiosity initiate research andwlihem why certain information

could be relevant to them (Wadsworth [1996]: 1862). Above all, teachers should
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help learners to develop those learning strategiesh allow active and autonomous
learning (Wendt 1996: 75).

Apart from a teacher who aids students in theistoietion of knowledge, the
learning environment is essential for successhrnimg to be possible. Only in a

rich learning environment which provides many dif& stimuli can pupils
experience disequilibrium and engage in those coctsdn processes which are
appropriate for them. Therefore, the learning emnment has to provide different
opportunities for construction, such as a rangdifeérent materials and tasks
(Ruschoff 1999: 84). In this learning environmeupits should be allowed to choose
their activities, to present the outcomes of thesearch and to self-evaluate their
work (Wendt 1996: 75). Both individual and grouprivbas to be possible (Wolff
2007: 4f).

This environment should not only afford rich oppmities to be mentally and
physically active but it should also be autherfhaly in an authentic learning
environment can pupils develop constructs of ngalitich have adaptive value
outside the classroom. Consequently, pupils shibeldsked to solve real-world
problems in an environment which allows them tal fsolutions appropriate for the
‘real-world’ (Mardziah Hayati 1998).

Since constructivism considers language learnirgetbke all other learning, it is
clear that successful language teaching need®voder manifold opportunities to
use language, to experience its adaptive valuetasdlve real-life problems in the
target language. The material provided shouldutleesmtic. However, grammar-
focused material is also valuable in that it calp ibe prove or invalidate hypotheses

about the foreign language and thus aid constmu¢¥endt 1996: 77f).

In conclusion, constructivist teaching encouragesrer to be active and
autonomous, to develop learning strategies andifegdroblem solving skills in a

rich and authentic environment.

5.4. Constructivism and CLIL

As has been mentioned, constructivism contendptgtle only learn if they
experience disequilibrium and hence a personal teegtdify their schemata.

Learners have to feel that new information is ratéwto them and that changing their
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model of reality accordingly will have adaptive wal CLIL increases the adaptive
value of learning the target language considerdlig. target language is no longer
just one of the subjects at school. Rather, itgedtevance as a means which allows
to understand and to communicate content knowledgeveral areas (Wolff 1996).
In the foreign language classroom, according toffiN2007: 28), learning often just
means acquiring new labels for ‘old concepts’. &mample, pupils may learn how to
order food in the foreign language and practicedlrestaurant dialogues in the
classroom. Thus, learning the target language doeksave much immediate or
authentic relevance, rather it seems to be a gatdelf. In CLIL classrooms, on the
other hand, the new language comes with new cosicBpidents can immediately
experience the value of the language, which is tsednvey novel information and
to communicate about it (Wolff 1996). As a resatit only those pupils who are
interested in the target language as such butlads® who are interesta@done or
several of the CLIL subjects, will consider thegitrlanguage to be relevant and will

be motivated to learn it (Snow, Met & Genesee 1282)3°

In order to learn, not only motivation on the pafrthe learner but also a rich
learning environment which offers ample opport@stior construction is required.
CLIL certainly constitutes such an environment bgvding extensive subject
specific target language input as well as tasksetaccomplished in the foreign
language (Wolff 2007: 28). Moreover, because cdrgahjects are thematically
organised, with topics building on each other,l#mguage learned will be well-
remembered (Grabe & Stoller 1998: 11). After adhstructivism points out that new
knowledge needs to be integrated into the menattsire of concepts already

constructed in order to be retained.

However, as the studies cited in previous chapiave shown, CLIL only
constitutes a rich as well as authentic language@mment with regard to the
construction of communicative competence in thelacac domain. Opportunities
for construction of social knowledge are rare (DaltPuffer 2007a: 286).
Furthermore, the CLIL classroom does not causeaydiblerium in the area of target

language grammar; rather, the exclusive focus oguage meaning in the CLIL

% Cf. also chapter 7 on the relation between Clid oreign language teaching.
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classroom does not seem to create a need in this puponstruct target language
grammar once comprehensibility has been ensuredifSLapkin 1995: 3727

As for the development of learning and communicesitvategies, the CLIL
classroom seems to further the construction ofdagg strategies which are aimed at
gleaning meaning out of texts such as skimmingsaatining (Wolff 1996). For
instance, the DLP teachers interviewed by Barbar@iderger and me reported that
pupils in CLIL classes get very adept at derivingaming from texts even if they do
not know every word. Pupils in regular Englishsskas, on the other hand, tend to

get hung up at every word which they do not undecdt®

In conclusion, the CLIL classroom is ideal for thevelopment of receptive
academic language skills and meaning- focused Egglearning strategies. This is
due to the fact that CLIL classrooms are autheatademic environments which
cause disequilibrium because of the increasedttiagguage use and the immediacy
and relevance which results from the foreign laigguaeing the language of
instruction and communication in content subjetiug; CLIL can motivate the
majority of pupils to construct foreign languagewhedge in academic matters. If
learners should also develop grammatical accuradyttze ability to use language

for social purposes, the CLIL classroom has to ipl@both disequilibrium and

opportunities for construction in these areas dt we

37 Lyster (2007: 97f) points out that the sole foonsmeaning has the effect that pupils in CLIL
classes frequently do not even notice correctidnisadr language output. Instead, they often mistak
corrective feedback for a confirmation of their sege which has the effect that no diseqgeulibirum
can be caused. Of course, this hampers the cotistrd grammar knowledge.

%8 Cf. chapter 12.1.on the teachers’ impressiongaming in the DLP.
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6. Cummins’ hypotheses on bilingualism

The previous chapters have already looked at thbadeof CLIL from various
perspectives to enlighten the possible strengtsiaaaknesses of this approach.
This chapter is now concerned with Cummins’ hypséseon the relation between
bilingualism, cognition and academic success. fmtheses which have been
developed on the basis of studies conducted amgoidils and on various CLIL
programmes help to understand why CLIL can be soessful. They explain how
CLIL can promote both the development of the motbegue as well as of the target
language at the same time. Furthermore, they shatbilingualism can lead to
improved cognition in some areas. However, his Hypges also make one aware
that being taught through a foreign or second laggus not always beneficial.
Immigrants often face major difficulties becauseytdo not find themselves in
supportive CLIL programmes but rather in a situatdd submersion (Baker [2006]:
168- 171)*

Thus, the hypotheses presented in this chaptetdsdeapen the understanding of
bilingualism and draw attention to some basic ppies which should be followed in

CLIL programmes — be they for children from majpitr minority backgrounds.

6.1. Bilingualism and cognition

When Cummins started to analyse studies on biliigyuehe found apparently
contradictory evidence as to the effects of bilagm. These contradictions could
partly be explained by the fact that definitionddingualism have varied
considerably and studies were consequently difficutompare (Cummins & Swain
1996: 3f)*° Still the differences among studies evaluatidipgialism were

striking.

% The term ‘submersion’ refers to situations in vhécchild has to cope with instruction through a
second language while the majority of his or hassinates are already competent in the language of
instruction. Thus, immigrants often experience setsion (Cummins & Swain 1996:8).

0 Some researchers, for example, define everyobéiagual who has “minimal abilities in at least
one of the four skills” (Cummins & Swain 1996: Fpr others being bilingual means to have native-
like skills in two languages. Not only the levelpybficiency can differ among ‘bilinguals’ but sarc

the age, at which the languages were acquired [fgimaous or sequential bilingualism), the context

in which bilingualism developed (artificial or na&i acquisition) or the domains in which the
languages are being used (ibid.).
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On the one hand, as has been mentioned in prest@mers, research on CLIL has
revealed that a high degree of bilingualism caadigeeved with no detrimental
effects to either first language or content knowkdevelopment. Moreover, already
in the 60s and 70s several studies suggestedhiéhguistic and cognitive
achievement of bilinguals even surpasses that oiohiriguals slightly. Since then
additional research has confirmed this idea anthéued it. Research could show, for
instance, that bilinguals are better in divergert ereative thinking. The knowledge
that different words may denote the same thing eesns to contribute positively to
cognitive flexibility and concept development. Fagtmore, bilingual children have

a better metalinguistic knowledge and are awatbe@tymbolic nature of language
at an earlier age than their monolingual peersadiiition to that, they seem to be
able to use syntactically more complex structucemer than monolingual
classmates. This positive relation between bilitigaaand cognition could be
observed in immersion pupils but also in pupilsrfra minority background whose
mother tongue was reinforced. In conclusion, tHokeguals who found themselves
in a situation which promotes additive bilingualisxperienced positive effects on
cognition (Cummins & Swain 1996: 10 — 18).

On the other hand, several studies seemed to dumgegative relation between
cognition and bilingualism. For instance, a stughSkutnabb-Kangas and
Toukomaa (1976) revealed that Finnish immigranideén in Sweden, although
apparently fluent in Finnish and Swedish, showedrg poor academic
performance. A closer analysis revealed that theale@cademic performance of
these children was considerably below that of theers. Indeed, their knowledge of
Swedish as well as of Finnish seemed very limigdch had negative effects on
their emotional, cognitive and academic developniieid.: 9f). Therefore, these
immigrant children seemed to experience a subtaédirm of bilingualism, where

both languages were only poorly developed (ibifl): 1

By looking at these studies Cummins concludedhhmigualism and cognition are
correlated (ibid.: 4). While first language, secdaiguage and cognitive
development are hampered in cases of subtractimgimalism, the level attained in
both languages and in cognition even surpassestiabnolinguals in cases of
additive bilingualism. Cummins proposed two hyps#gto account for this

phenomenon, the interdependence hypothesis anfdréshold hypothesis. The
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former explains how the languages are relatedbifireguals’ mind, while the latter
describes how language proficiency and cognitiwebigpment could be connected.

According to the interdependence hypothesis, aflectthe iceberg model, all
languages which a person knows build on one comumderlying proficiency
(CUP). This underlying proficiency refers to crdsgrual knowledge such as
knowledge of academic concepts or more generalilgeofvorld. It also includes
metalinguistic knowledge which a person has acquif@is common underlying
proficiency forms the basis of all language useddition to the CUP, surface
features of a language have to be acquired, eengyar and vocabulary, in order to
be able to communicate. These surface featuresfaceurse, language specific and
consequently do not form part of the common undgglproficiency. A person’s
knowledge of these surface structures can be cadparthe tip of an iceberg; it can
be clearly seen but it builds upon a large undegyceberg, i.e. the common
underlying proficiency. Hence a bilingual persocdgnition could be described as

one iceberg with several tips (Cummins & Swain 1586).

The common underlying proficiency mentioned abosaeetbps if people use a
language and interact, thereby acquiring not dmdysurface structure of a language
but ideally also metalinguistic, cognitive and amadt skills which form the CUP.
Thus, languages function as channels which all@xctmmon underlying
proficiency to be developed. In case of bilingualisvo channels can be used rather

than just one (ibid.).

Since all languages can feed the common underyioficiency and are supported
by this CUP, it is clear that knowledge acquiredtigh one language can be
transferred to other languages. For example, d g¥ib has learned to read in his or
her mother tongue can draw on these literacy skitien learning an additional
language. In other words, the child does not havedrn the concept of reading
anew but rather just has to acquire the wordsertahget language (ibid.: 103).

Consequently, children can use either their firdheir second language to learn and
to build the common underlying proficiency. If tB&P is strengthened through the
mother tongue this knowledge can be transferreédegsecond language. Conversely,
learning in and through a second language can wegdicst language competence

since it expands the common underlying proficie(®yoebottom 2007).

52



However, languages can only feed the common undgrpyroficiency if they are
sufficiently developed. Here the second of Cummimgotheses mentioned above
comes in — the threshold hypothesis. Accordingum@ins, a child needs to reach a
certain threshold in his or her language competéenoeder to be able to use it as a
channel for the CUP. It follows therefore that @&i@ language proficiency has to
be achieved to prevent negative cognitive consempseri-or instance, those Finnish
immigrant children described in the study by Skbtm&angas and Toukomaa
(1976) apparently had not yet achieved a leveMred@sh which allowed them to
follow teaching through this language. At the sdimme they did not receive any
instruction through their mother tongue, Finnisn. t®e contrary, they had only
limited opportunities to use Finnish in their nemwigonment. The consequence was
that these children could not fuel their commonarhaing proficiency adequately
through either language. Therefore, they had probl® develop cognitive and
academic skills which were needed to succeed inagdun. Moreover, since the
conditions were such that the foundation of langudgvelopment, i.e. the CUP was
not strengthened, skills in both Finnish and Swed&nained restricted. The
situation was different for Finnish children whaoiaed in Sweden after the age of
10. Those older children had apparently alreadjeseld a more advanced level in
Finnish and thus had a more highly developed Cldns€quently, they could make
use of transfer considerably and were able toragtdiigh proficiency in Swedish
quickly. These children were able to pass the ttoigsin their mother tongue as well
as in their second language in order to avoid megabnsequences for cognition and

academic success (Cummins & Swain 1996: 6 - 9).

According to Cummins, there is not only a low thr@s which defines whether or
not detrimental effects on cognition and furthergaage development can be
expected but also a high threshold, which if aokiewm both languages can lead to
cognitive benefits such as those experienced byarsion pupils described above
(ibid.). That is, if people attain a high competemnt two languages, this seems to
have positive consequences for the developmemieo€tJP. Cummins points out
that it is not clear, however, if it is the knowtgdof two languages itself or the
opportunity to partake in different cultures and¢eto make new experiences and
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take new perspectives, which leads to those cagnailvantages observed in
bilinguals (Cummins 2001: 23].

Cummins also emphasises that these thresholdoastable and absolute but have
to be considered in relation to the person’s neledsexample, a pupil who has to
learn through a second language has a higher tiiceghachieve in this language
than a pupil who only uses this language in theifpr language class (Cummins
2001a: 42)? Furthermore, Cummins points out that being flierat foreign or
second language in everyday situations does nat theé teaching through this
language can be followed. Indeed many immigrariticdm seem to experience this
problem. The reason for this phenomenon is thasobmm language, as has already
been hinted at in previous chapters, is differemifthe language used outside
school lessons. Thus, competence in classroomuiseo.e. cognitive academic
language proficiency, CALP, has to be distinguistieth basic interpersonal
communication skills, BICS. While the latter candsveloped in about 2 years of
intensive exposure to the target language, stsfliew that 5 to 7 years are needed to
develop CALP. This is due to the fact that everydaymunication is often strongly
context embedded and not very cognitively challeggirasks at school on the other
hand are usually cognitively demanding and contedticed, which makes
communication more difficult. Because of thatsihiecessary to consider those two
dimensions, i.e. that of cognitive demand as wethat of context, when designing
tasks for pupils with a limited knowledge of thadaage of instruction (Cummins &
Swain 1996: 151- 157y

“! These examples point to the importance of mothegue development in immigrant children.
While immigrant children with a good competenceéhiair first language can succeed in the second
language easily due to transfer and being expastttsecond language extensively, those whose
first language development has been cut short saffgr from negative emotional as well as
cognitive consequences. Consequently, immigramdret need to receive educational support in
mother tongue development to prevent negative andwage positive effects on cognition and
emotional well-being (Cummins & Swain 1996: 97).

“2 pupils who enter late immersion, for example, Ugexperience a lag in content achievement at
the beginning of the programme even if they havantiaught the foreign language beforehand. This
is due to the fact that they need to acquire CAefte they can follow teaching adequately.
However, the lag in content achievement is tempgpiia. late immersion pupils can catch up with
their peers (Cummins & Swain 1996: 39).

43 While this usually happens in immersion classradrastasks are geared to the pupils’ language
level, immigrants in mainstream education are ofteither given the time nor the support needed to
develop CALP in the target language (Cummins 199G- 159). Because of that, Cummins has
concluded that a home-school language switch i prdblematic for a child if the majority of his or
her classmates already functions in the languagrestriuction and teachers consequently do not take
limited language abilities into account when desigriasks (Cummins & Swain 1996: 8).
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In conclusion, the languages of a bilingual aremiépendent since they build on the
same common underlying proficiency. Moreover, gertlaresholds have to be
achieved in either language to avoid negative ¢cognconsequences. If language
knowledge continues to grow and a second pairrektiolds has been reached,
benefits for cognitive development ensue. Furtheemeohere a different language
than the pupils’ mother tongue is used for instamttask design has to consider

cognitive demand as well as contextual aspectapgpat the development of CALP.

6.2. Cummins’ hypotheses and CLIL

Taking into consideration Cummins’ hypotheses wésealysing CLIL, it becomes
clear that CLIL classrooms are more likely to suppize development of CALP than
of BICS. All aspects needed to develop CALP, iagritive academic language
proficiency, can be trained in CLIL classes (Gr&btoller 1998: 7). Bearing in
mind that one of the main goals of CLIL is to preppupils for information society,

the fact that CALP can be developed in CLIL clagse®ry encouraging.

In addition to that, Cummins’ hypotheses providalglines as to how languages
should be distributed in CLIL programmes. As hasrbeentioned, pupils have to
reach certain thresholds in order to prevent negatifects on cognition and have to
pass even higher thresholds to experience abowvagereognitive growth. From this
it follows, that the language which is used lesthachild’s surrounding should be
emphasised in the classroom. This ensures thatchatimels for cognitive
development available to the bilingual child remapen. Consequently, immigrant
children should receive support in their mothegioe (Cummins & Swain 1996:
104). Pupils from a majority language backgroundhenother hand should be
exposed to the foreign language as much as poss$tukeis possible through the
implementation of CLI(Cummins & Swain 1996: 48§ Transfer at the level of the
common underlying proficiency will then guarantee tevelopment of both
languages and consequently of cognition to a vagly level as evidence from

immersion classrooms has already proven.

“ It should be pointed out that it is the numbe€afL lessons every day rather than the duration of
CLIL over the years which defines the successnguage learning (Baker [2006]: 276). That is, 6
hours of CLIL every week for 2 years, for examples more beneficial for language learning than 3
hours of CLIL per week for four years.
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In conclusion, according to Cummins’ interdepen@eaicd threshold hypothesis, the
implementation of CLIL can be expected to be bemadfnot only for target language
development but also for first language and cogmigjrowth. Especially, the
development of cognitive academic language prafmyecan be expected. Thus, his
hypotheses constitute a strong rationale for usargent and language integrated

learning.
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7. On the relation between CLIL and regular foreign

language teaching

When reading academic literature on CLIL, it isioedble that CLIL and its
advantages are often praised by contrasting it seigiular foreign language
instruction. CLIL classrooms are usually presega@uthentic, natural, meaning-
focused and communicative learning environmentsenbreign language classes
are related to grammar-based, ineffective, unatithand painful language learning
(Dalton-Puffer & Smit 2007: 8f). Considering thestary of CLIL which has
developed as an alternative to unsuccessful grardmaen language teaching, a
certain scepticism towards regular foreign languagguction in academic literature
on CLIL is comprehensible. Nevertheless, the intgmd this critique and the
opposition between CLIL and regular foreign langugsaching it creates are
sometimes striking. In a rationale for CLIL Diet#folff,* for example, writes:

Geography or History provide rich learning contiemtthe classroom —
content which is real and not fictional and is morativating than the one
usually dealt with in language classrooms eveedfriers are free to choose
what they want to work on. The learning contentmost content subjects
are, what could be called “realia”, i.e. facts @ndcesses of the real world
and appear thus much more relevant than the offendo-real contents of
the language classroom. [...]

