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Abstract

The present study investigated the impact of the Content and Language Integrated
Learning (CLIL) approach, as applied in a private school in the UAE, on students’ L2
learning, L1 knowledge and content learning. It also analyzed secondary teachers’
perspectives on the outcomes of CLIL programs regarding content and language
learning. The first section of the study focuses on students’ general language
proficiency by examining one of their writing assignments in each language. First, the
assignments were analyzed, to assess students’ organization, vocabulary and language
structure in English and Arabic writing skills. The second section focuses on students’
academic performance reflected in the researcher’ own rating as her grading in
science (taught in English) and in social studies (taught in Arabic). Results revealed
that the overall linguistic proficiency of the students in English was better than their
proficiency in Arabic. The results also revealed a positive correlation between the
students’ academic achievement (content learning) and their linguistic proficiency in
the language used in instruction. In addition, the lexical complexity analysis revealed
that the students used a wide range of vocabulary and used more lexical words than
function words in English compared to Arabic. Similarly, the syntactic analysis
showed that students produced more coordinated clauses than subordinate clauses,
thus inferring that structure did not benefit from the CLIL instruction. The third
section presents teachers’ responses to the questionnaire. The results showed that the
majority of the participants felt that CLIL has a positive impact on L2 and content
learning but were concerned about the negative impact of CLIL on the students’ L1

knowledge.

Search Terms: CLIL, L2 learning, L1 knowledge, content learning, teachers’

perspectives
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Overview

This chapter introduces the present study by first defining CLIL (Content and
Language Integrated Learning) and describing its origin. It then situates the study
within the UAE context where the data was collected before identifying the purpose
of the study. The chapter then presents the research questions, the methodology of the

study and the significance of the thesis.
Background

With globalization, English has become the lingua franca which has made its
learning one of the goals in educational systems worldwide. There are several
approaches used to achieve this goal and implement a bilingual education system.
Among these, the Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) is gaining
increased popularity. In CLIL approaches, content subjects such as science and math
are taught using a foreign language (FL) as a medium of instruction (Mol) to help
students learn the FL while learning content subjects. The assumption behind CLIL is
that proficiency in a FL is enhanced when it is done through content. The European
Commission’s (2005) report stated that teaching FL can be successfully accomplished
if it is used where “the language becomes a tool rather than an end in itself” (Navés,
2009, p.9). Since the early 1990s, European Union (EU) policy has considered CLIL
as a vital instrument for promoting multilingualism in Europe. De Bot, (2007) noted
that the main aim of applying CLIL is to achieve communicative bilingual proficiency
via content. He described the CLIL approach as a “sneaky way” to teaching a
language indirectly. Other programs such as Content-based Instruction (CBI), Dual
Language Programs, English Across the Curriculum, Bilingual Teaching, Bilingualer
Sachfachunterricht (BiLi) and Englisch Als Arbeitssprache (EAA) are similar to CLIL

(Dalton-Puffer, 2007, p.1), however, CLIL is the most common approach.

In the UAE, globalization and economic transformations have led to
promoting English in education particularly in science and math. In addition, the
sociocultural context of the UAE is another factor that encourages the spread of
English everywhere since the UAE is a multi-national community where English is
used as a lingua franca to facilitate communication among its residents. As a result, a

number of schools in the UAE, both public and private, attempt to apply CLIL to
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promote the teaching of the English language. As part of its educational reforms, the
UAE has applied CLIL as an educational approach in several public schools in the
UAE such as “New Model Schools” in Abu Dhabi and “Madares Al Ghad/Schools of
the Future” in both Sharjah and Dubai. Likewise, a number of private schools have
applied CLIL as their educational approach aiming to develop students’ English
proficiency. In these schools, English is used as a medium of instruction in teaching
science and math in addition to using the first language (L1), Arabic, in teaching
Avrabic, social studies and Islamic other subjects.

Statement of the Problem

To implement CLIL programs effectively, research is needed before any
implementation of the program begins (Butler, 2005). Yet, there are no current studies
conducted to investigate the long term impact of CLIL on students’ learning L2,
content subjects and their L1 development in the UAE context. Indeed, previous
research studies have focused on CLIL programs that have been done mostly in
Europe, in addition to others conducted in other non-Arab countries. Few studies have
focused on the Middle East region and even less in the Arab Gulf (El Zarka,
Doublesin, Yilmaz, 2011; Gallagher, 2011). The aim of the present study is to help

close this gap.

The fact that the CLIL approach succeeds in achieving a set of desired
outcomes in some countries is insufficient to predict that it will succeed everywhere
as the outcomes of any bilingual program may vary according to a variety of
contextual factors (Genessee, 2015). A closer look at the UAE’s linguistic context
offers a picture of different variables that are likely to influence the success of a CLIL
approach. The UAE population is made up of 80-91% of expats of which 77% are
Non-Arabic speakers (Badry, 2015). This diversity of linguistic background has led to
English becoming the lingua franca for communication in major domains while
Arabic use has been demoted to lower status. English is gradually substituting the
Arabic language in the UAE (Kabeil, 2005) despite several positive factors associated
with Arabic as highlighted by Badry (2015) which are: Arabic is the official language
in the UAE, it represents “Emirati identity as an Arab nation” (p.200); it is the
language unifying Arabic-speaking peoples in the Middle East and it is linked to the
holy Qur’an. Although Arabic still preserves a high respect among Emiratis for the

above reasons, Arabic language proficiency of students in the UAE schools suffers
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due to not only the focus devoted to English but also to the “diglossic nature” (Badry,
2015, p.205) of Arabic in which two varieties of Arabic are used in different domains.
Modern Standard Arabic (MSA) is used in academic context and formal interactions
while dialectal Arabic is used in informal interactions (Badry, 2015). The
combination of these factors leads Arab speaking students to gradually favor English
creating unequal use of both languages in the UAE (Garcia, 2009a). This situation
concerns many scholars, thus they have warned against the negative impact of the
widespread use of English on the Arabic language learning (e.g. Al-Issa and Dahan,
2011; Badry, 2011; Ronesi, 2011). There is risk in abandoning Arabic and using
English instead to the extent of losing the Arabic language. Baker (2011) suggests that
when a community stops using its mother language, a death of that language may

occur.

Furthermore, CLIL opponents warned against the impact of a CLIL approach
on the development of the first language, as it may lead to a subtractive model of
bilingualism rather than an additive one (Baker, 2011). They also believe that
teaching content in L2 may negatively impact content acquisition as students do not
have enough mastery of L2 to be able to acquire knowledge in it. Thus, it is important
to keep in mind that a successful implementation of a CLIL program demands a
balance between the two languages, L1 and L2, in curriculum and school culture
(Swain & Johnson, 1997); however, this is not what is applied in the UAE CLIL
schools which can lead to different outcomes from other studies that have been

carried out elsewhere to date.

The present research investigates how the particular implementation of CLIL
interacts with the specific UAE context in achieving the desired goals of a bilingual

educational system. Specifically, it aims to answer the following questions:

1. What is CLIL’s effect on students’ proficiency in L1 and L2 in UAE CLIL
schools?

2. What is CLIL’s effect on students’ learning of content in L2 in UAE CLIL
schools?

3. How do teachers perceive the benefits and disadvantages of CLIL in the UAE?

To answer the first two questions, a comparative study was conducted by

analyzing two written compositions: one in science in English and one in social
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studies in Arabic. These tests were administrated to CLIL high school male students
at the eighth grade in a CLIL private school in the UAE. Participants were given a
prompt on content of a lesson which had been covered in class that asked them to
write a composition about the topic in question. The two compositions, from the 23
participants, one on a social studies lesson in Arabic and the other on a science lesson
in English were analyzed in terms of linguistic proficiency and conceptualization in
each language. The first analysis addressed the linguistic proficiency in terms of
organization, vocabulary and structure. Lexical complexity and syntactic complexity
were calculated in both languages. The second analysis examined participants’
understanding of content in each language. In addition, the analysis examined the
relation between participants’ content learning and their linguistic proficiency. For
triangulation purposes, multiple choice questions (MCQ) tests were added to examine
students’ content learning of each lesson. To answer the third question, a
questionnaire written in English and Arabic was used to elicit the perspectives of all
secondary science and social studies teachers in the school regarding the impact of
CLIL on the students’ L1 development and their learning in L2 and content.

Significance of the Research

The significance of the present study lies in its focus on the UAE context
which has a different set of factors compared to other areas reported in the literature.
Its findings may benefit educators who currently apply CLIL in the UAE as well as
those who plan to adopt this approach in their education system later. The results may
either support stakeholders” implementation of CLIL in public and private schools in
the UAE or they may elucidate concerns that need to be considered before applying
the CLIL program. Findings from teachers’ perspectives towards implementing such
programs may elucidate the type of opportunities and challenges encountered by these
teachers in promoting learning of both content and language. By knowing this
information, stakeholders in the UAE will be able to evaluate the program objectively.

Structure of the Thesis

This chapter has provided the background, the purpose, the significance of this
study. Chapter 2 presents the theoretical framework by reviewing empirical studies
that have examined the impact of CLIL on learners’ proficiency in L1and L2, besides

their understanding of content subjects. Chapter 2 also reviews work on teachers’
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perspectives towards the use of CLIL. Chapter 3 presents the methodology of the
study including a description of the school context, the subjects, the research
instruments used in collecting the data and the scope of analyzing the data. Chapter 4
reports the findings from participants’ written responses, MCQ tests and teachers’
questionnaires, besides, discusses these results. Chapter 5 draws conclusions of the

study, specifies its limitations and provides suggestions for further research.

There are five appendices. Appendix A is the science writing test. Appendix B
is the social studies writing test. Appendix C is the science lesson. Appendix D is the
social studies lesson. Appendix E is the science multiple choice question test.
Appendix F is the social studies multiple choice question test. Appendix G is the
teacher questionnaire. Appendix H is the grading rubric for students’ writing
proficiency. Appendix | is the grading rubric for students’ content learning.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review

Background of CLIL

Bilingual education is not recent as it has been a usual practice even before the
Greek era (Dalton-Puffer, 2007). A huge renaissance occurred in the last 50 years in
the bilingual education field (Baker, 2011), particularly, in Europe. Although, various
bilingual education programs appeared, not all bilingual programs teach students to
become bilinguals. Baker (2011) highlighted that all bilingual education approaches
are categorized as being either weak or strong form. He outlined that bilingual
programs that aim to achieve monolingualism or limited bilingualism are considered
weak forms such as submersion program, submersion with pull-out classes,
transitional bilingual education and mainstream education with foreign language
program. He also considered bilingual programs as strong when they support
bilingualism and biliteracy such as immersion program, the dual language/two-way
bilingual program, the maintenance/heritage language education and mainstream

bilingual education.

According to Brisk (2005), both strong and weak bilingual programs share
“the use of two or more languages for instruction, but that is where the similarities
end” (p.20). Cummins (2000) emphasized the difference between both programs by
differentiating between additive and subtractive bilingualism. He explained that for
additive bilingualism, L1 and Target Language (TL) are developed at the same time.
Baker (2011) suggested that additive bilingualism take place in a context where L1 is
not endangered to be substituted by L2. For example, the outcomes of bilingual
programs in Canada and Wales were successful because the society adopted additive
bilingualism. In contrast, subtractive bilingualism is resulted when the focus of
teaching is on TL, while the L1 neglected. Baker (2011) pointed out that subtractive
bilingualism refers to contexts where L1 is devalued in the society. This subtractive
bilingualism has spread in UK and USA. It can be concluded that the level of
bilingualism that can be reached in a community is influenced by their contexts
including the learners’ linguistic background, the allotment devoted to both languages
concerned, the support given by policy makers and community for the bilingual
program involved. Baker (2011) specified several common benefits of effective
bilingual education (Baker, 2011) as it:
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e Raises the linguistic proficiency in both languages.

e Develops enculturation that includes the culture of the TL.
e Leads to biliteracy.

e Develops students’ cognitive and linguistic proficiency.

e Increases students’ self-perception.

e Fosters students’ identity.

e Results in economic benefits.

e Results in other societal, ethnic group and community benefits.

One popular way to achieve successful bilingual education is by adopting
CLIL approach. The term CLIL is commonly defined as an educational approach in
which “the teaching and learning of ... language and subject areas (e.g. science,
mathematics, etc.) occurs in the same classroom, at the same time” (Barwell, 2005,
p.143). Other scholars attempted to define the term by focusing on different aspects of

the approach.

CLIL is a dual-focused educational approach in which an additional language
is used for the learning and teaching of both content and language.... In the
teaching and learning process, there is a focus not only on content and not
only on language. Each is interwoven, even if the emphasis is greater on one
or the other at a given time (Coyle, Hood & Marsh, 2010, p.1).

This definition indicates that CLIL approach is “content-oriented but at the same time
language-sensitive” (Wolff, 2007, p.17). The CLIL term was coined in the mid-1990s
in Europe (Marsh, 2009) to be used as an “umbrella” term for many other educational
programs (Mehisto, Marsh & Frigols, 2008, p.12). In these programs, students learn
new features of the TL while learning content with no direct emphasis on language
teaching, yet both are considered as “integral parts of the whole” (Marsh, 2002, p.58).
Thus, CLIL can be considered as a dual-focus program. As for the mother tongue and
target language, CLIL is aimed to promote an additive form of bilingual education
(Baker, 2011; Garcia, 2009a; 2009b) where L1 has an important role as it functions as
a resource (Garcia, 2009a). Learners usually draw upon their background of L1 in
learning new languages and concepts (de la Campa and Nassaji, 2009).

