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International surveys indicate that the majoritypebple in the world are bilingual or
multilingual rather than monolingual (See for exdnpNorld Bank, 1995). In fact,
many more children throughout the world are edutatea second or foreign language,
for at least part of their formal education, thatclesively in their mother tongue

(Tucker, 1999).

Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIl)asnew. In recent years, however,
integrating the teaching of languages with the higarof academic subject matter has
become more and more popular all over the worle plogramme goals vary a great
deal as does the degree of success achieved. bd&aBnglish and French have been
the target languages of French and English speagamymunities respectively. In
Quebec for example, English speakers in some sshHuole been taught almost the
entire curriculum in French. In the US, with a niudgual population, the main concern
has been to guarantee that all school childrerfudgnfunction in English, specially, in
academic contexts. Because of the increase ofrgéi®m abroad in North-American

universities, content-based programmes have beea amal more widely used to help



these students cope with the demands of acadenactives. In Europe and Asia, most

of the programmes are designed to improve the ileguof foreign languages.

INTRODUCTION: CLIL IN EUROPE & ASIA, CANADA AND USA

Canadian Immersion Programmes are by far the miggtlyhacclaimed language
learning programmes. SLA researchers, teachers paments fully agree that the
immersion programmes in Canada have been extremi#igient and successful.
Instruction is given in the target language fromddrgarten on or starting at some time

during elementary school. (Swain & Lapkin, 1982;a8w 2000).

Early immersion begins right at the start of sciapin kindergarten or grade 1,
while delayed immersion does not begin until theldie years of elementary school
(ages 9-10), and late immersion after that (aged4)1 An important difference
between early and delayed or late-immersion progranthat training in second-
language literacy precedes training in first-largguteracy in early immersion. In total
French immersion, all classes are taught in Fremshally for the first three years of the
program. English-language arts classes are intemtlurcthe fourth grade, followed by a
gradual increase in English instruction for othebjects. In partial French-immersion
programs, a varying proportion of classes (usual$o) are taught in French. This
proportion typically remains stable throughout t®gram. (Canadian Council on

Learning, 2007)

When the first immersion programmes were set uphé mid-1960s, school

boards, parents and administrators insisted thegvbkiated. Because all content was



being taught using the students’ second languagenfs and educators were concerned
about how much content would be learnt, about theldpment of first language skills,
and about how well the second language would bentledhroughout the 1970s and
1980s, performance in these three areas was meditéiour generalisations can be
drawn from the immersion data. First, in order bvain expected levels of achievement
in the subjects taught via the second languageestiold levels’ of L2 skills need to be
reached. Second, while early total immersion stteleonsistently performed as well as
their unilingual, English-instructed peers on cotisubject tests, early partial
immersion students did not. Third, although thdyettal immersion programme was
considered to be the one which would most thretiterdevelopment of first language
skills, results of empirical research show thas ikinot the case. In the short run, after
just two or three years, immersion students lagnaektheir non-immersion peers in
some aspects of English. After that, however, insmerchildren perform as well as, or
better than, their English-educated peers in gtleets of English language skills.
Fourth, in general, early and late French immerstrdents have similar levels of
writing skills in French, with both groups perfomgi less well than their francophone
peers. Immersion weaknesses clearly relate toitdefictheir grammatical competence
and vocabulary knowledge, rather than to discoaspects of performance. Speaking is
the weakest of the four skill areas for immersitudents. (Swain, 2002)

In the US, the integration of content and langulage a long tradition both in
what is usually known as Content-Based Instruc{oBl) and in Bilingual Education
Programmes (BE). Although Bilingual Education paogmes are still controversial for
politicians and the media, when properly impleméntesearch has clearly shown that

they are at least as efficient as non-bilinguabgpaomes, if not more so.



Content-based Instruction is *“...the integration drticular content with
language teaching aims...the concurrent teachirgademic subject matter and second
language skills” (Brinton, Snow et al., 1989, p. €Bl approaches “view the target
language largely as the vehicle through which subjeatter content is learned rather
than as the immediate object of study” (BrintonpBret al., 1989, p. 5).