In traditional language classrooms all learningtenhis pre-defined,
simplified and graded. Linguistic content is sturetd according to rather
enigmatic principles of learning ease which haveamanged for the last 100
years or so. And non-language content is reducéalrty stereotypical
sequences of everyday lifiemy family, my pets, in school, in a distc.).
(Wolff 2007: 41f)

Thus, CLIL provides “real” content which is “notfional” and consequently “more
motivating” and “much more relevant” (ibid.). Theréign language classroom, on
the other hand, offers unauthentic material whéctpseudo-real” and
“stereotypical” and does not encourage involventiand.). This view on CLIL and
regular foreign language teaching invites the qoesif whether foreign language
teaching still has something to offer for langudgeelopment and if so what
functions it could have in foreign language eduwrati

“5 Dieter Wolff is a renowned figure in the field 6LIL. He has published several articles on
traditional language teaching and CLIL and is @re of the authors of the CLIL-Compendium
(www.clilcompendium.org), a webpage on CLIL suppdrby the Directorate-General for Education
and Culture of the European Commission.

57



This question is the subject of this chapter. nfihst part, | would like to propose
that the dichotomy between CLIL and regular fordegmguage teaching (FLT) with
all its implications needs to be qualified. Becaakthis, the similarities between
CLIL and FLT, which have already been hinted gtrevious chapters, will be
highlighted first. In the second part of this cleapt will argue that foreign language
teaching still has a contribution to make in foreilgnguage education and will

consequently explore the relation between CLIL Bhd.

As has been discussed earlier in this thesis, soltial theory contends that an
activity such as learning is influenced by the\atstisystem within which it is
carried out (Dalton- Puffer 2007a: 293). Since ChR . well as regular foreign
language classes take place in the same institati@mmely school- learning in each
is shaped by similar conditions (ibid.: 279). THere it is not surprising that
language learning in CLIL is affected by limitatgattributed to the IRF (initiation-
response feedback) pattern of discourse, whigypisdl to teaching in all school
subjects (ibid.: 36)° Thus, in this respect at least, no dichotomy betwtae CLIL
and the foreign language classroom can be drawtheRdoth have to be
understood as environments for institutional laagrwhich show features ‘natural’

for school.

When looking at the aspects content and langudggcames clear as well that
foreign language teaching does not constitute pip@site of CLIL but that both
approaches show considerable similarities. For @@nforeign language teaching
includes content. This content ranges from inforamabn the language structure, to
facts on the target language culture to ‘contamthsas pupils’ hobbies, interests and
family. The Austrian curriculum for the first fogn language taught at the lower
secondary level even suggests that content froer stthool subjects should be
integrated (bm:ukk 2000: 1 - 3).

Moreover, like CLIL modern foreign language teachis aimed at creating
communicative proficiency and can thus hardly beaged with the grammar-
focused language instruction which predominatetietime CLIL developed’ The

Austrian curriculum for foreign languages, for exae) states:

46 Cf. chapter 4.4. on sociocultural views on CLILigtpoint to parallels between CLIL and
traditional foreign language teaching.

“"In the 1970s communicative language teaching deeel both in Europe as well as in North
America. This teaching has as its primary aim tnprte communicative competence, a concept
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Als Ubergeordnetes Lernziel [...] ist stets die Flkigzur erfolgreichen
Kommunikation — die nicht mit fehlerfreier Kommuation zu verwechseln
ist — anzustreben. Somit sind die jeweiligen komikativen Anliegen beim
Uben von Teilfertigkeiten in den Vordergrund zulste [...]
Der funktionale Aspekt der Grammatik hat Vorrangegiber dem formalen
Aspekt. Generell sind die situative Einfihrung @mlinduktives Erschliel3en
grammatischer Sachverhalte aus kommunikativen Zosarhéngen und
Textbeispielen anzustreben. Grammatische Teilsysthirfen sich
keineswegs verselbststandigen und wegen ihrertégi@ Uberpriifbarkeit
indirekt zum eigentlichen Lernziel des Fremdspracimerrichts werden. Wo
es sinnvoll ist, sind grammatische Strukturen beskee Regelformulierung
als lexikalische Einheiten zu vermitteln. (bm:uldoD: 2)®

Thus it can be seen that foreign language teaahisgs on content, emphasises

communication and gives priority to functional matlthan formal aspects of

grammar.

CLIL practitioners, on the other hand, are beingoemaged to reintroduce a focus on
grammar into their teaching (Lyster 2007: 98f).pkevious chapters have shown,
explicit attention to language form is no longensidered a negative characteristic
of the language classroom but is seen as an imp@s$pect for the development of
grammar knowledge in CLIL classrooms as well. Tfoees it can be expected that
explicit language instruction will gain importaniceCLIL and complement the

language work which has been a part of it s¢¥ar.

Considering all those aspects mentioned abovendtien that CLIL and FLT
constitute opposites with the former denoting redfuneaning-focused and effortless

which has been introduced by Dell Hymes. In commative teaching functional —notional concepts
of language define the syllabus. The learners’ sasbduld be identified and catered for by presgntin
highly contextualised language (Savignon : 124f@prébver, teaching should involve rich
communication and “[e]xercises were designed faixthe variety of social meanings contained
within particular grammatical structures” (Savignd25). Consequently, role plays, games and
communicative exercises feature prominently indbimmunicative classroom (Savignon: 125f).

“8 The primary objective which should be achievethinforeign language is the ability to
communicate successfully in all skills; successtuhmunication should not be mistaken for error
free communication. Consequently, communicativesdiawve to be given priority when practicing
language skills. [...]

Functional aspects of grammar have to be given mveight than formal aspects. Generally grammar
should be introduced in meaningful situations;dbmmunicative context and the use of examples
from texts should allow for inductive learning ohgimar features. Specific grammatical features
must not be overemphasised and indirectly becomentin goal of foreign language teaching
because they can be more easily assessed. If aplpligrammar structures should not be taught by
means of rules but should be embedded in lexieaist (Translation by Christina Gefall)

49 As the name already suggests CLIL has of coursayal considered the dimension of language. For
instance, in contrast to submersion classroomdasies in CLIL classes are designed to provide
comprehensible input (Swain 1985: 246). Moreowanglage problems are addressed in class if the
need arises (Lyster 2007: 126). Cf. chapter 3 fdisaussion on the role of grammar instruction in
CLIL classes.

59



acquistion and the latter unnatural grammar-basddainful learning should be
questioned. Instead CLIL and FLT should be recotuzdised as content or

language-driven CLIL respectively.

Despite those similarities, there are of courstedéhces between CLIL and regular
foreign language teaching as far as both methogiadad also learning outcomes are
concerned. Because of this, the question of whioktfons CLIL and regular foreign
language teaching could and should have in langedgeation needs to be raised.
Before this issue is addressed in greater detkil\hét is necessary to summarise

briefly the main characteristics of CLIL.

As the previous chapters have revealed, CLIL Isgimarily concerned with
teaching content through a foreign language rdttaer focussing explicitly on
language (Lyster 2007: 12@)his has the effect that language use is immegiatel
relevant, heavily meaning-based and involves comeation about subject matter
content. As a consequence, learners are highlyatet to use the target language,
develop CALP (Cognitive Academic Language Profici@rand are particularly

strong in receptive language skills as well asrfaye”

On the other hand, the development of grammar ctenpe and of BICS (Basic
Interpersonal Communication Skills) seems to begreaed in CLIL> Therefore the
relation between CLIL and FLT is probably linkedthe question of how these two

issues will be resolved.

For example, although the position that attentmlahguage form is important for
grammar development predominates in the field o& Sieory, it is still unclear how
much focus on form should be integrated into CLilectly and how this focus
should be realised. Some fear that more explieitngnar teaching could counteract
the positive results for learning attributed to $t®ng focus on meaning in CLIL.
Thus, people like Long suggest that language tegahiCLIL should be primarily
unobtrusive and happen as pupils work on subjettem@d.yster 2007: 98)° From

* The question whether CLIL and FLT should move etas the continuum from language to
content-driven CLIL or should remain clearly distiie cannot be fully answered yet. However, as
suggested above in CLIL as well as in FLT thererse® be a trend towards combining content
teaching with a focus on meaning and on grammar.

°L Cf. chapters 2, 5 and 6 on the positive effectSldi teaching on language learning.

%2 Cf. chapters 3 and 4 for a more detailed discassiothe limitations for learning in CLIL.

%3 For example, Long proposes that recasts, i.eejpetition of a learners’ comment with the error
corrected, should be preferred to other typesedifack which draw more explicit attention to form
(Lyster 2007: 98).
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this it could be concluded that more explicit teaghof language structure, i.e. the
emphasis of language as an object, could be thaidaowohthe regular foreign

language class.

However, other researchers call the assumptionguéstion that it is mainly the
strong meaning focus together with the avoidanaxpficit attention to form which
leads to the positive attitudes towards languageobserved in CLIL. Baker ([2006]:
275), for example, suggests that the high opinicthe foreign language among
parents of immersion pupils could be responsibitdHeir children’s above-average
motivation to learn the target language. In oudgton the Dual Language
Programme, Barabara Unterberger and | found thaitactually preferred to talk

in English in their regular foreign language clas3ehis was striking but could be
easily explained by the great popularity of the I&fgteachers who were repeatedly
mentioned positively in both the students’ andfheents’ questionnairé$Thus, a

good rapport between students and teachers can lamgaiage inhibitions.

From this follows that the presence or absencermfiffocus in teaching may not be
the most decisive factor in promoting positivetattes towards speaking in the
target language. Moreover, researchers like Ly2@07: 126 - 129) argue that it is
the cognitive switching to and fro between attamtio form and attention to meaning
which could be especially conducive to languageieg. Because of these aspects
and because transfer of grammar knowledge fronfotleégn language class to CLIL
lessons could be difficult if CLIL does not createeed for grammatical accuracy,
grammar teaching must not be left solely to thell@gforeign language class.
However, according to Lyster (2007: 30) this doesmean that all grammar
features should be focused on in CLIL or even rieedceive explicit attention in
this teaching method. Rather, those aspects ofrgearshould be emphasised in
CLIL which are not salient in input, which differoin the learners’ mother tongue

unexpectedly or which do not have a high commuivieatalue.

Thus, the question how grammar can and shouldtbgrated into CLIL needs to be
answered before the role of regular foreign languagching in creating awareness

for language form can be specified in more detail.

% Cf. chapter 12.2. on the DLP students’ attitudeatals the English language.
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Until this issue has been resolved, foreign languagching should provide
grammar knowledge to push learners’ grammar dewedop and to cater for those
learners who like to approach language more awcaligi Moreover, foreign
language teachers should offer their expertiseaan dlements of language teaching

could be incorporated into CLIL lessons.

Another issue of learning in CLIL needs to be cdased when exploring the
possible functions CLIL and FLT could have in laaga education. As has been
mentioned, CLIL allows for the development of CAh& has neglected basic
interpersonal communication skills so far. Becanfdis, immersion pupils do not
use the foreign language for non-academic mati@rgxample (Tarone & Swain
1995: 168). In regular foreign language teachimgthe other hand, BICS features
strongly. With reference to the Common Europeamiessork of Reference for
Languages (CEF), the Austrian curriculum prescrtbedollowing topics for foreign
language teaching at lower secondary schtols
Die Schilerinnen und Schiler sind durch die Einbimgdder sprachlichen
Mittel in vielfaltige situative Kontexte mit versigdenen Themenbereichen
vertraut zu machen (wie Familie und Freunde, WohmmehUmgebung,
Essen und Trinken, Kleidung, Kérper und Gesundiahyes- und
Tagesablauf, Feste und Feiern, Kindheit und Erwerolierden, Schule und
Arbeitswelt, Hobbys und Interessen, Umgang mit GEttebnisse und
Fantasiewelt, Gedanken, Empfindungen, Geflhle t&inagen und Werte,
Umwelt und Gesellschaft, Kultur, Medien, Literatudjes entspricht den
Lvertrauten Themenbereichen” in den Kompetenzbedohngen des GER
[Gemeinsamen Europaischen Referenzrahmens]. (br2Qe@: 35°
Thus, the foreign language class could make anritapiocontribution to the
development of BICS, i.e. support those languagks skhich have to do with the
social functions of language and allow for the riegion of identity and of power

relations as well as for expressing personal ratier purely intellectual thoughts.

** The Common European Framework of Reference fogliages: learning, teaching, assessment,
developed by the Council of Europe, describes corgpetences which a learner has to develop while
progressing in a foreign language. These competetefine the level of proficiency which a learner
has attained. In Europe the CEF functions as aeggidsyllabus design in foreign language subjects
(Council of Europe).

°6 By creating different situations in the foreigndmiage pupils should become familiar with various
topics (such as family and friends, accommodatimhsurroundings, food and drink, clothes, the
body and health, yearly and daily routines, hol&glagd celebrations, childhood and growing up,
school and the world of work, hobbies and interebts handling with money, experiences and the
world of fantasy, thoughts, sensations, emotiotiudes and values, environment and society,
culture, the media, literature). These corresportti¢ ‘familiar topics’ specified in the CFR
[Common European Framework of Reference for LangskgTranslation by Christina Gefall)
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Therefore, regular foreign language teaching ceufaport progress in BICS at
school, while the development of CALP is clearlstieength of CLIL.

As becomes clear several questions still need ambwered before the relation
between CLIL and FLT can be specified in more detdie question of how much
focus on not only grammar but also on BICS cansiralild be integrated into CLIL
to support optimal learning is one of them. Thishjdem is connected to a more
general one, namely the issue whether teachinghabsshould become increasingly
cross-curricular and how the disequilibrium in diint areas of learner’s world

construction can be ensured.

In conclusion, when investigating the relation begw CLIL and regular foreign
language teaching it becomes clear that both appesaare more similar than most
books on CLIL would make us think. Both CLIL andjuéar foreign language
learning are instances of institutional learnind aansequently show features
characteristic for learning at school. MoreoverCidL as well as in FLT meaning-
focus and communication are given priority. Funthere, foreign language teaching
which has always included content teaching toadssiasingly encouraged to
incorporate subject-specific content matter. Cldh,the other hand, which has
mainly given explicit focus to content, assumingttthis would ensure optimal
conditions for incidental language acquisitionstiarting to include teaching on
language form. Thus, CLIL and FLT seem to movead@s the language teaching

continuum which ranges from language to contentedri

Apart from those aforementioned similarities thare of course differences between
CLIL and FLT. CLIL is especially well suited forareasing the pupils’ motivation

to learn a language and for supporting the devetmprof receptive language skills
as well as of CALP in students. Grammar developraadtthe acquisition of BICS
seem to be hampered, however, since both aspeasibafeatured prominently in
CLIL teaching so far. In foreign language classesthe other hand, these aspects
have been given considerable attention. Until testjon ‘to what extent and how
teaching of grammar and of BICS should be includénl CLIL’ has been answered,
regular foreign language teaching should providerdor the development of these

important language areas.
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The question whether CLIL can fully integrate theduage and content aims of the
foreign language class or whether CLIL as well B Bhould exist as distinct

subjects with differing focuses will certainly inspfurther research.
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PART Ill - STUDYING CLIL EMPIRICALLY

8. An evaluation of the Dual Language Programme

The empirical part of this thesis is concerned \tlign presentation, analysis and
interpretation of the results of an evaluation gtad the Dual Language Programme
(DLP). This study on the DLP, a new CLIL programmé/ienna, was conducted by
my colleague Barbara Unterberger and me in theyi@ar of the programme in
2006/07. Two lower secondary schools took parhéenstudy which was
commissioned by the Vienna Board of Education. @/ttie method of CLIL has
been approached from a theoretical angle in theckagpters, the formative
evaluation study presented in this part of my thesovides insights into the practice

of CLIL from an empirical perspective.

8.1. The Dual Language Programme

In the academic year 2006/07 a new CLIL programras added to those already
existing in Vienna. This new programme, the Duaiduaage Programme (DLP),

was introduced by the Vienna Board of EducatiorryBige 2004/05: 22)The DLP

is offered both at KMS (Kooperative Mittelschuféas well as at AHS
(Allgemeinbildende Hohere Schutéand can be classified as a programme aimed at

mainstream bilingualism.

In the DLP several subjects are taught throughrtedium of English throughout
lower secondary education. Teaching happens iama t®nsisting of the subject

" TheKooperative MittelschuléKMS, Cooperative Middle School) is a school foe fower
secondary level. It is aimed at preparing pupitssiorking life by introducing them to several
occupational areas. Moreover, team teaching asasetiternal and external differentiation of learne
groups is common to this type of school. After argeat the KMS pupils can either start an
apprenticeship or choose to enter a school foupipeer secondary level. (Stadtschulrat fiir Wien,
Hauptschule / Kooperative Mittelschule (KMS))

%8 TheAllgemeinbildende Hohere Schi{eHS, Secondary Academic School) is similar totiBhi
grammar school. After primary education, studerits Wigh marks can choose to enter the AHS,
which has an academic focus. By providing an extersducational background, this type of school
prepares students for university. After four yegtrthe lower secondary level, students can either
continue to attend upper secondary AHS or ent@rcational school. In each case school career ends
with a final examination (i.eMatura) which qualifies for university. (Stadtschulrat fivien,
Schultypen der allgemeinbildenden héheren Schuf\&ts))
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teacher and a teacher who is a native speakergiisBnConsequently, the DLP
subjects are always taught in both languages (Eze\2D04/05: 22f).

Ideally the subject teachers taking part shoulceh@assed an in-service programme
on CLIL offered by the PH (Padagogische Hochschitié).).>® In the school year
2005/06 38 of 120 lower secondary compulsory schabVienna had teachers
qualified for CLIL (ibid.: 14f). As for the pupilgthese sometimes have to take part in
an introductory talk in English, which checks iftagn basic standards in English

have been reached, before they are adntted.

According to the Eurydice report on CLIL programne&urope, the DLP can be
seen as an alternative to Vienna Bilingual Schabtibeing open to a broader group
of pupils. Moreover,

in the coming years, it may be expected that thmtyaof lower secondary
schools in Vienna will become CLIL-DLP schools. ffalice 2004/05: 23)

8.2. Research questions and methods of the study

The evaluation study of the Dual Language Programvaseconducted with the aim
to capture the perspectives of the different stakddrs involved in the programme;
in particular, the attitudes, impressions and erpees of pupils, parents, teachers
and head teachers were analysed. This analysi&dshelp to determine which
aspects of the DLP are conducive to learning aachiag and which might be
hampering them. Thus, the insights provided byfihisiative evaluation of the
DLP’s first year should allow for informed decistamaking and if necessary,

improvement of the programme.

%9 Formerly called PI (Padagogisches Institut), thie(Padagogische Hochschule) offers in-service
training for teachers. (Padagogische HochschulenWie

Although teachers in the Dual Language Programmegpected to have completed the DLP
training, our evaluation study could show that thés not always the case. Cf. chapter 9.2. on pre-
DLP teacher training.