Although the CLIL term is recent, its origin can be traced back to the French

immersion programs that adopt the CLIL educational approach which were
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noncompulsory programs in 1965 in Quebec (Dalton-Puffer, 2008). This influential
Canadian immersion program was initiated by a group of Anglophone parents who
sought to fill the gap between the Anglophone and Francophone residents in Quebec
(Genessee, 2015). This program had offered a majority of subjects in French to enable
students to master them. The success of the Canadian immersion program led to
further expansion of the program to other countries such as the USA, Australia and
Finland where the Swedish immersion program had started in the 1980s (Johnson &
Swain, 1997). In the 1990s, this educational approach was offered in a number of
schools in Europe to encourage bilingual education. The main difference between
CLIL and Canadian immersion programs is the status of the TL used in the country.
In Canada, the TL French has been an official language since the official language act
(Genessee, 2015), whereas in European contexts English is usually the TL. Baker
argued that various types of linguistic context of CLIL programs could lead to

different outcomes. Examples are presented in Table 1.

Table 1: CLIL Context (extracted from Cambridge English (2015))

The Linguistic Context Outcomes

Students in home country learning a subject through CLIL. Monolingual

Some students may be non-native speakers (e.g. Slovenia)

Students learn 30-50% of their curricular subjects in a Bilingual
second or foreign language (e.g. regions of Spain and The
Netherlands)

Students learn some curricular subjects in three or more Multilingual

languages (Basque Country, Catalonia and Australia)

The categorization presented in Table 1 suggests that the CLIL approach can be
influenced by its linguistic context. In Slovenia, content subjects are taught in a
second language that is considered as a first language for some students, thus the
outcome of the CLIL program is having monolingual students. In Spain and The
Netherlands, 30-50% of their curricular subjects are taught in a second language and
their first language is strongly used in everyday use, therefore, the CLIL students tend
to be bilingual. In Basque country and Australia, students learn some curricular
subjects in three or more languages and consequently students tend to become

multilingual (being competent in more than one language).
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The Impact of CLIL

In general, there are positive impacts of CLIL such as developing TL and
learning content efficiently and effectively (Gajo, 2007). The CLIL approach can also
enable people to communicate with others from different backgrounds and understand
their culture (Baker, 2011, p.208). It can be considered as a “language bath” (p.3) that
enhances learning a language naturally and improves communicative skills (Dalton-
Puffer, 2007; Pena Diaz & Porto Requejo, 2008). Dalton-Puffer (2007) proposed a list
of the benefits of CLIL (p.10).

e Improve overall target language competence.

e Develop oral communication skills.

e Deepen awareness of both mother tongue and target language.
e Develop multilingual interests and attitudes.

e Introduce a target language.

Target language learning. Besides these benefits, other studies have
examined the impact of CLIL on more specific areas of L2 learning. Jiménez Catalan
and Ruiz de Zarobe (2009) investigated the development of students’ receptive
learning of vocabulary of two groups of CLIL and non-CLIL primary students in
schools in Spain, who had been exposed to 960 and 629 of hours of L2 instructions
respectively. The results revealed that CLIL students outperformed their non-CLIL
counterparts on the cloze and receptive tests. Likewise, Canga Alonso (2013) found
that Spanish sixth grade primary CLIL students had a larger size receptive
vocabulary. Similarly, Jiménez Catalan, Ruiz de Zarobe and Cenoz (2006) examined
the vocabulary size of two CLIL and non-CLIL Spanish groups and concluded that
CLIL students had richer lexical repertoires than the other group. Likewise, Espinosa
(2009) examined the effect of CLIL teaching methods on Spanish students’ lexical
development. She found that CLIL students developed receptive and productive
vocabulary. She also observed that CLIL students provided lexical associations that
have been previously stressed in CLIL instruction while Non-CLIL students did not
provide these associations. Thus, she concluded that CLIL teaching methods could
have affected the depth of the students’ lexical knowledge. Similarly, Sylvén (2006)
proved in examining secondary students in Sweden that there is a positive correlation

between the amount of exposure to English language and vocabulary learning. She
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found that CLIL students surpassed their non-CLIL peers in vocabulary acquisition
due to the larger exposure to English language, not only inside the school but also

outside the school, via media.

Another aspect of L2 learning examined with respect to CLIL was developing
L2 oral skills. Bret (2011) examined the impacts of CLIL on the oral competency of
CLIL primary students in terms of the three measures of complexity, accuracy and
fluency in a three years’ time span. The results confirmed that the participants
benefited more from the three-years CLIL exposure. They provided more complex,
accurate and fluent L2 productions than non-CLIL learners. In morph-syntactic
development, Villarreal and Garcia-Mayo (2009) found that CLIL students produced
fewer inflectional third person errors. In addition, CLIL students outperformed their
non-CLIL counterparts in producing affixal morphemes. Similarly, Huttner and
Rieder-Bunemann (2010) noted that German secondary CLIL students exceeded their
non-CLIL peers in terms of their oral narrative proficiency and communication skills
in the English language. They found that CLIL students were more accurate and had

fewer verb errors.

A different aspect of L2 learning examined with respect to CLIL was
developing overall L2 proficiency. Admiraal, Westhoff and de Bot (2006) conducted
a six-year long term study in which they compared the language proficiency of pre-
university students in the Netherlands who had CLIL classes to non-CLIL ones. The
results revealed that CLIL students achieved higher results in both reading
comprehension and oral proficiency than the other group. Similarly, Navés and
Victori (2010) found that CLIL Catalan students outperformed their non-CLIL peers
in overall English proficiency and writing competency. Likewise, Alonso, Grisalefia
and Campo (2008) proved that CLIL program in the Basque Country was effective in
terms of developing the four skills especially the communicative skill. Haunold
(2006), relying on standard placement test scores, also found that more Austrian CLIL
students at a secondary level attained higher level in English compared to their non-
CLIL counterparts who were learning the TL as a second language. In sum, studies
investigating the effectiveness of CLIL effects on learners’ L2 proficiency found that
CLIL students generally outperformed their non-CLIL counterparts in oral

proficiency, communicative skills, receptive vocabulary and oral accuracy.
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First language knowledge development. Many second language acquisition
researchers have focused on the impact that L2 learning has on L1 learning (e.g.
Hussien, 2014; Kecskes & Papp, 2000; Noor, 2007). They proposed that there is a
positive impact of learning L2 on first language proficiency. In a study conducted in
Italy, Yelland, Pollard and Mercuri (1993) found that the English reading skills of
native learners had improved when they learned Italian as a second language.
Likewise, Hussien (2014) conducted a study in Egypt where he found that the oral
reading and spelling accuracy of students’ L1were improved by learning English as
L2. Similar results were found among Hungarian secondary school students whose L1
writing essays improved by learning L2 (Kecskes & Papp, 2000). Noor (2007) also
reported that native Arabic learners in tertiary levels outperformed their monolingual
peers in L1 syntactic processing. Likewise, Baker (2011) noted that students in CLIL
programs performed well in their first language proficiency test when compared to

their peers in monolingual programs.

Other studies suggested different effects. For example, Airey (2009) focused
on the use of disciplinary discourse of Swedish undergraduate students in describing
physics concepts through L1 and L2. He found varied results according to each
student, but it was noticed that students who had “a dual-language approach” (p.33)
outperformed the student who was taught only in English. The participant students
sometimes used their L2 while describing scientific concepts in their L1. In another
study, Airey (2010) investigated the oral competency of undergraduate students in
their L1 (Swedish) and L2 (English) describing physics concepts learned before. Oral
competency was measured by fluency, code-switching and discipline discourse.
Regarding fluency, the results showed that students were more fluent in their L1 than
L2 by 45 percent. In code-switching, Airey found that students tended to use their L1
in describing physics concepts in L2. However, he found that high achievers used
both their L1 and L2 equally. He suggested that teaching in both L1 and L2 could
have a positive impact on students’ disciplinary descriptions in both languages.
Coetzee-Lachmann (2007) reported counter results. She found that CLIL students
lacked academic literacy in German L1. They produced simple writing texts that had

deficiencies in academic lexis.

In sum, studies that have investigated the impact of L2 learning and CLIL on

learners’ L1 proficiency have shown areas that were positively affected by L2

21



learning such as reading skills, spelling accuracy, writing and syntactic processing.
Students’ disciplinary discourse competency was positively influenced when they
were taught in both their L1and L2. Yet, academic literacy was an area that CLIL

secondary students lacked in their L2.

Content learning through L2. Dalton-Puffer (2011) points out that little
research has addressed the effects of using L2 as a medium of instruction on learning
content. Those studies that investigated the impact of CLIL in learning content
showed mixed results. For example, Jappinen (2005) examined the acquisition of
content, ‘cognitional” development, of Finnish students aged 7 to15 years. These
students learned mathematics and science through three languages concurrently: 60%
English, 30% French and 10% Swedish. Comparing the results of these students with
non-CLIL peers, the results revealed students’ performances differed according to
age. Students aged 7 t010 years outperformed their non-CLIL peers. These
differences were not detected in the older age students. The results also revealed that
the percentage of L2 instruction received might have affected students’ performances.
He discovered that the highest amount of instruction in L2, high achievers received.
Jappinen (2005) suggested other variables that might have impacted his results such
as “home environment, the socio-economic status of parents, possible entrance exams
for CLIL classes, or the nature of learners entering CLIL” (p.163). Thus, it is difficult
to identify specific factors that impacted these results. This study indicated that
students struggled to understand abstract ideas due to the lack of language
competency. Another study conducted by Seikkula-Leino (2007) in Finland found
that “teaching in a pupil’s mother tongue provides the pupil with more opportunities
to reach maximum results” (p.336). She also found that there were more high
achievers among the non-CLIL Finnish students than their CLIL peers. Similarly,
Coetzee-Lachmann (2007) found that CLIL 10" grade German students had less
knowledge in geography according to the standard of 10" grade. In contrast,
comparing both CLIL and non-CLIL students’ results of the high school national test
in Geography in the Netherlands, Admiraal, Westhoff and de Bot (2006) found that
there were no differences between both groups. Similarly, Stohler (2006) conducted a
study in the University of Bern in Switzerland where she found that there was no
difference between students’ knowledge in both CLIL and non-CLIL groups. She
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further pointed out that students were better able to explain their knowledge when

they were permitted to code-switch into their L1.

Many studies carried out in different countries outside Europe tackled the
academic performance of students in immersion programs similar to CLIL and found
similar mixed results. Turnbull, Lapkin and Hart (2001) used standardized tests to
compare the academic performance in mathematics of third grade students in both
controlled immersion program and regular general programs in Canada and found no
differences. Turnbull, Lapkin and Hart (2001) found that the performance of students
in immersion programs was worse. However, the authors related these results to the
variations in test practices. In another study, Marsh, Hau and Kong (2000) examined
the influence of late immersion of secondary Chinese students during three years by
using standardized achievement tests. Instructing the students in English was found to
negatively impact students’ academic performance in content subjects. De Courcy and
Burston (2000) investigated a group of students in a bilingual program where they
studied mathematics through their L1 and L2. The students were selected from third
and fifth grades in Australia. According to the Australian norms, these students’
scores were higher than the expected norm of this age. Regarding their content
knowledge, 50% of these students took the test in their L1 while the second half did it
in their L2. The results showed that the first half performed on average better than the
second half.

One of the factors found to impede students’ content learning was their L2
level of proficiency. The relationship between students’ L2 level of proficiency and
their academic performance was the focus of several studies (e.g. Barton & Neville-
Barton, 2004; Gerber, Engelbrecht & Harding, 2005; Klaassen, 2001; Neville-Barton
& Barton, 2005). Barton and Neville-Barton (2004) and Neville-Barton and Barton
(2005) reported negative correlations between students’ L2 level of proficiency and
their academic performance in mathematics in New Zealand. They confirmed that
students with low English proficiency suffered when studying mathematics compared
to those with high English proficiency. Similar correlations were found by Gerber et
al. (2005) among Afrikaans students, in South Africa, who learned undergraduate
mathematics in English. Likewise, Dutch engineering students’ content learning in the
Netherlands were negatively affected when they were instructed in L2 (Klaassen,
2001).
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In sum, studies that have focused on the impact of CLIL on content learning
have revealed mixed results. On the one hand, some results showed that CLIL
students equally performed or outperformed their non-CLIL peers, whereas others
indicated a detrimental effect on students’ academic performances when they were
taught in L2 rather than their L1.

Academic discourse and CLIL. Some scholars state that writing is one of the
macro four skills that CLIL aims to develop, however there are limited studies that
examined CLIL students’ language proficiency by investigating their writing (e.g.
Ruiz de Zarobe, 2010; Whittaker, Llinares & McCabe, 2011). Ackerl (2007)
performed an error analysis of CLIL students’ writing in Vienna. Students in CLIL
programs produced sentences with complex structure and a variety of tenses
compared to non-CLIL counterparts who used only simple tenses such as the present
and past simple. These benefits were, however, questioned in other studies. Coetzee-
Lachmann (2007), examined the use of appropriate discourse in geography content by
analyzing students’ L2 written productions in tenth grade. She pointed to some
problems with CLIL students’ competency in this area. The results revealed that CLIL
students experienced different problems in using precise formal language to express
academic concepts, particularly, in using academic terms. CLIL students had
problems in grammar and vocabulary in their L2 (English). Their essays lacked
variation in vocabulary and grammar structures. They tended to use simple structures
and basic vocabulary. The authors found that in a few cases there were major errors

that impeded meaning.

Lyster’s (2007) study found that, in French immersion programs in Canada,
receptive skills such as reading and listening, had improved while an improvement of
productive skills including writing was not detected. In the Netherlands, VVerspoor,
Schuitemaker-King, Van Rein, de Bot and Edelenbos (2010) noted that CLIL students
wrote better quality texts about personal topics than those produced by their
counterparts. Studies showed that CLIL students outperformed their peers in EFL
programs in writing about a common topic (e.g. Lasagabaster, 2008; Ruiz de Zarobe,
2010) but Dalton-Puffer’s (2008) review of CLIL studies concluded that CLIL had no
influence on students’ writing competency. Other studies that analyzed the writing
production of CLIL secondary students in Germany (Vollmer, Heine, Troschke,
Coetzee & Kiittel, 2006) and Spain (Llinares & Whittaker, 2006) found several errors
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in CLIL students’ writings in grammar rules, coherence and discourse style. As for
the academic writing, studies demonstrated that CLIL students had similar problems
in articulating subject knowledge. Zydatif} (2007) investigated CLIL German
students’ writing and found some problems in “expository and argumentative writing
which was based on subject-matter content materials” (cited in Jexenflicker & Dalton-
Puffer 2010, p.172).