Bilingual education has been defined as “schogtirayided fully or partly in a
second language with the object in view of makihgients proficient in the second
language while, at the same time, maintaining aekldping their proficiency in the
first language and fully guaranteeing their edusstl development” (Stern 1972 cited
in Swain 200:1999). For the National Associatiom Rilingual Education (NABE)
Bilingual education has been practiced in many &nm many countries, for thousands
of years. “Defined broadly, it can mean any usetvad languages in school — by
teachers or students or both — for a variety ofiabcend pedagogical purposes. In
today’s context, a period of demographic transfdiomain United States, bilingual
education means something more specific. It rafeipproaches in the classroom that
use the native languages of English language lea(i# Ls) for instruction” (NABE,
2004). Bilingual education remains controversial,spite of a substantial number of
studies demonstrating that students in bilinguabgmms learn and succeed
academically in English at least as well as, oteb¢han in programmes conducted only

in English.

Schools in which the teaching of certain subjeatshe curriculum may be
offered in a foreign language have existed in Eertp several decades. The 1995
Resolution of the Council of Europe refers to tihenpotion of innovative methods and,

in particular, to “the teaching of classes in afgn language for disciplines other than



languages, providing bilingual teaching”. It alsooposes improving the quality of

training for language teachers by ‘encouraging é¢kehange with Member States of
higher education students working as language tassisin schools, endeavouring to
give priority to prospective language teachershosé called upon to teach their subject

in a language other than their own’.

The European Commission’s (199%Yhite Paper. Teaching and learning.
Towards the Learning Societieclares that proficiency in three community laaggs is
a priority, and suggests lowering the starting agd teaching content in a foreign

language as ways to contribute to the achievenfahisobjective.

The European Commission’s (2005) report on fordagrguage teaching and
learning claims that an excellent way of makinggoess in a foreign language is “to
use it for a purpose, so that the language becanesl rather than an end in itself.” (p.
9). The European Commission, has funded researaheqgs across Europe
investigating the use of Content and Language tated Learning (CLIL) since the
early-90s, pulling together the threads of existapproaches such as 'content-based
instruction’, 'immersion’, and 'bilingual educatiofll the aforementioned terms were
replaced by CLIL, which was launched by UNICOM i896. Content and Language
Integrated Learning refers to situations where exttbjare taught in a foreign language
with two aims: learning content, and, at the same tlearning a foreign language
(Marsh & Langé (Ed.), 1999). CLIL programmes inwllearning subjects such as
history, geography and others in a language thaiotsone’'s own (Marsh & Langé

(Ed.), 2000). According to the European CommissdiZ005) report, CLIL helps to



ensure the attainment of EU objectives in the afelanguage learning and enables

pupils to study a non-language related subjectforeign language.

CLIL and other forms of bilingual or immersion téaty share certain common
features. CLIL will be used as an umbrella termréder to the aforementioned
programmes in this article. Bilingual Education |BEill also be used to talk about

specific programmes in the US and elsewhere.

CLIL RATIONALE

For Littlewood (2007), there is no discontinuitytlween Content-Language Instruction
(CLI) and Task-Based Learning and Teaching (TBLRichards (2005: 29) includes
both task-based and content-based instructionxasnsions of the CLI movement but
which take different routes to achieve the goalsafimunicative language teaching —
to develop learners’ communicative competence’. d&un(2004: 10) sees
communicative language teaching as an overarchamgept (‘a broad, philosophical
approach to the language curriculum’) of which kthesed language teaching
represents a realization . . at the levels of syllabus design and methodology'.
Littlewood (2004: 324) also regards TBLT as ‘a depenent within the communicative
approach’, in which the crucial feature is that commicative ‘tasks’ serve not only as
major components of the methodology but also ats @amound which a course may be

organized.



Most of the arguments in favour of CLIL come frorhASresearch and show
that CLIL (a) creates conditions for naturalistenquage learning, (b) provides a
purpose for language use in the classroom, (cahmsitive effect on language learning
by putting the emphasis on meaning rather than famoch (d) drastically increases the
amount of exposure to the target language (DaltdffeR 2007; Dalton-Puffer & Smit,

2007).