60 Cf. chapter 9.3. on the student registration&@sthools involved in the evaluation study.

61 Cf. chapter1.2. for more detailed information ba Vienna Bilingual Programme.
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To get a comprehensive view of the DLP the follayviapics were consideréd:

1) the organisational structure

o

o

o

advantages of this structure
problems encountered

wishes for the future structure of the programme

2) teaching

o

o O O o

o

teaching aims

lesson preparation

lesson structure

advantages of teaching in a CLIL class

problems encountered when teaching in a CLIL class

ideas on how teaching could be supported

3) integration of the native speaker teacher

o

o O O O

preparation of team teaching
advantages of team teaching
disadvantages of team teaching
role allocation in the team

the students’ attitude towards the native speadaatier

4) learning

o

o

o

expectations on learning in the DLP
the pupils’ satisfaction with the programme
the pupils’ attitude towards English

5) motivation

o

To explore those aspects by gaining insight ineodtakeholders’ views two methods
much used in education research were chosen - pdhgeguided interview and the
survey by means of a questionnaire. The guidedviet® was conducted with the

head teachers of the two schools involved in thdystMoreover, the geography and

reasons for participating in the DLP

biology teachers as well as the native speakeh&aif each school were

interviewed. In a guided interview, a schedule wéstions is developed beforehand

62 Cf. Brinton, Snow and Wesche ([2008]: 76) on aspadich should be considered when
conducting an evaluation of a CLIL programme.
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which ensures that data on all the issues to blgsethcan be obtain€d At the
same time the conversational nature of the intearakows to be sufficiently flexible
and to give the interviewees space in expressigig ¥iews. This means that the
method of the guided interview has the great acagnthat it allows interviewees
to discuss their interpretations of the world inieththey live and to express
how they regard situations from their own poinvigw. (Cohen, Manion &
Morrison [2001]: 267)
When formulating the interview questions and algord) the interviews, we
deliberately wanted to create a situation in whiehteachers could reflect upon their
experiences and their roles within the DLP. Althlotige questions were meant to be
answered spontaneously, two of the teachers hatudgrprepared their answers
beforehand as they had managed to obtain an eagligion of the interview
guideline.

After the 8 interviews had been conducted, thenmde transcripts were sent to the
interviewees in order to be authorised before amslyn our analysis of the
interviews we adhered to Mayring’s method of qadile content analysfé.Thus,

we coded the passages of the interview accordingferent categories such as
‘team teaching’, ‘organisational matters’ or ‘statk and summarised the
interviewee’s views on these aspects afterwardsa Asult, a general overview of
teachers’ opinions on the various aspects of tagramme emerged which provided
the basis for further analyses.

The qualitative method of the interview was compdated by the quantitative
method of the questionnaire which has many advastag

The main attraction of questionnaires is their espdented efficiency in
terms of (a) researcher time, (b) researcher effiod (c) financial resources.
By administering a questionnaire to a group of peagne can collect a huge
amount of information in less than an hour, andpgesonal investment
required will be a fraction of what would have beseded for [...]
interviewing the same number of people. Furthermibtbe questionnaire is
well constructed, processing the data can be faktelatively
straightforward. (Dérnyei 2003: 9)

% The choice of interview questions was influencgdrpressions of CLIL teaching in DLP classes
which we had gained by observing lessons. In amdith one DLP lesson with each of the four
teachers interviewed, we observed a CLIL biologgte of a '8 form in the KMS and a regular
English lesson of the DLP class in the AHS.

The interview schedules can be found in the appeofdiis thesis.

84 Cf. Mayring (2005: 279- 283) “Qualitative Inhaltsdyse”.
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Thus, the questionnaires allowed us to captureithes of all pupils and parents
involved in the DLP° All in all, 44 student questionnaires and 41 cjoeskaires
designed for parents were analysed with the sof\8&SS (Statistical Package for
the Social Sciences). At this point it is importamstress that due to the relatively
small sample size, the majority of quantitativeutssderived from questionnaire
data were not statistically significant. Hence ¢bhepbased on quantitative

findings can only present and interpret frequendeklitionally, it is important to
point out that no independent control group waseyed, thus no comparisons
between DLP students and regular classes can s ditaalso needs to be noted
that in rare cases, figures expressed in percentamaot add up to 100%, due to the

fact that missing questionnaire answers are ndtaitkpmentioned.

Nevertheless, the data gathered and analysed pravidmprehensive picture of the

Dual Language Programme.

8.3. The sampl®

8.3.1. The two DLP schools investigated

Two schools of the lower secondary level parti@gan the evaluation study. These
are the KMS Renngasse, situated in Vienn'didtrict, and the AHS Feldgasse in
the 8" district. Although these schools differ in schogde, both of them are taking
part in the DLP.

In both schools teachers had already been expetimgemith English as a Medium
of Instruction (EMI) before they joined the Dualriguage Programm&oth head
teachers emphasise that those previous experiantteEMI were crucial for their
decision to participate in the DLP. Both schoold kaperienced that bilingual
programmes can influence parents’ choice in selg@ischool for their child since

foreign language skills are regarded as a key fagben it comes to future education

% The questionnaires designed for pupils and paiewntdved in the DLP can be found in the
appendix of this thesis.
% The text which presents the results of the DLBystn more detail and which constitutes the
chapters 8.3 to 14 (pages 69 to 111) of this theaswritten in collaboration by Barbara Unterberge
and me. Consequently, it can also be found infesi$ “CLIL programmes in theory & practice:
benefits, objectives and challenges of CLIL & aaleation of ‘The Dual Language Programme™
(2008: 41 - 92).
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and job opportunitie¥’ Therefore, the DLP is expected to rise in imparéannot
only in the eyes of parents, but also among thehiag staff.

There was a major difference between the two sshatdhe beginning of the DLP:
The AHS Feldgasse had organised an applicatioreduwe for the DLP. However,
due to administrational difficulties the KMS Rengmga waited until the registration
for the school was completed before designatingotess for a DLP branch.
Amongst others, the subjects biology and geograypdmg taught bilingually at both
schools. Therefore, teachers from those subjeats interviewed to ensure

comparability.

8.3.2. The students

In total, 44 students completed our questionn&ian the KMS Renngasse and 21
in the AHS Feldgasse. Regarding the distributiamben the sexes there is an
imbalance between the two schools. In the KMS Rassg, with 14 girls and 9
boys, the proportion of females is slightly larggan that of the males. In the AHS
Feldgasse on the other hand, the situation isra#lanced with a ratio of 10 girls to
11 boys. In one of the KMS we were confronted Wl problematic situation that 3
students were not allowed to complete their questges, because their parents’

declaration of consent forms were missing.

Concerning the language background of the stud@a®s, state that their mother
tongue is German and 17% consider themselvesiaguml. 21% of the respondents
report that German is not their mother tongue. fiéreentage of students with
German as their first language is slightly highrethie AHS (85%) than in the KMS
(72%). Two students of the AHS Feldgasse specidyttiey use German as well as

English in their home environment.

When we asked the students if they knew at thenbety of the school year that
being a member of the DLP class meant that cestajects would be partly taught
in English, 90.5% confirmed that they had beenrimied beforehand. Despite the
rather spontaneous decision of the KMS Renngassdeqgpart in the Dual Language
Programme, nearly a third of the students (30.486&)kabout the forthcoming CLIL

lessons.

87 Cf. chapter 13.1. in which the parents’ reasonedgster their child for the DLP are discussed.
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8.3.3. The parents

18 parents of the AHS and 23 of the KMS returnedahestionnaire. The majority
of respondents were the DLP students’ mothers, Ipnewve fathers completed the
questionnaires and in two incidents the legal gaarcemained unidentified.

When analysing the parents’ educational backgroesiecially regarding their
foreign language skills, the following conclusiara be drawn: The mother tongue
of nearly two-thirds of the parents (63.4%) is GanmOne-quarter of the parents
states that German is not their first languagenlly one case English is the mother
tongue, but 3 parents come from an English-speatongtry. However, only 37 out
of 41 parents answered the question regarding thetiner tongue, in sum, it can be
said that concerning the parents’ first languageorsiderable differences between

the two schools can be observed.

In total 53.6% have a ‘Matur® and a quarter of the parents (24.3%) graduated fro
university. The parents’ educational backgrounéedsfsignificantly between the

two schools: 72.2% of the parents in the AHS ha\Maura’ as opposed to 39.1%
of the KMS students’ parents. This pattern can hisobserved at the level of
tertiary education. Those who have a child attemtine AHS are clearly ahead of
the KMS students’ parents: While 7 out of 17 AH$gpés have a university degree,
only 3 out of 23 graduated from university in thB18.

% The final examination in Austrian schools is cdlflatura’, it is comparable to the British A-
Levels and functions as a general qualificationufidiversity entrance.
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9. Organisation of the Dual Language Programme

This chapter provides a detailed overview of thalluanguage Programme’s
implementation year. The following organisationsppects are documented:
Problems encountered during the recruitment prooeB4 P teachers, experiences
gained in preparatory training courses, reasonthitwo schools’ different
approaches to the DLP and finally, a summary o&oigational difficulties

regarding the native speaker teachers.

9.1. Selecting & recruiting DLP teachers

Both head teachers stress that they considerstagirhighly competent in English
language teaching as well as widely experiencexbiimg English as a medium of
instruction in subject lessons. Moreover, numeteashers have spent considerably
long periods in English-speaking countries and sofrieem are married to English
native speakers. The head teachers devoted adg@atf effort to persuade those
competent teachers to join the DLP teams. Oneeo$thools, namely the AHS,
encountered a problem during the selection andiitetent stage: Two teachers,
who had been assigned to the DLP class, felt imseadaout their English skills,
since they had not used the foreign language fon@time. However, their doubts
have been dispelled because of their colleaguéid Sgpport and an intensive
preparatory phase. The second school also expedatifficulties. The head of the
school reports that one of the problems was tovat#gienough teachers to join the
DLP. Although two very committed teachers wereadseexperienced in CLIL
teaching, it was a rather slow process to convinegest of the staff of the
programme’s benefits. It was of major importanc tlumerous teachers could be
motivated to participate in CLIL training coursesherwise a shortage of qualified

teachers for future DLP classes would inevitablguoc

Ultimately, both schools managed to overcome tipesblems and thus secured the

continuity of the Dual Langue Programme.

Those convinced of the programme’s benefits rightfthe beginning, were the

English teachers, who welcomed the opportunityptogase the use of English as a
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medium of instruction. Moreover, all of these tearshwere already experienced in
CLIL teaching.

When we asked the teaching staff about the reqiered of foreign language
competence to teach in the DLP, the answers diffdramatically between the two
schools: The AHS teachers point out that the Engireficiency of the subject
teacher does not influence the students’ learningrgss. The subject teacher’s
English skills do not need to be ‘perfect’, sinbe hative speaker teacher is
primarily responsible for the foreign language @drepared to assist when
difficulties arise. The KMS teachers on the othandh stress that it is absolutely
necessary for the subject teachers to be train&shgissh teachers as well: They
argue that it is essential for them to understaediative speakers at all times in

order to provide the students with explanationsiwiecessary.

These mixed opinions regarding the subject teasltarylish proficiency are
probably due to the fact that the KMS teachers assEnglish as a medium of
instruction when the native speaker teacher ipregent. Therefore, they feel that it
is absolutely necessary for the subject teachdps tughly proficient in the foreign

languagée?’

9.2. Pre-DLP teacher training

It is especially important to note in this contthdt the teachers received no
standardised training in preparation for the Dumhdguage Programme. There are
two different ways in which the teachers were pregpaOn the one hand, each
school arranged internal meetings in which clagsramaterials were collected and
already experienced teachers counselled less exped colleagues. On the other,
numerous DLP teachers attended external trainingses which introduced them to

didactic and methodological concepts of CLIL.

The team of the AHS did not only share experiemgdsteachers of th¥ienna
Bilingual Schoolingorogramme, but also had in-house training proviggethe
Padagogisches Institut, now called Padagogischéddbale (Academy for

Pedagogy). However, a number of these preparagssians were not received as

% Cf. Chapter 11.3. for a detailed discussion ofrtie allocation between subject teachers and aativ
speaker teachers.
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enthusiastically as others. During the interviesane of the teachers expressed their
disappointment about incompetent trainers, whevdaers claimed that the materials
presented were not applicable for their own teaghituation. However, there were
also positive reactions to the courses. A biolagacher, for example, found it very
helpful that her trainer was experienced in usinglish as a medium of instruction

in biology lessons. She appreciated the trainexégul hints and teaching materials.
Another AHS teacher, however, did not receive difigial DLP preparation and

thus decided to collect teaching materials andrdsdeks on her own.

In the KMS, the two DLP teachers of the first yatiended a training course which
comprised seminars, lesson observations, assigsrardtfinally, a lesson in which
the two teachers demonstrated their newly acqukéls$. This training course was
offered by théEuropa Biro’of The Vienna Board of Education. The two teachers
who attended this course found it very useful thay received materials and had the
possibility to observe CLIL lessons. However, tieadhteacher stresses that this
training course has been modified and is now ouwbeyretical, according to the

new DLP teachers. Furthermore, she indicates igaturrent “theory-loaded”
training might be suitable for AHS teachers, butfoo KMS teachers who strive for
an on-the job training rather than a theoreticarapch. The following suggestions

have been made to improve pre-DLP teacher training:

* Regular in-house training sessiont provide the schools’ teachers with the

opportunity to gain further qualifications togetlasra team

» External compulsory training workshopsfor all DLP teachers, including the
native speaker teachers. These meetings shouldyibeaorganised by The Vienna
Board of Education and could be used as a platforexchange materials, talk about

experiences and build up a DLP network.

9.3. Student registration

Before the beginning of the school year 2006/07AH& Feldgasse carried out
‘orientation talks’ with students who wanted tceat the DLP class. These talks
follow certain guidelines which were co-developgudlie school’'s DLP coordinator.
Two English teachers evaluate the English levédvof students who have to

introduce themselves and subsequently, are enceditagalk with each other. As
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the head of the AHS Feldgasse reports, numeroldrehialready had some
knowledge of English. For instance, some of thethdteended additional English
courses at their elementary school or even hachtekirnal courses. Moreover,
several students have an English-speaking paraeth&ad of the school underlines
that although these students may have advanced goitation skills, the majority
of them have not yet learned to write in English.

Furthermore, she observes that education is ofmrajortance to most of the
parents who want their child to be in a DLP cl®s&nother observation has been
made during the orientation talks: Several childstaod out for their rather lively
behaviour which can now be observed in the DLPsctasn. The composition of the
DLP class, resulting from this registration proceésgenerally regarded as a success.
For instance, a geography teacher reports thattitents are very receptive and
deal with foreign language input in a very relaxed,. Nevertheless, one child
appeared to be overtaxed by the DLP lessons indhese of the first year. When the
interview with the head teacher was conducted,auistbn had been made yet how
the situation would be handled. This example sderssiggest that it may be useful
to evaluate the children’s potential regardingrtf@ieign language skills in the

orientation talks.

Due to organisational problems, the KMS Renngassenet able to carry out an
official DLP registration for the school year 06/®fowever, the head of the school
emphasises that students of future DLP classedwitlarefully chosen in advance.
Furthermore, she points out that in this conteid inportant to accept the reality of
KMS schools: Numerous children have a migratiorkgemund, thus improving their
German should be given priority over learning aditaahal foreign language. The
school’s teachers also support the introductioanobfficial DLP registration,
because they think that some children might benidiated by bilingual teaching.
This could actually be observed in the first yeathaee children appeared to be

overstrained by the extra demands imposed by tHe IB&sons.

0 Cf. chapter 8.3.3. for a detailed account of theepts’ educational background and chapter
13.1. for more information on the parents’ reason®gister their child for the DLP.
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9.4. Current organisation of the DLP

Regarding the realisation of the DLP in the fidi@®ol year there have been
enormous differences between the two schools. Tést obvious dissimilarity can

be found in the quantity of lessons with the natigeaker teacher. As it will be
discussed in the subsequent chapter, it was rdifiieult for the KMS Renngasse to
incorporate the native speaker teacher into thedidb of the DLP class. One of the
consequences of this organisational dilemma wda<xhB lessons with the native
speaker teacher had to be reduced to one clasgep&r However, in this context it
IS very important to stress that the subject teacbkthis school wanted to
compensate for the missing lessons with the napeaker by teaching CLIL lessons
on their own. In the AHS Feldgasse, on the othadha was possible to incorporate

the native speaker teacher for at least three tanvesek.

Another school-specific difference concerns theacstart of the Dual Language
Programme: The AHS students (officially registei@dthe DLP) started with CLIL
lessons right from the beginning of the school yBare to the fact that no official
registration had been carried out in the KMS, ttteos| decided to wait two months
until the students got used to their new envirorninhefore starting with bilingual
lessons. Another reason for the postponed startiveishe school had difficulties to

find a native speaker teacher.

The teachers of both schools agree that only stdyéth at least two semester hours
are suitable for the DLP in order to ensure thatrttost important content of the

curriculum can be taught in German as well as igligh.

In the AHS the subjects geography, biology, mathesand musical education are
taught bilingually. In the KMS biology, geographydaart are partly taught in
English with the native speaker supporting thedgglteacher in the first and the

geography teacher in the second semester.
For the school year 2007/08 the following facts barpresented:

* In both schools the subject history was addededXhP

* In the AHS the native speaker teacher is not atbgnelach DLP subject once
a week, but supporting the teachers alternately.

» Both native speaker teachers remained at theiroéslamd got more

¢ lessons in the DLP.
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* Another DLP class was launched in autumn 2007.

By analysing all the interviewees’ experienceshatdnd of the first DLP school
year, two core findings can be drawn: Firstly, tk@&chers and head teachers
appreciated the leeway that they were given aptbgramme’s start; all of them
point out that the organisational flexibility ingfntroductory phase proved to be
useful for testing out various details on differvels. Secondly, the students’
benefits could even be increased by splitting timsmaller groups during their

CLIL lessons.

9.5. Organisational problems concerning the natipeaker

Unfortunately, numerous problems occurred in cotioeavith the native speaker
teacher. The search for a competent native sp@aeed an obstacle to the schools.
The head of the AHS reports that she had numeetks with potential native
speaker teachers, who eventually were not suifablihe job. However, there were
also trained teachers among the candidates whttedjéhe job offer because they
considered it as underpaid. The low salary is ggyta major problem concerning
the native speaker teachers. If the payment f@dlessential members of the DLP
staff was better, it would probably be easier mal ftompetent native speaker
teachers. Both schools consider the fact that tiegive speaker is qualified and
skilled as a fortunate coincidence. However, casrsigj the low salary it is
questionable whether it will be possible to finglscwommitted and competent native

speaker teachers in future.

The fact that most DLP native speaker teachers womkore than one school at the
same time can be identified as another problem &easequently, both schools had
problems with incorporating the native speakertieam their schedules resulting in
the need to alter the originally planned DLP orgation. The AHS dismissed the
idea of intensive phases where the native spea@ldvsupport one subject teacher
for a certain period of time before changing totaeosubject. Instead the school

decided to have one native speaker lesson percsdzgieh week.

In the KMS the incorporation was even more compdidasince their native speaker
teacher was also employed in two other schoola éesnsequence, it was only

possible for the native speaker to be at the KM&anweek — on a day which was
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already rather busy for the DLP class. Since thdesits had a regular English lesson
and both DLP subjects on that day of the weekighehers feared that the class
would be overstrained. Therefore, they decidedregdiaving two DLP lessons with

the native speaker in one day.