Moreover, Whittaker and Llinares (2009) applied systemic functional
linguistics (SFL) to analyze secondary students’ productive skills in L2 English in
social studies and geography classes in Spain. The SLF deals with language as
a social semiotic system in which language serves certain meta-functions such as
bringing meaning through organization and semantic aspects. They chose SFL
because it places an emphasis on academic writing. As for adherence to genre
features, the results showed that students responded “appropriately in general,
although with varying success as regards some registerial features” (Whittaker &
Llinares, 2009, p.230) which led the authors to conclude that students gradually
acquire the targeted disciplinary discourse aspects. Later in a subsequent study,
Linares and Whittaker (2010) compared the communicative competency including
oral and written production related to a certain subject of four groups of students, two
CLIL groups and two non-CLIL groups. The analysis of language elucidated that the
non-CLIL students were more aware of the targeted register than their CLIL peers.

Similarly, Lim-Falk (2008) compared the interaction and discourse of two
science secondary classes in Sweden, a CLIL and a non-CLIL, through a three years’
time span. The study found that “CLIL students use less relevant subject-based
language in speech and writing [in their L1 and L2 productions] ... than do control
students” (p.5). To investigate the relationship between the overall language
proficiency and historical discourse in the same language, Jarvinen (2010)
investigated the realization of grammatical metaphor in written historical text of CLIL
Finnish students and other students from an international school, where all subjects
are taught in English, about the same topic. According to syntactic and thematic
analysis, students from the international school who have a high level of overall
linguistic proficiency in English produced better historical discourse essays in English
than CLIL students’ essays. This data suggested that there is positive correlation

between students’ overall language proficiency and their academic discourse.
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In sum, the studies that have analyzed CLIL students’ writing competency
showed inconsistent results, with CLIL students outperforming their non-CLIL peers
when asked to write about common topics, while struggling in writing subject-specific
discourse compared to their peers.

Teachers’ Perspectives towards CLIL

Schocker-von Ditfurth (2001) proposed that the perspectives of stakeholders
such as learners, parents and teachers can help in clarifying the environment of
teaching and learning a foreign language. Teachers particularly in CLIL programs
have an important role as they have responsibility for developing their students’
linguistic proficiency as well as their learning of content subjects. Thus there are
studies that have examined teachers’ perspectives towards CLIL. Massler (2012)
conducted a longitudinal study in Germany that focused on the perspectives of Pro-
CLIL stakeholders. She examined how teachers, parents and children experience
CLIL at the primary stage. Results showed that all participant teachers considered
CLIL a positive approach in which CLIL students learned language differently from
non-CLIL teaching approach. Yet, Massler did not identify the aspects that are
different. She also found that teachers linked problems faced by students in achieving
content learning understanding with their inadequate proficiency in the language.
Other studies looked at the perspectives of CLIL secondary teachers and learners in
Germany. Dirks (2004) and Viebrock (2007) conducted a qualitative analysis. Using a
psychological approach to try and reconstruct teachers’ perspectives and beliefs. They
presented an opposite view of the CLIL approach as an innovative domain field that
attracts teachers. It was found that teachers had doubts about students’ actual learning.
For example, a teacher selected from Viebrock’s (2007) sample doubted that his
students were actually acquiring any competency in problem solving. Another study
was conducted in Spain at the tertiary stage by Dafouz, Nufiez, Sancho and Foran
(2007) to investigate the attitudes of 70 teachers and 85 undergraduate students
towards implementing CLIL. Results showed that both teachers and students had a
positive attitude towards CLIL implementation. Teachers expressed their willingness
to become involved in CLIL programs, while students expressed doubts towards
CLIL stating that the assigned courses were already demanding in Spanish (L1) not to
mention in English. Yassin, Tek, Alimon, Baharom and Ying (2010) reported that

participant Malay teachers considered CLIL to be demanding because they as teachers
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supposed to master content subjects through science discourse in L2 (English).
McDougald (2015) looked at the attitudes and experiences of 140 Colombian teachers
towards CLIL. The teachers were selected from various subjects, grades and
educational backgrounds. All participant teachers had positive experiences in teaching
content subjects and language together. In addition, they agreed that CLIL can benefit

students in developing both language skills and subject knowledge.

Others had negative attitudes towards the CLIL approach. For example,
Hasberg (2004) and Zydatif} (2012) indicated that teachers in their studies doubted
that content subjects in CLIL programs are sufficient to teach TL. They also
questioned the positive impact on learning the content itself. These doubts were
justified by the fact that CLIL students are still in the process of acquiring the
language of instruction (Dalton-Puffer, 2008; Hajer, 2000). Similarly, di Martino and
di Sabato (2012) reported on teachers’ expectations and concerns regarding CLIL
implementation in Italy where they found that participant teachers worried about that
subject learning as it could be delayed by CLIL. Thus, the authors suggested that
teachers need to be convinced by the success of CLIL to be able to encourage their
students. Similar concern was expressed about teachers themselves. A similar concern
was expressed by different stakeholders (head teachers, parents and school board
members) who feared that students may be negatively affected academically due to
learning via a target language that they are still acquiring (Dalton-Puffer, 2011).
Another concern was about the tendency of teachers to simplify their speech
according to the students’ levels which could result in “reduced cognitive complexity
of the subject matter presented” (Dalton-Puffer 2007, p.5). Alonso, Grisalefia and
Campo (2008) highlighted that some of the difficulties that CLIL teachers
encountered were managing the time and achieving both language and content
objectives. They suggested that these concerns should be addressed through teacher
training. The responses and attitudes among teachers towards CLIL implementation
varied greatly due to various factors. For example, Doughty and Long (2003) noted
that teachers’ level of linguistic proficiency in the target language. They found that
content teachers’ insufficient language competency can inhibit their content teaching.
Jarvinen (2010) also suggested that the lack of suitable pedagogical texts that teach
both language and content.
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Conclusion

This literature review attempted to provide the major issues and approaches
dealing with CLIL. It offered a definition of CLIL and its different effects by
reviewing empirical studies that have examined the impact of CLIL on learners’
proficiency in L1land L2 and their acquisition of subject content. Overall, studies
show that CLIL students outperform their peers in areas such as oral proficiency,
communicative skills and receptive vocabulary. Results from studies investigating
learners’ L1 proficiency reveal that some areas are positively affected by L2 learning
such as reading skills, spelling accuracy, writing, syntactic processing, while
academic discourse competency in secondary students seems to be lagging behind in
both their L1 and L2. However, students in tertiary levels were positively influenced.
As for the impact of CLIL on content learning, studies shown mixed results. On the
one hand, some results showed that CLIL students performed equally or outperformed
their non-CLIL peers, whereas others indicated a negative effect on students’
academic performances when they were taught in L2 rather than L1. Inconsistent
results also were found CLIL students’ writing competence. CLIL students
outperformed their non-CLIL peers when they were asked to write about personal
topics. In contrast, they underperformed when they wrote about subject-specific
topics. Finally, teachers’ attitudes towards CLIL implementation were varied due to
several factors such as teachers’ level of linguistic proficiency in the target language
used in CLIL programs and the availability of suitable pedagogical texts that teach

both language and content.
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Chapter 3: Research Methodology

Overview

This chapter delineates the methodology of the study including a description
of the context of the study, the participants, the instruments used in the data collection

process and the approach used in data analysis.
School Context

The data in this study was collected from a private secondary school in
Sharjah, UAE. The school was built in 1991 and has applied CLIL since then in
teaching the science subject at all levels of the school while social studies subjects are
taught in Arabic up to only grade eight. Social studies subjects are not offered beyond
that. The selected school follows the UAE schools’ system with four stages, over 14
years: Kindergarten (2 years), Primary (4 years) and Secondary (8 years). Five content
subjects are mathematics, science, humanities, ICT, in addition to English as a subject
are taught in English. Arabic is used as a medium of instruction in social studies and
Islamic studies. According to the school website, the school has a good standing level
in both linguistic and academic achievement records. The school is gender segregated

and caters to male students only.

The initial intention was to conduct the study in one of the MAG schools in
the UAE; however, the Ministry of Education (MOE) rejected the request to conduct
the study in a MAG school. Subsequently, the researcher contacted all the CLIL
schools located in Dubai and Sharjah but only one school granted the researcher
permission to conduct the study in its establishment. Appropriate permissions from
the headmaster, the teachers and the students were obtained that complied with AUS
IRB policies. As a result of this modification in the original context of the study, the
researcher made two changes to match the context of the new school. First, the year
group became the eighth grade instead of the ninth grade given that it is the highest
grade where a content subject is taught in Arabic. In the present school, from the ninth
grade onward, all subjects are taught in English. Second, the subject taught in Arabic
was changed to social studies instead of history because it is the only content subject

taught in Arabic in the school.
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The Participants

To answer the research questions, data was collected from both students and

teachers.

Students. Participants in the study are eighth grade students (approximately
15 year olds) who attend a private secondary school in Sharjah. The total number of
student participants is 23 male students coming from different Arabic regional
backgrounds: eight Egyptians, seven Syrians, five Lebanese and three Palestinians.
Avrabic is their mother tongue, but their spoken Arabic comes from the distinct
dialectal varieties of their communities. All students have attended CLIL schools from
primary level till the eighth grade. The choice of grade eight in the secondary stage
relates to the fact that the school does not offer the social studies subject beyond this
grade as stated above. This highest grade was selected for this study based on the
assumption that by eighth grade, students would have had eight years of CLIL
education and thus its impact on L2 learning, content learning and L1 development.
The class was selected as a convenience sample based on parents’ consent for their
children to participate in the study. The selected class comprises low-achievers and

high-achievers.

Teachers. To answer the third question a questionnaire was filled out by all
8" grade teachers to explore perspectives, attitudes and experiences (Fink, 2003). The
first part of the questionnaire was completed by all science teachers (12) and social
studies teachers (10) in the secondary stage in the school. The demographic and
experience description of the participant teachers aimed to examine the findings of the
study in the light of different teachers’ independent variables such as gender and age
and teaching experience.
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Table 2: Participant Teachers’ Details
(Science teachers N=12 and social Studies Teachers N=10)
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All the participant secondary teachers teach all levels from the seventh grade till the
ninth grade (see Table 2). In addition, they all had minimum three years of experience
in CLIL program. Generally, eight male teachers and 14 female teachers responded to
the questionnaire. Regarding the science teachers, English is the mother language of
only eight teachers while Urdu was the mother language of the other four teachers.
All of them have advanced level of English proficiency as they had learned English
for more than15 years. All of them have no proficiency in Arabic. The majority of
teachers (six) ranged in age from 21 to 30, four teachers being 31 to 40 years of age
and only two teachers ranged in age from 51 to 60. The teachers varied in their
teaching experiences; the majority (seven teachers) had been teaching for three to five
years, while three teachers had six to nine years and two teachers had 15 years or
more. As for the social studies teachers, all of them have an advanced level of Arabic
and an intermediate level in English. Arabic is their mother language. The majority of
teachers (five) ranged in age from 21 to thirty, four teachers being 31 to 40 years of
age and only one teacher ranged in age from 51 to 60. The teachers varied in their
teaching experiences; the majority (four teachers) had been teaching for three to five

years, while six teachers had six to nine years.
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Data Collection

Procedures. Before starting the data collection stage, the head of the school
gave permission to conduct research with the students and teachers. The data was
collected during the month of March, 2015. Although the researcher did not directly
collect the data, she conducted several meetings with the head of the school to clarify
the procedure of the data collection and to provide samples of the test questions in
both subjects for teachers to follow while designing the tests. For the participant
teachers, the researcher gave hard copies of the questionnaire to the head of the school
who distributed them to the science and social studies secondary teachers. The head of
the school assigned the two teachers (one in science and one in social studies) perform
the two tests in their respective classes. Before collecting the data, consent forms were
signed by all participants. Participants who were below 18 years of age were given a
consent form to be signed by one of their parents. The consent forms were separated
from the questionnaires to maintain confidentiality. Basically, all the students in the
eighth grade were targeted as potential participants but only 23 students were allowed
by their parents to participate. All the tests were administrated by the subject teacher
and were rated by the researcher. The researcher carried double marking to check

rating and ensure reliability (Hughes, 2003).

Data collection instruments. Varied instruments in collecting the data was
used to provide a thorough examination of the research questions as suggested by
Creswell (2008). As he pointed out, using various methods helps in triangulating the
collected data and makes it more credible. Thus, the data of the present study was
collected from questionnaires distributed to teachers, two written tests and a set of
Multiple Choice Questions (MCQ) to ensure the reliability of the data.

The Written assignment. To answer the first two questions, a writing test in
each of the two content subjects of science in English and social studies in Arabic (see
Appendix A and B) were collected from the eighth graders. In the science test,
students were asked to write an explanatory, informative essay about the process of
digesting the food in the human body. For the social studies test, they were asked to
write an explanatory essay and give reasons about the increasing number of the
population in the UAE. Both tests were conducted in two sessions in the same week
based on their timetable in their usual classroom setting. Both tests were part of

regular assignments given by the science and the social studies teachers as part of the
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UAE national curriculum for eighth graders. In each test, one writing prompt was
used that is related to a lesson previously covered in class. The teachers decided on
“Digestion” as the science topic to be written about (see Appendix C) . The social
science studies topic was "< YL Sl Jaadll" meaning “Census in the UAE” (see
Appendix D). Following the objectives of the science syllabus, the prompt targeted
both scientific facts and explanation through answering given questions. The
objectives of the social studies syllabus were followed, thus the prompt elicited both
an account and explanation such as recording facts and explaining them, giving
causes and consequences of certain events by answering given questions. Participants
wrote their essays in the language of the prompt. In each test, the students were
allowed 45 minutes as suggested by their teachers. They also were required to write
essays with a minimum length of 200 words as instructed by their teachers.