We can briefly review the rationale for integratimgntent and language.
Krashen, 1982; Lightbown & Spada, 2006; Long, 198@ Swain 2000, among others,
suggest that a second language is most succesafiglyired when the conditions are
similar to those present in first language acgoisit that is, when the focus of
instruction is on meaning rather than on form, whie® language input is at or just
above the proficiency of the learner, and whenetheisufficient opportunity to engage
in meaningful use of that language in a relativalyxiety-free environment. The
researchers take the position that students valinlenore when the focus of language
instruction is shifted away from teaching the laagg directly to a situation in which
students acquire language naturally, through liwalghanges with other students. The

key to these exchanges is content area instructienglish.

Cummins (1981) argues that individuals develop tyes of language proficiency:
basic interpersonal language skills (BISC) and g¢ognacademic language proficiency
(CALP). While interpersonal language skills candeguired in 1 to 2 years, the level
of proficiency needed to cope with academic comsteakes 5 to 7 years to develop.
CLIL offers a means by which learners can contitlneir academic or cognitive

development while they are also acquiring acaddamguage proficiency. Cummins



(1984) also suggest that successful learning tpkese when the task is cognitively
demanding yet heavily contextualised. The integnabf language and subject matter

content offers the possibility of meeting the tvamditions.

Research on second language acquisition has shiomtnconsiderable exposure to
naturally-occurring language is necessary to entw@eachievement of a good level of
competence in the L2. Learners need to have atcegsontaneous speech, preferably
in an interactive context where they can obtaimfyief information on the structure

and the functioning of the foreign language. Acipgiran L2 is a long, natural process

(Lightbown & Spada, 20086).

In Europe and Asia, when CLIL programmes guarameeonsiderable increase in
amount of exposure to the L2, they may prove ausmpportunity to improve levels of

performance in the learning of foreign languages.

SUPERIORITY OF BE OVER OTHER PROGRAMMES

In the survey of successful programmes in Califoridrashen & Biber (1988) found
that students in well-designed bilingual programroessistently outperformed their
peers. Three major meta-studies, Willig (1985),eBee(1997) and Wong-Fillmore &
Valadez (1986), addressed the extensive compardiigeature on instructional
practices that improve the development of literaybilingual populations. Willig

analysed 23 studies and compared the results franous types of programmes.

Willig's (1985) meta-analysis indicated that bilij education programmes



significantly enhanced academic achievement in @ispn with English instructional
programmes. In general, research in the US shoatsbiingual education, when well
implemented, is the most effective way to enableakprs of languages other than
English to learn both English and academic-subjg@smmins, 1984; Garcia,

forthcoming; Krashen, 1991, 1997, 2007; Swain &HKiap1982).

Thomas & Collier (1997) conclude that at the eletagn level two-way
bilingual education is the best programme becawsdests develop academic and
second language proficiency as well as cognitivdewstanding through their first
language. These advantages are not evident uatdiith grade. Students who are in
educational programmes that provide extended ictsbru in their native language
outperform students who only receive short-terntrutsion in their native language

(Genesee, Lindholm-Leary, Saunders, and Chris?ia06).

HOW CAN WE DESCRIBE SUCCESSFUL CLIL PROGRAMMEES THEY ARE

SO DIFFERENT FROM ONE ANOTHER?

The majority of Content and Language Integratedyammes, whether we are talking
about bilingual education (BE), or immersion, shagesic characteristics, but they
display two major differences. Firstly, BE prograesnand partial immersion
programmes provide instruction in the learners'haotongue while most, if not all,
initial instruction in total early immersion prognanes is in the second language. A
second major difference is that in immersion progres all learners are initially
unilingual, i.e., they all have a similar, very ited command of the second language
and share the same mother tongue, whereas in B& ihaot necessarily any common
first language and the command of English as argetanguage among the learners

varies a great deal.