Both head teachers conclude that ideally the natpeaker teacher would be
employed at one school exclusively and would alsaborporated in English
projects outside the DLP class. This would not dmdip to solve the scheduling
problem, but also ensure that the native speakeh&s work with the DLP students

three times a week.
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10. Teaching in the DLP

This chapter focuses on the different aspectsaahiag in the Dual Language
Programme such as lesson preparation, teachingodwtygy and teaching
objectives. Moreover, some of the teachers’ expeds, both positive and negative,
are investigated. While this section concentratethe Austrian staff, the perspective
of the native speaker teacher is elaborated inteh&pwhich focuses on team

teaching.

10.1. Teaching objectives

The interviews with DLP teachers have revealednvain teaching objectives of the
programme. Firstly, the DLP is aimed at decrea#iiegstudents’ foreign language
anxiety. Secondly, the programme should help sdmidlen to improve their
competence in English, especially as far as subjetific vocabulary is concerned.
All of the teachers think that it is possible tack these aims, because the DLP
students are exposed to the foreign language int#psin addition, the focus lies
on meaning rather than on form. Since the schadol@mn are exposed to English in
several subjects, they acquire subject relatedbedasy without considerable
conscious effort. Furthermore, code switching betwEnglish and German is
allowed and content rather than language knowlélgeaded; therefore students

should feel more confident when using English inPO&ssons.

10.2. Preparing for lessons in the DLP

In the interviews the teachers emphasise that BaEhlesson requires a precise and
extensive preparation. First, the teacher hasdaden great detail which content is
going to be taught and also has to define the Emglarts of the lessons.
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Especially for the latter decision, the teachersehta take a variety of aspects into

consideration:

complexity and abstractness of the subject matter

 availability of teaching material

* possibility to link up the subject matter to theuntry of origin of the
native speaker teacher

 attractiveness of the topic for students.

Second, the method of team teaching requires a detadled planning to ensure that
both teachers know which content will be coverethecourse of the lesson and
which methods are used. Moreover, they have tgmaskeir individual
responsibilities within the lesson beforehand. @hitue to a lack of material for
bilingual teaching at this level of English compete, the process of searching for
material and producing teaching aids is rather toresuming. Finally, the teachers
have to learn subject specific vocabulary befodhdasson. This is important since
they have to make sure to use appropriate termyyaod understand their native
speaker colleagues. One teacher who felt insetuat &er English skills reports
that she studies English phrases before DLP lesfo@nsnstance, phrases to
introduce topics and to hand over to the nativakgeteacher. This teacher also
points out that she reads scientific English baakd articles to improve her

knowledge of subject specific terminology.

Considering the points discussed above, lessomiplgin the DLP can be regarded
as a complex and demanding task in which many &speawe to be considered.
Consequently, teachers consider lesson preparsitoth an interesting challenge

as well as a time consuming burden.

10.3. Teaching aids

In the DLP teachers use many teaching aids suelsaals and worksheets. The
teachers point out that finding materials suitdbteyounger students - both in
content as well as in the level of English - ispeifficult. Thus, to gather, adapt and
produce teaching aids in order to compile a cabkecis one of the main tasks that

DLP teachers are facing.
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The internet has become one of the main sourcestdrials. The website
www.enchantedlearning.cois regarded as helpful by several teachers. Fumibre,
apart from using the school library, teachers pls@hase books during stays in
English speaking countries to remedy the lack prajpriate material. In their search
for teaching aids the subject teachers are supbbstéhe native speaker teachers.
One teacher also reports that she encourages suddmd material in English
relating to the topics covered in the lessons. &itgJ who bring English materials to

class, get bonus credits.

Although the teachers are very original in theiepts to compile a suitable
collection of teaching materials, they appear tdrbstrated with this additional

burden.

10.4. Teaching methods & principles

Teachers emphasise that the programme allows ihémke a new approach to
teaching. However, they also point out that thesfgrred personal teaching style has
been preserved. Indeed, in one visit to the DLBsclhe traditional methodology
predominant in content subjects could be obserledse lessons taught by teachers
with English as their second subject, however, vabrgously inspired by language
teaching methods. Consequently, a great varietyamhing methods is employed in
the DLP, for example, topic-related songs and drx#rcises are incorporated into
the lessons. The use of the blackboard is mairdebaéslightly altered, for example

by dividing the blackboard into a German and anliEhgection.

Despite the variation in teaching methodology,aarprinciples of teaching are
recurrent in the DLP. For example, all teacherslemse that each student should
have the opportunity to be an active learner. @aeher states that the lessons
should allow students to be engaged, active araticee Consequently, students are
encouraged to colour pictures, to sing in the lessw to move around in the
classroom during ‘running dictations’. Another teacreports that she promotes
task-based learning and occasionally asks the stsitie read for the gist in simple
English texts.

Another typical feature of the DLP lessonsghis extended use of visuals such as

images, maps, atlases, graphs, overhead transper@mncl videos. The increased use
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of such aids improves the students’ understandioigtextualises the topics and

renders them more concrete.

The materials are employed in a multitude of waysexample to present and
practise content, but also to revise and summabise.geography teacher reports
how she used several teaching aids to revise tls&riAn provinces. First, she
showed the class a large map of Austria, subselyyémd students were asked to tag
English name cards of the Austrian provinces oméonbap. After the teacher had

removed some of the cards, the students had to tltemissing provinces.

The activity mentioned above does not only exemphié use of visual teaching aids
in lessons, but also the playful element whichoissidered a very important aspect
of the DLP. Apart from introducing such playful elents, teachers also conduct
projects and organise school trips as well as daetires in English in order to

motivate their students.

In conclusion, the Dual Language Programme all@ashers to introduce new and
innovative teaching methods, but at the same tivee personal teaching styles can
be preserved. Consequently, a great range of éiffenethods can be observed in
the DLP. These methods are applied according téothes of the lesson and the
teacher’s personality. Despite the large varietieathing methods employed,
certain teaching principles are prominent in adklans in the DLP: The increased

usage of visuals as well as of tasks which enceusagdent activity.

10.5. Teachers’ pleasures, problems & proposals

Apart from investigating lesson preparation, teaghmethods and teaching aims,
this evaluation study has also focussed on thdnézacattitudes towards the DLP.
Several of the pleasures and problems of teachitigei DLP were captured.
Interestingly, all of the teachers identify simifaoblem areas and also name similar

aspects of teaching which they enjoy.

For example, several teachers mention that the Makes space for adopting new
and exciting approaches towards teaching. Teachitige DLP is described as a
positive challenge, as an escape from the teacburtghe and as an opportunity for
development. For instance, some teachers statéhth&LP provided them with the
opportunity to improve their own English skills.
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The Austrian teachers also report that teachintgerDLP widens their horizon,
especially due to the team work with the Englistiveaspeaker. The collaboration
with the native speaker teacher is referred tcmasyable. Moreover, the support
which the Austrian teachers get from their teantnaatris highly valued. The native

speaker teacher provides help in English and axfditideas for teachind.

Those DLP teachers who have English as a seconpecsuieel highly motivated
when they see their students’ progress in thedarEinguage. Indeed, the Austrian
teachers expect that the DLP helps them to pasiseimown enthusiasm for the
English language to the students. This expectadiarpowerful force fuelling the

teachers’ commitment.

Another reason why teachers enjoy working withie EiLP is that they hope
learning could be more fun for students. Furtheentite DLP teachers receive
positive feedback from their students and thusdeafirmed in their bilingual
approach towards teaching.

Despite all these motivating aspects mentioned @bitre teachers also experience
working in this programme as very straining at smle fact, all teachers complain
that teaching in the DLP is too time consuming @k intensive. They feel that
the additional burden is caused, among others,lagkaof appropriate teaching
materials. The teachers report that they haveuvesina considerable amount of time
in producing and searching for materifiSince not all DLP teachers have English
as their second subject, the question arises whittbge teachers who are not that
competent in English can be expected to createdugiity materials.

Apart from the increased effort to obtain suitaiel@ching materials, team teaching
causes additional work. DLP teachers have to invesinsiderable amount of time
to plan lessons together with their partner, faregle to discuss language and
content questions. Moreover, subject teachers bfé&e to introduce the Austrian
school system and teaching methodology to natiealsgr teachers.

Furthermore, CLIL places higher demands on lessepgration. For instance,
teachers have to plan in great detail which contetaught and how the English
language is integrated. Moreover, it is importanplian how teaching aids are
employed to ensure student activity and understgnali the content. Thus lesson

L Cf. chapter 11 for a detailed description of taeiaus aspects of team teaching.
"2 Cf. chapter 10.3. for more information on teachimagerials in the DLP.
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planning is more time consuming, especially inithigal phase of the DLP. Finally,
some teachers also voluntarily undertake to prort@erogramme, for example by

writing articles on the Dual Language Programmentwspapers.

Due to the burden mentioned above, the enthusid$he aeachers involved in the
DLP has already been dampened. The teachers feddwodened and think that their

commitment is not appreciated enough.

However, the teachers make several suggestionghework load of the DLP could
be reduced: For example, a weekly paid hour fojestiland native speaker teachers
in which teaching matters can be discussed. Seteaahers indicate that this would
be helpful. Moreover, teachers would welcome betpgortunities for networking,
such as seminars for DLP teachers could be orghbigd@he Vienna Board of
Education. In these seminars teaching ideas anerialatcould be produced and
shared. Furthermore, a website or a booklet wigmidtically ordered links,
references, materials for teaching and vocabuisty, lis requested. Ideally, students
should also have bilingual textbooks. These coslgirchased by parents or

provided by the school library.

Apart from the time consuming lesson preparatiorthe DLP, two teachers also
report that initially it was difficult to integratde English language into subject

lessons. However, with increasing experience troblpm vanished.

In conclusion, the teachers enjoy many aspedisaghing in the DLP. Their
enthusiasm for the programme is, however, dampeoesiderably by the heavy
workload. It is particularly this increased worlath which constitutes the main
problem for the teachers. Thus, it is highly recannable to reduce the teachers’

burden in order to ensure that their strong comenitnts maintained.

84



11. Team teaching

DLP lessons differ from regular lessons by beinmgkd both by a subjeeinda
native speaker teacher. The miscellaneous faceéemof teaching are discussed in
this chapter: Firstly, the problems and demandshiera have to cope with are
presented, followed by a description of how DL tess are prepared and carried
out. Next, teachers’ role allocations will be as&g and, finally, the advantages of

team teaching from the teachers’ point of view Wwéloutlined.

11.1. Team teaching: a challenge for teachers

DLP teachers point out that team teaching requmtessive planning and

preparation which has proved to be a rather chgilhgnand time-consuming task.

Effective team teaching necessitates clear arraageEnamong the team members:
Both subject and native speaker teacher need t kiw is in charge for which

parts of the lesson beforehand. All teachers #iatilesson planning is carried out in
spare lessons and breaks in-between cld3§seen if the teachers prepare their parts
independently, subject teachers consider it tobeitable to discuss the most
important facts of the topic which will be taughithwvthe native speaker. Moreover,
the chapters of the coursebook which will be codene specified. Thus, intensive
lesson planning is absolutely necessary for tweaes: Firstly, to ensure that the
team teachers do not have to negotiate their sabgeties in class. Secondly, the
teachers want to avoid presenting contradictingsfaghich would inevitably

confuse the students.

Another extra demand is imposed on the teachexntrast to their usual teaching
situation in which they are the only teacher ing¢l@ssroom, in the DLP context they
have to cooperate with a partner teacher. In daereate a lesson with well-
integrated German and English parts, it is of maggoortance that the two teachers
adapt to the team teaching situation. One tea@perts that she has to set herself
stricter time frames during team teaching lessorensure that the native speaker

teacher has enough time to present the core faéinglish.

"3 Cf. chapter 9.5. in which a possible solutionHis problem is discussed, i.e. a paid planning hour
for co-teachers to organise and prepare their fssso
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Consequently, there are situations in which thehtegs are not able to alter the
lesson spontaneously according to the needs dttitents, that is to say, they are

not as flexible as they are in regular lessons.

Almost all of the teachers indicate that such aeloollaboration is only successful,
if the colleagues like each other. Moreover, sdvegchers anticipated difficulties
before working with their team partner. Howevegsé concerns were dispelled.

Another anticipated problem which did not occuraams the language barrier
between the two teachers. Especially the biologgher with a limited knowledge of
English was scared that the communication withnéteve speaker could be an
obstacle. The English teachers also indicate thatheunicating with a native

speaker who has a strong accent can be challenging.

Although the native speakers’ contribution is relgaras enriching, the subject
teachers’ workload is not reduced. On the contriagm teaching is a rather
demanding situation for subject teachers as theg tafocus on various aspects:
They have to teach the class and simultaneouslyerate with the native speaker
teacher to ensure the lesson’s progress. Additigragter handing over to their
partner teacher, the subject teacher cannot juftdsk’, but has to stay focused
during the English lesson parts.

Shifting the focus from subject to native speakeicher, it can be observed that the
native speaker teachers’ most challenging taskssiply that they have to study
relatively large amounts of subject knowledd@his is due to the fact that the native
speaker is not only meant to function as a modalutiientic English language use,
but also teaches various topics in subjects sugeagraphy or biology. Frequently,
the native speaker teachers need to rely on thgagues’ expertise when asking
for explanations of lesson content. In respongbediigh demands imposed by the
DLP, one of the native speaker teachers feelsebd to expand her knowledge in
didactics and methodolody.

" Note that the subjects taught within the Dual Leage Programme range from biology, geography,
mathematics to arts and musical education. Thezetbe native speakers have to expand their
knowledge in various fields.

'S Cf. chapter 14, where the necessity to introdutraining course for DLP native speaker teachers is
discussed.
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11.2. Integrating the foreign language & the natspeaker

Most of the time the DLP lessons are divided intdeaiman part in which the core
facts are presented, followed by an English sedfiitim the native speaker teacher
summarising the most important aspects. Usuallgtigect teacher introduces a
new topic in one lesson, followed by a revisiorstesin English with the native
speaker. Technical vocabulary is paraphrased ametéssary translated into
German. In contrast to abstract topics, descrigiives are occasionally directly

introduced in English.

One can observe that the KMS teachers are veryecoed not to overtax their
students with the demands imposed by the bilingasslons. If necessary, the
teachers divide the class into an advanced andia gaup to ensure that all

students grasp the core facts of the topic in tatguages.

When preparing for DLP lessons subject teacherssfoa learning technical
vocabulary in English, whereas native speaker &racttudy the subject matter. The
native speakers describe their preparation asa-tep process: Firstly, they
carefully research the new topic. Secondly, thek lop technical vocabulary. In the
third step, they try to simplify the facts in ordermake them more accessible for

students.

In this context one particular difficulty arisehd native speaker frequently has to
translate course book chapters into English inraimlee prepared for subject
lessons. This is not only a very exhausting, bew al rather time-consuming task.

The teachers of both schools make an effort to Kddp lessons interesting to make
foreign language learning an exciting experiencdle students. The DLP class
occasionally goes on excursions, for instance &iymuseums where they have to
fulfil certain tasks in English. Sometimes Englgbeaking guest lecturers are
invited. For example, the DLP class watched a slumv with pictures of the
rainforest presented by an external native spea&kititionally, the students have
plenty of opportunities to be creative: For ins@nehen singing English songs or

playing language games.
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11.3. Role allocation in the team teaching situatio

In team teaching lessons the teachers are allotatditferent roles. Apart from this

role allocation, we investigated which areas thes} fesponsible for.

The biology teacher, who was concerned beforehaatdher English might not be
good enough, reports that her insecurities vanisiezh she accepted that the
responsibility for the foreign language lies witle thative speaker teacher. As soon
as she acknowledged her partner teacher as thgridamguage expert and also did
so openly in front of students, she was no longarried about her English.
Consequently, there is a clear role allocatiorhia team: The subject teacher is
responsible for the lessons’ content and progrelssreas the native speaker teacher
is in charge of the English language. During theriiew the biology teacher
concludes that the first DLP year’s success wagwael through this clear role
allocation and the effective teamwork resultingiri.

If necessary, the native speakers do not only tEagiish to the students, but also
help the subject teachers to improve their foréggrguage skills. If the subject
teachers accept to be occasionally corrected it tvbthe students, they slip into the
role of a learner. Conversely, through this closkaboration native speaker teachers

also improve their German.

One of the teachers states that all the partiesved in a DLP class are “in the same
boat”, that is to say, they are all learners. Cqusatly, the atmosphere in the DLP
class can be described as “considerate” and “ftygnih other words, subject and
native speaker teacher as well as students p@thiegand are thus involved in a
collective learning process. Therefore, the stugleahsider themselves as equal

members of the team.

As it has already been discussed in chapter A.4hgl KMS the native speaker
teacher could only be integrated once a week ittie class. Among other areas,
the role allocation in the team teaching situati@s also affected by this
compromise. Since the native speaker attends tliedMss only once a week, the
subject teachers clearly have more responsibiliBeth subject teachers of the KMS
are concerned to increase their students’ foreigguage input by using English as a

medium of instruction also when the native spe&kaot present.

88



When analysing the role allocation in the KMS, fibklowing conclusions can be
drawn: The subject teachers need to give theieaglie specific information on
lesson content as well as on the students’ leweteShe native speaker teaches the
DLP class no more than once a week, she findgdt teeevaluate her students’

English skills.

Regarding the relationship between native speaeaaher and students, further
observations have been made: Due to the facthikadubject teachers frequently use
English as a medium of instruction to compensaté¢hf® missing native speaker
lessons, the KMS students do not acknowledge ttieenspeaker teacher as the
language expert. Moreover, the KMS students aresiédnd of the native speaker
as their AHS counterparts appear to be; probabiyezt consequence of the reduced

semester hours.

The native speaker teacher, on the other hand;atesi that she would appreciate
more responsibility which would ultimately make hess dependent on her
colleagues. She also states that it would makéekétess replaceable, if she was in
charge of the English lesson parts. Moreover, sipefithat in the future she will be
teaching the DLP class more than once a week terfagyood teacher-student
relationship.

At this point it has to be mentioned that the respeaker teacher appreciates the
teamwork with her colleagues. Her insecurities ymeably root in the blurred role
allocation. However, the subject teachers have t@akgn on the main responsibility
in DLP lessons due to the organisational problerastimned above. The fact that
the two subject teachers are very experiencedingunglish as a medium of
instruction can therefore be seen as an advansatjeptry to compensate for

missing lessons with the native speaker teacher.

When planning the schedules of future DLP clagsissaidvisable to ensure that the
native speaker teachers can be in the DLP clages thmes per week. Moreover, it
would also be advantageous to assign more resplitgdito the native speaker
teachers by defining the scope of their work. Tagve speaker should be a role
model for authentic pronunciation and language Additionally, the fact that the
native speaker teacher is not fluent in GermanIshemimate students to use

English.

89



Apart from being a role model for authentic langeiage, the native speaker teacher
Is also a cultural representative. Several teadlegert that references to the native
speaker’s homeland are occasionally made during IB&$bns. These are often
initiated by students’ questions. Sometimes thvaapeakers share anecdotes with
the class, for instance, before holidays they empmaltural differences. A teacher
who did not consider this cultural dimension bef@med points out that this aspect

opens up new possibilities and thus should be esglfor future DLP classes.