Multiple Choice Questions (MCQ) test. Multiple Choice Questions tests (see
Appendices E and F) were designed by the class teachers to assess whether students
understood the concepts tested in the writing assignment or not. The purpose of
including this type of test was to obtain an objective measure of content learning.
Results from the MCQ tests were triangulated with the data collected from the written
assignments. Each test included 20 questions worth half mark each. Each question had

four choices (a, b, ¢ and d).

The procedures of the tests. All the tests were conducted in students’ regular
class setting and followed the usual school exam procedures. Students were notified
of the test time and the content that they will be tested on. They were seated in rows
with adequate distance between them. The teacher proctored the tests. Each exam
lasted one period time and students were allowed to check the time with the teacher.
All tests were conducted on paper. Once the time was finished, students remained
seated and the teacher collected the essays. The final output was 46 written essays and
46 MCQ tests two from each participant, the science tests in English and the social

studies tests in Arabic.

Teachers’ questionnaire. Merriam (2009) noted that “researchers are
interested in understanding how people interpret their experiences, how they construct
their worlds and what meanings they attribute to their experiences” (p.5). To explore
the perspectives of in-service secondary teachers on their experiences in CLIL

regarding students’ L1 and L2 development and their understanding of content, a
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questionnaire, Teacher’s Perceptions and Experiences in CLIL (see Appendix G), was
distributed to all 8" grade teachers in the school. The questionnaires were written in
English and Arabic which were filled by both science and social studies teachers
respectively. The content of all the questions were the same, with some adaptions to
suit the content subjects of the teachers. The questionnaire consisted of two parts.
Part 1 included 10 items were designed to collect personal information,
demographics, type of science subjects taught, levels taught and language(s) spoken.
The second part consisted of 13 questions, three open ended questions, six combined
questions that consisted of open-ended questions and fixed alternative questions and
4-scale questions. This second section addressed teachers' perspectives towards three
main areas: The impact of CLIL program on students’ L2 learning, L1 development,
content learning. Twenty-two questionnaires were distributed to 12 science teachers

and 10 social studies teachers; all were completed by hand and returned.
Data Analysis

To preserve the anonymity of the students who participated in the study, the
data was coded by assigning numbers to refer to students from 1 to 23 and the
assignments were identified as S for Science and SS for social studies. For example,
the English and Arabic essays from participant 1 were coded as S1 (science) and SS1
(social science) respectively. The researcher double rated the four tests following the
answer key provided by the teachers. This practice was adopted in line with Hughes’
(2003) observation that rater reliability is achieved when a test is rated more than one
time. Due to the small sizes of the participating students (23) and the teachers (22), all

data was entered in an Excel sheet and percentages were calculated.

Analysis of students’ writing proficiency in L1 and L2. The first analysis
examined students’ essays in terms of linguistic proficiency in both Arabic and
English. First, linguistic proficiency was assessed in terms of organization,
vocabulary and structure. Due to the unavailability of any school grading rubric for
this area, the researcher used an adapted version from the analytic grading rubric by
Friedl and Auer (2007) (see Appendix H). Hughes (2003) highlighted that analytic
grading places equal importance on the different aspects in the written product. He
also added that they are also deemed to be reliable scales. The grading rubric of Friedl
and Auer (2007) consists of four categories of task fulfillment, organization,

vocabulary and structure. The first aspect (the task fulfillment) was discarded to fit the
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study. The Organization category dealt with two main aspects: first, text coherence,
organization of ideas, use of connectives and, second, cohesion, use of paragraphs as
a structuring device. The vocabulary category assessed range, appropriateness of the
register, usage of vocabulary. The structure category addressed the use of
grammatical rules and categories such as tense, plural, word order, articles, pronouns
and prepositions. All the three categories were equally weighted where each category
scores ranged from 0 to 5. Second, using the same rubric, an analysis of the students’
grades was conducted. As a result of the unavailability of any school benchmark for
this area, the researcher used benchmark set by Sanchez and Salaberri (2015), the
average score achieved by all the students. The researcher calculated and compared
the students' average scores in their overall linguistic performance in English to their
counterpart scores in Arabic. In addition, the researcher compared the students’
average scores in each linguistic category in English to their counterpart scores in
Avrabic.

Quantitative ratios were measured in vocabulary and grammatical structure
categories. Johansson (2008) highlighted that lexical complexity has commonly
examined by calculating lexical complexity and lexical density. He also added that
syntactic complexity has commonly been examined by calculating the ratio of
subordination and coordination. Thus, these quantitative ratios were calculated. To
calculate these ratios, the researcher counted the total number of the following: (1)
words including content and function words (word token), (2) word types, (3) lexical
words, (4) subordinate structures and (5) coordinate structures. These numerical
values were used to calculate lexical diversity, lexical density and the ratio of
subordination and coordination by using Li’s (2000) formulas mentioned below:

Lexical Diversity= number of different lexical and functional words (types)

x100/total number of tokens

Lexical Density= number of different lexical wordsx100/total number of
tokens

Ratio of Subordination= number of subordinated structures/combination of

subordinated structures and coordinated structures (Li, 2000, p.236)

Analysis of students’ content learning. This second analysis examined

students’ written answers and MCQ answers to determine their academic performance
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in science and social studies. In addition, the analysis compared students’ linguistic
proficiency in English and in Arabic to their respective academic performances in
science and social studies to determine the correlation between students” competency
in content subjects and their linguistic proficiency. Due to the unavailability of the
school grading rubric, the researcher used a holistic scoring scale (see Appendix )
adapted from Coetzee-Lachmann (2007) to assess correctness and completeness of the
topics. Weigle (2002) noted that holistic scale enables a rater to assess a performance
based on a general impression of the written product as a whole and can be used to
evaluate the degree of content learning. The used rubric consisted of five levels which
are: No content learning, weak content learning, advanced content learning, almost
content learning and complete content learning. In assessing content, the researcher
used the school benchmark (50% of the total score). The researcher conducted three
comparisons. First, content scores to MCQ test results. Second, students’ academic
performance in science and social studies were compared. Third, students’ linguistic

proficiency was compared to their academic performance.

Analysis of teachers’ perspectives towards CLIL. Quantitative approaches
were used to analyze the data collected by the teacher questionnaire. Teachers'
perspectives towards the impact of CLIL program on students’ L2 learning, students’
L1 development, students’ content learning was addressed. Nunan (1992) stated that
responses to closed-ended questions help in quantifying the data while responses to
open-ended questions gives more accurate account of the respondents’ perspectives.
The quantitative data collected from the close-ended questions were analyzed to
calculate the frequencies of the responses. To support the quantitative data,

descriptive analysis of the open-ended questions was used.
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Chapter 4: Findings and Data Analysis

Overview

This chapter consists of two parts. Part 1 reports the findings of the study in
three areas: the students’ linguistic proficiency in English and in Arabic, the students’
content learning in science and social studies and the participant teachers’
perspectives towards the impact of CLIL. Part 2 analyzes the findings to answer the

questions raised in this study, namely,

1. What is CLIL’s effect on students’ linguistic proficiency in L1 and L2 in UAE
CLIL schools?

2. What is CLIL’s effect on students’ learning of content in L2 in UAE CLIL
schools?

3. How do teachers perceive the benefits and disadvantages of CLIL in the UAE?
Findings

The Students’ Linguistic Proficiency

It is important to first review the main structural and rhetorical aspects of
organization, vocabulary and structure employed characteristic of scientific genres in

English and expository texts in Arabic used in analyzing participants’ writings.

Organization. The first category, organization, deals with text coherence,
organization of ideas, cohesion and use of paragraphs as a structuring device. Halliday
(2004) stated that the global organization of scientific English texts, at the level of
“micro-structure” (p.155), is mainly characterized by sentences being linked by a
“thematic progression” (p.155) using connectives. He categorized these connectives
as elaborating (for example), adding (and, or, but) and enhancing (then, yet, so). He
further explained that every sentence conveys new content and adds to the previous
content. In each of these thematic progressions, he highlighted that there is a starting
point which is the topic sentence of a paragraph that functions as the theme for the
whole paragraph. He also explained that the organization of scientific texts at a macro
level is characterized by the use of connectives to express logical-semantic relations
to connect the body paragraphs together. He pointed out that paragraphs are presented

sequentially where the first main point is followed by a second point and so forth.

37



Overall, participants’ essays showed their mastery of the organizational
aspects in English. Out of the 23 English essays, nineteen were structurally coherent.
Ideas were logically and thematically sequenced. All the essays started by setting the
theme of the whole text by starting with a topic sentence that explained that food
passes through different parts of the body in order to be digested. They all used
paragraphs effectively. Transitions were moderately used. Basic connectives to add
information or enhance it such as “and, but, or” were also present. More complex
connectives were found in three out of the 23 essays such as (afterwards, therefore,
meanwhile). No elaborating connectives were used. Seventeen students organized
their ideas logically and systematically. Another strong aspect was paragraphing. All
the students used paragraphs effectively in their English essays starting with an
introduction, a body and a concluding paragraph. The following examples are
excerpts from eight students (S2, S3, S5, S8, S6, S12, S15 and S23) from the English
essays. (1) Shows connectives. (2) Shows simple connectives. (3) No connectives.

(1) Connectives

S3. First, food is crushed and grinded in the mouth. Afterwards, Amylase
breaks down starch into sugar then, it passes through the Esophagus without any
changes.

S12. Finally, the food moves to the large intestine where the food is changed

into feces, after that it passes to the colon.

S12. The food next passes into the small intestine where it is further digested
by the pancreatic juices from the pancreas and then the food is absorbed from the

walls of the small intestine.
(2) Simple Connectives

S5. Food is put into the mouth and mixed with saliva.
S8. The protein is absorbed because of amylase.

S15. Food is passed through the small intestine and lipase breaks down fat

and absorbed, but the food that wasn’t absorbed is turned into waste.
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(3) No Connectives

S2. Food enters from your mouth to the Esophagus to the stomach.
S6. Food starts in the mouth to get crushed. It goes to the Esophagus.
S23. Food gets absorbed. The leftovers are exerted from the body.

The global organization of factual texts in Arabic is characterized by the use
of long sentences that are linked with coordinating conjunctions (Mohamed & Omar,
2000). They added that sentences are linked in parallel structure to create a balance.
They also mentioned that repetition is a usual aspect in Arabic. In addition, they stated
that Arabic rhetoric has a main idea (topic sentence) which is usually expressed
implicitly. Flaitz (2003) added that Arabic rhetoric also employs elaboration to
develop paragraphs through restatement of the main idea. Results from the Arabic
essays revealed that all students expressed their main ideas explicitly which appearing
to follow the English rather than Arabic rhetoric norms. Second, only nine Arabic
essays were structurally coherent with many repetitions. Ideas were arranged logically
and transitions were present as expected in Arabic rhetoric. Students mainly used
simple connectives. In particular, the coordinating conjunctions (s, and), (s, or), (oS,
but) lacked subordinating conjunctions like (¢ o2 1% ,Although) and ( Lis ,while).
Another important aspect revealed in the Arabic essays was paragraphing. Twenty
texts had one long paragraph and there were many long sentences. The following
examples illustrate the use of a wider range of basic connectives, simple connectives

and no connectives.

(4) Connectives

SS4. The United Arab Emirates located 9Ll LY A s a8 4
in Asia and specifically in the Arabian Laaland g4 jall 5 5 5all 4l apaailly
Peninsula and its population reaches up to 5.2 A ke 5.2 A deay S
million people.

SS12. And the United Arab Emirates is LY A 5y i 912
famous of the petrol, thus it is one of the dapal) sl e e o X J g sl
richest countries in the Arabic region and in the Agallall

world.
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SS20. And the most important factors
influencing the distribution of the population in
the United Arab Emirates is the climate and the
availability of job opportunities and tourist

attractions.

(5) Simple Connectives

SS3. And of the most famous
landmarks in UAE are Burj Khalifa and Burj
Al Arab and Sheikh Zayed Mosque and the
Global Village.

SS17. And the Emirates is from the
importing countries of the population because
the petroleum and job opportunities and the

high income per capita income.

SS23. United Arab Emirates will
witness a development in the number of people
in 2020 because of the Expo, the country

investment plans in tourism and state economy.

(6) No Connectives

SS15. The landmarks in UAE are Burj
Khalifa, Dubai museum, Sheikh Zayed
Mosque, Burj al Arab.

SS19. United Arab Emirates is rich,
advanced, secure, planned.

SS 21. Climate, geographic nature, job
opportunities are the most effective factors that

influence the distribution of population.
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SS16. And the Emirates is from the Oe il LY A 50 yixig 16
importing countries of the population because 3 duidl plile GlCulBa ) sl Jsall
the petroleum and job opportunities and the Al Jaa sle g Jaall a4
high income per capita income.

Vocabulary. The second category to be examined is vocabulary, which refers
to the range and usage of vocabulary and the appropriateness of the register. Halliday
(2004) pointed out that scientific texts tend to be formal and planned, thus, the lexical
density becomes high. He added that scientific English texts contain a wide range of
technical vocabulary and frequent use of prefixes and suffixes. Almost two-thirds of
students’ English essays (15 out 23) demonstrated a wide range of vocabulary that
was used in a precise way as underlined in the examples under 7. All students used a
discipline appropriate register from the list of vocabulary provided by the teacher in
her answer key. The terms included: break down, broken down, substances, stomach,
chewing, increase surface area, acid and enzyme. Essays also included other
scientific terms (see terms in bold in 7). Many words had derivational affixes as in

these examples, undigested, unabsorbed, dissolved, fatty, firstly, lastly.

(7) Range of Vocabulary

S3. The food starts in the alimentary canal (the mouth) and then the starch is
broken down by amylase to glucose. It goes down to Esophagus to be broken into

amino acid.

S5. Pancreatic juices breakdown fat by Lipase to fatty acids and finally the
unabsorbed and non-digested substances excreted through the Anus.