SUCCESS DEFINITION

In 1999, the U.S. Department of Education, Offie&iingual Education and Minority
Languages Affairs (OBEMLA) funded the Intercultur@development Research
Association (IDRA) to identify 10 exemplary bilingu education programmes in
schools in the US. After examining the programnmB&A identified the 25 common
characteristics and criteria that were respondibtethe success of the programmes.
"Success" was operationally defined as eviden@eaflemic achievement (compared to
district and/or state standards) for LEP studentsilingual education programmes
(IDRA, 2002). For IDRA Newsletter (2002) see alsobledo Montecel et al. (2002a,

2002b and 2004)

CHARACTERISTICS OF EFFECTIVE CLIL PROGRAMMES

Navés (2002) grouped the characteristics of sufide€t L programmes under 10

headings. What follows is a revised and updategdioer in the light of the existing

literature evaluating content-based, bilingual, iensron and CLIL programmes.

1. RESPECT AND SUPPORT FOR LEARNERS’ L1 AND HOME CTURE
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What is the rationale for providing some instructio the learner’s native language?
Second language acquisition research has showtheh&tvel of proficiency in the first
language has a direct influence on the developneénproficiency in the second
language. The lack of continuing first languagedliewment has been found, in some
cases, to inhibit the levels of second languagdigieacy and cognitive academic
growth. The underlying assumptions based on engpiand theoretical research of
these CLIL programmes are: on the one hand, thevledge learners acquire through
their first language helps make the English theyr land read more comprehensible. On
the other hand, literacy developed in the primanglage transfers to the second.

For Krashen (1997), when schools provide childreality education in their
primary language, they give them two things: knalgke and literacy. Literacy
developed in the primary language transfers tos#emnd language. Once we can read
in one language, we can read in general. Theresalid theoretical and empirical
grounds for favouring programmes for Limited EnlglRroficiency (LEP) students that
promote the development of their home languagerbefod along with development of

English (Cummins, 1981).

Garcia (forthcoming) points out that it might seeaunterintuitive to support
the use of the child's first language in educationrder to help the child do better in
English. But this is explained by the conceptliofuistic interdependenceyhich
means that knowledge of one language bolsters laugel of the other. Cummins
(2000) argues that, "the first language must notabandoned before it is fully
developed, whether the second language is intradsiceultaneously or successively,

early or late, in that process" (Cummins, 20025).

11



Around the world there is near consensus amongaresers that "greater
support for L1 development, and academic developnmehl, is positively related to

higher long-term academic attainment by LEP pugif&rguson, 2006, p. 48).

Effective CLIL programmes acknowledge and suppedriers’ home language and
culture by allowing learners to use their L1 atlyeatages and also providing some
academic instruction in learners’ L1. Language édading, writing...) are introduced

in L1 and at different stages content subject madtaught in L1 as well.

Collier, 1995, Crawford & Krashen (2007), Thomasd a@ollier (1997),
Tikunoff (1982, 1983), among others, have showrt ti@ development of first-
language skills provides a sound foundation forseglhient academic success in and
through English as a second language. For Collig®%) the following four requisites
need to be met: 1) a socioculturally supportiveiremwnent, 2) the development of the
students' first language to a high cognitive le@@lcontinuous cognitive development
through education in the first language, and 4ghew the target language with highly

cognitively demanding but heavily contextualiseskta

Cummins (1989) and Tikunoff (1982, 1983) argued 8erond language learners
feel empowered by knowing that their native cultanel language matter. Several large-
scale evaluation programmes (Ramirez, 1992; Thoatn&vllier, 1997) demonstrate

that using the home language in instruction ben&ditguage minority students.
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2. MULTILINGUAL AND BILINGUAL TEACHERS

Most teachers are bilingual, although in most pmognes they only use the target
language for instruction. They do, however, shogirthnderstanding of learners’ L1 by

responding appropriately and rephrasing learnensarks made in their L1.

IDRA (2002) found that in successful BE programrezshers responsible for BE were
bilingual and that all teachers in the school ragul received information about

bilingual education, ESL strategies, and studeni$iiral and linguistic characteristics.

“When bilingual teachers have a conscious, shatiegieidentity, they are
likely to intuitively recognize the needs of thbitingual learners. This finding also
speaks to the importance of having bilingual teeshespecially those with a
conscious, shared ethnic identity, as role modeldanguage minority children.”