One native speaker teacher considers his cultnesddotes to be a “treat” for the
class and thinks that talking about his culturevadi him to establish a good rapport
with the students. Both native speakers agrediteatcultural background is always

influencing their teaching, directly or indirectly.

11.4. The advantages of team teaching

One advantage has already been mentioned aboviecStgachers inevitably
improve their English skills in their cooperatioitiwthe native speaker. Team

teaching has further advantages for all of theigmrhvolved.

Since team teaching causes considerable variatiodents find it easier to follow

the lesson: Because students have to shift ttemtadn from one teacher to the other
in the course of a lesson, their concentratioevsved. Moreover, having a second
teacher can be motivating for pupils: Especiallyséhstudents, who see their native

speaker teacher very often, are rather fond ofdnchenjoy talking to him.

All of the subject teachers appreciate the cooeratith the native speaker
teachers as they enrich the lessons, for instaitbethveir authentic pronunciation.
Furthermore, the fact that two teachers look dfterclass is also considered as
advantageous, since it allows the teachers towd#aindividual students’ problems.
In other words, team teaching can not only maksscteom-management easier, it

can also be beneficial for the lesson’s flow.
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12. Students in the DLP

12.1. How teachers evaluate the students’ learprogress

An important aspect of this study was the evaluatibthe students’ progress. Since
the programme was still in its first year, it was early to compare the DLP
students’ competence in English with that of tleenterparts in regular classes.
Therefore, questionnaires and interviews were tsgain impressions of teachers,
parents and pupils concerning learning in the Daalguage Programme. This
chapter focuses on the teachers’ viéw.

As has already been mentioned above, in the DLRet@hers want to achieve two
principal aims: Firstly, to improve the pupils’ Hisdp language competence
considerably, especially in subject specific ar&exondly, to reduce their students’
foreign language anxiety. Already in the progranmsiest year these goals were
partly accomplished. The DLP teachers report they have noticed several positive
developments. For example, students seem to be operetowards the foreign
language and new words in both German and Engdsimdo be acquired without
much effort. Moreover, students speak English eirtwn accord.

One teacher even reports that students in the B & larger vocabulary in
English than pupils of higher forms, who attendutagclasses. This impression is
strengthened by observations of parents who reépattheir child involved in the
DLP is better in English than older siblings.

Other teachers observe that DLP students devetidpgm solving skills to cope
with language difficulties earlier than their pegrsegular classes. Rather than
getting hung-up on every word which they do notarsthnd, they try to grasp the
main ideas by using several strategies. Furtherneaehers claim that students do
not worry but make use of code-switching if theprmat express themselves in

English during bilingual lessons.

Most of the teachers also point out that the DILRlents are very proud of their
English knowledge and consider themselves to beetong ‘special’. This becomes
obvious on their field trips, for instance, whee thupils talk loudly to the native

speaker teacher in public in order to demonstrate English skills.

"6 Cf. chapter 13.4. for the parents’ evaluationheiit children’s language learning.
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These and other observations suggest that the BdurRes anxieties to talk in a
foreign language and boosts children’s languagepetemceEspecially the
knowledge of English subject-related vocabularyrse® be improved. Indeed,
several teachers report that DLP students reviesedhtent of previous lessons in

English without any difficulty.

The teachers attribute this success to the fatsthdents are exposed to English
regularly, but their foreign language competencBlif® subjects is not gradéd.
Moreover, several teachers point out that studamtsnotivated to talk in English,
since they cannot use German to communicate wém#étive speaker teacher.
Furthermore, the teachers are convinced that dtheetgreat variation in teaching

methods students enjoy the DLP very much.

Students do not only improve their language comuetén the DLP, but also expand
their subject-specific knowledge. Before the bemigrof the programme, two
teachers worried that content knowledge could logpeceed. However, their fears
have been dispelled. Although the DLP requires eersareful selection of content,
the core facts of each subject can still be condese the curriculum allows
teachers to be flexible when selecting their toghes kind of teaching conforms to

regulations.

One teacher also emphasises that it is qualitguantity that counts. She reports,
for example, that DLP students seem to find iteyatsi understand new content and
to retain new facts in memory. She attributes ploisitive effect to frequent revisions
of content in Englisland German. Furthermore, she observes that students
particularly remember anecdotes by “the populaivaeapeaker teacher”. The pupils’
attention also seems to be revived in DLP lesdoesause the teachers take turns

during team teaching.

A teacher who was sceptic before the start of tbognamme, reports that the content
knowledge of DLP students is better than expedédr all, students know the

subjects’ core facts and can communicate them im@e as well as in English.

Despite these positive observations, some criticaiments concerning the learning
progress of DLP studentsve been voiced. For example, one teacher in Hte i&
worried that some students are still inhibited losegthey are afraid to make

"' Cf. chapter 10.1 for teachers’ reflections ondhmes of the DLP and the reasons why the DLP can
help to achieve these goals.
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mistakes when talking in English. Therefore, teasliy to encourage quiet students
to use English in DLP lessons, even if they dopasticipate voluntarily. Of course,

the teachers support pupils in formulating theirteeces.

In the KMS, on the other hand, worries that pupdsald be overtaxed have been
expressed. These fears existed from the beginditigegrogramme and,
unfortunately, could not be allayed completely. ifstance, one teacher reports that
at the beginning of the school yesrmepupils were anxious that the DLP is too
demanding for them. This teacher also observesstimae students are certainly
pushed to their limits as far as their ability tagp new content in DLP lessons is
concerned. Since already one bilingual lesson appede very exhausting for these
pupils, the teacher recommends that there sholjdbenone DLP lesson a day.
Moreover, several teachers are of the opinionghmtller student groups and the
possibility to attend optional bilingual subjectewld improve the learning outcome
in the DLP.

In conclusion, the teachers mainly report posiéffects of the DLP on learning. The
language proficiency of students is improved anutreoy to initial fears, content
knowledge does not seem to fall by the wayside. él@w;, anxieties to talk in the
foreign language could not yet be overcome comiyleted some students seem to

be overtaxed.

12.2. Students’ attitude towards the English larggua

According to DLP teachers, students participatmthe programme hardly show any
inhibitions when it comes to talking in the foreig@mguage. In addition, the pupils’
language competence seems to improve consider#k/chapter complements the
teachers’ perspective by the students’ view ondagg learning in the DLP.

When investigating the pupils’ opinion on Engliphedominantly positive attitudes
towards the foreign language can be observed. Wieessked the students in an
open question to name positive and negative aspétite English language, the
following results were obtained: 55 times studenéntion positive features, whereas

only 26 answers are negative.

As figure 1 reveals, the most frequent student ansegarding their favourite
feature of English refers to pronunciation, whishmentioned 15 times and
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described as “cool” and “funny”. 10 students cootd decide on one particular
aspect of English and report to like ‘everythingbat the foreign language. 9
students even list English grammar and spellingragribeir favourite features of

English and describe these as “easy’.

On the other hand, figure 2 shows, 6 children regmat they find grammar, spelling
and text production very hard in English. 5 timeglsh is referred to as
“complicated”. Equally often the English pronun@atand more generally talking

in the foreign language are considered as diffiGuitudents also complain about the
great effort required for succeeding in the DLPug,ht can be observed that not all
students are enthusiastic about English. Stilpstive attitude towards the foreign
language and especially the pronunciapoedominates. The popularity of the

English pronunciation could be related to the reatipeaker teacher.

Aspects Students like about English

Note that the figures represent numbers, not ptages

16 15
14

12 10
10

6
4 ) 3
2
0
Students like English is Students enjoy ~ Grammar and Students like English
English words and  considered  learning and using Spelling are  "everything" about pronunciation is
expressions important English described as easy English described as

"funny" and "cool"

Fig.1: Aspects Students like about English
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Aspects Students do not like about English

Note that the figures represent numbers, not peigen

12

10
10 A
8 6
6 5 5 5
| 3
4 2
2 N
0 T T T T T -
Bad Marks "Nothing" about The heavy Students English is English Spelling Students like
Engish is Workload consider regarded as and Grammar “everything"
positive English "complicated" are difficult about English

Pronunciation
and Talking as
"difficult”

Fig.2: Aspects Students do not like about English

Talking in English is popular among the majorityldfP students. Figure 3 reveals
that 50% of all pupils enjoy participating in Ergliduring bilingual lessons. An
additional 31.8% have a neutral attitude. Only filsudislike speaking English in
the DLP. Thus, most students like talking in Erglikiring content lessons.
Surprisingly, pupils find it more enjoyable to tatkthe foreign language in their
regular English lessons. As figure 4 shows, an @sgive number of students
(81.8%) enjoy speaking in their English lessony wveuch.

Attitude towards speaking English
in DLP Lessons

Answer
Do not like to missing
talk in Englis 4%

14%

Enjoy to talk in
English
50%

Do not mind t
talk in English
31%

Fig.3: Attitude towards speaking English in DLP Lessons
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Attitude towards speaking English
in regular English Lessons

. Do not like to
Do not mmd talk in
to talk in English
English 4%

14%

Enjoy to talk
in English
82%

Fig.4: Attitude towards speaking English in regular EsiglLessons

The reason for the students’ preference to uséotkeen language in their regular
English lessons could be related to the great pojylof the English teachers. These
are acknowledged repeatedly in the questionnalmesther possible explanation
could be that students feel more pressure durirglgncontent lessons, because
they think they have to pay attention to contemd language. Apparently, students
seem to be rather ambitious and try to avoid mesakhis impression is reinforced
by a teacher’'s comment and is strengthened by aestedents’ answers. For
example, as much as 47.7% of all students gtateoccasionally they do not raise
their hand, because they do not know how to forteulzeir answers in English.
However, at this point it is important to note teaidents are ‘speechless’ only
occasionally. The replies to another question iddmmnfirm that DLP students are
rarely afraid to talk in English, as 54.4% replgttthey do not feel inhibited to speak
in English at all.

When splitting the students into different groupd alassifying them according to
their sex and school, certain trends emerge. Fbamte, more girls than boys seem
to like talking in English in DLP lessons: While.386 of the girls enjoy talking in
the foreign language, only 40% of the boys do. ltarrore, 55% of the schoolboys
state that they feel inhibited in their participatibecause they lack English

vocabulary. Among their female peers, only 41.7%oenter this problem.
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After a comparison of the two schools, the follogvinends can be observed: 60.9%
of the students attending the KMS state that tloayetimes do not raise their hand,
because of a lack in English vocabulary. When compithe answers of both
schools to this question, the average lies at 4,/tfié@before the problem seems to be

more present in the KMS than in the AHS.

This result could be related to the fact that mKMS no official registration
procedure for the DLP took place. It is also pdssibat the students in the KMS feel
less secure in English, because of the small nuoitiessons with the native
speaker teacher. However, in the KMS 82.6% oftatients have at least a neutral
attitude towards speaking in English during DLPstess. 43.5% of all KMS students
even state that they enjoy talking in English verych.

In conclusion, the majority of students seem toehayositive attitude towards
speaking in English. Nevertheless, a great vaoétgpinions regarding the English
language exists. For instance, some students Hegenglish as “complicated”,

while others state that they like “everything” abduComparisons between different
groups of students indicate that girls and studehtise AHS enjoy talking in

English more than their peers.

12.3. Students’ satisfaction with the DLP

To assess how satisfied the students are with kg e asked them about their
attitude towards various aspects of the progranfioeexample, they could express
their opinion on team teaching or the quantity ibthgual lessons, as well as state
what they like about the programme. The studesfdigs are presented in this

chapter.

Asked whether they like the German or English pafrteir DLP lessons better,
63.6% of the students report that they enjoy tletiges in English at least as much
as those in German. 22.7% of all the students, pfdsem AHS students, even

prefer the English lesson parts.

Furthermore, with 56.8% of all students the mayoaitesatisfied with the quantity of
bilingual lessons. 6 students (13.6%), 5 of whoterat the AHS, even want more

DLP lessons. However, 12 pupils (27.2%) would prédever bilingual lessons.
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There are more boys than girls among these studedeed, 40% of the male pupils
- in contrast to 16.7% of the girls - want fewer®lessons.

Regarding the team teaching, the majority of sttslare content with this aspect of
the DLP. 52.3% of DLP students reptitat they enjoy team teaching very much and
38.6% have a neutral attitude. More girls (15 of ttén boys (8 of 20) express their
enthusiasm towards this mode of teaching. Wheretd®i KMS as much &2.5%
state that they like team teaching very much, rab#teir peers in the AHS (52.4%)
adopt a neutral position. The difference betweentio schools could be explained
by the fact that the KMS teachers were more expeei@ in team teaching than their
colleagues in the AHS.

When asked which teacher receives more attentianglteam teaching, 56.8%
reportthat they concentrate on subject and native speéakeher equally. However,
a quarter of the students focus more on the sutgacher and 15.9% state that they
pay more attention to the native speaker. If theestits are correct in their self-

assessment, more boys (40%) than girls (12.5%)sfoalthe subject teacher.

When investigating the students’ satisfaction wiith DLP, the impressiaarises that
the majority of children have a positive attitudevards the programme. However,
this positive first impression suffevghen pupils’ replies regarding their

comprehension are taken into account.

On the one hand, 45.5% of all students state liegtdre able to follow English and
German lesson parts equally well. In the AHS eved % give this answer. On the
other hand, the majority of the students (54.5%bprethat they find it easier to
understand the lessons in German. Neverthelesmdfaity of children enjoy

talking in English in the bilingual lessons, whiths already been mentioned above.
Consequently, problems of comprehension do not $edrave a direct impact on
the students’ attitude towards speaking Englishs ©hservation indicates that
students are not frustrated when they do not utated®very single word.

The remainder of this chapter concentrates ongspeds of the DLP which students
consider as especially enjoyable. Figure 5 shoatsrtimerous students like the
increased use of the English language in the DIbis Juggests again that the
popularity of English does not suffer even wherbpems of comprehension and
production occur. Indeed, the extended use of Engti the DLP is positively

mentioned 14 times by students. Another 10 studepisrt that they especially like
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it when content is taught in English. The teachimgerials and methods are also
popular among the pupils (6 replies). Moreover,ithgve speaker teacher is
mentioned 4 times as a positive aspect. Simildrstudents talk about their pleasure
when learning in the DLP. Finally, 3 students sthtd they enjoy the great variety
of topics presented in DLP lessons.

Aspects of the DLP Students enjoy

Note that the figures represent numbers, not p&ages

16

14
14
12 A

10
10

4 4
4 3
2 §
0 T T T
The Variety of  The Native Learning Teaching The English  The increased
Topics coveredSpeaker Teacher Materials and Lesson Parts Use of English

Methods

Fig.5: Aspects of the DLP Students enjoy

We asked the students of both schools about themufrite aspect of the DLP. While
the AHS students see the native speaker teachiee &isghlight of the programme,
the KMS students emphasise that DLP lessons ang.“fu

On the whole, students seem to be satisfied watDibP. The majority of them are
content with both the team teaching and the quaaotibilingual lessons. Students
report that they enjoy English and have fun inrtBeiP lessons. Moreover, the
native speaker teacher is often seen as a poagject of the DLP. However, some
children would prefer fewer DLP lessons and findasier to follow the German
lesson parts. Therefore, the pupils’ opinions englogramme differ.
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12.4. Students’ problems in the DLP

Several problem areas of the DLP have already bewed at in the preceding
chapters. For example, students occasionally dpaticipate during English lesson
parts, because they lack in vocabulary. Furtherpsanme students have difficulties
in comprehension when being taught in English. Aalysis of the students’ answers
has revealed that 36.6% have both problems andstderm to experience English as

a barrier to learning.

The impression that the extended use of Englisegagroblem to some students is
strengthened by several pupils’ answers. Askedtatifficulties they face in the
DLP, comprehension problems are mentioned mostémtty (13 times).

Difficulties with expressing themselves in Englisbre mentioned 7 times. In their
answers to the question regarding negative aspéthte DLP, students again point
out that they experience comprehension difficulfieimes). Since 8 pupils state
that they feel overtaxed, this is the most commmmpdaint. This feeling is,

however, not specified in more detail. The natipeaker teacher is also criticised; 5

times the KMS students give her a negative evalndf

In contrast to these negative aspects pointedlmueg 12 students state that they
encounter no problems in the DLP and another Ztsa#ty'everything” is good about

the programme.

These answers confirm the impression that a widge®f opinions exist among the
students. While the extended use of English pogestdem for some, others enjoy

the foreign language considerably.

In sum, 24 pupils especially like the increasedafdenglish in the DLP, whereas 15

students indicate that the foreign language is tjrelatest problem.

Regarding the students’ attitude towards speakirigniglish, 50% state that they
enjoy communicating in English. Moreover, 54.4%am¢phat they do not have any
inhibitions when talking in English. In contras6.8% of the students mention that
occasionally they lack in vocabulary or encountanprehension difficulties. Thus,
while the majority of DLP students like Englishetaxtended use of the foreign

language creates problems for about one thirdeshth

"8 Cf. chapter 11.3 for more details on the relatm®etween students and native speaker teacher.

100



13. The Parents’ Perspective

In this chapter the parents’ view on the Dual LaggiProgramme is presented in
greater detail. The parents’ motives for registgtimeir child for the programme,
their satisfaction with the DLP and their evaluataf their child’s progress are
discussed. When considering these aspects aforiemedht the parents’ attitude

towards the DLP becomes clear.

13.1. Motives for registration & advantages of DieP

In order to discover the parents’ motives, we agked to select from a set of pre-

given answers, representing possible reasonsdsteging their child.

Because no official registration for the DLP wasgiea out in the KMS, the
questionnaire item was slightly altered for thegpés of KMS children. These
parents were given the same set of possible anslwgra/ere asked to choose
aspects which they see as advantages of the DLgpitBehis difference in question

wording, a very similar picture emerged. The resale displayed in figure 6.

When looking at the results it becomes clear thatajority of parents have high
expectations in the DLP. For instance, they hopéttie programme will have a
positive influence on their child’s educational aatupational future. 85.3% of the
parents think that the English competence acquiréite DLP will be very useful for
their child’s career. This aspect seems to be densd the greatest advantage of the
DLP. 68.2% think the programme will help their cinén in the course of their
education. Furthermore, 51.2% of the parents expatthe DLP is a good

preparation if their child wants to study or wotk@ad.

101



Parents' Motives for Registration
Note that the figures represent numbers, not ptages

Use of English as the Home Language 2

Involvement of a Native Speaker Teachel 12

=

Child appears to be Gifted in Language Learning 17
Team Teaching 21
English is of Advantage when Staying Abroad 21
English will be of Advantage in further Educatiop 28

English Opens Up Opportunities on the Job

Market 35

Fig.6: Parents’ Motives for Registration

Due to the advantages expected in education angpation, parents hope that that
the DLP will provide their child with a better satstatus in the futuré@dditionally,
41.4% of the parents believe that the programmiehaile a positive effect on their

child’s linguistic talent.

Aspects of teaching specific to the DLP are alsms®s positive. For example,
51.2% of the parents emphasise the significanteaoh teaching. Surprisingly, only
29.2% of the parents consider the native speakeh&r as an important feature of
the DLP. Only the answer that English is spokemoaie is given less often by

parents as an advantage of the programme.