S10. The food is grinded and swallowed and then transported into the
stomach and broken down by enzymes which are catalyst that speeds up the process

of digestion when the nutrients are small enough to enter the small intestine.

The vocabulary of factual texts in Arabic includes many adjectives, adverbs
and synonyms (Flaitz, 2003). The examination of vocabulary in the Arabic essays
revealed similar patterns to their English essays, mostly with regards to the use of a
wide range of vocabulary. More than half of the students’ Arabic essays (13)
demonstrated a wide range of vocabulary. Yet, the majority of the students tended to
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use simple expressions as italicized in the examples under 8. Seventeen students
showed a high degree of awareness by using the appropriate academic vocabulary
from the list of vocabulary provided by the teacher in her answer key (see the words
in bold in 8). Essays also included other academic terms as underlined in the
examples under 8. It was observed that, five students’ Arabic essays revealed deficits,
such as repeated expressions and colloguial words which in some cases affected the
clarity of meaning such as (x5, very), (s_b=<ll, money), (25>, existence) and (obile,
because). In general, the students’ Arabic essays included an overuse of simple words
such as the adjective (Jskl, tallest), (¢, rich) and (L=<, old). They also used the
wrong form of plural (<2<, resources), (==l s, skyscraper), (4=_i, opportunities)

and (Aa_xl, towers).

(8) Range of Vocabulary

SS13. The affecting factors behind the &S A8 A%l Jal 52l 13
distribution of the population are natural factors 5 Ll Jie Lk Jal e o S
such as climate and agricultural land and the sl 5 il 5 de) 3l dl Y
geographical location and the fertile soil. Aaadll 4 5l 5 ) jaal)

SS5. The increasing proportion of the s Sl A /55
population is due to the external immigration ) sall B0l 5 5 A A B gl
and the increase of the economic resources and g Al 4By dalaiy)

the lack of wars.

SS12. The Emirates is from the Jsall (e A LY 53 12
importing countries of the population because w28 5 daoill e OISl 4 jlad/
the petroleum and job opportunities and the bl iy gle g Jaal)

high income per capita income.

In the field of vocabulary, students’ essays in English and in Arabic were
analyzed in accordance with lexical diversity and lexical density. Lexical diversity
and lexical density ratios are calculated by counting the total number of word tokens,
word types and lexical words. Word token total in English essays was 3,100,
compared to 1,552 in the Arabic essays. English word types total was 373 and 123 in
the Arabic essays. The total number of lexical words in English essays was 300,
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compared to 101 in the Arabic essays. Results of the lexical diversity (Type-Token

Ratio) and lexical density based on Li’s (2000) formulas are presented in Table 3.

Table 3: Lexical Complexity of the Vocabulary in the English and Arabic Written

Essays
(N=23)
Lexical Diversity Lexical Density
(Type-Token Ratio TTR)
Science Essays in English 11.94% 9.68%
Social Studies Essays in 7.93% 6.51%
Arabic

As it can be observed from the data presented in Table 3, the lexical complexity
results in the students’ English essays (Lexical Diversity= 11.94%, Lexical Density=
9.68%) indicate that nearly 12% of students’ total word tokens were from different
word types and nearly 10% of students’ total word tokens were lexical words. While,
the lexical complexity results in the students’ Arabic essays were (Lexical Diversity=
7.93%, Lexical Density= 6.51%) which indicate that their total word tokens had
nearly 8% of different word types and 7% of lexical words. These results obtained for
lexical complexity were higher in English than they were in Arabic, which indicated
that students produced more word types and lexical words in their English essays than
in their Arabic essays. In particular, the type/token ratio in students’ English essays
suggested that lexical richness and lexical diversity were more significant in English
than in Arabic essays. The lexical density ratios suggested that students made use of a
larger number of lexical words (nouns, verbs, adjectives and adverbs), which reflected
“lexical sophistication and higher language level”, as suggested by Jiménez Catalan,
Ruiz de Zarobe & Cenoz (2006, p.26).

The Structure. The third category, structure, refers to the use of grammatical
rules and categories. According to Halliday (2004), present simple tense and simple
past tense are both frequently used in scientific discourse to present facts. He added
that the prevalent use of passive voice is a main characteristic of scientific discourse.
He also mentioned that a wide variety of structures are preferred in scientific writing
to elaborate ideas. The analysis of the English essays in the present study show about

half of the students used correct grammatical forms and a variety of structures
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including complex ones (9). Twenty of the 23 students used simple present and
passive voice correctly (see the text in bold in 9). Students also effectively used
subject-verb agreement in English (10) and had no errors in word order. Students had

problems with the past participle form “putted, broked, pass, goed”.

(9) Correct grammatical structure

S3. Digestion is the process in which food is broken down into small pieces

in order to be absorbed by the walls of the alimentary canal.
S12. Food goes through the stomach, where it stays there for three hours.

S15. Small intestines help to break the fat and protein with the help of Bile

enzyme which is produced from the liver.

S18. The food enters the mouth and then passes through esophagus, after that
the nutrients are absorbed and passes through the small intestine, finally, the waste

goes through the anus.

S20. Food is broken by the mouth.
(Use of simple present and passive voice)
(10) Verb-Subject Agreement

S15. Digestion is.... food is broken down

S17. Food goes .... it stays ....

S19. Small intestines help .... Bile enzyme which is ....

S20. The food enters .... and then passes .... the waste goes ....
S23. Food is ...

Arabic factual texts, as Flaitz (2003) points out, usually contain many parallel
structures and attention must be paid to the verb and subject agreement in gender,
number and case. All participants’ essays demonstrated an extensive use of parallel
structure (see texts in bold in 11) and correct use of prepositions as underlined in
examples under (11, 12 and 14) and word order (see texts in bold in 12). Frequent
errors were at the level of number and gender both at the level of the verb phrase and

the noun phrase (13) and case (14).

44



(11) Parallel Structure

SS11. The United Arab Emirates is
located on the Arabian sea and specifically in

the Arabian Peninsula.

SS13. Some of the factors of the
increased immigration to the UAE are the
country's keenness to increase income per
capita and to increase employment

opportunities.

SS17. And the most important factors
influencing the distribution of the population
in the United Arab Emirates is the climate
and the availability of job opportunities and

tourist attractions.

(12) Word Order

SS12. The Emirates has the

highest ratio of Emigration in the world.

SS15. The influencing factors in

sl el e Aga a8 11
Ll il @l el A ga a8l g o 2l

A pndl 35500

AzM\sa@d‘\Po_A,B
JR3 830 e Al (aa & il LY
Jaad) pa B B3l 3 5 2,

2 3 55all Jal gall aal (40 17
s EL & @l LY A s b Sl a5
Faabudl albedl) 255 8 giall Janll 58

L o el ) s a3 12
Al 35 aell

&5 B35 dalsal) el e 15

distributing the population in the United — Jasll (a8 5 Flall o <l LY A s i IS

Arab Emirates are climate, job

opportunities and the touristic sites.

Aaaland) allaall 338 il

(13) Pronominal Gender and Number Agreements

SS21. The weather of the Emirates

is hot that lasts over the whole year.

SS23. The total area is 830000
kilometers and the number of population
is 800000.
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(14) Case

SS13. The Emirates united in year ale bl LY Al s sl 13
1971and the expats to the country and the AL a8 g AL bl o) § el 5 1971
country developed due to the workers. Y land) Gy

SS16. The Emirates people won the Y a8 16
Expo which will provide job opportunities. Sac dua Bl i g () 52y

As in the vocabulary aspect, students’ essays in English and in Arabic were
analyzed using a quantitative measure. Thus the ratio of both subordinated and
coordinated structures were calculated to examine the syntactic complexity of the
students’ essays by counting the total number of subordinated, coordinated structures
and number of total sentences. Subordinated total in English essays were 93,
compared to 35 in the Arabic essays. Coordinated total was 137 in English essays,
compared to 202 in the Arabic essays. Results of the ratio of subordinated and

coordinated structures based on Li’s (2000) formulas are presented in Table 4.

Table 4: Percentage of Complex Grammatical Structures

(N=23)
The Subordination Ratio The Coordination Ratio
English essays 40.43% 59.57%
Arabic essays 14.77% 85.23%

The results show that students used more complex sentences in their English essays
than in the Arabic texts (see Table 4). Almost 41% of their English sentences had
subordination compared to the Arabic essays with 14.77% subordinate clauses. While
nearly 85% of their Arabic sentences had coordination compared to the English with
59.57% coordination. Arabic essays contained extensive coordinated structures

mainly the simple connective “and” which is very common in Arabic.

Students’ grades in English and Arabic. Using Sanchez and Salaberri
(2015) benchmark by calculating the average score achieved by all the students, the
essays’ linguistic proficiency was rated using a five-point rating rubric on

organization, vocabulary and structure. Table 5 presents the percentages of students
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who scored above and below the calculated benchmark which yielded the average

scores of 11 for English and 10 for Arabic.

Table 5: Number and Percentage of Students’ scores above and below the benchmark
in Linguistic Proficiency

(N=23)
Linguistic Proficiency English Text Arabic Text
No. of Students No. of Students
Above the Benchmark Mark (Average) 82.61% 43.48%
(19) (10)
Below the Benchmark Mark (Average) 17.39% 56.52%
(4) (13)
Total 100% 100%
(23) (23)

In general, overall linguistic performance was better in English than in Arabic. As
Table 5 shows, out of the 23 students, 19 (82.61%) performed above the average
linguistic proficiency mark in English and four students obtained scores lower than
the benchmark (17.39%). In Arabic, 10 (43.48%) scored above the benchmark and 13
below the benchmark (56.52%).

The average scores of the 23 essays in both languages were further compared
in terms of the three aspects included in the grading rubric namely, organization,

vocabulary and structure (see Figure 1).
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Figure 1: Comparison between average scores per aspect of students” writing

proficiency in English and in Arabic (N=23)

These results demonstrate that the average scores of all three aspects in the English
were higher than in the Arabic essays. Regarding the two aspects organization and

structure, the average scores in English significantly exceeded the average scores in
Arabic (4.17/3.17 and 3.13/2.39 respectively). As for the third aspect (vocabulary),

the average scores were very close in both languages (4/3.91).
The students’ Content Learning

To answer the second question on content learning three comparisons were
carried out. First, content scores and MCQ test results were compared. Second,
students’ academic performance in science and social studies were compared. Third,
students’ linguistic proficiency was compared to their academic performance. First,
students’ average academic scores in content essays were compared to their

counterpart scores in MCQ test in both subjects (see Table 6).

Table 6: Average Academic Performance Scores

(N=23)
Science Social Studies
Students’ Average Scores in Content 7.70 6.16
Essays
Students’ Average Scores in MCQ 7.60 5.9
Test
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The results indicate that total average score of the students in science content writing
was very close to their total average score in MCQ test (7.70 and 7.60) respectively.
Similarly, in social studies, the total average score in content writing was very close to
their total average score in MCQ test (6.16 and 5.9) respectively. There is no
significant difference between the two tests’ results. In other words, students perform
similarly in terms of content learning in both the written assignments and associated
MCQ tests in both content subjects. This suggests a certain level of reliability of the

two testing instruments.

Second, to compare students’ academic performance in science and social
studies, students’ graded essays were classified according to the benchmark set by the
school as below or above the school benchmark. While for linguistic proficiency the
research used Sanchez and Salaberri benchmark, in assessing content, the school was
using its own benchmark (50%). The calculated benchmark yielded 5 for both
subjects. The percentages of students who scored above and below the benchmark are

presented in Table 7.

Table 7: Academic Performance Scores Based on the School Benchmark
(N=23)

Science Social Studies
No. of Above the School Benchmark 100% 73.91%
Students (23) a7
Below the School Benchmark 0% 26.09%
©) (6)
Total 100% 100%
(23) (23)

The results indicate that students performed better overall in science than in social
studies. All the 23 (100%) students passed the test in the science writing test while
only 17 (73.91%) scored at or above the benchmark, in the social studies test with 11

(26.09%) scoring below the average.

Third, academic average scores in the science content were compared using
students’ linguistic proficiency scores, classified as below and above average. Results
indicate a positive correlation between linguistic and academic performance. Students
who were above the English linguistic benchmark significantly also scored above the

academic average scores in science (8.11), and those below the English linguistic
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benchmark scored slightly higher than the academic average scores in science (6.5)

(see Figure2).

Science
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Figure 2: Average academic scores in science and English linguistic proficiency

Students who were above the Arabic linguistic benchmark significantly also scored
above the academic average score in social studies (7.5), and those below the average
Arabic linguistic benchmark scored slightly lower than the academic average score in

social studies (4.92) (see Figure 3).
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Figure 3: Average academic score in social studies and Arabic linguistic proficiency
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Summary of students’ linguistic and content learning. Results revealed that
the overall linguistic proficiency of the students in English was better than their
proficiency in Arabic. The results revealed that the aspects of organization and
vocabulary were the most developed while structure was the least influenced by the
CLIL approach in English. In addition, the lexical complexity analysis revealed that
the students used wide range of vocabulary and used more lexical words than function
words in English compared to Arabic. Similarly, the syntactic analysis showed that
students produced more coordinated clauses than subordinate clauses. Thus, the
syntactic analysis infers that structure was the least aspect benefited from the CLIL
instruction. Furthermore, data indicated that the students’ performance in science was
better than in social studies, thus indicating that CLIL has a positive impact on
students’ content learning taught in the target language. There was also a positive
correlation between the students’ academic achievement (content learning) and their
linguistic proficiency in the language used in instruction. The results also
demonstrated a positive correlation between the students’ academic achievement

(content learning) and their linguistic proficiency.

Teachers’ Perspectives towards the CLIL Approach

Teachers’ questionnaires on their perspectives on the impact of CLIL are
discussed under three categories. First, impact on students’ L2 learning, second,

impact on students’ L1 development and third, impact on content learning.

The impact of CLIL on L2 learning. With regards to the questionnaire
written in English, Questions 1-4 addressed the teachers’ perspectives on the impact
of CLIL on L2 learning (see Table 8 and Table 9).
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Table 8: Science Teachers’ Responses to Questions 1 and 3.