(Bustos Flores, 2001)

3. INTEGRATED DUAL LANGUAGE OPTIONAL PROGRAMMES

Historically the most effective BE and immersiorogmammes seem to share three
characteristics. First their optionality. Seconéythaim for additive bilingualism and
thus are sometimes also known as dual languageosway bilingual programmes i.e.,
they aim at making learners fully competent in edst two languages: the mother
tongue and the second language. Third, they ar@uibbut programmes, i.e. they do

not segregate LEP students from mainstream claksgses without saying that there

13



are other programmes which are effective and sstideshich do not aim for additive
bilingualism.

The five most commonly implemented bilingual pragrae designs are pull-out,
structured immersion, transitional, maintenancel dnal language (Crawford, 1999).
The first three do not aim at facilitating bilindissn. The remaining two are often
recommended because of their proven success ierifugtbilingualism, academic
achievement, and cultural pluralism (Krashen, 1998)successful CLIL programmes,
target language instruction is not structured or aofpull-out nature but rather

contextualised and integrated.

Effective CLIL programmes are optional, not impog8d/ain & Lapkin, 1982). Parents
in Canada thought of immersion as a right, notrasrgosition. Parents felt they were
entitled to ask that their children attend an inmsieer programme and that it was the

responsibility of the Council to provide such ediara

4. LONG-TERM STABLE TEACHING STAFF

One of the key factors to the success of thesergnmuges is that they must be long-

term, which implies not only the continuity of tpeogramme but also the stability of

teaching teams (Navés & Mufioz, 1999).
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Lindholm-Leary’s (2001) evaluation of BE programnmesCalifornia examined
1) English only programmes, 2) transitional biliajeducation, and 3) two-way dual
language programmes. They concluded that studetis were in instructional
programmes where English was used for only 10908 &f the time did as well on
English proficiency tests as students in programnmesvhich English was used
approximately 50%. It is worth noting that by gra@léatino students in dual language
education (two-way bilingual education) outperfodrteansitional bilingual education
students. In Mathematics students in dual lang@alyeation scored ten points higher

on average than those educated only in English.

It takes at least seven years for a second langleageer to function with an
adequate level of English proficiency in acadenuntexts, “a critical time period not
allowed by the current education policies in thisiatry. Learners in BE programmes
may acquire playground English quickly but truengualism can take up to seven

years to develop. ” (Quezada, 2000, p. 25 in Gafeithcoming).

5. PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT IS PIVOTAL

Parents play a critical role in both establishimgl anaintaining CLIL programmes.
Some of the most effective immersion and BE prognas were initially established
because of strong parental interest in giving tbleildren enriched language and culture
education. The most well-documented case of thifesCanadian French immersion

programmes.
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A growing number of parents’ associations in thathldAmerica and elsewhere view
bilingualism as a laudable personal and family goal strive to provide their children
with the opportunity to learn a second languaga gbung age. One clear measure of
this parental desire to promote child bilingualissnthe explosive demand for and
development of two-way bilingual education prograesmin which both majority-
language and minority-language children learn ta@nglages (Center for Applied
Linguistics, 2007). Cummins' (1996) observed tr@alturally diverse parents’ strong

desire to contribute to their child's education care passionately” (p. 8).

“Family participation is twice as predictive of a@emic learning as is the
family’s socioeconomic status. Parents who feelcale in schools are a
powerful resource that can better their childreedsication. When schools and
families work together, students succeed and contresnare stronger.”

Montemayor, 2004

Parental involvement is crucial to the successilofgual programmes because parents
are resources, both to their children and to schpetsonnel. They act as
communicators, translators, cultural specialists;. éAdministrators must involve
parents in the decision-making process and enceuhagn to participate in literacy rich
activities, in any language, with their childreredRarch indicates that parents can best
promote literacy in English by developing earlyeddacy in their children's native

language (Cloud, Genesee & Hamayan, 2000).
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IDRA (2002) found that in the successful BE schpalkparents knew the rationale and
the critical components of bilingual and ESL pragnaes and were strong advocates of
the BE programmes. “Parents felt they belongedtieit thildren's school and were very
positive about the administration, faculty, andffsteaying they believed them to be
truly concerned for and committed to their childsesuccess” (Robledo, 2002, 2004). A
meta-analysis conducted by Jeynes (2005) of 4liestudvolving urban elementary
schools demonstrates a significant relationshipvéen parental involvement and

academic achievement.