Thus, for two thirds of the parents the incorpanatdf a native speaker teacher is not
a decisive factor of the DLP. This could implyttparents consider Austrian
teachers as competent in implementing bilinguadhea — with or without the
support of a native speaker teacher. It is alsgiplesthat those parents who chose
the pre-given answer “because my child is taughinmyteachers” felt that this reply

already includes their appreciation of the natpeaker.

Although the parents of the two schools do notdiffonsiderably in their answers,
team teaching seems to be more popular in the KINd3% of the parents with a

child in the AHS mention team teaching as a mdiwveegistration. In the KMS as
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much as 65.2% of the parents consider team teaelsiag advantage of the DLP.
There are several possible explanations for thisrénce. Firstly, team teaching is
certainly considered to be a positive aspect ofXxbe, but may not be a decisive
reason for registration. Secondly, the parentsMBkstudents could receive team
teaching with more enthusiasm than those of AH8esits. This conclusion is
supported by questionnaire replies of KMS studemit®y seem to have a very
positive attitude towards team teachifigdowever, these attempts to explain the

results of the parents’ questionnaires remain dptce.

In conclusion, the questionnaires have revealedpidu@nts expect the DLP to be
advantageous for their child’s future education aoclipation. Parents also hope
that the programme will foster their child’s lingtic talent. Moreover, the
implementation of team teaching is also regardesthaadvantage. It is rather
surprising that the participation of a native sggakacher is not appreciated as
much as the researchers of the study anticipateddiand.

13.2. The parents’ attitude towards the Englishglaage

In order to understand a child’s language developmeoperly, more aspects than
just the school environment have to be taken intsitleration. For example, the
parents’ attitude towards foreign languages anil laeguage competence are
factors that can influence the child’'s languageettgwment. Moreover, investigating
the parents’ language background helps to assedsith extent students have the

opportunity to use English at home.

An analysis of the parents’ language backgroundéasaled the following: Apart
from 2 parents of KMS students, all speak one arenfiareign languages. 78% of all
parents are competent in English, with 68.3% timgkhey have achieved at least an
intermediate level in this foreign language. 7 pts€17.1%) even believe that their

English skills are advanced.

When comparing the parents’ English knowledge ed#fices between the schools
become apparent. While only one parent of an Ald8esit cannot speak English,
30,4% of parents with a child in the KMS (i.e. 8pendents) are not competent in
English at all.

"9 Ct. chapter 12.3. for a discussion of the pupitsitudes towards team teaching.
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The parents were also asked about their attitudartts English and the role that the
foreign language has in their life. The answersastiat 90.2% of the parents
consider English as important. About 40% use Ehglikile on vacation. Equally
many report to have friends and relatives with whbay speak English. 40% of the
parents also have English books and movies. Neslegs, one third of the parents
state that they hardly ever encounter English éir tveryday life. Among these are
5 parents of AHS students and 9 parents whose atiddds the KMS.

These results show that students experience fol@nguage use as something
natural and can to a certain extent rely on thaiepts’ English skills. Moreover,
they already realise that English is regarded d@maortant language in their family.
When considering the parents’ English competend®sdomes clear that the AHS
students are in an advantageous position. Singepiients have a better knowledge
of English than most of the KMS children’s paretit®y have more opportunities to
use English.

13.3. The parents’ satisfaction with the DLP

To evaluate the parents’ satisfaction with the DivB,asked about their opinion on
several aspects of the programme. Moreover, weeidthem to tell anecdotes about
what their child reports about DLP lessons. Thusais assumed that the children’s

attitude towards the programme influences thaheir tparents.

An analysis of the parents’ answers shows that skeeyn to hold a very positive
opinion of the DLP, in other words, they seem teehgreat trust in the programme.
Indeed, only 4 parents express worries when agskedre possible fears related to
the DLP. These parents mainly seem to be anxiaighkir child could be overtaxed
by the DLP. In related questions, the parentsttiushe DLP also becomes
apparent. For example, when asked if any effectseDLP on the child can be
observed, no negative developments are reporteti@36f the parents (mainly those
of KMS students) have not noticed any effects hagipositive nor negative ones.
63.8% have only observed positive developmentkeir thild and attribute these to
the DLP.

When having a closer look at the parents’ obsesaatithe following picture

emerges: As figure 7 below shows, parents maintice@ositive effects on their
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child’s language development. 14 parents repotttti@r child improved
considerably in English. 8 times parents attrilib&er child’s increased interest in
English to the DLP. Furthermore, 7 parents thirdt thue to the DLP, their child’s

foreign language anxiety has decreased.

Parents' Observations: Effects of the DLP on the Child
Note that the figures represent numbers, not ptages

16

14

14 A 12
12

10

o N M O ©

Dilligent Studying The Child is lessIincreased Interest No Effects have Noticeable
inhibited when in English been observed Progress in English
using English

Fig.7: Parents’ Observations: Effects of the DLP on thédC

The AHS parents, who had registered their childfieDual Language Programme,
were asked whether the DLP has fulfilled their etggons. Their answers are very
positive. For instance, they report about theildthigrowing interest in and
enthusiasm for English. Moreover, they expresstgrat#sfaction with the
programme. Only 2 out of 17 parents express stiggappointment, because they

would have wished for more DLP lessons.

Most of the parents are convinced that their cliklels being in a DLP class.
According to 87.8% of the parents, their child ksrthe DLP is "alright”. 41.5%
even think that their child is “enthusiastic” abdigé programme. Only 5 of the DLP
students seem to talk so little about the DLP atda¢hat their parents feel they
cannot evaluate their child’s attitude towardsghamgramme at all.

With an open question, we invited the parents toeshnecdotes about what their
child reports at home. The majority of answers4%@. show that most DLP students
talk rather positively about the DLP at home. CBifyarents (8.8%) point out that
their child’s reports are predominantly negative38.2% of the answers, both
pleasant as well as unpleasant aspects of the Bl Rentioned. Among the answers

which reflect a positive attitude towards the DU child’s enthusiasm for the DLP
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is mentioned 19 times. 6 parents note that the@apeaker teacher is very popular
or students enjoy team teaching lessons. 4 pamgrsion that their children like to
talk about the content covered in the DLP lessbh& suggests that these children
have a positive attitude towards learning in thé®DIHowever, 6 parents report that
their child complains about difficulties in the prection and comprehension of
English.

When considering the responses above, it is nptisurg that 80.4% of the parents
are very satisfied about the quantity of DLP lessand 6 parents would even
welcome more bilingual lessons. The parents’ sattgfn becomes most apparent
when they are asked whether they would register ¢théd for the DLP again. 39

out of 41 parents would certainly sign up theilaor the Dual Language
Programme again. One respondent did not answeqtieistion and one parent is not
convinced of the programme’s benefits. In concluseven the parents of the KMS
students, who did not deliberately choose the Dé#tcome the programme.

13.4. The parents’ view on the child’s languageetigyment

To learn more about the language development afsimpthe Dual Language
Programme, the parents were asked to evaluatecthdis attitude towards learning
languages. The answers have revealed that 97.@%pErents are convinced that
their child is interested in languages. Two thi{@i8.3%) even observe their child’s
great enthusiasm for languages. Only one DLP stugfgrarently does not like
learning languages very much. If the studentsredein learning languages is as
strong as the parents repdhis would indicate a great success of the DLP. &,
the extent to which DLP students were already @stexd in languages before the

start of the programme remains unknown.

It should be mentioned that primarily the pareritaldS children believe in their
child’s enthusiasm for languages. In the AHS 88d%he parents think that their
child enjoys learning languages very much. In thé3{ on the other hand, only
52.5% give this answer. Differences can also bemesl in the parents’ evaluation
on how the DLP has influenced their child’s intéiedanguages. While 88.9% of
the parents of AHS students believe that theid&hihterest in English has grown,
only 56.5% of the parents with a child in the KM&/B made this observation.
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There are several possible explanations to acdoutttis divergence. For example,
children, who are registered for a CLIL programrygetieir parents, are possibly
more interested in languages than the averageedhhdeme parents of DLP students
state that their child’s linguistic talent was aidese factor for them to choose the
DLP. It is also possible that parents who decidéibngual education, carefully
observe their child’s language development. Finallgould also be that the interest
in languages of AHS pupils was boosted by the qtyamitlessons with the native
speaker teacher. The KMS students’ interest indagg learning could possibly not

develop similarly well due to the reduced numbenative speaker lessons.

However, monocausal explanations should be avard#dds context. Moreover, it
needs to be pointed out that the difference betweeiwo schools is not statistically

significant.

The parents were also asked to which extent thdo s exposed to English outside
of school. Despite the great interest in languad@stified by the parents, 53.7% of
DLP students do not seem to use English beyondydbir homework. However,
according to the parents, 24.4% of the DLP studeyatd English books and watch
movies in the foreign language. Additionally, 14.6%ihe pupils use the English
language in other contexts.

Regarding the students’ use of English again diffees between the two schools
can be observed. In the KMS, two thirds of the pareo not think that their child
uses English outside the school context. In the AdtBy one third of the parents

have this impression.

In conclusion, the majority of parents seem to d@vinced of their child’s great
interest in languages. This enthusiasm for langleay@ing could be an indicator for

the success of the Dual Language Programme.
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14. The DLP: Core findings and recommendations

for improvement

14.1. Core findings of the study

In this section the most important results ofekialuation study on thBual
Language Programm@LP) are presented. Like the study itself the sarym

considers the different perspectives of the stalkies involved in the DLP.

When investigating the students’ attitude towal#sDLP, a great range of opinions
on the programme can be discovered. For examm@eng#jority of students seem to
enjoythe different aspects of the DLP and especiallyinbeeased use of English.
Other pupils, however, complain about comprehendifficulties and state that they
sometimes lack in vocabulary. Surprisingly, thearngy of students find it more
enjoyable to talk in the foreign language duringitihegular English lessons than
during their bilingual subject lessons. This resoltradicts common assumptions
about bilingual teaching in academic literaturechhtlaims that students are less
inhibited when using a foreign language in subjessons (c.f. the notion of ‘The
Affective Filter’, Krashen & Terrell: 1984).

Nevertheless, with AHS students reporting about #r@husiasm for the native
speaker teacher and KMS pupils emphasising thatlBssons are “fun”, a great

number of positive opinions on the DLP have beanead

The analysis of the parents’ view on the DLP hasaked a very positive attitude
towards the programme. The parents hardly everssdears related to the
programme and negative aspects of the DLP arerardyy mentioned. Several
parents would even welcome a higher quantity ahdplal subject lessons; this
suggests great trust in the programme. Nearlyaa#mts are convinced of their
child’s strong interest in learning languages. Egly those parents who registered
their child for the programme attribute this in@eg interest in languages to the

positive influence of the DLP.

The results concerning the parents of DLP studastsproved to be surprising: In
contrast to the researchers’ initial expectatitims,involvement of a native speaker

teacher does not seem to be a decisive factohfmrsing the DLP. Instead parents
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register their child for the DLP, because they expiee programme to be beneficial
for their child’s educational and occupational fietu

As far as the teachers are concerned, two of thain teaching objectives in the
DLP could be identified: Firstly, the DLP is aimatidecreasing students’ foreign
language anxiety. Secondly, the programme shoufdtbemprove the students’
competence in English, especially as far as subjetific vocabulary is concerned.
The teachers report that these objectives havadiireeen reached within the first
year of the DLP. For example, the pupils’ pride¢hair English skills can already be
observed. Moreover, contrary to initial fears ofngoteachers, content knowledge
does not fall by the wayside.

Although the teachers complain about the lack prepriate materials and the heavy
workload entailed by the DLP, they feel confirmadheir approach by the students’
positive feedback. Furthermore, the teaching inthP is considered an interesting
challenge posed, among other aspects, by teamngach

Overall, team teaching seems to be successfulciediyehe opportunity to deal with
individual students’ problems is regarded to bedvantage of this particular form
of teaching. Initial worries have been dispelled: &xample, some teachers feared
that they could have problems in understandingtiieve speaker teacher or that
differences on a personal level could occur. Howeabhese worriers vanished due to
the positive team teaching experience. Neverthgleam teaching places great
demands on DLP teachers: Among others, detailsdeglanning is necessary, the
teachers’ spontaneity during lessons is reducedrendative speaker teacher has to

learn considerable amounts of content in sevelgésts.

An investigation of the role allocation in teamdkeig has revealed the following
picture: The subject teachers are responsiblefoosing and structuring the content.
The native speaker teachers, on the other hand) aharge of the language. If the
distribution of responsibilities within the teamnist clear, feelings of insecurity arise

in the native speaker teacher as well as in tiaests.

Confusions in role allocation can occur, for exaenpthe quantity of DLP lessons
with the native speaker teacher is reduced forrosgéional reasons. Both schools
investigated had problems to integrate the nafeaker teacher into their schedules.

Consequently, the schools had to alter the progemarganisation.
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14.2. Recommendations & suggestions for improvement

This chapter has a dual focus: Firstly, it aimeriamerate the problem areas that
have been identified in the course of the evaluatiody and, secondly, suggests
solutions which could enhance the quality of thelhanguage Programme.

One aspect that needs improvement is teacherrigaiBecause of the high demands
of the programme, it is advisable that both subgact native speaker teachers have
the opportunity to improve their didactic and peatgig skills by participating in
teacher training courses. It is of major importatice the native speaker teachers
also attend these courses for two reasons: Omghdand, they could take on more
responsibility and thereby reduce the workloadhefdubject teachers. On the other,
considering that not all native speakers are tthteachers, this would certainly

improve the quality of their teaching.

Another teacher training related issue of equalortgmce needs to be pointed out:
The majority of teachers express the wish for r@gmeetings with all of Vienna’s
DLP teachers to build up a network. This is indesmsbmmendable as it would not
only allow teachers to exchange materials, but @share experiences. Ideally, this
would go hand in hand with the launch of a DLP vitebshere teachers could find
useful links, materials and possibly also technicaiabulary subdivided into
subjects. This would certainly simplify and shortba teachers’ intensive

preparatory work.

The second subject area which needs enhancemergrosrihe native speaker
teacher. There are primarily two organisationakaspwhich need to be improved:
Firstly, the native speaker should ideally worlomly one school to make a trouble-
free integration into the school’'s schedule possiBecondly, The Vienna Board of
Education should strive for a better payment faldied and trained native speaker
teachers. Ultimately, the Dual Language Programmedvbenefit from these
changes in several ways: The native speaker teichetivation and commitment
would be increased and, additionally, it would bsier for the schools to find
competent staff. Another recommendation can be rmathes context: There is an
urgent need for a weekly paid hour in which thertgertners can organise and plan
their DLP lessons. Since subject and native spdaakeher are currently struggling
to find the time to set up lesson plans and sefarcimaterials, this would also

improve the DLP’s quality.
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Furthermore, the public relations of the Dual Laaqggi Programmeeed
improvement. DLP teachers point out that it woutdviery important to promote the
programme’s advantages. Indeed, better PR of the &luld help to avoid certain
problems. For instance, due to a lack of promotome parents were too late in
registering their child for the orientation tallksthe DLP was promoted better, this

problem could be avoided in the future.

In a first step public relations could be improweith the launch of a clearly
structured website for parents and students. Thissite should provide information

on aspects such as registration, the programmafiteand important dates.

Finally, The Vienna Board of Education should srie make the label “DLP” and
its logo more known, for instance by visibly attexghthe logo on the buildings of
DLP schools. Additionally, the DLP logo should alsmpresent in the online school
guide of Vienna to ensure that the schools invokert be easily identified. At this
point it is important to stress that the PR wor&dd not be a part of the teachers’

area of responsibility, but has to be taken ovefiy Vienna Board of Education.
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15. Conclusions

CLIL has developed as an alternative to traditidaagjuage teaching with the aim to
allow for natural and successful second and for&igguage learning. Although still
constrained by a lack of qualified staff and furgdi€LIL has spread in mainstream
education at a remarkable speed along with itstagjon for pushing foreign/second
language proficiency to a very high level. Becanisthis, it has been the aim of this
thesis to explore the learning possible in CLI&, the opportunities and limitations
for language learning this method engenders. Tav@nthis question the main
insights gained from both theory and empirical &savill be reviewed in the
following section. Based on these results, it idlargued that CLIL has enormous
potential for language learning. To exploit thiggudial fully, however, it is vital that
teaching follows certain guidelines. Moreover, ili Wwe proposed that traditional
foreign language classes still have a contributtormake in language education by

catering for language areas which are not focused €LIL lessons.

15.1. Learning in the Dual Language Programme

Although it was still too early to conduct comparattests involving pupils from the
DLP, Barbara Unterberger’'s and my study could refres trends as concerns
language learning in the DLP. According to teaclasrsvell as parents, pupils in the
DLP show considerable improvements in their Engtisimpetence, especially in the
area of vocabulary. DLP children are describedrasving more words than older
siblings. Subject-specific vocabulary knowledgeanticular has developed as
expected with students being able to review contetite English language. One
teacher has also observed that DLP students canbsdfer with unknown words
than children in regular classes. They seem to Haveloped language strategies
which allow them to glean meaning from texts withsiwmbling over new terms.
Thus, the first steps towards the development of€Aan be observed with pupils
showing increased vocabulary knowledge and impraalities to apply problem

solving strategies when confronted with difficulbnds.

The attitude towards the English language among puils is predominantly
positive. Pupils enjoy speaking English and do d¢iigheir own accord. Moreover,

one third of the students also use English outsitie@ol e.g. to watch movies and
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pupils seem to be very proud of their language cdemnre. However, the data from
this study suggests that it is not just the teagimrthe DLP which plays a role but
that it is also the parents’ positive attitude togalanguage learning which

influences the children’s attitude towards Engtishsiderably.

Although 80% of the pupils feel positive or neutihbut speaking English in DLP
lessons, the student questionnaires revealed tipesprefer to speak English in
their regular English lessons. Moreover, despitaghallowed to switch to German,
nearly half of the pupils report that they somesmamain silent in CLIL lessons if
they cannot express themselves in English. Tragdports by the DLP teachers,
according to which some pupils are still inhibitgden it comes to using English and
some are afraid to make mistakes. About one tHitHeoDLP pupils report problems
participating in English and understanding Engledson parts; one fourth would
prefer fewer CLIL lessons. This suggests that the Pupils are still challenged by
being taught in English and need more time to dgwv€ALP. Considering that the
DLP is still in its first year these difficultieseanot surprising. It is to be hoped that
further evaluation studies will be conducted onbi€ which investigate how long

pupils need to develop adequate CALP in the Duaguage Programme.

When relating these outcomes of language learoiniget immediate sociocultural
context of the DLP, several aspects can be obseviezh seem to be conducive to
learning or which could constitute obstacles farfeng. The fact that English is a
very prestigious language, which is recogniseddrgmts as well as by pupils, can
be expected to have a positive effect on the stsdemotivation. Furthermore, the
parents have a high opinion of the DLP and of laggulearning. In addition to that,
the schools themselves had already implemented @lLdlifferent lessons before the
official beginning of the DLP. This suggests tha DLP pupils are encouraged by
their environment at school and at home to leagrbihglish language.