(N=12)
Q# The Question Yes No | teach language in
every class

Q1 Inyour teaching, do you 12 0 12
focus on language in 100% 0% 100%
teaching scientific content?
If yes, how often?

Q# The Question Speaking Listening Writing  Reading

Q3 Which skills of the English 12 12 12 12

language are improved by 100% 100% 100% 100%
studying science through

English? Please tick all

applicable.

Table 9: Science Teachers’ Responses to Questions 2 and 4.

(N=12)
Q# The Question Item Most Slightly Least
important important/  important
/benefit benefit /benefit
1) ) @)
Q2 What writing aspects  a. Vocabulary 12 0 0
do you focus on? 100% 0% 0%
b. Structures 0 3 9
0% 25% 75%
c. Organization 0 9 3
0% 75% 25%
Which components of a. Vocabulary 9 2 1
Q4 writing proficiency in 75% 16.67% 8.33%
English benefit most  b. Structures 2 9 1
of applying CLIL? 16.67% 75% 8.33%
c. Organization 1 2 9

8.33% 16.67% 75%
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Question 1 enquired whether teachers focus on language while teaching scientific
content and how often they do that. All 12 participants (100%) indicated that they
focus on the language in every class, as demanded by the school. They also mentioned
specific aspects that they focus on such as spelling, scientific terminology, and
pronunciation. In response to question 2 regarding the linguistic areas that participant
teachers focus on the most, all the participants found vocabulary to be the most
important aspect (see Table 8). Further, the majority of the participants (75%) found
that structure was the least important, while 75% of the participants found
organization to be slightly important aspect. Question 3 inquired skills that are
improved by studying science through English. All 12 teachers highlighted that all the
skills are improved. In addition, four participants added that CLIL mostly improves
the listening and speaking skills, in addition to enhancing students’ academic writing
skills. In response to question 4 about which components of writing proficiency in
English are enhanced most by CLIL, the majority of the participants (75%) thought
that vocabulary benefited the most and 75% believed that structure slightly benefited,
while the same percentage thought that organization benefited the least from CLIL.

The impact of CLIL on L1 knowledge. Questions 5-8 focused on teachers’
perspectives on the impact of CLIL programs on students’ L1 development. None of
the participants answered question 8. Table 10 and Table 11 below show teachers’

responses.

Table 10: Science Teachers’ Responses to Questions 5, 6 and 7

(N=12)
Q# The Question Yes NO
Q5 If you speak Arabic, would you use Arabic in class 8 4
to explain certain concepts in the lesson? 66.67%  33.33%
Q6 If you speak Arabic, would you like to teach 2 10
science in Arabic? 16.67% 83.33%
Q7 Do you think students can describe scientific 0 12
concepts in Arabic? 0% 100%
Q8 Do you think students prefer learning content via 0 0
English rather than Arabic? 0% 0%
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Eight out of the 12 participants (66.67%) indicated in response to question 5
that they would use Arabic in their class to explain some concepts. Only four stated
that they would not because they believed that English is a global language used in
science. Eight participants who positively answered the question explained their
position by stating that it would “help in clarifying challenging concepts and difficult
key terms”, “helping underachievers in understating difficult concepts” and “help in

checking and fostering students’ understanding”.

Questions 6 and 7 pertained to the teachers’ preference in teaching science in
Avrabic (if they were competent in Arabic) or in English and their perspectives of
students’ competency in explaining scientific concepts in Arabic. In response to
question 6 (see table 9), two participants expressed their preference to teach content
via Arabic rather than English, because, according to them, Arabic, is the students’
mother tongue, is an easier medium to be used in learning science. Yet, the majority
of the participants (10) expressed their satisfaction with teaching content via English,

due to a number of reasons, summarized below:

e English is the primary language of science in the school.

e English is the primary language of the engaging materials and online
materials.

e English is the medium of instructions and exams.

e English is the widely accepted language in our school.

e The school enforces using English.

e English is easier language for them.

In response to question 7, all the participants thought that students have no
ability to describe scientific concepts in Arabic. They explained that students had not
been introduced to science via Arabic; therefore, their scientific vocabulary would be
limited. The limited time of instructions devoted to teaching Arabic compared to
English was another reason highlighted by teachers. In addition, they stated that the

availability of on-line materials in English exceeded the one in Arabic.

Social studies participant teachers answered questions 5-7 in the questionnaire

written in Arabic and their responses are presented in Table 11.
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Table 11: Social Studies Teachers’ Responses to Questions 5, 6 and 7
(N=10)

Q# The Question translated into English Yes NO
Q5 If you speak English, would you use English in the 10 0
class to explain certain concepts in the lesson? 100% 0%
Q6 Do you think social studies should be taught in 0 10
English? 0% 100%
Q7 Do you think students can describe social studies 10 0
concepts in English? 100% 0%

All teachers indicated that they would use English in their class (question 5). All
participants thought English to be easier than Arabic in simplifying difficult concepts
and checking understanding. They highlighted the fact that it is challenging for some
students to learn some concepts in Arabic due to students are more familiar with
English than with Arabic. Teachers also explained that students used to learn most
content subjects in English throughout their academic life. In addition, they
mentioned that students used to English in everyday practices which made them more
convenient to use English. In response to question 6, all participants expressed that
they were against teaching social studies in English due to different reasons, such as
enhancing students’ proficiency in Arabic, promoting the language of the holy Qur’an
and preserving students’ identity. The teachers also mentioned some concerns
regarding the domination of English over Arabic. They noted that English is the
common medium of communication in the school. In response to the question 7, all
the participants assumed that students are able to describe social studies concepts in
English, as students had a high proficiency in the language. In addition, the teachers
stated that the amount of exposure to English would enable students to express any
content in English.

The impact of CLIL on content learning. None of the participants answered
question 9 which enquired whether students understand abstract concepts easily or
they would prefer to have an explanation in Arabic. In response to question 10, the
participant science teachers stated some challenges associated with teaching science
concepts in English. One of these challenges stated by eight participants was the

underachievers students’ struggle with some linguistic aspects such as vocabulary,
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spelling, and pronunciation. Another challenge, according to the participants, was the
underachievers’ lack of comprehension of certain vocabulary, which may lead to poor
analysis and explanation. Four participants maintained that students tend to have
difficulty in pronouncing some scientific terminology.

In response to question 11, the science teachers stated some advantages and
disadvantages of teaching science in English. Nine participants highlighted that
English is a global language that helps students to have greater opportunities to study
abroad. According to the teachers, the main advantage of CLIL was that it would
prepare students better in academic life (11 participants). Another benefit was that
teaching science in English helps in developing students’ proficiency in English. In
addition, teachers viewed English as the language of science, and this was mentioned
by seven of the participants. They also stressed the availability of the materials written
in English (five participants) and believed that CLIL can provide students with an
authentic setting which would enable them to effectively express themselves in
spoken English (50%). Some of the recurrent advantages stated by the participant

teachers were:

e providing easier life in the future.

e a possibility to provide better paid jobs.

e learning a lot of specialized vocabulary.

e acquiring the ability to think in a foreign language.

e allowing students to get access to many articles and books in English.

As for the disadvantages of teaching science in English, teachers stressed their
students’ difficulty with learning content due to the use of English. Another main
concern was that students were deprived from knowing the Arabic version of
scientific terminology. Ten teachers were concerned about the negative influence of
English on the students’ ethnic identity and their attitudes towards Arabic. The
majority stated that teaching social studies through Arabic may protect the Arabic
language from being replaced by English. In addition, they viewed using Arabic as a
tool to enhance the students' cultural identity and build positive attitudes towards their

first language.
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The last question, question 12, was a common to both groups of teachers and
was in English and in Arabic (see table 12). It asked about the skills in science and

social studies that students find difficult.

Table 12: Teachers’ Responses to Question 12

(Science teachers N=12 and social Studies Teachers N=10)

= > = =
5 3 £ 3 % 3
S E ~ 2 & ~ S E ~
= s 2 o35 Y 335 2
S s 88 g8 8 s 3
5 s 838 83 8 83
= n n B n 7 I 7 RN 7)) n Bw
Q12. Which a. Defining 0 0 0 0 12 10
aspects of 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 100%
science or b. Analyzing 3 9 9 0 0 1
social studies 25% 90% 75% 0% 0% 10%
skills students  c. Explaining 3 2 9 8 0 0
find difficult to 25% 20% 75% @ 80% 0% 0%

master?

Table 12 clearly highlights that all science (12) and social studies teachers (10)
believed that the students found “defining” scientific concepts as the least difficult.
Nine science teachers (75%) found that students moderately find “analyzing”
academic concepts as slightly difficult, while nine social studies teachers (90) usually
struggle with “analyzing” academic concepts. Furthermore, nine science teachers (75
%) found “explaining” as slightly difficult, while three found it as the most difficult
skill. Similarly, eight social studies teachers (80%) found “explaining” as slightly
difficult, while two found it as the most difficult skill. Six science teachers explained
that they encourage students to use the three skills (defining, analyzing and
explaining). They added that the content materials were helpful in applying the three
skills in their lessons, while the majority of the social studies teachers (8) stated that
they focused on defining and restating the information. They explained that the

content materials mainly focus on these two skills.
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Summary of teachers’ perspectives. The teacher responses revealed
important findings. They focused on language teaching while teaching content,
particularly vocabulary. As a result, they found students’ vocabulary is positively
affected. Although they mostly focused on teaching vocabulary and organization, they
believe that students’ skills in organization did not improve. Most of the teachers
found teaching science in Arabic would be challenging, yet they stated that Arabic
could be used in explaining difficult terms or concepts. Some of the teachers were
concerned about the student’s Arabic proficiency due to the focus placed on English.
All teachers support teaching social studies in Arabic rather than English to enhance
the students’ Arabic proficiency. Most of the teachers found students generally
struggle with explaining academic concepts in both English and Arabic, yet they
found students perform better in analyzing academic concepts in English than in
Arabic. The majority of the teachers found CLIL approach has a positive impact on
learning L2 and content, while some teachers were concerned about the negative
impact of CLIL on students’ L1 knowledge and their ethnic identity. In addition,
teachers suggested that Arabic can be used as a tool to enhance the students’ cultural
identity and build positive attitudes towards their first language. Some teachers stated
some advantages of applying the CLIL approach such as being a tool that can help

students to get better jobs and learning opportunities in the future.

Data Analysis and Discussion

Results discussed above reveal that overall students’ linguistic proficiency in
English was better than their proficiency in Arabic, their academic performance was
better in science than in social studies, there was a positive correlation between
students’ academic proficiency and their linguistic proficiency and the majority of
teachers felt that CLIL has a positive impact on L2 and content learning but were

concerned about the negative impact of CLIL on the students’ L1 knowledge.

In general, students scored higher in English than in Arabic. Thus, CLIL
seems to have a more positive impact on students’ English learning (L2) than on their
Arabic knowledge (L1). This finding is in line with other studies findings discussed in
chapter 2 (e.g. Haunold, 2006; Lasagabaster, 2008). These results may be attributed to
the fact that students have more hours of exposure to English than to Arabic. Many

studies have shown a strong correlation between the positive impact of CLIL on L2

58



linguistic skills and the amount of time devoted to L2 instruction (Jiménez Catalan
and Ruiz de Zarobe, 2009; Sylven, 2004, 2006). This relation was also discussed by
Sylvén’s (2006) study of secondary schools in Sweden. She found that there is a
positive correlation between the amount of exposure and language learning. In the
context of the present study, the content instruction in English is definitely greater in
English than in Arabic and thus could explain the students’ better performance. In
fact, teaching in English is about 80% of the total teaching time compared to nearly
20% for teaching in the Arabic language. Exposure to English is not only higher
within the classroom, but also it is present outside the classroom. Students commonly
use English as a lingua franca in order to communicate in outside the classroom,
particularly given the UAE demographics where 80-91% are expats and 77% of Non-
Arabic speakers (Badry, 2015). All this amount of exposure to English, inside and
outside the classroom, can be a strong factor in developing the students’ linguistic
proficiency in English more than in Arabic. Teachers’ responses were concerned that
the amount of instruction devoted to L1 (Arabic) compared to L2 (English) may delay

students’ L1 development compared to L2 learning.

More specifically, the results revealed students achieved significantly high
marks over the average benchmark in the first two aspects, organization and
vocabulary, in both languages. In comparison, students demonstrated higher
proficiency in English than in Arabic in the three aspects of organization, vocabulary,
structure examined. In the organization aspect, all students got high marks in both
languages. Yet, they scored higher in English than in Arabic. Their English essays
were more coherent than their Arabic essays. This data suggests that the CLIL
approach seem to have a positive impact on the organization aspect in L2. This
finding contradicts what has been reported by Jexenflicker and Dalton-Puffer (2010),
who observed that students in CLIL contexts suffered from textual organization in
their written productions at the sentence level more than at discourse level.
Concerning vocabulary, students had a wide range of vocabulary and a more
appropriate register in English. In comparison, students used more lexical words than
function words in English compared to Arabic. Confirming findings that CLIL
positively influenced students’ vocabulary development particularly, technical terms
(e.g. Dalton-Puffer, 2008, Jiménez Catalan, Ruiz de Zarobe & Cenoz, 2006; Sylvén,

2004, 2006). As for the last linguistic aspect analyzed (structure), results revealed
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weaknesses in areas such as participles. In addition, the syntactic analysis showed that
students produced more coordinated clauses than subordinate clauses, suggesting that
structure was the aspect that benefits the least. This finding concurs with Ackerl’s
(2007) findings in which CLIL students used simple clauses extensively in their texts.
In contrast, other results obtained from previous research (e.g. Hittner and Rieder-
Buneman, 2007; Lasagabaster, 2008) showed the positive influence of CLIL on
structure. In sum, the present results suggested that organization and vocabulary seem
to be benefit the most from the CLIL approach in L2 which concur with results of

previous studies (e.g. Cenoz and Perales 2001; Serra, 2007).