6. JOINT EFFORT OF ALL PARTIES INVOLVED

Effective CLIL programmes require the joint effarftall parties involved: educational
authorities, parents and teachers at both distndtschool level are actively involved in
planning the policy to implement such programmed tie means by which they are

sustained. (Navés & Muioz, 1999)

Designing and implementing a CLIL project is noteasy task. It requires the
joint effort of Educational Authorities, school bWdacoordinators, and CLIL
teachers. We have already mentioned the lack ofifsperaining for CLIL
teachers, how different the ideal profile of a Clilacher seems to be from that
of ordinary Primary and Secondary school teachansd, how unstable school
staff is due to teachers' high mobility. In additito this, we saw the need of
long-lasting CLIL projects, in which to plan cohetly which content subjects

will be taught in which languages. Therefore, foceessful and long-lasting
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CLIL projects to occur, the Educational Authoriti@sist provide the necessary
teaching conditions under which school teacherswark. (Navés & Mufioz,

1999)

Leadership is one of the 25 features IDRA (2002ntbin successful BE programmes
in the US. In successful BE programmes, leadersvateinformed of the rationale for
bilingual education and share an active commitnertilingualism. They pro-actively
involve teachers, the community, and the privat#asen the design and development
of the bilingual programme and are open to innavatiAll the parties involved feel
responsible for maintaining a safe and orderly sthdimate. Moreover, “clearly
articulated roles and responsibilities, dynamic -ima&y communication, and focused
and sustained supports between central office @hdaot level staff provide strong

leadership, credibility, and respect for the biiagprogramme” (Robledo, 2002)

Garcia (forthcoming) claims that in spite of théostantial research evidence that it
takes between 5 to 7 years to develop proficiemcgdademic English, many States
insist on keeping emergent bilinguals stay in sgeprogrammes for only one year
(California, Arizona and Massachusetts) or for aximam of three years (New York

State and Washington, for example). Zehler et24l08) report that according to their
national survey, emergent bilinguals are receiadgcational support for about half the

time that they will most likely need it, accorditgythe research.
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7. TEACHERS’ PROFILE AND TRAINING

Teacher quality, along with Principal quality, awo of the most important factors in
determining school effectiveness and, ultimatelydent achievement (Clewell &

Campbell, 2004).

IDRA (2002) found that in successful BE programrhdly credentialed bilingual and
ESL teachers did continuous training in best jrastin bilingual education and ESL.
Moreover, staff was selected based on their acaddrackground, experience in
bilingual education, and language proficiency. Thegre also selected for their
enthusiasm, commitment and openness to change,irmmodation. Teachers were
strongly supported, often recognized for their shid' successes, and were part of a
team that was characterized as loyal and commilfieshy of the staff stayed in their

schools. (Robledo, 2002, 2004)

Montague (1997) noted that the most important aspkeany multilingual education
programme is teacher training in pedagogical arebréftical aspects of language
acquisition. Additional research on teacher tragnim multilingual education suggests
that teachers should have many attributes in da&rork in a multilingual education
setting: proficiency in the target language, knalgke of the principles of language
acquisition, and pedagogical skills specificallyaptéd for teaching foreign languages

to young children (Van de Craen & Perez-Vidal, 2003

8. HIGH EXPECTATIONS & ASSESSMENT
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In their list of 25 features of effective BE prognmes IDRA(2002) found that the
schools that were successful published and dissgedrstatements of expectations to
the school community that created a vision anafgbals that defined the achievement
levels of all students. “Staff, parents, and stisleincluding language-minority parents
and students, can state the purpose of the sahdbéir own words” (Robledo, 2002).
Staff in the 10 successful BE programmes survewdd themselves accountable for the
academic success of all students, including LEEestis. As for evaluation, multiple
assessment measures both in learners’ first lamgaad in the language of instruction

are used. Rigorous academic standards apply stuaénts, including LEP students.