The great variety of methods reported by teachmidsn@entioned positively by some
pupils, as well as the integration of the nativeadq@r, can also increase learning
motivation. For instance, the fact that the promatinan is listed most often by DLP
pupils as an aspect which they like about Enghsid, that the native speaker is
named as a positive feature of the DLP severalsimeems to confirm this
expectation. Nevertheless, the integration of #ie/a speaker teacher can of course

also lead to problems, as can happen in all teaohieg situations. The evaluation
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study of the DLP could show that a clear role @tmn between subject and native
speaker teacher and the opportunity for the nafpeaker teacher to be in class
regularly are vital for a positive learning atmosp If the native speaker teacher
due to organisational problems cannot fulfil hider role as the language expert and
Is often absent from CLIL lessons, the rapport leetwnative speaker teacher and
class can be affected negatively and so can legrnin

Another problem which can still be observed infirs year and which has been
mentioned already is that CALP has not yet develdpky. Consequently, one third
of the pupils sometimes experience problems botharproduction and the
comprehension of English. Moreover, pupils are eshed faster in CLIL lessons.
Because of that, one teacher has suggested thadathiger of CLIL lessons should
be limited to one per day. Concerning this issushould be mentioned that studies
have shown more intensive CLIL to be more succégBhker [2006]: 276). Thus, it
might be advisable to increase the number of CeHsbns in the DLP in order to
support the development of CALP. At the same tinwsyever, teachers have to take
care not to overtax their students in the initiahge of the DLP. Because of this, the

amount of CLIL teaching could be extended at a Isti#ge in the programme.

Finally, it should be mentioned that a successtulL(rogramme always depends

on the enthusiasm of the teachers involved. Thusyital that this motivation is not
squandered and that problem areas of teaching Dt are considered.
Consequently, the school as an institution neeé@sisare that teachers are supported
in organising planning lessons in the team, iniobtg appropriate material, in

exchanging teaching aids and ideas and that tleegtleo paid adequately.

In conclusion, the DLP affects language learningtadies on CLIL programmes
would predict. Students show an increased knowledgecabulary and improved
abilities when it comes to language related prokdeiding strategies. Moreover,
they seem to have a positive attitude towards tigdih language. Nevertheless,
CALP still needs to be developed further. This daalso be one reason why pupils
surprisingly prefer to talk English in their reguinglish lessons. As for the
immediate sociocultural context of the DLP, thestigee of the English language, the
environment which supports the learning of thiglaage and the introduction of a
greater variety of methods into lessons as welfdlse native speaker teacher seem

to affect learning positively. On the other handjamisational problems experienced
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in the DLP which led to unclear role allocationsvien native speaker teacher and
subject teacher seem to affect the learning atneyepiegatively. Moreover,
teachers experience difficulties in organising plashning DLP lessons which could

hamper their strong commitment to the DLP.

Thus, although the evaluation of the programme& fiear could reveal certain
problem areas for learning, pupils already showy peomising improvements in
their English competence. Further evaluation stidrethe programme would be
advisable both to see how learning in CLIL contsteedevelop and also to feed
theory on CLIL.

15.2. Reviewing CLIL from the perspective of theory

Since the development of CLIL as a new methoddnglage teaching, empirical
studies have revealed the enormous positive ef@clis has on language learning.
Depending on the intensity of the programme, Cldh even boost the development
of certain areas of second or foreign language ebemge to native speaker levels.
In particular the following beneficial effects agakning can be observed in CLIL

programmes:

* pupils learn to communicate fluently (Cummins 1998:

» CALP is developed, i.e. students are able to udauaderstand subject-
specific academic language (Grabe & Stoller 1998: 8

* depending on the extent of CLIL, receptive langusigks can reach near
native speaker levels (Cummins 1998: 2),

* pupils have very positive attitudes towards thgaatanguage and its culture
(Cummins & Swain 1996: 52f), inhibitions are lower@nd the motivation to
learn the foreign language is increased (DaltorifeP@007b: 144),

« abroad range of learners, even those with lowrl@arning disabilities, can
achieve those aforementioned skills in the targegliage especially in early
and intensive CLIL (Cummins & Swain 1996: 51f),

» skills in the mother tongue are pushed to higheslte(ibid.: 10f),

* intensive programmes can lead to improved cogndesxelopment (Baker
[2006]: 172f),
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* in extensive CLIL students reach the same levetoofent knowledge as
those in non-CLIL classes and sometimes even ssithase, after a
temporary lag while CALP is built (Cummins & Swdif96: 59).

The theories which have been discussed in thisstldew these aforementioned
outcomes on language learning to be understoodrb&tir example, Krashen’s
monitor model suggests that CLIL is so benefiaalldnguage learning because it
provides the ingredients necessary for naturaldagg acquisition. Firstly, by using
the target language in several content subjectH, Gffers extensive
comprehensible input which is needed to feed thmbrs’ innate language
acquisition device. Secondly, CLIL lowers languadgebitions, for example, by
focussing on language meaning rather than formgiiea 1985: 16f). Thus,
according to Krashen, CLIL fulfils conditions essahfor language acquisition.

The psychological theory of constructivism can slibat CLIL also constitutes a
beneficial environment for language learning, idlexating it with respect to more
general principles dearning. For example, constructivism states tbatdarning to
happen it is important that an authentic environneprovided in which schemata
can be constructed. When it comes to the developaietademic language
knowledge, CLIL in contrast to the regular forelgnguage classroom offers such
an authentic environment with ample opportunit@sdnguage construction (Wolff
1996). Moreover, CLIL can boost disequilibrium Iretstudents by increasing the
adaptive value of constructing target language kedge considerably. By being the
language of instruction the target language becomesdiately relevant for pupils.
It reveals its function as a means for communicaesiod opens doors to new subject
specific concepts for the pupils (ibid.). Therefdres not surprising that CLIL can
reach the majority of pupils and that these corsianguage knowledge at a high

level especially in the area of academic languagis.s

Cummins’ hypotheses on bilingualism and cognitioggest that a high degree of
bilingualism as can be achieved through CLIL isdf@mal for both first language

and cognitive development. Because all languag&/letye is connected at the
level of the common underlying proficiency (CUPpkviedge gained about and
through one language also improves concept devaopim and about other
languages. This is possible if the bilinguals’ laage knowledge can achieve certain

thresholds. These thresholds can be reached ibbobdakes the pupils’ language
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level into consideration and provides adequate aupp the weaker language as is
the case in CLIL (Baker [2006]: 170 - 173).

As can be seen, empirical studies as well as tbeorn learning reveal that CLIL
enables learners to achieve a very high level ofpmience in the foreign language.
Nevertheless, some areas of the target languagetd®eem to develop as well as
others, these are:

e grammar competence (Swain 1985: 245)

» discourse competence (which is affected by thelpnad with grammar)
(ibid.)

« interpersonal communication skills (Tarone & Swh895: 168).

For proponents of Krashen’s monitor model which ¢hasinated in CLIL

rationales, this was very surprising. After aliwis believed that the innate language
acquisition device should be able to constructel@nguage knowledge fully if
extensive comprehensible input is provided andiedffective filter is ensured. As a
consequence, further studies on teaching in CLitel@een conducted (Swain 1985:
246). These have not only led to new theories nguage learning such as the

output hypothesis but also to new recommendation€EIL practice.

These studies on CLIL could show, for instancet, tinva students’ lack of grammar
knowledge is related to restrictions in input aingited opportunities for interaction
and producing output in CLIL classrooms. In otherds, certain grammatical
structures are absent in classroom instructionlagefore cannot be acquired.
Moreover, as the output hypothesis argues, CLIHestts have problems developing
a high grammar competence in the target languacgulse processes which seem to
be encouraged most if comprehensible output isymedi like noticing of target
language structures, hypothesis testing on thetégguage and metalinguistic
reflection, are underused in input- focused CLlasslooms (Swain 1996: 95- 101).
When interpreting these study results by applyimgstructivist concepts, it can thus
be concluded that opportunities for constructirgngmar knowledge in the target
language are limited in the CLIL classroom. In @iddi meaning-focused CLIL
classrooms do not seem to cause enough disequitibn the pupils when it comes

to developing grammar competence in the foreigguage.
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Further studies on this problem for learning in Clalhich have drawn on
sociocultural theory remind that learning opporti@si must be analysed with
reference to the sociocultural context in whichriéag takes place. These studies
could reveal that CLIL classrooms by virtue of lgeamvironments for institutional
learning show features very similar to regular igmdanguage classrooms(Dalton-
Puffer 2007a: 279). Discourse patterns which rasukstricted input and output
opportunities as mentioned above can thus be foehtcross all subjects.
Moreover, CLIL classes use language typical fddmg about academic matters
(Tarone & Swain 1995: 168). As Cummins (Cumminswa 1996: 151f) points
out this language differs from the language usesl/eryday interpersonal
communication. On the one hand, it is this featirde CLIL classroom which
makes it an authentic environment for developingnaidve academic language skills
in the target language (cf. Grabe & Stoller 1998T8ese are especially important if
the target language will be used in occupationdleducational contexts after
school. On the other hand, this aspect of CLIL $e@danguage difficulties because
hardly any opportunities for the construction ofistinguistic and interpersonal
language skills are provided (Tarone & Swain 1998-172). Taking a
sociocultural perspective again, the lack of sdaiafjuage functions realised in
CLIL classes is not only problematic because tres @f the target language cannot
be developed but also because humans are consgiaiadl beings who learn
because they want to participate in a communityraakle most progress when co-
operating with others (cf. Block 2003: 64; Donafi94: 52).

In sum, depending on its intensity, CLIL allowsriears to develop language skills to
a level which is only rarely achieved through reguénguage teaching. CALP can
be constructed, motivation to learn a languagebeaimcreased and positive effects
on first language and cognitive development caaxXpected. Despite these
promising results, language learning in CLIL algoes challenges, in particular in

the areas of grammar competence and BICS.
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15.3. Exploiting the potential of CLIL for langualgarning

As has been shown, CLIL has much to offer for laggulearning as well as for
cognitive development. However, to exploit thisgudtal fully, teaching has to take
into account the specific strengths and weaknesfsibgs approach and find ways to
remedy the latter. The learning theories and ssudieCLIL presented in this thesis
can offer valuable guidelines on how this couldabkieved. Several guidelines seem

especially noteworthy for CLIL practice.

For instance, considering that CLIL does not ndiyimovide all language
structures which a learner may be required to knbggeems advisable to formulate
concrete language aims when starting a CLIL prognar(Dalton- Puffer 2007a:
295). This language curriculum for CLIL should takt® account the language
needs which arise from the content-subjects,dentify ‘content-obligatory’
language. Furthermore, ‘content-compatible’ languggals should be defined to
cater for those language structures which do nodroautomatically in the content
subjects but which might be of importance to tterer (Snow, Met & Genesee
1989: 204 - 206).

If these language goals have been defined severatts need to be taken into
account such as which language areas can be |leagiéentally in CLIL and which
need to be focused on explicitly. Although moresegsh is required to identify the
specific language features which are used in Cldssrooms and are learned
without effort, studies suggest that grammar stnas require more explicit attention
in CLIL. Especially those which do not carry a highmmunicative load or which do
not occur regularly in CLIL classroom discourseunally have to be focused in
CLIL teaching (Lyster 2007: 30).

Grammar teaching in CLIL should involve meaningfammunicative contexts and
not constitute of abstract and detached analysksmgtiage structure. Enriching
CLIL input with target structures, designing colbbahitive noticing activities and
providing language feedback are strategies whigie baen proposed in literature to
push grammar accuracy in CLIL students (Swain 1998 Nevertheless, the issue
of teaching form in CLIL is still debated and wplfobably not be resolved soon.

More studies on CLIL programmes and the outcombi®aed are still required.
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Another guideline that can be derived from thisseyrof learning theories and CLIL
studies is the advice that methods which suppoedpsrative learning and learner
autonomy need to be incorporated (cf. Wendt 1986Dbnato 1994: 52). While this
advice is true for all teaching, CLIL research hagealed how important it is that
learners are encouraged to participate activelycalidboratively to allow for the
development of productive language skills in paittc of interpersonal
communication skills and of grammatical accuracyd® 1995: 129- 141; Swain
1985: 248f). Thus, tasks which require studentsetactive, to produce output and to

co-operate in groups have to feature more promyenCLIL classes.

The aforementioned guidelines can certainly helpLGtudents to achieve higher
levels of productive target language competencguke foreign language teaching
should, however, still complement CLIL in languagkication. Firstly, foreign
language classes can focus on grammar structuriel ate underused in CLIL
teaching, especially until the question to whaeektnd how grammar should be
included into CLIL has been resolved. More impatttgrihe foreign language class
can also offer a room where the learner as a sbeiay can develop basic
interpersonal communication skills (bm:ukk 2000Q:18)s certainly possible and
maybe necessary to include language needed toiordeestaurant, to discuss
literature and movies and to talk about hobbiesfaalings into content-subjects.
However, the regular foreign language lesson cawigee more space for
experiencing and focussing on the social functmfilanguage than the geography,
biology and mathematics lessons can.

This does not mean that there should be a dichotmtween CLIL and regular
foreign language classes with each catering féemdiht language areas, but that
these methods might complement each other ideglgiving more room to those
aspects of language which are not so easily degdlby the other method.
Consequently, CLIL and regular foreign languagehesay should be
reconceptualised as content and language- drivéh @kpectively with different

but not mutually exclusive focuses.

In conclusion, CLIL does not cater for all languageas equally well. Teaching has
to take this into consideration by specifying laage goals for CLIL, including more
explicit teaching on form and emphasising tasksctvlaillow for co-operative and

autonomous learning. Moreover, regular foreign legge teaching should
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complement CLIL to provide additional support i #rea of grammar development
and of basic interpersonal communication skillshédse guidelines are followed,
higher productive language skills can be expeaiatetelop in CLIL programmes.
Despite these challenges still facing it, CLIL citases a method which enables a
great proportion of pupils to achieve impressivah levels in the foreign
language. Without claiming additional time in tlelngol timetable, CLIL allows
pupils to develop target language skills and carikenwledge in parallel, while also
improving first language and cognitive developmé&ansidering that CLIL is
especially successful in increasing motivationlémguage learning, improving
communicative proficiency and developing subjedesjic academic language
skills, the method of CLIL seems to provide thameguage competencies needed in

our globalised information society.
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Appendix

The appendix includes the questionnaires and iile&rguidelines which were
developed and used by Barbara Unterberger and higséthe evaluation study of

the Dual Language Programme.

Questionnaires:

+ for DLP students

» for parents of DLP students

Guidelines for interviews with

» the Biology and Geography teachers in the DLP
» the native speaker teachers in the DLP

+ the head teachers of the schools

130



Fragebogen fiir DLP SchiilerInnen
Hier gibt es nur richtige Antworten! Danke, dass du mitmachst!

1. Ich bin ein: O MADCHEN O Bus
2. Zuhause sprechen Wir dieSe SPracChe: .......cooeeeeiiiieiiiiiiiee e
3. Diese Sprachen spreche ich NOCh: ............eiiiiiiii

4. Bevor ich in diese Schule gekommen bin wusste ich, dass manche
Facher auf Englisch unterrichtet werden:
O ja O nein

5. Wie geféllt es dir im DLP von 2 Lehrern gleichzeitig unterrichtet zu

werden?
© © ®
O O O

6. Welchem Lehrer gibst du mehr Aufmerksamkeit in den DLP Stunden?
O dem Michael
O der Geo- oder Biolehrerin

O beiden gleich viel

7. Das finde ich in den DLP Stunden schwer:

8. Ich rede gerne Englisch in den DLP Stunden:

© © ®

O O O

9. Ich rede gerne Englisch in meiner normalen Englisch-Stunde:

© © ®

O O O
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10.An der englischen Sprache...
B o 1= = 11 0 T USSP

e QETAIE M NICT. ... e e e e e aaaeee

11.Kreuze an, was auf dich zutrifft! Du kannst auch mehrere Kreuze
machen!
O In der normalen Englisch-Stunde habe ich Angst beim Reden
Fehler zu machen.
O Im DLP Unterricht rede ich ganz locker in Englisch darauf los
O Im DLP Unterricht zeige ich manchmal nicht auf, weil ich es nicht

auf Englisch sagen kann.

12.Welcher Unterricht gefallt dir besser?
O der Geo/Bio Unterricht auf Deutsch
O der Geo/Bio Unterricht auf Englisch
O beides gleich gut

13.Kreuze an, was auf dich zutrifft!
O Ich hatte gerne mehr Facher auf Englisch
O Ich hatte gerne weniger Facher auf Englisch
O Esist gut so wie es ist

14.In den Geo/Bio Stunden, in denen auf Deutsch unterrichtet wird, kenne
ich mich...

O ... besser aus

O ... schlechter aus

O ... gleich gut aus wie in den englischen Teilen

15.An den DLP Stunden gefallt mir...

U 1011 ¢ F= 10 o A 1o o | PP USPPPPPPURRI

Super, schon fertig! © Danke!
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Fragebogen fur Eltern von DLP Schiilerlnnen

Bitte machen Sie ein Kreuz vor jene Aussagen, die fur Sie stimmen!
Manchmal bitten wir Sie, uns lhre Meinung in einem kurzen Kommentar

mitzuteilen.

Fir uns ist jede Antwort eine richtige und wichtige Antwort! ©

A.) Angaben zum Erziehungsberechtigten:

1. Ich hin...
O Mutter O Vater O e,
O 20-30 Jahre alt O 30-40 Jahre alt O 40-60 Jahre alt

2. Letzte abgeschlossene Ausbildung:

O Hauptschule O Lehre / Berufsbildende Schule ohne Matura
O Universitat O Kolleg / Lehrgang (z.B. med.tech. Dienst)
O Matura O keine

3. Meine Erst- oder Muttersprache iSt: .........oooo oo

4. Weitere Sprachkenntnisse, die ich habe:

Sprache sehr gut gut mittel etwas
O O O O
O O O O
O O O O

5. Zuhause, in der Familie sprechen wir vor allem:
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6. Bitte kreuzen Sie jene Aussagen an, die fur Sie zutreffen.
Mehrere Antworten maoglich:

O Ich habe im Altag kaum mit Englisch zu tun

O Englisch ist mir egal

O Wir sprechen Englisch auf Reisen

Ich komme aus einem englischsprachigen Land

Ich habe englischsprachige Bekannte, Freunde oder Verwandte
Ich spreche mit meinem Kind Englisch

Wir haben englische Biicher oder Filme zuhause

O00o0oano

Ich halte Englisch fur wichtig

B.) Angaben zu |hrem Kind:

1. Interessiert sich Ihr Kind fur Sprachen?

O ja O eher ja O eher nein O nein

2. Verwendet ihr Kind aul3erhalb der Schule Englisch?
O nein, nicht Gber die Hauslbung hinaus
O ja, mein Kind trifft englischsprachige Freunde
O ja, mein Kind verwendet englische Medien (Blcher, Filme, Spiele)

O ja, MEIN KING ..ot e e e e e e e aer s e e e e eeeeennnes

3. Seit mein Kind in am DLP Programm teilnimmt...
O beschéftigt es sich mehr mit Englisch
O beschéftigt es sich weniger mit Englisch

O hat sich nichts verandert
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C.) Angaben zum DLP Unterrichts Ihres Kindes:

1. Warum haben Sie Ihr Kind fir die DLP Klasse angemeldet?
Mehrere Antworten maoglich:

O mein Kind ist sprachbegabt
wir sprechen zuhause Englisch
weil mein Kind in manchen Stunden von 2 Lehrern unterrichtet wird

bessere Chancen fur den zuklnftigen Berufsweg meines Kindes

O00o0

bessere Vorraussetzungen fur Auslandsaufenthalte (Reisen, Au

Pair, etc.)

|

Vorteile in der Weiterbildung (Studium, etc.)