The extent to which a linguistic aspect in the writing skill is positively
influenced by the implantation of the CLIL approach can be related to the amount of
focus devoted to that aspect in class. This factor was mentioned by the participant
science teachers. They mentioned that they usually focus on vocabulary in every
class, which might explain the development of students’ vocabulary. The students’
wide vocabulary repertoire can be a possible reason behind the participant students’
high performance in organization as they seem to benefit from their wide range of
connectives for structuring their essay logically. As for the reason behind students’
low performance in the structure aspect, it can be due to the little focus devoted to this
aspect in the class. According to the participant science teachers, structure was the
least aspect on which they focus in class. Dalton-Puffer reasoned that the problems
with any aspects of the students’ writing can be due to the absence of teaching this
aspect in content teaching. According to VVollmer et al. (2006) and Llinares and
Whittaker (2006), the less focus devoted to writing in content-teaching was a strong

reason behind students’ organization and grammar weaknesses.

Results also demonstrated that students’ MSA knowledge at the syntactic and
lexical levels was the weakest. In addition, there was a significant influence of
colloquial Arabic on the students’ writing performance in MSA. Several factors can
be used to explain this weak performance. First, teachers usually use both the
colloquial Arabic and the MSA in their teaching. Second, MSA is not the language of
communication in the UAE. Therefore, a lack of exposure to MSA input might inhibit
the students from effectively mastering MSA. According to Garcia (2009a), any
bilingual program should consider whether the language taught is used outside the

classroom or not. In case the language is not used in the community, a focus on
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teaching such language should be placed inside the classroom. Another factor is the
diglossic nature of Arabic, in which MSA represents the high variety used in formal
interactions, while dialectal Arabic is the low variety used in everyday life
interactions. As MSA is not the language used in informal communication, current
curriculum should increase the time of teaching MSA in the school. Furthermore,
another factor is related to the teaching methods adopted in teaching subjects in
Arabic. In fact, some participant social studies teachers stated that the social study
content includes difficult terminology, and the content is presented in a traditional
manner. Morrow and Castleton (2011) supported these data when reporting that
Arabic teachers consider the Arabic curriculum to be plain and disengaging for the
students. The outdated content in subjects taught in Arabic can demotivate the
students. Badry (2011) suggested, "A serious reflection on the diglossic nature of
Arabic and how it impacts literacy development [is needed, in addition to] an
overhaul of the Arabic language and its pedagogy, and an emphasis on teacher
training ... to maintain bilingualism and strengthen the Arabic act of identity in the

UAE" (p.111).

As for the impact of CLIL on content learning, results showed that the overall
performance of students was better in science than in social studies. These results can
be justified by different reasons. One possible explanation for these results can be
related to the fact that the amount of teaching time devoted to teaching through
English was greater than the amount of time devoted for teaching through Arabic.
This was due to the policy of the school that restricts the amount of teaching in
Arabic. Thus, it can be inferred that the consequences of CLIL seem to have positive
impact on content leaning. This inference is in line with what has been reported by
other researchers (e.g. de Courcy and Burston, 2000; Jappinen, 2005; Seikkula-Leino,
2007) that CLIL has a positive impact on content learning through L2. Other factors
suggested by Jappinen (2005) that could have influenced the results are “the home
environment, the socio-economic status of parents..., or the nature of learners
entering” (p.162). Another possible factor can be the lack of creative and engaging
social studies materials. In fact, the polled social studies teachers raised a concern
about the scarcity of the materials. In addition, they mentioned that they focus on
skills such as description, analyzing and explanation, while social studies teachers

focused on skills such as narration, which requires students to memorize the content.
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In contrast, the surveyed science teachers found the availability of scientific materials
that promote creative thinking and learning to help them in teaching. A Further
possible explanation is the positive correlation between the students’ academic
achievement (content learning) and their linguistic proficiency. As results suggested
that there is a positive correlation between academic performance and linguistic
proficiency. Since the medium of teaching a content subject is a language, the level of
proficiency of students in this language can have an impact on their ability to learn
content subjects. This inference is expressed by other researchers (e.g. Jappinen,
2005; Massler, 2012; Sanchez & Salaberri, 2015; VVollmer et al., 2006). As explained
in chapter 2, they justified the performances of CLIL students in content subjects by
students’ competency in the L2. Additional factor that leads to the aforementioned
results is teachers’ lack of training in CLIL teaching. All participant teachers reported
that they have minimum three years of experience in teaching CLIL, yet they have no
CLIL training which suggests that teachers are not aware of the CLIL pedagogical
methods. This suggestion concurs with Marsh’s (2002) claim that CLIL teachers
usually have adequate proficiency in L2 and competency in teaching content, but have

no training in bilingual education.

Results also revealed that most of the teachers found students generally
struggle with explaining academic concepts in both English and Arabic, yet they
found students perform better in analyzing academic concepts in English than in
Arabic. Another finding was that science teachers encouraged students to interact with
content from multiple perspectives and engage in analyzing and explaining the
content material, while the social studies teachers focused mainly on defining and
memorizing the topics. These results suggest that CLIL can offer students an
opportunity to use various academic functions that might influence the students’ way
of learning content and language of instruction. In a sense, students need to use L2 in
different ways in order to convey different aspects of content, which may indicate a
positive influence of students’ academic achievement (content learning) on their
linguistic proficiency. It can also be inferred that CLIL enables students to use various
skills (analyzing and explaining) in their learning content. This conclusion is in line
with Nikula’s (2007) finding, that CLIL setting enable students to learn content in

different ways other than mere reporting information.
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Results obtained from teachers’ surveys show that they have positive attitudes
towards the CLIL approach impact on students’ target language confirming results
from previous other studies that indicated that teachers preferred employing the CLIL
approach, despite concerns about the demanding nature of the program (e.g. Dafouz,
Nufiez, Sancho & Foran, 2007; McDougald, 2015). Participants in this study
highlighted several benefits of CLIL. One important benefit was providing a natural
learning environment of the second language. They also believed that the CLIL
approach enhances students’ communicative skills, a stance that supports Dalton-
Puffer (2007) and Pena Diaz and Porto Requejo (2008) claims. As to the
disadvantages of the CLIL program, it has been frequently mentioned that CLIL can
be a demanding learning approach that requires students to be high achievers in the
second language. Teachers also mentioned that they often struggle to balance between
teaching language and content. These results concurred with what Alonso, Grisalefia
and Campo (2008) concluded. Furthermore, another concern stated by the teachers
was that the students would not have adequate scientific knowledge in their mother
language. Airey (2010) also found that students had difficulty with “retrieving
knowledge in their non-instructional language” (p.152). Finally, teachers were
concerned that the linguistic proficiency level of students in English might influence
their content learning, a concerned shared with other studies (e.g. Dalton-Puffer,
2008; di Martino & di Sabato, 2012; Hajer, 2000).

Findings of the present study also showed that the participant teachers had
several concerns. They pointed out that students tend to prefer learning content
through English rather than through Arabic. Social studies teachers believed that the
majority of the students are not interested in learning Arabic and that students were
more motivated to study English than to study Arabic. They considered learning in
CLIL settings to be more demanding to students than when students’ L1 is used as a
medium of learning. These results are surprising as usually students had a negative
attitude towards challenging subjects. This contradiction could be due to the overall
ideology adopted by the entire country towards English. Badry (2011) suggested that
“the dominant ideology in the UAE, espousing globalization to achieve rapid
modernization and assigning high value to English, may have predetermined what
choices"” (p.108) the students make. The overwhelming preference of English can also

be due to the strong dominance of English in up-to-date research. Teachers stated that
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students perceive English as a mean to advance in their education and future careers

and to keep up with modern life.

In conclusion, the results are mostly in line with research findings discussed in
chapter 2. It was inferred that CLIL seems to have a more positive impact on students’
English learning (L2) than on their Arabic knowledge (L1). It has been concluded that
CLIL seems to have a positive impact on content learning. Finally, it was revealed

that teachers had positive attitudes towards the CLIL approach.
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Chapter 5: Conclusion, Implications, Limitations and Suggestions

This chapter offers conclusions and suggests possible implications of adopting
the CLIL approach in a secondary school in the UAE. It also describes some

limitations encountered in conducting this research.
Conclusion

The present study was set out to examine the effects of CLIL on students’ L1
development, their L2 learning and their content learning in the UAE and to
investigate the perspectives of secondary school teachers towards the CLIL approach.
The data showed that the eighth grade students’ linguistic proficiency was better than
their proficiency in Arabic, suggesting that CLIL has a positive impact on students’
L2 learning while L1 knowledge seems to be hampered. In general, the results
suggested that the aspects of organization and vocabulary were the most developed
while structure was the least influenced by the approach in English. In addition, the
lexical complexity analysis revealed that the students used wide range of vocabulary
and used more lexical words than function words in English compared to Arabic.
Similarly, the syntactic analysis showed that students produced more coordinated
clauses than subordinate clauses, thus inferring that structure did not benefit from the
CLIL instruction. Furthermore, data revealed that the students’ performance in
science was better than in social studies, thus indicating that CLIL has a positive
impact on students’ content learning taught in the target language. There was also a
positive correlation between the students’ academic achievement (content learning)
and their linguistic proficiency in the language used in instruction. Students who
scored above the academic benchmark were also those who exhibited a high writing
proficiency in both languages. Teachers’ perceptions support the previous quantitative
data from the analysis of students’ essays. Teachers highlighted that CLIL had a
positive impact on both the students’ L2 and their content learning but they were
concerned about students’ L1 knowledge. In addition, they explained that CLIL
benefits from the availability of the materials written in English and it provides
students with an authentic setting, in which they can communicate orally in English
and enables them to compete in the international market. At the same time, the
teachers highlighted that CLIL can be demanding for students in learning content. A

number of teachers were particularly concerned about the negative role that English
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may play in maintaining the students’ ethnic identity. However, teaching social
studies through Arabic can protect the Arabic language from being replaced by

English, according to social studies teachers.
Implications

The findings from this study suggest that in its current implementation, CLIL
in the UAE current educational system does not foster students’ proficiency in MSA.
The development of MSA seems to be restrained by the promotion of English in
schools and its wide spread use as lingua franca in UAE society. Based on these
results many implications for teachers and education planners can be identified.
Reforms to the current educational system should stress achieving balanced
bilingualism and biliteracy in both Arabic and English. Curricula should be designed
to provide a balanced amount of instruction in the two languages. In addition,
education specialists need to design creative materials in Arabic to motivate students
in favor of Arabic and help them preserve their Arabic identity. Another important
implication is that materials and teaching methods should recognize the diglossic
nature of the Arabic language. According to Badry (2011), the current educational
policies do not address the effect of this diglossic nature of Arabic. Thus, she suggests
that providing a transition period from colloquial Arabic to MSA can ease students
into the standard form and increase their motivation towards learning MSA. In
addition, content materials delivered in Arabic should enforce students’ critical

thinking through analyzing and explaining skills.

With regards to teacher training, CLIL teachers need to be trained in applying
bilingual methodologies where they learn how they can use L1 in teaching L2. This
training would help them to be mindful of the linguistic aspects of L2 in general and
to its subject specific aspects in particular. Furthermore, teachers also need to be

trained in integrating content and language in class.
Limitations of the Study

The present study is a first examination to Content and Language Integrated
Learning (CLIL) in the UAE and as such has explored new grounds. However, just
like all studies it has its own limitations. A major limitation has been in the sample
selection and size. The data was collected from one school and one class with twenty-

three students. The teachers sample was slightly more representative as it included all
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twenty teachers of grade 8 in the school. In addition, two important questions in the
teachers’ questionnaire were not answered; consequently, these items had to be
omitted. Given the study’s important limitations, the conclusions need further
confirmation from larger samples. A further limitation is that, to date, there is a lack

of literature on the impact of CLIL on Arabic.

Despite the limitations, the study is significant because it shows investigated
CLIL in the UAE context that that has proved effective in impacting students’ L2
learning and content learning. The study also has provided educators who currently
apply CLIL in the UAE evidence that CLIL programs can negatively impact students’
L1. Thus, they need to adapt CLIL program to suit the UAE linguistic context. The

UAE educational policy should place a balanced emphasis to English and Arabic.
Suggestions for Further Research

A similar analysis must be carried out over a larger number of schools across
the UAE and include more representative sample of students’ writing in different
subject matters. Also, previous studies have examined the impact of CLIL on CLIL
students with their non-CLIL peers as presented in the second chapter. It would be
interesting to compare CLIL students’ results to their EFL peers in the UAE. The
present study examined the impact of CLIL on male high school students. Other
studies should examine female high school students to find out the influence of
gender on the results.
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Appendix A
Science Writing Test
Name: 10 Marks

The Digestive system
The digestive system is the organ system that breaks food down into small molecules
that are absorbed into the bloodstream.
Write a well-structured essay about all the following aspects. (200 words)
1. Define digestion.
2. Compare and contrast physical and chemical digestion.

3. Describe, with the use of relevant keywords, the passage of food through the body.
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Appendix B
Social Studies Writing Test
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The Translation of the Social Studies Written Test

“The United Arab Emirates is witnessing a huge increase in the population number,
and their distribution differs as a result of various natural factors."
Write a well-structured essay about the following aspects: (200 words)
1. The different factors that affect the distribution of population in the UAE
2. The importance of studying population in the UAE

3. What the outcomes of the immigration of people from their own countries?
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Appendix C
Science Lesson
The Digestive system
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Appendix D
Social Studies Lesson
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Appendix E
Science Multiple Choice Question Test
Name: 10 Marks

Circle the correct answer A, B, C, or D on the test paper
1. Which of the following is not a stage in digestion?

A. Exertion
B. Egestion
C. Ingestion
D. Digestion

2. Which of the following organs does allow food to pass through after is it
swallowed?

A. Stomach

B. Gall bladder
C. Small intestine
D. Esophagus

3. Which of the following organs produce bile?

Stomach
Gall bladder
Pancreas
Liver

Cow>»

. Which of the following is not a good source of protein?
Chicken
Milk
Potatoes
Eggs

OOw>»

5. The function of the small intestine is to

A. Crush and grind food
B. Absorb water

C. Absorption of nutrients
D. Produce enzymes
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6. The table shows the nutritional given on the labels on two foods A and B.