Collier (1992), Walqui (2006) and many others haated attention to the importance
of building high expectations for all learners gaedless of their individual differences
and language and cultural background in partici®@search has shown that teachers
and school leaders make a difference in studedtgation (Robledo & Cortez, 2002).
For example, value-added assessment studies ine$sem have shown that students
who have high-quality teachers over a period oée¢hyears achieve, on average, 50
percentile points more on standardized tests thasetwho have low-quality teachers

(Sanders & Rivers, 1996)

9. MATERIALS

Oakes (2002) argues that there is a clear link é&etwappropriate materials and
curriculum and student academic outcome. CLIL leesmeed appropriate materials to

learn English and content. Mahone (1984) conduateded analysis in the US to look
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at the appropriacy of existing materials used in Bke picture which he described
unfortunately still applies to many CLIL contexits which there are not enough
teaching materials available and most of those weahave have been created by the
teachers themselves. Navés & Mufioz (1999) pointgdhow important appropriate
materials were for CLIL programmes to be successfofortunately, in many different
contexts, there are not enough materials availableeachers to meet the needs of

teaching content in the target language.

10. CLIL METHODOLOGY

Numrich (1989) focuses on five strategies to imprtive comprehension of content in

CLIL.

(1) predicting on the basis of prior knowledge,

(2) anticipating what will be read next,

(3) using statements to check comprehension oftaltging reading,
(4) analysing text organization by looking for siiegatterns, and

(5) classifying to facilitate comprehension of damties and differences.

In Navés (2002) some of the most characteristicguo€essful CLIL programmes were

summarised as follows:
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(@)

(b)

(©)

(d)

(€)

Teachers exhibit active teaching behavioursh sag giving instructions clearly,
accurately describing tasks, maintaining learramgagement in instructional tasks
by maintaining task focus, pacing instruction ajpiately, and communicating

their expectations for students' success.

In presenting new information teachers use @mmte strategies such as
demonstrating, outlining, using visuals, buildingedundancy, rephrasing,
scaffolding, linking new information to learnersepious knowledge, etc. to make

input comprehensible and context-embedded.

Teachers monitor students’ progress and prouit®ediate feedback whenever
required. They check comprehension constantly, exahg high levels of

communication between teachers and learners andglearners themselves.

Effective instruction is aided by allowing lears to respond in a wide variety of
ways: from verbal responses both in L1 and L2 to-werbal responses (responding
by doing) in early stages, but they are graduatfyeeted to respond only in the TL
once they show enough command of the TL. At thy edages, emphasis is on the

development of receptive skills.

Consistent integration of cognitively demandiagademic content and the TL.
Cognitive abilities and processes such as identfyicomparing, drawing
conclusions, finding similarities and differences;. are integrated in the design of

the programme.
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() Teachers respond to and use information froairtetudents' home cultures, using
cultural references, organising instruction to ¢bwipon participant structures from
students' home culture and observing the values remchs of students’ home

culture.

(g) Task work includes: hands-on tasks, experietgi@ning tasks, problem solving

tasks, etc.

(h) Collaborative learning, autonomous learning a®if-directed learning are also

suggested by some CLIL specialists.

More recently de Graaff et al. (2007: 20) idendfte main indicators for effective CLIL
language teaching performance, as in:

(1) Teachers facilitate exposure to input at a {mahly) challenging level by
selecting attractive authentic materials, adaptiexgs up to the level of the
learners and scaffolding on the content and langlegel by active use of body
language and visual aids.

(2) Teachers facilitate meaning-focussed procedsingtimulating the learners
to request new vocabulary items, check their megnise explicit and

implicit types of corrective feedback on incorreseaning identification, and
practice through relevant speaking and writinggrssients.

(3) Teachers facilitate form-focussed processinggbyng examples, using
recasts and confirmation checks, clarification e=isl and giving feedback
(sometimes including peer feedback). No evidence feand of CLIL teachers
providing explicit form-focused instruction, e.g: &xplaining rules.