O

die Mitwirkung einer Lehrperson, deren Muttersprache Englisch ist
O ANdere Grinde: ......ooooeiiiiiiie

2. Den englischen Unterricht meines Kindes finde ich:
O zu viel O eherviel O gerade richtig O eher wenig O zu wenig

3. Meine Erwartungen an das Dual Language Programme wurden erfullt:

3. Glauben Sie, dass DLP Nachteile fur ihr Kind haben kdnnte?
O nein

ich beflirchte, dass mein Kind den Stoff nicht versteht

ich beflirchte, dass weniger Stoff behandelt wird

ich befiirchte, dass mein Kind Uberfordert ist

O00o0

1o a1 o 1=y 18T (o] o1 (=TT

4. Was berichtet Ihr Kind von seinem DLP Unterricht?
O mein Kind ist begeistert von DLP
O meinem Kind gefallt DLP ganz gut
O mein Kind erzahlt kaum etwas tber DLP

O mein Kind beklagt sich manchmal tber DLP
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5. Bitte beschreiben Sie kurz, was |lhr Kind zuhause vom DLP Unterricht

erzahlt;

6. Wenn ich noch einmal wahlen kénnte wirde ich mein Kind wieder fir DLP
anmelden:

O ja O nein

7. Gibt es bei Ihrem Kind irgendwelche positiven oder negativen
Auswirkungen des  verstéarkten englischen Unterrichts, die Ihnen
aufgefallen sind?

Danke, dass Sie sich Zeit genommen haben! ©
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Interview guidelines: subject teachers

Hintergrund

1.

© 0 N o 0 b~ DN

Wie lange sind Sie schon an der Schule?

Warum glauben Sie fuhrt ihre Schule das DLP durch?
Wie sind Sie zum DLP dazugekommen?

Was interessiert Sie personlich am DLP?

Wie wurden Sie auf das DLP vorbereitet?

Wie hat diese Vorbereitung konkret ausgesehen?
Was horen Sie von den Eltern zum DLP?

Was geféllt Innen daran in DLP Klassen zu untetenf

Was geféllt Ihnen nicht so sehr daran in DLP Klasageunterrichten?

Organisation

1.
2.

Wie war das DLP organisatorisch urspringlich geflan

Bitte beschreiben Sie die jetzige OrganisationIeB (die Ablaufe,
Meetings, (Zeit)Plane, Verantwortlichkeiten usw.)

Wenn Sie reflektieren...was gelingt in der DLP Orgation gut, was gelingt
nicht so gut?

Wie klar sind die Anforderungen an den DLP Unténtrigeitens Stadtschulrat

und Direktion?

5. Was davon ist hilfreich, was hinderlich?

Wie sollten DLP Klassen in der Zukunft organisssin?

Lehren, Unterrichtsgestaltung

1.

Welche Erwartungen, Hoffnungen und Beflirchtungaitteim Sie an den DLP
Unterricht vor Beginn des Programms?
Welche Erwartungen haben sich erflllt, welche Mcht

3. Welche Lernziele verfolgen Sie mit dem DLP Untdrtit

Warum denken Sie ist der DLP Unterricht fir diesenziele besonders
geeignet?
Wie versuchen Sie diese Lernziele konkret im Umdktrumzusetzen?

6. Was hat sich dabei beim Unterricht als gut bewatas als weniger gut?
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7. Wie bereiten Sie sich auf eine UnterrichtsstundeEmglisch als
Unterrichtssprache vor?

8. In der Vorbereitung...was gelingt dabei gut, wo stofie auf Probleme?

9. Welches Material verwenden Sie in den DLP Stunden?
Wie wird es eingesetzt?

10.Woher kommt es?

11.Was verandert sich am Unterrichten dadurch, dasSalerricht teilweise in
Englisch gehalten wird?

12.Wie halten Sie die Balance zwischen Sprache unil fabalt/Stoff) im DLP
Unterricht?

13.Wie gelingt IThnen das? Was gelingt besser, wagshtdr?

14.In wiefern setzen Sie sich im Rahmen des DLP Uictarmit der

angloamerikanischen Kultur auseinander?

Team teaching

1. Welche Anforderungen stellen sich an den Unterriclith das Team
teaching?

2. Wo, wann und wie oft treffen Sie sich um die DLRr&ten zu planen?

3. Wie arbeiten Sie mit Ihrem Partnerlehrer/Ihrer Rentehrerin zusammen?

4. Wie sehen Sie, als Fachlehrerin, Ihre Rolle indereaer DLP Stunde
wahrend des Team Teaching?

5. Was sind die Vorteile von Team teaching (fur Lehmeen und
Schlerinnen)?

6. Welche Nachteile hat es?

7. Ganz allgemein, haben Sie neue Mdoglichkeiten, Aepekte des DLP
Unterrichts entdeckt, mit denen Sie vor Begin ngdrtechnet hatten?

8. Wenn Sie alles noch einmal Revue passieren lasseas.sollte am
Unterricht in Bezug auf das Team teaching und Uicteten im DLP

geandert werden?

138



Lernen, Schilermotivation

1.

Welche Hoffnungen und Befiirchtungen hatten Sieemug) auf die
Schilermotivation vor Beginn des Programms?

Welche haben sich erflllt, welche nicht?

3. Wenn Sie sich die DLP Klasse vorstellen und eimallRdklasse dazu

denken, welche Unterschiede sehen Sie zwischendahBler und jenen aus

anderen Klassen im Hinblick auf Schilermotivation?

. Welche Unterschiede sehen Sie zwischen DLP Schidlenlund jenen aus

anderen Klassen im Hinblick auf fachliche Leistung?

Welche Unterschiede sehen Sie zwischen DLP Schilenlund jenen aus
anderen Klassen im Hinblick auf den Umgang und@ehrauch von
Sprache allgemein (Deutsch und Englisch/ schitiftliod mandlich)?
Welche Unterschiede sehen Sie zwischen DLP Schilenlund jenen aus
anderen Klassen im Hinblick auf die Einstellung englischen Sprache?
Unter welchen Umstanden koénnten die Schiler noskdrdernen und wéren
noch mehr motiviert?

Abschlie3end noch eine Einschatzung: Was glaubenase gut muss man
Englisch kdnnen, um im DLP gut unterrichten zu ké&mh

Gibt es etwas, das Sie noch gerne gefragt wordeen®a

139



Interview guidelines: native speaker teachers

Background
1. For how long have you lived in Austria?
What is your professional background?
When did you start teaching?
Why did you choose to come to Austria as a langaagestant?
What was your relation to the teaching professieiofehand?

o 0k~ w D

How would you evaluate your German?

Team Teaching

How would you describe a typical DLP lesson?

What is your role in a DLP lesson?

How does your role differ from that of the subjecher?
What are the advantages of team teaching?

Which disadvantages would you point out?

o a0k~ w DR

What are the special challenges of teaching iiagoial environment?

The Students
1. Do you think that the students enjoy their DLP tes?
2. What do you do students like especially?
3. And what is it that they don't like?

Culture
1. Is it important for you to incorporate your own ttuwbl background into the
lessons?
2. How do you incorporate your cultural background?

3. How does your co-teacher feel about teaching Argteerican culture?

Organisation
1. How is the DLP Programme organised within the sthoo

2. What do you experience as helpful?
3. What would you identify as an obstacle or hindr&énce
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Changes
1. What should be changed organisation-wise?

2. What should be changed regarding teaching?

141



Interviewleitfaden Direktion

Hintergrund

1.

a kb 0N

o

Welche Schwerpunkte hat ihre Schule?

Warum fuhrt ihre Schule das Dual Language Progracimeh?

Was erwarten Sie sich fir die Schule durch das DLP?

Welchen Stellenwert hat DLP in ihrer Schule?

Was soll fiir die Schilerinnen durch das DLP erteidrden, welche Ziele
werden mit dem Programm verfolgt?

Warum glauben Sie ist das DLP zur Erreichung diggde geeignet?

7. Welche dieser Ziele sind lhrer Meinung nach biztjetfillt worden?

Welche Hoffnungen und Beflirchtungen gab es voit 8&8 DLP seitens der
Lehrerinnen? Was davon ist eingetroffen, was nicht?

Welche Hoffnungen und Befiirchtungen gab es vort 8&s DLP in Bezug auf
die Schulerinnen? Was davon ist eingetroffen, welsth

10.Was horen Sie von den Eltern zum DLP?

Organisation

1.
2.

Wie hat sich die Schule auf die Durchfiihrung di¢egyramms vorbereitet?
Bezlglich der Organisation des DLP, welche Befiinsgen hatten Sie vor

Start des Programms?

3. Wie wurden die Lehrerinnen fur das DLP ausgewahlt?

4. Wie sind Sie zum Native Speaker Teacher an ihreul8gekommen?

5. Beschreiben Sie bitte das Auswahlverfahren, daSdigiler durchlaufen

9.

mussen, um in die DLP-Klasse aufgenommen zu wer(fegi@gasse)
Wie klar sind die Anweisungen in Bezug auf die Ddiibirung des
Programms seitens des Stadtschulrats?

Wie war das DLP organisatorisch urspringlich gefplan

Bitte beschreiben sie die Organisation des Progmmim es jetzt
durchgefihrt wird!

Was gelingt bei der DLP Organisation gut, was ggliticht so gut?

10.Wie sollten DLP Klassen in der Zukunft organissein?
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Lehrpersonal

1.
2.

Was horen Sie von den involvierten Lehrpersonem das DLP?

Wie aufRern sich die Lehrerinnen lhnen gegenubesidhitich dem
Zeitaufwand, der Zweisprachigkeit im Unterricht uher Vermittlung des
Fachstoffs in der DLP Klasse?

3. Was hoéren Sie vom Native Speaker Teacher zum DLP?

Wie aul3ern sich andere Lehrpersonen, die nichtlu iDvolviert sind

zum Programm?

Was denken Sie sind die Anforderungen an das Ledopal, die durch das
DLP gestellt werden?

Was haben Ihnen die Lehrpersonen zur DLP Ausbildunghlt?

Was wirden Sie andern wollen, um die Lehrerinnewo$ll den Native
Speaker Teacher als auch die Fachlehrerinnen, vesder unterstitzen zu

kdnnen?
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Summary in English

In our globalised information society, foreign lalagie skills are undoubtedly of
great importance. Understanding this brings withét question of how languages
can best be taught and learned. Several methodsafching languages have been
proposed throughout history. Since the 1990s aaisnative method has spread
with unexpected speed in the mainstream educatioranoy European countries. In
this method, called CLIL (Content and Languagedrdted Learning), content is
taught through the medium of a second or foreigguage with the aim to build

both language and content knowledge.

The studies on CLIL programmes have reported adiogrmesults for language
learning and expectations are consequently higbalse professional teaching
practice involves having a deeper knowledge abaihads and their particular
strengths and weaknesses, this thesis explores, @ifarticular the aspect of

language learning in CLIL in greater detalil.

After the method, its historical background andetures are presented briefly the
question of which opportunities and limitations fanguage learning CLIL
engenders is discussed in depth. This issue i®apped from two sides. Firstly,
CLIL is explored with reference to theory. Six thes are drawn on in the thesis
which have all featured in academic discourse olL@hd have also been used in
rationales for this method. From the field of settanguage acquisition theory
Krashen’s monitor hypothesis, the interaction dredutput hypothesis are referred
to. From the field of psychology two general leagntheories have been included
into this thesis — namely epistemic constructiveamd sociocultural theory.
Furthermore, Cummins’ hypotheses on the relatidwden bilingualism and
cognition have also been applied to gain a deepgenstanding of the learning

possible in CLIL.

Apart from a theoretical look on language learnm@LIL, the paper also provides
insights into CLIL practice by presenting an evéiluastudy on a Viennese CLIL
programme. This study on The Dual Language Progm(ihP) was conducted in

the year of the programme’s start in 2006/07 bycwilieague Barbara Unterberger
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and me. It presents the organisational structutkeoDLP as well as the
stakeholders’ perspectives on teaching and leainitigs CLIL programme.

Thus, the thesis provides a comprehensive pictulnguage learning in CLIL,
which reveals that CLIL contributes differentiatty various areas of target language
development. One of the advantages of CLIL is thateaching of content through
the foreign language and the focus on meaningr#the language form makes
foreign language use immediately relevant to thalpuMoreover, it ensures an
environment which provides extensive comprehensitgat and conditions which
should lower inhibitions to use the target languaggea consequence,
communicative proficiency, the motivation to led@nguages and subject-specific
academic language skills reach levels only rarelyewved through regular foreign
language teaching. In addition to that, positiieas for cognitive and first

language development could be observed.

On the other hand, conditions which generally limgtitutional learning also affect
CLIL classes, such as the focus on the learnen agtelectual and rather passive
being. Therefore, pupils have only limited oppoities to produce output and the
input they receive in CLIL classes is functionakdgtricted. Because of this, the
grammar competence and interpersonal communicskidia in CLIL students are

not as well developed as other language areas.

As a result, it is argued in this thesis that ceteetanguage aims are needed for
CLIL and that CLIL teaching should include moresatton on language form as

well as encourage more autonomous and co-opetativieing experiences.
Moreover, the thesis proposes that regular forgigguage learning still has its place
in language education by offering room for praciicianguage form and social
language functions. If these guidelines are folldwecan be expected that the
potential of CLIL for language learning can be @xeld fully and learners can be
equipped with the language knowledge needed inytedgobalised society.

145



Zusammenfassung auf Deutsch

In unserer globalisierten Wissensgesellschaft, gind Fremdsprachkenntnisse von
grof3er Wichtigkeit. Diese Einsicht bringt die Frage sich, wie Sprachen am besten
gelehrt und gelernt werden kénnen. Verschiedenéddietn wurden im Laufe der
Geschichte vorgestellt. Seit den 1990er Jahren ksmin immer mehr
europaischen Schulen eine neue alternative Mettlesi&prachunterrichts finden.
Diese Methode, welche international als CLIL (Coni@nd Language Integrated
Learning) bezeichnet wird und im deutschsprachiganm auch den Namen
Fremdsprache als Arbeitssprache tragt, kombingach- und Sachfachunterricht.
Ziel ist es sowohl Sprach- als auch Sachkenntaigsntwickeln, indem

verschiedene Sachfacher in einer Fremd- oder Zpraithe unterrichtet werden.

Die Studien Uber CLIL Programme berichten von ersiahen Resultaten beim
Fremdsprachenlernen und die Erwartungen an CLML ksimsequenterweise hoch.
Da Professionalitat im Sprachunterricht erfordeaiss Lehrpersonen ein
tiefergehendes Verstandnis von Unterrichtsmethdadden, beschaftigt sich diese

Diplomarbeit mit der Methode CLIL, insbesondere det Seite des Sprachlernens.

In einem ersten Teil werden die Entwicklung unddrerakteristiken von CLIL

kurz vorgestellt, bevor dann der Frage auf den Ggeagangen wird, welche
Moglichkeiten und Grenzen sich fir das Sprachledhech CLIL ergeben. An diese
Frage wird von zwei Seiten herangegangen. Zunadhs$tCLIL von der
theoretischen Perspektive beleuchtet. Sechs Timeareden herangezogen, welche
alle im akademischen Diskurs Uber CLIL eine Rolelen. Theorien tber
Fremdspracherwerb, welche verwendet werden, siadiens Monitor Hypothese,
der Interaktionismus und die Output Hypothese. Aalidemeinere Lerntheorien aus
dem Bereich der Psychologie werden auf CLIL ange&leenm speziellen der
soziale und der epistemische Konstruktivismus.i88hth werden noch Cummins
Hypothesen Uber die Beziehung zwischen Bilingualsnind Kognition

herangezogen, um ein besseres Verstandnis Uberh@&preen in CLIL zu erlangen.

Die Diplomarbeit ndhert sich dem Ph&nomen jedochtmur von der Seite der
Theorie, sondern auch tber die Empirie, indem igid-daluationsstudie eines
wiener CLIL-Programmes présentiert. Diese StudgeDieal Language Programmes

(DLP) wurde von meiner Kollegin Barbara Unterbenged mir im ersten Jahr des
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Programmes, 2006/07, durchgefiihrt. Sie zeigt di® Dicganisation, sowie die
Perspektiven aller Beteiligten auf die Bereichereahund Lernen im DLP.

Es kann also gesagt werden, dass die Diplomaripeitnefassendes Bild des
Sprachenlernen in CLIL bietet. Dieses zeigt, ddsé @erschiedene Sprachbereiche
unterschiedlich gut fordert. Einer der Vorteile vOblIL ist, dass die Fremdsprache
durch die Verwendung als Unterrichtssprache furStikilerinnen eine grol3e
unmittelbare Relevanz erlangt. Die CLIL-Umgeburgjlssicher, dass die
Schulerinnen der Fremdsprache in grofiem Ausmalesetzdg sind und diese auch
verstehen. Weiters ermdglicht CLIL durch den FokuESprachbedeutung statt
Sprachform, dass Sprachéngste reduziert werdegrédnd dieser Eigenschaften
erreicht die kommunikative Kompetenz, die Motivatitir Sprachenlernen und die
Fahigkeit fachspezifische akademische Sprache muewelen in CLIL ein Niveau,
welches nur selten im regularen Fremdsprachenucttearlangt wird. Hinzu
kommt, dass positive Effekte auf die Erstspraclt kmgnitive Entwicklung der

Schilerinnen in CLIL-Programmen beobachtet werdamien.

Auf der anderen Seite ist Lernen in CLIL von dehsalBedingungen betroffen,
welche allgemein Lernen in Institutionen erschwedarfgrund dieser
institutionellen Rahmenbedingungen haben Schilerinn CLIL-Klassen z.B. nur
eingeschrankt die Méglichkeit die Fremdsprachevatti verwenden. Aul3erdem
werden sie in der Klasse nur mit einer beschranktezahl von Sprachfunktionen
konfrontiert. Die Konsequenz daraus ist, dass dan@atikkompetenz und das
Wissen wie Sprache in sozialen oder in Alltagssibm@n verwendet werden kann,

nicht so gut entwickelt ist wie andere Sprachbéeic

Auf der Basis dieser Ergebnisse, wird in diesed@iarbeit argumentiert, dass ein
konkretes Sprachcurriculum fir CLIL entwickelt werdsollte. Aul3erdem sollte der
Sprachform mehr Aufmerksamkeit gewidmet und autcg®sowie kooperatives
Lernen in CLIL verstarkt werden. Weiters, wird delegt, dass der regulare
Fremdsprachenunterricht nach wie vor wichtige Fiamien erfillt, da er einen Raum
bietet, in dem Grammatik und soziale Sprechfunieiogetbt werden kénnen.
Sollten die oben genannten Vorschlage berlcksitcvegden, kann das grol3e
Potential fir Sprachentwicklung, welches CLIL biesécher ausgeschopft werden
und CLIL Schilerlnnen mit jenen Fremdsprachfertifgheausstatten, die in unserer

heutigen globalisierten Welt gebraucht werden.
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