Nutritional Information Food A per 100 g Food B per 100 g
Energy 1629 KJ 394 KJ
Protein 26 ¢ 560
Carbohydrates Nil 20.2 g
Fat 18.6¢g 069

Freddie ate 100g of food A and 509 of food B, how much fat did he consume?

19.29
18.99
9.99
19.8

oo w»

7. A healthy diet needs a balance of many things, meat, fish, cheese are all good
sources of?

Carbohydrates
Fates

Fibers

Protein

oo w»

8. Which nutrient cannot be digested?

Carbohydrates
Fates

Fibers

Protein

Cow>»

9. What is produced when protein is digested?

A. Sugar

B. Fatty acid
C. Amino Acid
D. Starch

10. When they reach the stomach, mashed-up the food particles mix with:

Guava juice
Gastric juices
Mucus

Bile

OO wp

88




11. Which organs with the absorption of nutrients’

A. Pancreas, liver, and gall bladder

B. Liver, heart, and spleen

C. Gall bladder, kidneys, and appendix
D. Kidney, liver, and bladder

12. Stores the liver’s digestive juices until are needed by

A. The intestine

B. Stomach

C. Gall bladder pancreas
D. Liver

13. Most of the vital activities are performed when we are

A. Awake

B. Eating a lot

C. Sleeping

D. None of the above

14. Along the tube that carries food from the mouth to the stomach

A. Stomach

B. Gall bladder
C. Small intestine
D. Esophagus

15. Scurvy is caused due to the deficiency of...

A. Vitamin B
B. Vitamin D
C. Vitamin A
D. Vitamin C

16. Sunshine and irradiated milk are primary source of ....

Vitamin C
Vitamin D
Vitamin A
Vitamin B

Cow>»

17. Citrus fruits and other fresh fruits and vegetables are natural source of...

Vitamin B
Vitamin D
Vitamin A
Vitamin C

CoOow>
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18. Enzymes are usually...

Carbohydrates
Fat

Protein

All of the above

Cow>»

19 it ecaeeeaas enzymes break down starch to sugar

A. Protease

B. Amylase

C. Lipase

D. None of the above

20. A balanced diet for one person may be suitable for....

A. Growing children
B. All other persons
C. Pregnant women
D. No other person
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Appendix F

Social Studies Multiple Choice Question Test
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The Translation of the Social Studies MCQ Test
Circle the correct answer:

1. The largest content of population:
- Europe - Asia - Africa -America

2. The ministry that counts the number of the population is:
- Ministry of Education - Ministry of Transportation
- Ministry of Economy and Planning - Ministry of Population

3. Studying populations termed as:

- Biology - Geological - demographic - physiology
4. The first census in the UAE was conducted in:

- 1968 - 1970 -1967 - 1980

5. The most populous emirates:

- Dubai -Abu Dhabi - Sharjah -Fujairah

6. Natural factors that influence the distribution of population in the UAE are:
-Weather - Job opportunities - transportation - Resources

7. United Arab Emirates conducts census at regular intervals each:
-11 Years - 8 years - 10 years - 5 years

8. The population in the UAE includes all:
-Citizens only -Residents - Citizens and residents - Residents except children

9. A key ingredient to any country:
-Resources -Government - People - All of the above

10. The first source for each country to identify the number of people:
-Biological Records - Census - Immigration records - Birth records

11. Meridians benefit us to know:

-Weather -Time - Age - Temperature only
12. One of the most popular Latitudes on the globe is:
- Equator - Cancer line - Tropic of Cancer - All of the above

13. The fundamental basis of the establishment of the state is:
- Population - Earth - People - All of the above

14-The green color in the map represents:
-Mountains -Plains -Deserts -Volcanoes

15. The Least populous continent is:
-Australia -Europe -Africa - Asia
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16. Latitude helps in determining:
- Location -Time -Climate - All of the above

17. The movement of population from one place to another within a state is
called:
-Touring -External immigration - Internal immigration - Mortality statistics

18. The number of meridians is:
-340 -360 -350 -320

19. Elements of the map are:
- Map key - The title of the map -Map key -All of the above

20. Brown color indicates:
Mountains -Plains -Deserts -Volcanoes
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Appendix G

Teacher Questionna

ire

Teacher’s Perceptions & Experiences in CLIL
(Aopalad) 31 gall (g 500 g Sty ALY aladial) JulS o Cppalaall (sl
Ao laia¥) bl ) Bala (pralea
3 gl oy il A HalaaWI AR aladind J 5l Gy (e e e Gl 13 )

Science Teachers

This questionnaire aims to identify CLIL teachers’ perspectives towards the impact

of CLIL on L2 learning, L1 knowledge, content subject learning in UAE context.

CLIL is teaching content subjects (mathematics, science etc....) by using English as

the medium of instruction. The questionnaire will take about 15 minutes to

complete. The information gathered will be used to aid in understanding the impact

of CLIL in the UAE. Your questionnaire responses will be strictly confidential.

Part I: Personal Information

A yad) el A5 A gy il G le o slall 5 il 1) Jie Fsalal)
488 15l (o) Glaiu¥) s 84S jLiall o1 g el L) Basal)

el Galall laia¥ L o st 30 Glasleall Gl aladl pa s AllaSiuY

AUy pn ge (B G oS

Ladldl) il gleall:J s¥) acddl)

Please mark the box with an “X”" against the option which represents your answer. Gslial) Tl Y/ LS
Demographic Information ) 2 gl i g plaal)

Gender 0 Female o Male o S o Gl & sl

Age Range 021-30 o 31-40 o 41-50 o 51-60 i yanll 44l

Mother Language (L1) DArabic oEnglish  oOther, Please SAID Al aallig daial) ) B ARl
specify........ 0 e ad) 420

Proficiency of Arabic DAdvanced olntermediate  oBeginner M 0 s O el Al dall) 4 3ol (5 sl
oNA Oy Y
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Proficiency of English DAdvanced  olntermediate  oBeginner Ol O hugie g ek A el ARl 3L (5 giasa
oNA DN
Teaching Experience Al Jlaa (B 5 Al
Length of Teaching experience (in o 0-2 o 3-5 0 6-9 010-14 o 15 or more () sanally ) (o pailly 3l 50a
years)
Length of Teaching in CLIL o 0-2 03-5 0 6-9 010-14 o 15 or more 3l G e (G G pailly 3l 50e
programs (in years) (<l sy )
Length of Studying in English o 0-2 o 3-5 0 6-9 010 -14 0 15 or more A pal) 2L A Hall 3ae
Students’ Level Taught o 7th o 8th 0 9th Ay (Al il Al Caiall
Subject taught O Science o0 Math o English O &b Ose o (Al salall
O S cpal) 0 Ll jaa
0 4k sll 4 3l
Part 2: Perspectives of CLIL Cpalaall dpad i) 4y 4l): AU andl)
Please answer the following questions. | LN ALY e DY) ela )
1. In your teaching, do you focus on language in teaching scientific content? If 84l Je 58 5l a 688 Ja cpupaill Jlae (A elipd A e 11
yes, how often? € il 2L g Al Lo s 20 130 €6 sinall ol gyl
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2. What writing aspects do you focus on? Please rank one as the most

important and 3 as the least important?

e Vocabulary ......
e Structures  ......
e Organization ......

Which skills of the English language are improved by studying science
through English? Please tick all applicable.

e Speaking.............
e Listening.............
e Writing............

e Reading........

Which components of writing proficiency in English benefit most of

applying CLIL? Please rank one as the most important and 3 as the least

important?
e Vocabulary ......
e Structures  ......
e Organization ......

If you speak Arabic, would you use Arabic in the class to explain certain

concepts the lesson? Why?

AL B 3 Lo 5,800 4 3 A il gal) o Lo 2

Aol JBU (3) 5 a3 (1) Cus i Al (oa p $h 3al)

...... Ll el e
....... gl Sl il o
....... ausl) e—\la-u Al e

Lyl Al 50 JDA e i gy ol Bl 3 ARl @l g
Aaulidl) 3 jleall e dadle puiag oy § Agiha gl

...... A
..... gl o
....... sl o
...... sl il o

Gk (e cnlind ) gyl A3l AUl il sl A o e
Aaaal J8DU (3) 5 a3 (1) Cus iyl s ¢ CLIL

........ Cla il e
........ Lall Sl dll o
....... A e—ljn-ﬁ °

ARl alading (o)) oSaall (e Jae A Jalaa¥) Caaai ¢S 13)
13T € (L asliall Giany & il Coall 84 Sy
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6. If you speak Arabic, would you like to teach science in Arabic? Why? € LagalS ol 4 nlaiy) ol A pal) ARMG o Ul Gy o35 B e s 6
(o la¥) aa @l (2 yal)£13L]

7. Do you think students can describe scientific concepts in Arabic, Why? ARl dila o) Ay L aaaliall &y ) sadaien GO Gf ST Ja 7
................................................................................. ¢ 1AL ¢dg eyl

8. Do you think students prefer learning content via English rather than Al e addedll (5 ginall Al 5o () shiady M) Of SEed a8
Arabic? Why? 913l s jall Aall) (pe Yau Ay jalasy)

9. Do you find students understand abstract concepts easily or they would O sabing af A seun Cila sleall agh () sadaiivg Ol () aiixs Ja 9
prefer to have an explanation in Arabic (if it is available) and why? Somda s ¢ (LS @lld IS 13)) 4 5ulacl) A5l ~ i )

10. In your experience what are the challenges associated with teaching science (s Ao jall 230l Lelldy Al asill o4 Lo el )25 810
concepts in English? § Ay yall UL duila ) Ay 1)
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11. What do you think are the advantages and disadvantages of teaching science Syl ARl dda g1 A A Gy e 5 Wl e o8 i e 11
in English?

12. Which aspect of scientific skills do students find difficult to master? Please (2 Ao s ddlall aay Al 4 S G el il g 8 e 12
rank one as the most difficult and 3 as the least difficult? AU (1) G il (oa € Ak gl A il Balas Leles pasud
el B8 (3)
e Defining ... Yl 2 s Lais o
e Analyzing ... ) maasiy Qi @
e Explaining ... Syl e 4 jial) cbiY) muasi o
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Appendix H
Analytic Grading Rubric for Student’ Writing Proficiency
Adapted from Friedl and Auer (2007)

Grade Label | Mark Descriptor
Organization 5 Clear overall structure, meaningful paragraphing; very good use of connectives, no editing mistakes, conventions of
punctuation observed.
4 Overall structure mostly clear, good paragraphing, good use of connectives, hardly any editing mistakes, conventions of
punctuation mostly observed.
3 Adequately structured, paragraphing misleading at times, adequate use of connectives; some editing and punctuating
errors.
2 Limited overall structuring, frequent mistakes in paragraphing, limited use of connectives; frequent editing and
punctuation errors.
1 Poor overall structuring, no meaningful paragraphing, poor use of connectives; numerous editing and punctuation
errors.
0 Not enough to evaluate.
Grammar 5 Accurate use of grammar and structures, hardly any errors of agreement, tense, word order, articles, pronouns, etc.;
meaning clear, great variety of structures, frequent use of complex structures.
4 Mostly accurate use of grammar and structures, few errors of agreement etc.; meaning mostly clear; good variety of
structures, readiness to use complex structures.
3 Adequate use of grammar and structures; some errors of agreement etc.; meaning sometimes not clear; adequate variety

of structures; some readiness to use complex structures.
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Limited use of grammar and structures; frequent errors of agreement etc.; meaning often not clear; limited variety of

structures; limited readiness to use complex structures.

Poor use of grammar and structures; numerous errors of agreement etc.; meaning very often not clear; poor variety of

structures.

Not enough to evaluate.

Vocabulary

Wide range of vocabulary; very good choice of words; accurate form and usage; hardly any spelling mistakes; meaning

clear.

Good range of vocabulary; good choice of words; mostly accurate form and usage, few spelling mistakes; meaning

mostly clear.

Adequate range of vocabulary and choice of words; some repetitions; some errors of form and usage; some spelling

mistakes; meaning sometimes not clear; some translation from mother tongue.

Limited range of vocabulary and choice of words; frequent repetitions; frequent errors of form and usage; frequent

spelling mistakes; meaning often not clear; frequent translation from mother tongue.

Poor range of vocabulary and choice of words; highly repetitive; numerous errors of form and usage; numerous spelling

mistakes; meaning very often not clear; mainly translation from mother tongue.

Not enough to evaluate.
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Appendix |
Holistic Grading Rubric for Students’ Content Learning
Adapted from Coetzee-Lachmann (2007)

Grade Label Mark Descriptor
4 e Task fully achieved content entirely relevant; appropriate format, length and register.
Level 5 ¢ Correct content was included that is related and central to the topic.
Complete Content e Correct and comprehensive descriptive explanation of the topic including the main and sub points or one of the
Learning sub-points may be lacking, or may not be expressed.
Level 4 3 e Task almost fully achieved content mostly relevant; mostly appropriate format, length and register.
Almost Content e Correct and adequate content was included that is related and central to the topic.
Learning e Correct descriptive explanation of the topic includes, but one of the sub-points may be lacking,
Level 3 2 e Task adequately achieved some gaps or redundant information, acceptable format, length and register.
Ad e\(/je S e Sufficient correct descriptive explanation, yet some content may be included that is related to the topic, but not
vanced t.onten central to the content requirements of the task.
Learning . . i
¢ Sub-points may be lacking, or may be incorrect.
Level 2 1 e Task poorly achieved, major gaps or pointless repetition; inadequate format, length and register.
Weak Co_ntent ¢ A limited amount of content may be included that is related to the topic.
Learning ¢ Sub-points are not included or incorrect.
Level 1 0 e Not enough to evaluate

No Content Learning

¢ No or incorrect explanation of the topic.
e None of the required content is realized.
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