(4) Teachers facilitate output production by enegurg learners’ reactions,
working in different interactive formats and praegtg creative forms of oral
(presentations, round tables, debates) and wrifletters, surveys, articles,
manuals) output production, suggesting communiebtifeasible tasks, giving
the learners enough time for task completion, eraging learners to speak only
in English, providing feedback on students’ incotrdanguage use and
stimulating peer feedback.

(5) Teachers facilitate the use of compensatiatesgres by stimulating students
to overcome problems in language comprehension lamguage production,
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reflecting on use of compensation strategies, acaffadding on-the-spot
strategy use.
Cummins (2000) has called for a "transformativefiotltural pedagogy" for language
minority students where students' language anditegrabilities are engaged in the

learning process and where students' identitieaférened

CONCLUSION

Integrating content and language is not new. Itbheeen used for decades under
different labels. Most of the early research onteoh and language intergrated
programmes -- immersion programmes in Canada,goifiheducation programmes in
the USA -- was concerned with proving that inteigigaicontent and language was not
harmful, that it would not damage or slow down #uguisition of the learner’s first
language, second language or academic content. &lowst fifty years after Canadian
Immersion programmes were first thoroughly evaldatend then unanimously
acclaimed, researchers still seem to feel the teeeaffirm that these programmes are
not in fact harmful before daring to describe hawcessful they have been. Likewise,
in the United States, in spite of the wealth of gmogl research that confirms the
success of properly implemented bilingual educafimgrammes, researchers still feel
required to present their rationale and to proeg tbuccess, time and time again, before

proceeding to describe the characteristics of gifedilingual education programmes.
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Nonetheless, in the last two decades, while in peirand Asia the main
emphasis is still on describing the rationale aaddhts of implementing content and
language integrated (CLILapproaches and methodologies North America the
emphasis has shifted to further investigating tharacteristics of efficient immersion
and bilingual educatioprogrammes.

As important as CLIL teaching methodology may bés just one among many
other features efficient CLIL programmes have imomn. The one feature which all
efficient CLIL programmes share is that they areORRRAMMES of varying length
which provide, nevertheless, a substantially greatel better exposure to the target
language.

Efficient CLIL programmes —an umbrella term for imrsion, content-based,
and bilingual education programmes in America, parand Asia—share the following
ten common characteristics: (1) respect and sugpothe learner’s first language and
culture; (2) competent bilingual teachers i.e. ess fully proficient in the language of
instruction and familiar with one of the learnengme languages; (3) mainstream (not
pull-out) optional courses; (4) long-term, stabl®grammes and teaching staff; (5)
parents’ support for the programme; (6) cooperatowl leadership of educational
authorities, administrators and teachers; (7) gtugllalified teachers (in content and
language); (8) high teaching expectations and stascl (9) availability of quality CLIL
teaching materials; (10) properly implemented Cirikethodology.

The defensive attitude that can be inferred froseaechers’ need to justify, time
and time again, the rationale and benefits of natitgg language and subject content
rather than further investigating the commonalibégfficient CLIL programmes may

have to do with pressure from (a) folk beliefs gmdjudices against bilingualism and
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multilingualism and (b) political interests. As Comms (1995) put it more than a
decade ago:

“l argue (...) that the debate on bilingual edumatnust be considered in
the political contexts for two reasons: first, tekeearch findings on the effects of
bilingual education are both abundant and clear; dbmmon perception that
research is either largely unavailable and/or igadée is a myth generated by
strong vested interests. The second reason for iaxggnclosely the political
context of the issue is that the educational cheingguired to reverse the pattern
of language minority group school failure are esiaéy political changes
because they involve changes in the power relatlmeteveen dominant and
dominated groups”. (p. 63)

| wish to express my thanks to the Catalan Departroé Education for the pilot Barcelona
content-based programme | co-ordinated with MargaRavera and Cristina Riera for four
years (1994-1998). | am also deeply in debt withfédsor Ofelia Garcia and James Purpura
from Columbia University for having invited me tbserve inspiring BE classes in NYC in fall
2007.
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